Ofﬁual Transcrlpt of Proceedmgs

NUCI.EAR REGULATORY com«nssmu?

 Title:
" Docket Number:

~ Location:

Date:

Work Order No.:

Operability Workshop -
(not applicable)
" Rockville, Maryland

 Thursday, August 14, 2003

NRC-1041 Pages 1-134

NEAL R. GROSS AND CO., INC.

Court Reporters and Transcribers -
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005
| (202) 2344433



10

11

12-

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
+ 4+ + + +
OPERABILITY WORKSHOP
o+ o+ o+
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND
+ o+ + o+ +-
THURSDAY, AUGUST 14, 2003
+ + + + +
The workshop was held in the Auditorium at
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NRC Auditorium, Two

White Flint North, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 8:30 a.m.,

Andrew Walker, faCilitéting.

PRESENT : |

ANDREW WALKER, Facilitator

STEVE ALEXANDER, NRR/IEPB

DR. WILLIAM BECKNER, Chief, Reactor Operations Branch

BRUCE BOGER, Director, Division of Inspection
Progravaéﬁagement.

TERENCE CHAN, Seétion Chief, Materials and Chemical
Engineering,Brgnch, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulationé

KERRI KAVAﬁAGH,_SehiofVReact§r Engineer, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Régulaﬁions

JIM LUEHMAN, Deputy Director, Office of Enforcement
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PRESENT:

(CONT.)

EILEEN MCKENNA, Senior Reactor Engineer, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulations

WAYNE SCOTT, Senior Operations Engineer, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulations

(202) 234-4433
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8:37 a.m.
MR. BOGER: - Okay. Let’s get started. You
might have noticed a momentary delay up here as it
took a professiohal to come and understand that the
microphone was on; so I apologize for the short delay
this morning; ‘But thank:you for coming. My name is
Bruce Boger. 1I'm the director of the Division of
Inspector Prograthanagemeﬁt at the NRC. I would like
to welcome you to this Operability Workshop. This is
a great turn out. I see'a'lotbof representatives from
the industry, people that I have had the privilege of
working with in meétings before. There are public
interest groups here, members of ‘the Regional
Management staff. VThere'é a lot of NRC staff here.
So there’s a broadarray of folks here this morning.
We also have an internétiénal visitor. We import
people all the way from Spain to come to these
meetings, so I'm trying to embarrass her, at this

point. |
Well, as you are aware, the NRC is

planning to revise its guidance in the area of

operability. Therobjective of this workshop is to

receive and discuss preliminary input on the guidance

that we have on operability, Degraded and

‘NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 2344433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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Nonconforming Conditions, and related aspects of
Generic Letter 9;?18. And I'm reallf'pleased that so
many of you have an interest in this topic. For many
of you, I'm su:e} this is a topic that you deal with
on more than an occasional basis, and because of that
it’s important fof us to méke sure thét our guidance
is reflective of the real experience that'’s occurring
out in the field;¢

We find that our products are better when
they are influenced by the inputs of our stakeholders
and by that, I mean, the‘full range stakeholders so
that we know what the issues are. I appreciate the
fact that because so maﬁy of you are not from NRC
headquarters, that you have traveled to get here.
You’ve taken time out of your_bﬁsy schedules to meet
with us. We valueryour input and we‘want.to make sure
that we capturé ali of it.

But this is not a meeting where people are
going to sit up here and télk to you énd feed you
information. it's not that type of meeting. 1It’s
intehded to be an interactive meeting. This is your
meeting. This is YOur opportunity to providé the NRC
with your insights; so we might bettervshape our
documents. In order to make that happen, wé're going

to use a facilitator. Andrew Walker is going to be

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS -
" 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W. :
(202) 234-4433 ‘ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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the facilitator and he is goirng to make sure that we
stay on track. And it will be difficult, because this
is a large number of people, and he’ll be going to
different areas through the afternoon.

I do_l{vant to acknowledge that meetings

like this just don’t happen. I méan, they just don’‘t

materialize. Itrtakes a lot of hard work from folks

to make it happen; to do the organization and to bring
things together. : And to that er'xd,' I wént to commend
Kerri Kavanagh_fpr bringing ‘i,t | togéther. Tﬁanks,
Kerri.

(A;Splause)

MR. BOGER: Now, from a historical
perspective, Generic Letter 91—187was ,isrsued back in
November of 1991, and it was the first time, in- my
mind, that certaiﬁ things came t'ogether.r And David
Lochbaum helpedr me refresh my l{\émory sorﬁewhat. But it
was at a- time Lwhevnrwe had inspecﬁion guidance that
some people had, and the NRC, of course, had it, but
some licensees had, some %:lidn't, énd it was our effort
to make sure that ‘everyone was working»from the same
set of information. So we made our/ Operability
Guidance public, basically, in thé Generic Letter.

I'm curious though, agair; in the spirit of
an interactive naturé of this meeting, how many people

- NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 2344433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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were.dealing with Genefic Letter 91-18 in the 1991
time frame.

(Peeple'rEise hands.)

MR. BOGER: All right. That’s pretty
good. Then about six years later we revised it, and
we needed to reflect some of the information in 10 CFR
50.59, so we made”a:transition, at that pecint. Again,
who was dealing with it at that point in time? A few
more?

(People raise hands.)

MR. BOGER: All right. Well, we need to
change it. We peed to reflecﬁ‘what is geing on, the
experience gainedr over these entire 10 years of
experience. | But I will tell you that we’re not
planning to make a wholesale change to Generic Letter
91-18. That’s not the purpose of our effort, et this
point in time. 'We want to ciarify iteﬁs and we want
to make sure that seme items that are known to us are
reflected,beck in the guidance. A good example of
that is we don’t plan to change our guidance on PRAs
with respect to eperability.

We will try to influeﬁce some of the
discussions within the documents releted to how PRA is
used in Maiﬁtenance Rule or 50.59 type evaluations,

but not to address operability itself. We’re

~ 'NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
: 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 - WASHINGTON, D.C. 200053701 www.nealrgross.com
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8
conside:ing combining the tWo: ihépection manual
chapters. We'’re ¢onsidering 'bringing in more
information on 50.59 Maintenénce "Rule into the
guidance. But you‘re going to help us shape that
through the course of the dayQ

Again, you determine'the success of this
workshop. The feéﬁlts and feedback from the workshop
will be used to draft a draft Generic Letter and, as
is our practice, we will issue the draft Generic
Letter for publip céﬁméﬁt. So you’ll have another

bite of the apple at that point in time. But I would

-acknowledge to you that the best time to provide your

input is now before we ever issue the draft generic
letter. So I really employ yoﬁ to méke yourselves
known, make your comments known.

Andrew will set the game rules for you to
do that, but I do look férﬁard to having a lot of
feedback fromryou.=71 don’t have to tell eﬁerybody to
move down. »This:is realiy great. Andrew will tell
you to use the microphone, but that’s goiné to be
important for us also, because the imeeting is

transcribed. But anyway, have a greatrday} Thank ycu

for coming. Andrew, it’s all yours.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you, Bruce.

Well, good morning. My name is Andrew Walker. I

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
. 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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would like to offer my Qelcome also. And I think
Bruce has adequa;elyidescribed.whatrwe're going to try -
and do today in terms of a participatory nature. As
you can imagine, a group this size it’s going to be a
little complex, especially, when we’re trying to use
breakout sessions torrﬁaximize the amount of
participation.'rAnd becaﬁse of security, necessary
security issuesrheré in:the building, that’s going to
offer a little bit more of a challenge. So we ask you
to be patient about that, and I’ll explain that here
in a minute as we go along.

As I said, my name is Andrew Walker. I‘ll
be serving as thé primary facilitator, but I will be
joined by three of my colleagues that will bé helping
me with the bre;kdut sessions, and you’ll get to meet
them when you go to the breakout sessions. We’re from
WPI. We're avnot forré;éfit affiliate of Virginia
Tech and we've'béen Qbrking with NRC for about three
years. So my rélergally is really two-fold, as far
as I'm concerned. One‘ is I’m familiar with the
objectives. I know’what we want to try and do. I'm
going td try and make sure we do that for'the benefit
o£ e#erybody.

And the second ;hing I'm going to do is
try to make the ttain/rUnron time. I’'m hoping you

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 234-4433 , WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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will appreciate that as the day goes on. Although, it
ﬁay seem like aﬁ'times I might cut some things short.
I'm only doing that in the intefest of trying to move
us to where we need to get to by the end of the day.
So I hope yourwill appreciate that.

Now;”you have roles as participants. I
mean, many of you, of course, will understand that.
I'm asking you to ask questions when that’s the right
time. This morning,we'fe going to focus a lot on
that. We’re trying eo give as much clarification as
possible. Andrrthen 'we're trying to get to the
breakouts asvsoon asrposeible, and give you all a
chance to particioete and give the kind of input that
we've discussed,out in the agenda»and this morning.

As I‘wouid expect evefybody eo‘respect
everybody’s poiht of;view,band if i issue'or the other
facilitatorvs iesue a 'genera‘1 reminder, that’s intended
to help thingsaloné,not to cut the conversation
short, but to make sure we get as far as we can into
today. So were alfeady stated the objective of the
meeting. It hes}been said in writing and this morning

it’s early in the process. I think this is

commendable. So much is going into getting as much

input and feedback early in the process, and I might
point out this is not the end of the process. This is

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
-.1323 RHODE iSLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 ) www.nealrgross.com
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the very beginning of the process.

So .I' hope you will appreciate that that
many oppo;:tunities are going to exist for you all
starting today to provide ,input.‘ ,So' we’ve tried
really hard to structure a 'workshop given the
constraints of numbers of people, the facility, the
security and we’ve tried really hard to structure this
and give you thé maximum amount of oppbrtunity to both
learn and partiéipate.

So 1if "you'rll look at the agenda, you
should have it there in ‘front of you, there’s a couple
of things in the meeting packet, that probably you’ve
had a chance to look through, so I‘m a little late in
this, but if I -could, 1’11 talk to you about the
agenda a little birit. If you notice, }ivt's 'reaily
broken up into three ‘major pieces'. Right after I
finish, I'1ll be jbined up here by an ékpert Panel from
NRC, and the objective of this mornihg's session is to
answer your questions.

Now, I might say, I do want t§ point: out
Athat I would really like you to try and ésk quesﬁions.

The point here is not to provide input, at this point.

- That's what the breakout gessions are for. And, you

know, if we can move to smaller groups, the idea is

that we can be more interactive and allow more

, NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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discusgion at the breakout gession. So the idea this
morning is to provide. clarification, more information,
a good foundatipn about what is to be included, maybe
what’s not to be included, and things like that. So,
please, ask yéur_questions, that!s_what the panel is
here for. Théy'll jbin me in a minute and I’'1l ask
them to introduce themselves.

Theﬁ we hafé ‘two sort of Vgroupé of
breakout sessions._ And I'm going to explain the form
that you should have éeén in your breakout packet.
There is a form in there fér. you to select or
preselect, I might say, the breakout séssion that you
think you might'bé:mbst interested in participating
in. Now, let meréxplain a little bit how we’re going
to do that.

First of all, I would ask you to £ill that
out. If you haven'ﬁ;'my colieagues, if you pass ;t to
the end, they wili circulate andrpick them up. Many
of you have'already filled these out.> So again,
basically; what yourhavera choice of, énd again this
is predominantly driyeﬁ by just the dynamics of theA
building and the security issues. So you really have
a choice of two breakout sessions, one in the morning
ana one in the aftérnbon.

We’ve told you in the agenda what we think

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 234-4433 ‘ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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the breakout sessibns are going to be based on
preliminary feedbeck we have received from some of
yeu. So we think we might know what the breakouts are
going to be, but we’re allowing ou;selVes, during the
Q&A session, to evaluate the input that you give us on
these feedback »forms, and we ﬁaf' eestructure the
breakout slightly. Again, thisvis really designed to
be responsive to your needs. If it turﬁs out that
just about everybody wants to talk about Issue 1 and
3, then we’ll structure something mainly around Issue
1 and 3.

So that’s the plaﬁ. - 80 we real;y would
like your feedback. And I might say, please, write
down what your preferences ere, so that you remember
what they are, because ifm not going to be able to
say, George:Smieh; you’‘re going to Room 14, 1SB.
We're just not going to heve time for that. So what
I am going to say is hey, if ybﬁ ekpress interest in
Topic 1, then yeu're goingeto go here. 1 miéht say
there’s so many people in Topic 1 that peopie's names
beginning A through L, you’'re going to go to that room
or something 1like that. So allow us te work out
during the Q&A session and then I’11 teli you what
appears to be the best situation for the mejority of

you. So that’s our plan.

. NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com
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There is a fifth topic, if you will. We
have preselected fbur basic topics. There is a fifth
topic planned in the afternoon, if there’s enough
interest in that; and that'’s basidally other. If
there is othe; issues that were not preselected or
were not obvidus and you feel 1like those are
important, then we wanf'to nake sure you'have an
opportunity to talk aboﬁt that.
So I hbpe that's' relétively clear.
Please, fill out your forms, if you haven’t done so,
and pass them to the end and we'li pick them up. And
again, I'11 QOVOVer this in more detail, so iﬁ is
going to be a littie operationally complex, because of
security. We'fe goiﬁg to have éscorts basically meet
us in the lobby‘and escort us to where we need to be
and then bring;you back down, and we’ll have to do
that both moinihg and afterno§n.
So I think we’ve got it rﬁorked out.
Agaip, this is sort of my role is to make sure the
train rﬁns on time. There is not a lot of flexibility
in time. vI ask'yoﬁ to, please, be where you need to
be when y§u need to be, take your'breaks when you have
to, and be back oh-time 86 that we can make sure that
we get this done for you all. So that’s the breakout

session.

. NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W, .
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And the;third.major piece of'the agenda is
really where it all comes back together at the end of
the day, and again this is my sense thatAit;s a good--
because of the situation, everybodyfcah’t go to every
breakout. This ie your chance to hear what other
breakouts talked Vabout when they were in those
breakout sessions; So we’'re trying to give as much
information back to you about what was discﬁésed. So
I hope that will be responsive tory;uf needs. I think
it will be.
If in the notebook, the‘only other thing
I wanted to point out is most of the information there
is self-explanatory. There is a blank -- two things
I want to point.oﬁt. One is the blank index card. If
we don’t get to all of your questions, we still want
to hear what those quéstioné are. If we don’t have a
chance, I'm hoping there’s lots-of questions, ifrthere
are, and we don‘t get to them, and we run out of timé,
I would ask that you drop those off to us on the way
out the door duting the break énd then on to your
first breakout session, so we capture as bmuch
information.
And the second thing in thére I call YOur
attention is the evaluation form. We do care about

what your input‘about the meeting process was, about

- NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
: 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 2344433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 200053701 www.nealrgross.com




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

25

le

the content, so,'please, fill out by the end of the
day and leévebthat‘for us. One other thing about
breakout sessions; again, most'of you have already
selected this. if you'’re fromvthersame organization,
obviously, one:way to handle théﬁ is one of you all go
to one and the'bthér go to andthef. So that’s one way
to do that. So we can accommodate a few changés if
that wasn‘t obvicus to you in the sigﬁ up.

Sovagaiﬁ, I'm sorry for the complex sort
of explanation of the meeting, but I think it’'s
important, giveh what we’re trying-té do there. A few
housekeeping notes. As I séid, security is a concern,
necessary concern to us all 'today, and so it’'s
offering some spebial challenges, and mainly it means
getting to the breakouts, being escorted by ﬁRC
employees, so we'll explain ﬁhat. Again, I don’t want
to do too much expianation up here now, but when we
get ready to go breakout, I‘ll tell you in detail how
we’'re going to handle this.

But I wQuld ask you again, please,rbe on
time. - Now, the good news is if you'’re a'visitor,
obviously in this area in front of the auditorium

there are restrooms across the hall, that’s fine. We

can go there. I believe, Kerri, we can go upstairs on

the elevator and then we can get to the lobby and that

, NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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gives us accessrﬁo the snack bar and to the cafeteria,
correct?

MS. KAVANAGH: That’s correct.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Maybe the stairs if
they are open. So there’s dnly one small elevator, so
if we can use ﬁhe stairs,’that‘would be great. But
again, if you'refééing to a breakout, we’re going to
try and, you know;'figure éut a place for you to meet
your breakout eéCgrt énd qff you go. And we’ll be on
time. But in terms of breaks and restrooms and drinks
and things like that, you can get to those without
being escorted, tight?

MS. KAVANAGH§ Right.

FACILITATOR WALKER: So any questions you

have about the breakout session, thank you. One other

thing, when we get to the question and answer session,
and really any tiﬁetwe’re in this main room, I Would
like you to try,and use the microphones. It’s not
something i'm -- I'm sort of used.ﬁo moving around and
being a little more dynamic, but I think we need to
use the microphéneé here today. We do have a
transcriber, that’s important, énd I would ask that if
you can, pléase, Staté your name, so that they will
have that for thérrécord, and then that can be listed
in the transcription, ﬁlease.

 NEAL R. GROSS
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Are there any'Questions about breakouts or
how that is suéposed td wbrk or anything I can help
you with that? 1Is it relatively clear? Great. Thank
you for your patience on that. So I would like the
panelists to join me up front, please, if they would.
I'm going to -- whiie they come up here;'again, the
idea here is for ybu to be able to ask questions.
We’re hoping that I won’t have to_prompt you, that
this is not the time for -- we were looking for
comments so much as'clarifyinquuestions. So I'm
really hoping that jbu put a question ﬁark at the end
of it, and I'll know that that’s what we’re dbing
here. |
I would'ask you to go tb the mikes again.
Microphones are important. We'’ve got-ndcrophones
stationed on either side of the room. If you all
would cue up there and I‘m from the souﬁh, so I tend
to use you all a lot, so I hope that’s okay. But if
you would, please, go to the mikes and cue up there.
First, I thought‘td1get‘things started what I would
ask the panel to do is introdupe'thEmselves, give
their expertisé relevant to the tbpic at hand to this
morning, and then perhaps maybe if they have‘got a
question they are aware of, a key Question they have

heard or are prepared to talk about that they think
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might be of interest to you, maybe that would kick
start the Q&A éeSSion.

One last thing, I wanted to point out one
last thing thét I forgot tormention, isrthe meeting
summary will be available. Iﬁ will be put together
and my understanding is it will be available on the
NRC website and/or on the ADAMS system and I think
that means something to most of you all that
understand that. ' If it doesn’t, I can clarify that
this afternoon. Okay. We’re all right? Okay. So I
would 1like jusﬁ if the panel would introduce
themselves. 1I’ll try and field the questibns; I'm
hoping I’'m going to see five or six people at each
mike and it wili‘be fun for ﬁe‘to sit here and figure
out who goes next. So could I ask you to -- Kerri, do
you want to start at your end?

MS. KAVANAGH: Ifll staft.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you.

MS. KAVANAGH: My name is Kerri Kavanagh.
I'm a senior reactbr engineer f:ém the Tech Spec
Section where I'm a member of the Division of
Inspection Program Management just receﬁtly; actually.
My expertise afe iﬁ reactor systems and ECCS, that’s
generally what I do in the Tech Spec Section, but I'm

also responsible for revising the Operability Guidance
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with a lot of assistants. Oh, and I have lots of

questions that I have heard, but I can’‘t repeat them

all.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you.

MR. SCOTT: AI'm Wayne Scott. I’'m in the
Quality and Maintenance éection of NRR. I’'m here

because I know something about the Maintenance Rule.

MS. MCKENNA: I‘m Eileen McKenna. I’m in
the Policy and ﬁule'Making Branch. I was project
manager for the 50.59,'rﬁ1e change and also the
principle author of théﬁRevisionrl to 921-18 in 1997,
and the Draft Ris:tﬁat we put 6u£‘in 2001 that tried
to update things to reflect Maintehance Rule among
other things.

MR.'CHAN:V Terence Chan. :'m a section
chief in the Materials and Chemical Engineering
Branch. My séctiqn deals with materials, integrity
issues and Generic Ofder 90-05.

MR; LUﬁHMAN: Yes, my'nﬁme is Jim Luehman.
I'm the deputy director of the Office of Enforcement
and my contribution here would be that I worked on the
-- I'm probably the only individual aliVe, maybe, who
actually read all the comments from the 1992 and 1993
workshops that were held after the Generic Letter was

issued. And I can answer questions like why didn’t we
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have a revision based on those commeﬁts back in the
*93/94 time frame, if aanody is interested.

MR. ALEXANDER Well, I'm interested. I'm
Steve Alexande;.r I was asked to join the panel here
a little bit‘late, because somebody thought I knew
something about some of these topics. So I thought I
would come and make sure I disabused you all of that
erroneous notidn. I'm a reactof engineer in the
Quality and Maintenance Séétion in Bruce Boger’s
division at NﬁR}_and I've had some experience in
Maintenance Rule, various technical issues, quality
assurance, that sort of thiﬁg. So hopefully I will be
able to help. | | |

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Well, thank
you. I don’t see a line. Cpme on, somebody is géing
to have to ask thé}first question. I‘ve been assured
that people have some concerns about this, but they
also have some questions that might_be useful to start
and get that discussion started. And we’re certainly
not prepared to go to the breakouts yet. So, thank
you. I’ve got one here and'then you’'re --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Oﬁe question that we’ve

experienced or that I have a question about is I know

we’re going to be making some changes or you’re going

to be making some changes to guidance. But I don’t
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know if you’re planning on addreésing the current
diéparity between Generic Letter Guidance:  for
reasonable assurance and what’s to be enforced with
the region of :esidents with ébsolute assurance. Will
you provide an operability deterﬁination with the
technical rationale and ﬁhe reasonable judgment using
your operatingrexperience and all the guidance that’s

available to you, and then from the regional

perspective you’re going to}say well, do you know for

sure it is going fo do that. And wéll, they say we’ll
be reasonable. it's not absolute. |

So'werget into one of those situations
back and forth énd since Davis-Besseé, I think, it;s
really become mofe and mofe’questions; but that’s the
question I have. One of the first questions I have
anyway. Did wevcﬁrrently plan to addfess that? I
don’t know that yQu.recognize the disparity is there
and so that’s whyrI want to throw it out there. It is
there. And I wéﬁt ﬁo"makevsure that we address that
or the plans to addreéérthat.-

MS. KAVA&AGH: Did you want to talk about
the prepdnderanceiééue? |

MR. LUEHMAN: Well, the only thing I would
-- the first thiné i’wéuld say is that this sounds

like a question, and this is a question that we had
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way back in thbééfﬁgrkshops back in 92 and '93. And
I think one of ﬁhebig iséues that we diséﬁséed back
then was, you know;rwérked on when wé were working on
a revision in the mid '90é on the guidance. One of
the big issues was the_documentatiéh of these
engineering judgﬁenté. " That’s frequently a place of
disagreement or a place of discussion between the NRC
and the licenseé.irr | |

You kndw, tﬁe NRC frequently has taken the
position that it is hot,sﬁfficient that you just say,
that somebody jus; ééy iﬁ's my engineering judgment
that, but there‘has'to bé a_doquméhtéd rationale for
that engineering judgment.A I guéss I can’t really
comment . I-mean, obvious1y, twé engineers are going
to have different oﬁiﬁiona abéut what is sufficient or
what is reasonable. And to the extent that that
judgment is documented.byrthe party that is making the
judgment, it hake97 it a more scrutable judgment,
rather than just sayihg,'YOu'know, I think;rthis is my
opiniohrbased on my 20 years of experience.

Well; you know, you really have to kind of
write down what the basis for that is so ﬁhat the

other parties can look at it. So I know that that

‘does -- I know that there is still even with that,

there is going to be disagreémehts about whether it’'s
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adequate. But I think that back then in that time
frame, that’s oné of the i:hings that we talked about
that frequently NRC inspectors ran into the issue of
licensees simply saying that that was the judgment,
rather than writing all that judgment down.

And, in fact, when all the judgment --
when the things -that went into that judgment are
written down, frequently, I think that the inspectors
found the rationale acceptablé and easy to follow. In
the cases where it was just simply stated, it makes it
harder to follow and, you know, leaves it open to
questions. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, I guess, just to
further clarify t;he perspective of where I'm coming
from is the operability determination with about 29
pages of rationale and engineering judgment using the
information from the vendor, the industry, you know,
all the infortlnatuio'n t;hat's 'a\iailable looking at the
testing arid,opefatipg experience, a very extensive
review, a very deep background on the judgment that
came to that conclusion, that’s t‘he’kind of background
I'm talking about coming in wif:h an operability
deﬁermination.

So then it, YOu know, geté to be, you

know, in particuiai:, I don’t want to get real personal
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about some of these 4things, but in particular, this
one resulted in a particular one, and as just an
example, we ended up going to an NRC management
meeting, and ‘thén we presented the same information,
and they said well, it's: not -- we don’t like the
operability determinatibn, but never really said it’s
inoperable. You're :j'ust '-; it kind of left them in
netherlands, bécause it wasn’t absolute assurance.
And it really‘rwas an uncémfdrtable position to be in
as a licensee to ’say well, your operability
determination is nbt what it needs to be.

But then on the cthe;: hand, it’s not
unacceptable, so .you'‘re kind of moVing in a
netherlands as to where you need to be. Where do you
draw the line bét;ween reasonable assufance, because
you kind of unload with va iot of deep technical
information and rationale. And the question still
comes back downi to absolute assurance. And I don‘t
expect an answef f;'om' the éanei to do that, but just
as far as where we'rer going with this guidance, that
we provide some improved guidance for the residents,
because they need 1t

| MS, KAVANAGH: Right.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: But aﬁ the same time, so

we're consistent in how we -- what we can expect
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MS. KAVANAGH: Okay. Thank you.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Any other follow-up
from that one? Okay. Thahk you.

MR. BURN: Yes, my name is Tom Burn. I’'m
from Fort Calhoun Station Licensing. My gquestion
really is more just one _of scheduling. My question
would be is there going to be a RIS still or has the
decision been made that we’re justkgoing to go with a
revigsion to the Generic Letter, and when would that
Generic Letter be proposed to be coming out?

MS. KAVANAGH: It’s one of my priorities,
and it’s not -- i‘t's; eqﬁal priority to everything else
that I haveb to do. The decision hasn’t been made
whether or not it’s going to be a,’revi'sion of .the
Generic Letter. Normal correspondéhce, as of today,
it would have to be a RIS, but there is some
discusseion  about kéeping it as a Generic Letter,
because it doesn’t fall into Vthe definition of a
Generic Letter any 'Vmore._ And, Dr. Beckner, please,
correct me if I'm wrong on that.

As fbr"schedule, again I don’t have a
definitive schedule that I'm working to. As I said,
it’s one of my many projects that I have. We're
hoping to have it done within the next year, but
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that’s the best I éan tel}you, at ;his point.
MR. LUEHMAN Kerri, the only thing I
would add just to sort of talk when you talk about a
RIS and a Generic Letter. One of the big comments
that we got from the industry waj bé.ck when we were
working on this was, rpleas:e, please, please, don't
issue it as sdmething different than a Generic :Lertterr,
because a lot of pe;:ple have procedures' which refer to
the Generic Letter. And if you now call it something
else or add an additional document that’s not the
Generic Letter;" that’s going torrhave some cost in
doing that.
If we could justr call it the Generic

Letter, it makes -- you know, and I heard that comment

over and over. So I’ll just throw that one out there,

you know, for your considerati‘on that there rare, people
that have procéduraiized Generic Letter 921-18. They
don‘t just' télk'ébout 6perability decisions. They
actually use the ndmenclature; And if we go to
something differént, there’s people out there that are
going to have to{ché.ngé procedures to reflect this new
titlé or whatever iﬁ is. |

MS. KAVANAGH: Yes, I'bve hea'rd the same
comments over and over ,aga‘j.n, so but there hasn’t been

a decision made.
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FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Thank you.
Yes? ”. | |
MR SALAS: Pedro Salas, TVA. As you
think about which form the document should take, keep
in mind one of the primary customers is an engineer
sitting at the sight. And that f:om a human factor,
that dbcument should be utilized‘by a person and be
able to make decisions withogt too many gncertaihties.
And there are documents that have been produced before
like 10-22, either through the use of examples and
other things help a person at the wdrking level make
decisions. So let’s think about not necessarily
writing it as a high level policy document, but
actually one that can be utilized by an engineer in
the field. |
FACILITATOR WALKER: Exactly.
"Mﬁ.,SALAS: Sémeﬁiﬁes an issue can be
debated afterwards for an entire week. Now, just
think about that. At some pointAin time, é.n engineer
had rto make a decision ‘in a short pre'vriod of time, and
that same issue had resulted ihx,weeks of debate,
whether at NRR or the region. I just said that, in
some cases, the guidances were not ciear for the
working level person.  And I, think that the industry

probably would be able to -- willing to work with you
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éven for some resources and drafting or whatever from
existing examples}

And I would encourage you to go back and
look at examples of created problems and to say what
was it about those examples that created'probiems, and
make sure that in the end the guidance documenﬁ
addresses it, sb‘that’personwill know how to navigate
through it wiﬁhout making a‘mistake.

MS. KAVANAGH: Thank you.

FACILITATOR WALKER: And I think that's
precisely what wéfre hoping to get to in some of the
breakouts,rincluding operational‘examples;,is one of
the things we’re hopingrto hear. So did you all have
a response? Did anybédy have?

MS. MCKENNA: Yes, I just wanted to
comment on one thingf I think one of the issues that
came up when‘ we were carrying - or having' some
discussion ab&ut this is that right now the 91-18 is
written as Inspection Guidance for NRC. And I think
what you’re talking{about is more guidance for user,
as in the licensee, and those audiences and therefore

the way certain things are written are sometimes

~different. And, yéﬁ know, so I thinkrthatfs partly

- why some of those things do arise, because we

originally wrof:e the guidance ourselves, but obviously
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because it impacted onkeverybody else, we shared it,
and obviously we itefated on it many times.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes?

MR. KILPATRICK: Gooci _ morning. Jim
Kilpatrick, Calvert Cliffs, Constelle.tion Energy. 1
have a question concerning the -- actually, it’s
probably administrative, concerning' the working of the
Degraded and Operability Gﬁidahce, which Eileen has
worked on and we’ve had comments on Vit', end now we'’re
working on the ‘Operabilitgrr Guidance, which is the
second part of 91-18.

Whenr the Degraded and Nonconforming
Condition Revisioﬁ was out, Ehere was a lot of changes
made to it. rThere was a lot of‘:comments, feedback.
The industry wasn'{: really sure where we are in those
comments, and now here irs:-the operability document on
the street asking "comments';f It’s also asking comments
about where it doesn’t interact well with the
Degrading aﬁd Nericohfcrming Petition document. I had
trouble, and I wes loeking at it saying well, are we
talking about the one,' the degraded condition document
on the street? The ene that was proposed?

Since we’re not sure where the resolution
of the comments that went in were, we’re not really --

you know, so I was just kind of curious as to how this
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is going to play out with regard to'the Operability
Guidance going out for cbmment and whether that is
géing to be senﬁ.butrat the same time és the Degraded
and Nonconforming Condition documenf;rr If the two
documents arevgoing to be still cohsideted to be
separate, such that we7can,try to resolve all these
issues and get the documents talking tc one anqther,
and at least, froﬁ our standpoint, ha§e a chance to
comment on themvéimultaneously.

MS. KAVANAGH: Right. The easy answer is
that the objecﬁivé wag to combine the two documents.
And the idea wasvto:take what Eileen had put together
that have recéived public comments in thé past and
incorporate that into thé‘new1guidance. So we'’ve
already got a leg up that part df‘it has already Been
out in the pubiic spectrum and reviewed and commented
on, as of how youraddress the comments.

MS. MCKENNA: Well, I think ajcpuple of
the comments were that ‘therer were potential
inconéistendies bétween the degraded and nonconforming
that was a little mére recent and the operability, and

that’s one of the three things that led us to the

‘thought of well, maybe we need to bring them together

more closely, rather than keep them as two separate

documents, because sometimes they cross-reference to
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each other or had corrective action stuff
inoperability, and'ryou also had it degraded and
nonconforming. N |

So we had some things that maybe didn’t
fit quite right. And we did consider actually going
ahead and issuing‘the degradéd.and.nonconforming piece
as the RIS in 2001. And a couple of the reasons we
didn’t was the issue about whether it should be a RIS
or a Generic Letter, that was onefofithem, and the
effect that woﬁld pave oh procédures and programs
within the industry.

And'secondly'was that, you know, if there
were these incbnsistencies that, yduﬁknow; are putting
out kind of half the job maybe wasn’t thé fight thing
to do. And thatr;éd us to these Questions ébout well,
maybe we shouldicombine them and take it on more
thoroughly. But I think Kerri'’s péint is that to the
extent with the part we already worked through, I
think there was éeneral agreehent with the
improvements that were in that versionrand the way it
reflected on how you dealt with temporary conditions
and that kind of thing. And that that part, you know,
would stay as it,wés already written, and it would be
dealing with some of the things in the Operability
Guidance thaﬁ may be out of date or there may be more
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information on the table.

MS.CKAVANAGH: You know, it wasn’t our
intention to lose what we have already accomplished so
far.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Thank you.
Yes, next questioh;,

MR. LEBLONb:V Pete LeBlond, LeBlond and
Associates. To éomerdegree'following up on that or
expanding on it, whét are'YOur goals? I mean, why are
you doing this? Wé.know why we’re here. But, you
know, what do you hope to achieve? 'Arg you -~ and be
as specific as poséible. Are you trying to address
specific issues? Are you trying to update/outdate the
guidance? Have there been implementation issues in
the field? To some degree, what do you hope to
achieve on this? Because you say you‘had a lot of
stuff to do, so why this? Why now? And what do you
hope -- what would the success look like from your
perspective? |

MS. KAVANAGH: Well, it has been a long
time coﬁing. Since the last revision, which was to
the Degraded and Nonconformance document, we’ve had
the implementation of the révised 50.59, along with A-
4 and a couple of | RIS informed | technical

specifications. So the Tech Spec Section is
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responsible for this guidance. So the key point was
to get some ofrthe A-4 and the tech specs aligned with
the Operability Guidahce.

I mean, it’s out there and we want to get
things aligned better. And in the process, Eileen had
trouble issuing her guidance, so it seemed beneficial
to address both of those at ther same time. There are
§ther issues in the background. We:keep on getting
the same calls abdut operational leakage and what not.
So if there’s anything we can do to make it clearer
out there as to what a licensee should be doing and,
you know, whatia resident should be doing to follow-up
on some of‘ the's}e things’, thé.t would be success, suéh

that they don’t have ‘as many questions. Does that

help?
FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes.
MS. KAVANAGH: Okay.
MR. FEIST: I‘m Chuck Feist, Comanche

Peak. On that, one of the areas I see a lot of
updating to bé done is an area of updating the
matched; the im'proved;‘ technical specifications. So
operational leakage is oﬁé of those areas. Another
area is the operability and the use of operability, in
thatr you have Tech Spec Operable and with the new

improved tech specs, it’s a lot clearer as to what
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functions are qovefed by tech specs.

Theieraredmény applications in the plant,
many functions of the equipmeht that are multi
functioned. Some covered by tech specs ana some not.
A fine protectibn example, you may have something
required for fire éafe shutdown, but if a fibre is
impaired, you wouldn't be tech spec inoperable, you
have a program for fire barriers sénding your fire
protection prog:am; |

Operational leakaée is one area wheré the
91-18 originally was based on the standard tech spec
of social integrity, which no lénger exists.

MS.AKAVANAGH:' For the most part.

MR. FEIST: And when we removed that, it
was clear that we Qould be treating our Class 2 and 3
systems under juéﬁlthe definition.of operability in an
operability evaluation and not an instant, you know,
your inoperable system, because YOu have operational
leakage. So I would hope that we look real closely
and improve tech specrchaﬁges in those implications on
others.

MS. KAVANAGH: Now, your comment was that

‘when you have operational leakage, your last comment,

can you repeat that again, so I understand what you’re
saying? Because the guidance says it’s written out.
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If you have 1eakage'in7CIass 1, 2 or 3 piping, you
have to declare,the'systeﬁ inoperable.

MR. FEIST: Yes.

‘MS. KAVANAGH: Unless you file a Generic
Letter 90-65. So I am. confuqed by your last
statement. If you could repeat it, please?

'MR. FEIST: If you look at original 91-18,
it states it'was-bésed on the'standard tech spec.
It’s structural integrity. 7

MS. KAVANAGH: Right.

MR. FEIST: Aand it wés clear that if you
have that teéh‘épec, that is what you wbuld have to
do. The impro?éd tech specs deleted that tech spec.

MS. KAVANAGH: Right.

MR,?EIST: And the basis'was we wduld
treat our Class 2 and 3 systemg under the definition
of operability; and evaluate it on a case-by-case
basis. And not insﬁantly declare it inoperable. We
would evaluate it and determine if the system was
operable based on therieakage and the characteristic.

MS. KAVANAGH: So you're implying that
there is a disconnect,between the 91-18 Guidance, as
it is, and the curreht tech specs?

MR. FEIST: Yes.

MS. KAVANAGH: ~Thank you.
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MR.VWYCLEF:~ Ed Wyclef f;om the Nuclear
Managemént Company. Kerri, I think i communicated
this question to you to take a little bit of
disagreement with your last statement that you have to
declare the system inoperable for Class 1, 2 and 3.
The Generic Lette:, at the last paragraph, says you
have to declare thé,component inoperable. And that'’s
part of the problem,rI think, with the last paragraph.
Section 6.15, 9900, it says "Upon discovéry from Class
1, 2 or 3 componént préssure boundary, the licensee
should deciare the cbmponént inoperablé. The only
exception is for Class 3 moderate entry piping, as
discussed in 90;05."‘

The quéstion is does the exception apply
to the senteﬁce,before or the sentence after in that
Class 3 modera;e ehtry piping, the licensee may treat
the system contaiﬁiﬁg thrqugh'ail flows evaluatgd and
found, etcetera. The question is the exception that
you have to deélaré the Class 3 piping inoperable or
is the exception that you have to declare inoperable'
and’then>do the:flbw evaluation. And is it -- if a
branch line is'léaking, does thatAmake the system
inopergble, since the fi:st sentehce says "You have to
declare the componeht inoperable."

MS. KAVANAGH: And I'm not the expert on
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classes. You want to help out there?

MR. CHAN: The way our branch hasbeeﬁ
interpreting that is that Vyou first declare the
component inoperable. ,Yourdo your flow evaluation.
You do your extent of degradation review. You
determine a rate of degfadation and of all that, you
then determiné wheéher or not that component is
operable. Now, there are_somé cases where taking a
component inoperable automatically puts that train
inoperable, andrthenjypu Qill have to take care of
that. |

MR. WYCLEF: So like for a vent line,
which has a flow head, you could evaluate the impact
of an inoperable component on the opérability of the
system?

MR. CHAN: That's»the first step.

MRQ WYCLEF: But the sentence applies, the
middle sentence(appliés to the,faqt that you may do an
operability evaluation with an existent flaw.

MR; CHAN: Yes.

MR. WYCLEF: I would ask if that --

MR. CHAN: Well,r based wupon vy
undefstanding of your question, that answer is yes.

MR. WYCLEF: Okéy. We’ve asked to add

this answer on one of‘our sites, but I think the staff
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needs to clarify the last paragraph of 6.15 of 9900.
Thank you. |

FACILiTATOR WALKER: i would ask yoﬁ to
make sure that in a breakdut session you make sure
we’ve got that adequately covered. Next quesﬁion,
please. |

MR; GRIME} Sure. Larry Grime,»Grime and
Associates, AcrbServiceé. A question on the scope of
operability. VThe current gﬁidance has a listing here
in Section 1 6f eight different criteria to apply to
define the scope. i know in the ’01 document that was
put out the last of~thoéé was dropped, which was NEI
SSC described in'the FSAR was not included in the
scope of operability.r But-as practiced, it is really
only the last two items that most licensees focus on.
And I think the NRC focuses on, as well. I would like
to hear some discussion to that.

And those last two are reaily ssCs
explicitly subject to the facility technical
specifications and SSCs subject to facility tech spec
through the defihition of operability as‘being the
reél-scope where people really focus. And there was
an.opéortunity to greatly simplify the scope by having
the futﬁre document focus on that area as opposed to

the other five items that will remain in there from
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the RIS.

FACILfI‘ATOR WALKER : Coménts, please?

MS. KAVANAGH: Well, we can look at it.
We’ve received that comment'from our inspectors, too.
But a lot of times when-Yéu're looking at any SSC
describing the FSAR} you-teaily haverto lock at how
important that SSC is. And if it'svnotAimpdrtant to
the overall system,rsométimés inspectors ﬁill not
follow it as much as they would something that’s a
higher probability or a moré importaﬁt component
that’s having the operability problem. So I'm --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: vBﬁt what is your thought
then that really that eighth item should be on the.
list, even though it Qas taken off in '0l1 draft?

MS. KAVANAGH: Well, it’s part of your
design basis. ‘So my answer to you woula be it’s part
of your -- anything in the FSAR is'part of your design
basis. | | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Anything or just those
things that are tied to regulatory requirements? I
mean, theré's arlot‘of things in FSARs that go beyond
the minimum requiremeht» for information to be in
FSARSs.

| MR. LﬁEHMAN: Oh, I think that the -- way .
back originally when we‘had this, I mean, this was a
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comment that was made in the original comments back in
the workshops. And Irthink that, you know, VIII,
which was SSC described in the FSAR was dropped or was
considered --'they were considering dropping it is
that, I think, when you went back and looked at the
first seven, okay, and you thought about well, is
there anything in there that’s not covered by the
first seven that Qbﬁld be in the FSAR that would be of
anything more 'thé.nr my -~ probably not even minor
safety significance, I think people were hard pressed
when we got together as a group to think about
something that wasn’t covered in I through VII that
needed to be ihcluded'from VII.

Because there are some things in the FSAR,
that there are éome p1ant description type issues,
depending upon the vinﬁage of your FSAR and, you know,
how detailed it is, thétrreally don’t have anything to
do with the safety of the plant. And 80 given 1
through VII, there was a feeling that if it’s not
covered with I through VII, and it is still in the
FSAR, we couldh't thiﬁk of an example where it would
be something that would probably be worth spending any
time considering. So that?s sort of how the decision
wasvmade that VIII probably didn’t need to be there,

given the first seven.
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MS. MCKENNA: Well, I think, just to pick
up on what you were saying, but from kind of the point
of view of the:scope of what .the guidancé was trying
to deél with, which wasV'Inspection Guidance to worry
about degraded Vconditions that we have a regulatory
interest in and ope.fability guestions, that the scope
would be those things that were in I through VII,
because they comé from regulatory requirements. They
come fromr tech specs versus other things that might
happen to be described in the FSAR as part of the
plant, but don’t play that kind of a role.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, I guess, in
practice I haven'tr seen it, you know, being a major
concern. But again the gentlemen from, I think, TVA
mentioned trying to keep it as easy as possible for
the people that have to implement it, particularly the
operator’s focus is on the tech specs, and that will
capture, I suspecﬁ, ‘you know, on the order of maybe
99.5 percent of the items that might fit the seven
items in the scope. And there might be that half a
percent out Ehere or one little component or something
that maybe there should be consideratioﬁ of.

And I would suggest that it might be
easier to regulate that oufcside of operability space,

consistency with the SAR meeting requirements,
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etcetera, as opposed to tr?ing to force the operator
to spend a lot of time searching for that little half
percent that’s beyond the tech specs, but let the
operator focus on the tech specs. He has got a
component. He néeds'to have that component and its
support system operabie, because that’'s where the
operability definition resides.

So irrask for consideratioﬁ of again
focusing really'on just,thé tech spec and the needed
support functions fbf that expected components tie
into the tech spec operability definition.

FACILIfATOR WALKER: Thank you.

MR. MAGRUDER: Hi, this is Stew Magruder
from the Tech Speé Section. I just want to clarify,
I don’t want to leave the design basis issue where'it
was. I want to clarify that everything with FSAR is
not design basis inférmation. And that NEI, I think,
97-04 is a great docﬁment describing what is and what
is not design basis information.

FACILITATOR WALKER: I‘ve got a question
here and then here. 1I’'ll take the one on the right
first.

MR. MCKINNEY: Yes, I'm Doﬁg McKinney from
Southern Nuclear Company. I'm sure we will get into

more detail in the breakout sessions, but I would like
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to hear some discuséion ffom the Panel about what you
would expect to see licensees do différently iﬁ the
future with respect to operability.

MS. KAVANAGH: Anyone want to take that?
How about a foftunate point of view?

MR. MCKINNEY: No, I think that that was
the earlier comment, oécasibnally, that I made with
regard to the rigor of the engineering judgments. I
mean, I think overall given as Stew points out, for
instance, the guidance on design basis and, you know,
just more years of working with this guidance. I
think that overall the level of rigor at which
operability analysis are done énd the assumptions are’
written down and there is cross checking to make sure
you’'re not makiné oﬁe éssumption over here for this
function of the' equipment Athat's negated by an
assumption over here that’s for this other functipn of
the equipment, you know.

I think the rigor at whichland the level
of detail at which the operébility deéisions are made
has, from the feedback I'wve gotten #nd quite frankly
from the number of enforcement actions that involve
these types of things, at least from where I sit, I
think it has improvéd‘a 1§t. That there has been --

you know, that the NRC has seen from the industry that
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there is a lot of rigor ih disdussing and writing down
the engineering judgments that are used to make
operability decisioné. |

And so, you know, from that standpoint, I
would say is there - if there’s anything that we
would want to continue is that, and make sure that
that’s uniform, that it’s not inconsistent. That, you
know, sometimes theré is a good_job done and then
other times, you know, things aren’t written down and
you sort of have to;_you know, pull those things out
of the individual’s head, so to speak, because some of
the éssumptions aren’t written down. -

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Thank you.
Yes; next questioﬁ.

MR. ANGSTADT: - Curt Angstadt, Perry. I
would just like to back up to the previous question
just for a brief moment; I really thihk this subject
of operability and just‘the terminology that goes with
it has caused a lot of confusion about when we’re
talking about the operability with the big "O," the
tech specs and what that means and LCO land, and what
the operators are trained to do day in and day out,
and what really'was the baseline intent'of the Generic
Letter when it talks of operability iﬂ these seven or

eight items.
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Because if yéu -- just from a practical
experience, we, at‘Pefry, have basically as Larrxry
Grime has set fécus meaning on the tech spec, but
there’s a 1lot of other items that have safety
significance outside of teéh specs. And if you tend
to identify deficiencies there and track them sort of
stealth operability items, énd enter up condition
report process, they can lose management visibility.
They can lose timeiiness of corrective actionf And I
really encourage ‘Vusr' to get on the same page for
understandihg ofwhat-the intent is, so we all are on
the same page and'cah put the right resources to
resolve them. - Because if they are less important
because they’re not tech spec; I wish you would tell
us. Because right now it’s really confusing. 1Is my
question -- do you understénd'my question?

MS. KAVANAGH: I believe so.

MR. ANGSTADT: Okay.

MR. LUEHMAN: I guess I would just make
one comment on that. When we did write the Generic
Letter, we did have the big "O" operabiliﬁy, and then
we had the operébility'of, you know, other systems,
because there is other things besides the tech specs,
you know, such as fire protection requireménts and

things like that, where under the regulations the
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licensee has a responsibility to maintain'those things
in operable condition and functioning conditions to
perform their intended functions.

And those gré not -- that type of
equipment is -- it used to be, some of it used to be
in the technical specifications, and there was a real
effort with the improved standard tech specs to move
a lot of that type of stuff out of the tech specs. So
looking at the tech specs, obﬁiously, that covers the
waterfront on a lotvof things, but there still are
other fequireﬁents outside the tech specs that exist
in the regulations where 1licensees have the
responsibility to_éhsure,'you know, that equipment is
operable as well. | |

FACILITATOR WALKER: This question fifst
and then I’'1ll --

MR. MATHESON: I’'m Michael Matheson,
Cooper Nuclear Station. The way 91-18 is written
currently, it’s kind of a catch-all or encomﬁasses all
aspects. You know; instead of opérabiliﬁy, then it
gets into the 50.59 criteria and it’s like it’s there
are special»requirements due to 91?18 requirements
where timeliness is a corrective action. Instead of
specifying or clarifying that it’s actually an
Appendix B requirement, we kindrof roll up the whole
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issue into a 91-18 iseue versus just dealing with
operability. | I think we need some clarification
there, so the organiiation doesn’t ball it all up into
this 91-18 issue.

MS.'KAVANAGH: Right. Yes, and that'’s
going to be a chalienge, because we are adding a lot
more with the Maintenance Rule and the Revised 50.59.
And so, vyes, tnat's going to continue to be a
challenge that we’re not getting too much into the
other areas that are cerred by something else.

FACILiTATOR WALKER: Yes?

MR. WICKS: My name is Jim Wicks. I'm
from Palisades Nuclear Management Company,rand I'm a
shift manager. I deal with operability day in, day
out. And I hear a lot of conversation about
operability determinations, recommendations. - Before
we even get that faf, I would like clarification from
the Panel. In that Genefic Letter 91-18, you
mentioned, you knew, 24 hours for making the
determination of operabi._lity. But then you also
mentioned there is no indeterminate state of
operability.

So one question I have is there’s a lot of
talk here about developing engineering judgment and

documenting your engineering judgment to determine if
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a component is operable, whether it is the big "O" or
the little "0'“, Usually with the big "O", it‘s in
tech spec. You dén't meét surveillance requirements.
Boom, you're done: It’s breezy to make the call. You
don’t meet thé LCO uhder_thé Action Statement.
But'fo:tthe,Appendix R issues, the EQ
issues, those are the ones the shift managér has more
decision making‘déyiﬁo day. Now, when you mention the
24 hours veréus,f,tﬁe indeterminate state of
operability, is itVAY6ur intention that the shift
manager can uée 7up to 24 hours to gather all
information to.validaéethe fire protection system
from Appendix R or the CEQ valve or a component is
reasonably assured of operability is maintained or is
it that‘the shiftvmanager has to say oh, based on what
I'm seeing, I'mvpretty sure it’s operable and‘I need
engineering to get*24,hours to back it up with some
documentation? o
- So Irwduld like to see that clarified.
And then the other issue about the big "O" versus the

little "o," and I agree if you look at the scope, when

we did our procedure for Nuclear Management Company,

we looked at this closely and it really becomes an
issue for all youﬁplants who aren’t operators and the
operators is getting ybur operators properly trained.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW. :
(202) 2344433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701  www.nealrgross.com '




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

50

And you, as a shift manager, I don’t know now -- I
don’t have the FSAR memorized. I don’t have the
design basis memorized. If it's outside of tech spec,

it takes some research.

A lot of this comes to having a good

support team and having trained so that you know Qf
the Appendix R andkEQ stuff that you can have that
reasonable source oﬁ'operability and then make the
determination with engineering's back up later. So I
would like to see more ciarification on that in the
letter when it cohés out. Thank you.

MS. KAVANAGH: Okay.

VMRu ALExANDER: i would like to comment on
paft of your coﬁment and question with regard to
environmental qualification. There is another Generic
Letter, 88-07, and, in fact, we like to think of that
as maybe the prototype for 91-18. Some of the similaf
concepts are embodied. And‘with régard to EQ issues,

Generic Letter 88-07 had some guidance that most

4people found pretty easy to follow in terms of

deciding whether or not an item that was determined to

be either definitely unqualified or whether there was
gome questions as to the qualification of an item that
came up, and that guidance follows along the lines of

-- it gives you some steps to take.
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In othef words, determining whether the
item could perfofm its safety function prior to
failure, if upon faiiure if it wouldrimp-act any other
safety function or mislead the operator, and then it
talks about breaking those things down into other
things that are techv specs Qi‘ non-tech specs beyond
that. So I would rref'er you to some of that as one of
the tools you can use to herlp determine operability
for environmental qualified equipment.

MR VWICKS; | And I guess the ‘point I was
trying to drive to fearliér is the shift manager
doesn’t have alir tﬁe stuff 'Aat his disposal, back
shift, weekend, holiday, ﬁo determine if a piece of
equipment is 0pefab1e based on this one Generic
Letter. We usually refer to tech specs. But that’s
a good point. I want to discuss the component versus
training. With the improved tech, specs, we rely on
operability and I'm heaning the limited conditiqn of
operation usually on a trained basis.

S§ my questioﬁ is how does an EQ component
that you feel is not operable, how wbuld it affect the
operability of a,ﬁrain in tech spec space regarding

whether you meet the limited condition of operation or

"not for the whole train? I guess that was several

questions back, ‘but we’re talking about training
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versus component. BéCause'that's a good question. I
need té make a wholé'chain of high pressure safety
injection operable for one instrument,that‘might not
meet the EQ requirements.

MR. LUEHMAN: Well, before Steve gets to
the operability, going back to the 24 houré, again,
this takes me back to the evaluating the original
comments. The issue of the 24 hours and whether there
should be a time frame in there or whether there
shouldn’t beAis probably one of the longest standing
comments in evérything. I think that -- I think you
said it well when youk?- and I’11 tty to rephfase. I

mean, try to be consistent with what you said. But

really, you know, in talking about whether there is no

indeterminate state of operability and you have 24
hours, I think you did state it well that the NRC’s
position is that _ifrryou think it’s -- if. your
engineering judgment at the time it occurs is that
it’s operable, theﬁ, you know, you have up to 24 hours
and all the caveats that are in thé gﬁidance,'because
it’s hot that simple to make that determination, to
back up that determination. |

You khow, in some cases, you may; given
the significance equipment, it may be a lot less time

to back that up. But the fact is it was not the
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intent of the'NRC to say'if'yQu have a shift manager
say well, I think this is inoperablé, and now you have
some 24 hours to go on the assumption thét well, I
think it’s opérable, but I got up to 24 hours to
figure that out.

No, the NRC’s position is if you really
think, if your engineering judgment is it’s iﬁoperable
now, that you take‘the action for the inoperable
equipment now. You don’t have 24 hours. 1If you think
it’s operable, éverything that you have points to
that, then you need to verify that. You got up to 24
hours or again, ;ike i said, in certain high risk
equipment Vor ce:tain short LCO time 24 hours is
probably way too lOng.A And I think that the guidance
discusses that. |

Sd our intent was you either think it’s
inoperable or you think it is ope;able. There is no
other sta;e.'

FACILITATOR WALKER:  Just pull the
microphone overbthere. Is this a follow-up to that,
I éssume?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, it‘s about his
comment .

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Now, to clarify, my
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intention was that at any time you think it is

inoperable, ydu ‘make the inoperabiiity call. My
question was if you think it is operable, okay, I find
a piece of equipmeqt that is degraded, some kind of
degraded form. Andrthen, okay, as the shift manager,
I might not be an expert on the system, so I need to
have some convefsatiqn with some people as to what
they think. o

Okay.‘,So right now it’s operable until
proven inopérable, that’s how we pretty much follow
the rules. So I call Jerry on the phone and say hey,
this isAour degraded éondition of this component. How
do you -- well, I meén, what is the design basis say
it needs to do? So he goes off, reads his book, and
comes back an hour latéf and says oh, it’s operable.
It’s not a problem. Your thought is right. I say
okay. Well, then can you get me some paper to bgck it
up? |

Sorﬁhat'srwhét I'ﬁ talking about the 24
hours. I mean,-I gotkto make some phone calls to get

some information to determine operability. Now, our

- discussion earlier was asking for recommendations.

Okay. I had this conversation with the engineer. He
says, you know, it’s going to take some time to dig up

this information. So I said okay. I need reasonable
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assurance of operability based on my convéréation with
engineering. - I call operable and ask for
recommendation, and then they go up and dig out the
paperwork.

Now, if it’s going to take them more than
24 hburs to dig up their papérwork, the fact that for
the reasonable assurance’of operability, I don’‘t think
I have the 24 hour window any more. I think I'‘m
outside that. I was under the impression the 24 hour
window was to make the prompt determination of whether
you have reasonable assurance of operability or not.
Not having somethingrét the -- you know, go through
document control in 24 hodrs and dig up the backup
information. That’s whyrI ;hink it was disjointed
what you were saying.

MR. LUEHMAN: Well, I think the answer is
I think I agree. I generally agree with your
statement.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Ihank you.

MR. LUEHMAN: You know,‘obviously, again,
I don’'t want to be:hung up on the 24 hours, because,
as I said, the guidancé does say_that,.you know, there
isvgoing to be situations given some of the short LCOs
and tﬁe high risk equipment thatrwaiting 24 hours is

going to be too long. You know, we just set that as--
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I mean, again, than gets back to -- we’re back to why
have a number in'thefe at all. But you’re right.

You makré"trhe determination of operability.
You have some léngth of time, depending.upon the
significance of nhe equipment, to{getvsome engineering
verification, onCé yon'have_made that call.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And I agree wiﬁh.you 100
percent. So maybe the answer would be to take the 24
hour statement outvofthene, because that might add
more confusion. Irthink the thought process is --
what you're saying is true, and that 24 hours, I think
gives a lot of people thelwrong impression. That’s
how I’vé seen it_in the past couple of years. Thank
you.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thanks. Thanks for
being patient.

MR. FEIST: Okay. Chuck Feist, Comanche
Peak. I actually have a follow-np to that from the
enéineering perspective. ﬂe deal, I deal extensively
arlot of time dealing with tne operators and operating
procedure'writers and the training people. And this
is a real concern for them. And from an engineering
perspec;ive,»we know that if we bring them a problem,
we bring them all the information they need for

operability when we get,thefe,'as far as what is going
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to be adequate for them to say it’s not indeterminate,
we are operable and everything is fine.

But not every problem comes to them
through engineering, and:they don’t have -- they have
problems where they have no clue as to operability.
And so having them instantly have to say well, I don’t
know, that being'indeterminate, is a real problem.
And it would really cause unnecessary things to
happen. So there has to be some -- this indeterminate
to have some period of -- they should' have an
opportunity to gather some information about the issue
and operability before they have to make the decision.

You know, I think, an hour to several
hours is very reésonai:le, Vbut not insfantaneoﬁs. As
soon as they heér"the problem,r they don’t know the
answer. They shouldn’t be declaring equipment
inoperable. -We've broughtn problems where it took
hours to just explain to them what the problem was and
why they were still operable. Much less them having
to make a decisioh_ with no input. So there shéuid be
an opportunity for oi:erators to get input before they
have to make a decision on something they are not
educated in or a problem they don’t fully understand.

I think »that's the comment is that, you

know, indeterminate, that term can be a problem if you
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have to make it instantly and don’‘t have some time to
gather informatibn;

MSf~KAVANAGH: Okay. Thank you. .

FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes?

MR{ GRIME:‘ It’s Larry Grime. Just an
issue, I know I have speke both to Eileen and'Kerri

have at 1least mentioned that there has been some

consideration of extending operability tech guidance'

to situations where you have planned activities.

Beyond the barrier, a removal issue that is already

out there, could you comment on that and exactly how

you -- you know, what some of the pros and cons are
from the staff’s poeiﬁion and also how you would see
it maybe takihg ehape and what would be the factors
that will get you there if, indeed, there is an ineent
to go there?

: MS; KAVANAGH: I’'m not ready to discuss
that.

MS. MCKENNA: I’'m not so sure we'’re ready
to go into great detail on it. I think one of the
reasons it arises was because of the Maintenance Rule
and the whole idee"of entering inﬁo LCOs to_ do
maintenance, end therefore doingrbarriers and things
like thet, which are situations where you‘then are

faced with considering operability for those kinds of
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activities as opposed to the cases where you have some

nonconforming condition that has been identified, and

that’s why the shift supervisor is trying to make a

decision on operability, at that point in time.

Yoﬁ know, I think some of the concepts
with respect to'operability in the guidance apply,
obviously, equally in terms of capability of
performing its Saféty function and that kind of thing.
But circumstances and the timing and things like that
can be somewhat differént an@ so I think that was part
of the idea. éut, as I say, I think the Maintenahce
rule plays é big role in that, because that’s really,
I think, the big thing that changed from when we had
the earlier guidance in terms of th did you decide
what was the right length of time and some of these
issues.

Absent,lékay, I have a degraded cond;tion
that I have to deal with. I need to kind of take the
right action aﬁd:the right time and énswer it with
importance and that kind of thing. And the
Maintenance Rule then; I think, helps you deal more
with the planned activities. 'Obviousiy,ryoubknoﬁ, the
tech specs, where there are tech specs, LCOs, that
gives you a time to start with; But theh for these

other systems that maybe aren’t in tech specs, then
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you need to go back to that to help you in the planned
activities.

MS. KAVANAGH: But we haven’t got it all
figured out yeﬁ.r

MS. MCKENNA: Yes.

MS.  KAVANAGH: To be honest, jou know,
it’s there.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Yes, sir?

MR. GUNTER My name is Paul Gunter. I'm
with Nuclear Ihférmation and Resource Service. I
guess I would like to folléw-up on the issue of
timeliness of response to'indperability issues, both
by the industry énd by the Agency. And my question
goes to, you know, when do lingering inoperability
issues become lack of enforcement issues? And the
case in point’would be a vefy_old issue, Thermalag
Fire Barriers, goes back to being declared inoperéble
in 1992 for a majority of the planté‘here in the
United States.

That went to interminably long fire
watches, some caseé gight years of fire watches, which
certainly isva reaéh;over the compensatory action that
fire watéhes are intended. And now, it lingers on
into unanalyzed manual actions thaﬁ have been carried

out by the industry Without going through the license
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amendment process. So clearly there seems to be a
lack of enforceméht, as well as, you know, that
compounds the issue of inoperability. I’m wondering
if you, the Panel could speak to that?

MR. LUEHMANQ I think ﬁhét to address your
comment on Therﬁalag and the compensatory actions,
when you have a component that won’t -- you know, the
operability guidance élready contains some discussion
about when, you'know, manual actions or compensaﬁory
actions can be used in lieu of the original design
basis function. And it sets up some, you know,
guidance in that regard. And, you knoﬁ, it puts the
burden on the licensee to show that they have the
manning, that they have the ability tb perform these
functions, you know, in considering .ail the

environmental effects, the shift manning effects,

‘having the proper training for the individuals.

And, you know, if those things can be
demonstrated; you know;‘compensatory actions can be,
you know, kept in place.for some length of‘time. You
know, it really depends upon thé individual issue and,
you know, I don't_know that, you know, we call them
lingering, you feferred to them as 1lingering
operability issues. Well, the fact is thatv the

component was not meeting, the function was not being
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-- would not be accomplished in the method that was
originally intended. - But nevertheless, after
evaluation, the function would be accomplished in
accordance with an acceptable method. And so I don’t
under -- I don’t know that thefre would be -- what the
enforcement issue is.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, specifically, the
enforcement issue would be noncpmpliance with Appendix
R3(g)2 in this case. So we’ve got plants that have
been out of complianée_with 3(g)2 now since 1992. And _
they have compounded the problem now by not addressing
it through the license amendment process without
seeking the issﬁe of, you know, going over the
operability, over the appropriateness of these manual
operator actions;r

So,. I mean, when do you, as an Agency, go
to an enforcement inode rather than continue to provide
for a malleability of the regﬁlations? This is a
major public confidence issue here and your ability to
act as an Agency to show author'ity as a regulator on

important safety issues. And we certainly have

concerns that further revisions to 91-18 only provide

for more malleability rather than to provide an
opportunity for this Agency to show that it has some

enforcement spine.
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MR. LUEHMAN: Well, the only comment I
would-make,to that is that the Agency has made a
determination that addressiﬁg the 3(g)2 issue through
enforcements not the proper avenue. And, in fact,
that is being pursuéd through a rulé making. And we
have some intefiﬁnguidance and there is rule making to
address the iSéue'of 3(g)2 and compensatory actions
that is ongoing right now. So I guess I would dispute
a little bit that we’re ignoring this issue. The
Agency is choosing not to use enforcement to resolve
it, but it is being resolved genericallyAthrough the
rule making précess as Qevspeak.
FACILITATOR WALKER: ALl right. Next
question, please? Thank you.
MR. SIMPSON: Patrick Simpson with Exelon
Nuclear. A couple of questions. One is the guidance
with respect to when. you need to document an
operability decision in terms df SROs making those

decisions constantly when reviewing work requests or

 corrective action documents, those sorts of things.

So it would be usefhi, i think, both from a resident
perspective, as well as a licensee perspectiVe, to get
some clarification with respect to what are the
expectations for when an SRO is expected to request
engingering to 'provide supplemental engineering
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judgment, suppor;ing information to justify an
operability decision versus just an SRO being able to
say okay, I don‘t think this impacts operability.
We’ll prioritize it appropriately for the next 12 week
work window.

So”Ivthink that would be useful if you
could put that in7£here, because I know we’ve had
discussions in the past with our residents about what
is a proper scheduling for things and Why didn’t you
get a full blown operability eval for something versus
just taking this guy’s decision on something. So I
think that would be soﬁething both sides could find
useful. |

And secondly, if you could somehoﬁ within
the proposed re#ision clarify which portions of the
Generic Letter would'apply to what scope of things in.
terms of, obviously,ilike I just discussed, therg's a
lot of work orders on systems that may be of a
corrective maintenance type that don’t impact
operability, buﬁ document a degraded condition. You
could, if you are on one extreme, say that well, you
need to get all thdse fixed by thé next refueliné
outage, otherwise justify each individual itenxwhy'you
didn’t do it per the Generic Lettef or you could just

say that Generic Letter revision to do that only
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applies to those éaéeg'where you havé requested a
formal operability evaluation from engineering. So I
think it would be useful td élarify within there what
scope of which parts of the Generic Letter need to be
applied to what level of documentation.

MS. KAVANAGH: - Okay. Thank you.

MR. TIPPS: I’'m Steve Tipps with Southern
Nuclear. I didn;t'say»that to begin with. One thing
that we’ve been»seeing, I'll make a statément, then
I'11 ask you the question, is that with some of the --
especially this Year I guess more so than any other
time, we’ve had sdme degraded,‘but operable conditions
where we provided that'information to operations. And
those involve calculations, some for heat exchanger,
some for temperafﬁre considerations. And when we
provide that opérabiiiﬁy’determination, we include all
the technical rationale, the assumptions, ﬁhg results
of the engineering calculations that support, that
bare out in result to those'assumptions aé they were
calculated and thatfs included.

And then thé questions that come back is
well, you need to include the calculations in the
operability determination, not just the numbers and
the crunching, but; you know, the éalculations. And

NEI does the calculations. 1It’s an interim process
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and they can be quite lengthy. So I guess what the
question I have is aré there plans to provide some
improved guidance for the 1level of detail that
accompanies an operability determination, including
the detail calculations versus the results, like I
talked about, where ﬁhe assumptions that, from a
resident perspective is, the guy controlling needs to
loock at this and confirm'that he agrees with that.
Well, ﬁe don’t expect the operaﬁors to be
an engineer or have the background to be able to know
how to apply eachlbf the parameters, but they do need
to know what the asshmptionS'are and what the end
result of thatbcaICulation is. And what i'm finding
is that, from a :egional perspective, they want to
kind of verify éhgineering calculations as well. And
I guess I need to see from a guidance perspective, you
know, what do we really expect? You know, do we
expect to submit. the éalculations fof engineering, I
mean, for regiohal engineering to look at it to
confirm they agreerﬁith that end result or to be able
to provide that; you know, initial‘assumption and the
result bf the calculations with the items that are
included in the calculations, as far as like the end
result of the temperature or pressure or flow reading

or whatever it has to be.
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We put out ﬁhe assumptions in the end
result. And that’s to see if we plan on providing
some guidance there, because it seems like there is
more questions along thpse lines expecting to be put
in the operability detgrminations, and this just
happens. And I donft want to keep pointing back at
Davis-Besse, but there has been some questions, you
know, making sure we really covered the bases. And
the NRC feels vulnerable, as well, making sure they
have confirmed thatr we've 'really done the job
correctly. And i guess that’s where I’11 stop.

MS. KAVANAGH: Now, are these backup
calculations are'available to the inspectors to look
at at any time?

MR.. SIMPSON: Sure, sure.

Ms. KAVA&AGH: So that doesn't seem the
problem. But the question is though, you’re getting
questions from the regions as to the whole package is
not going to the operators to review the calculatiohs?

MR. SIMPSON: Right.

MS. KAVANAGH: And does the operators have
that kind of time to review?

MR. SIMPSON: No.

MS. KAVANAGH: I mean, that’s my ques_tiori.

MR. SIMPSON: No, they don’t have that
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time. And we’ve communicated i:ha»t 'that's not a real
expectation for the dperation staff. They need to see
what the assumptions are and what the technical
rationality is and the end result of that engineering
calculation. And I guess right now there’s a bar
being raised't§ put caiculations into the operability
determination. The'guidance is not there to do it,
but it’s kind Of‘the -- 80 we’re putting them there
based on requests on a ca'se-rby-case basis. And, I
guess, what I’'m looking for isrmore general guidance,
not only for us, but for the residents as welll, so
they have clear!gﬁidance on what should be expected in
operability determination.

MS. KAVANAGH: Right. And as part of this
review, we’re talking to the regions and we’re trying
to find out what their issue is. So we’ll take this
back and find out, you kndw, the basis for the request
and we’ll consider it in the revised gu:'_Ldance.

MR. SIMPSON: Okay.

MS. KAVANAGH: So that we have an
understanding from both sides.

MR LUEHMAN: Yesr, the onlyr comment I
would make is that as a former inspector there that if
somebody provided me an opefability calculation that,

you know, determined that a pump was operable and had
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like a half a *géllbn of margin, you probably could
expect me to want to seé the calculations. If the
same pump was dperable and, you know, ‘needed to
provide 200 gallohs and provided a 1,000, if that’s
what your calcUlatiqns show, at least myself as an
inspector, I proba;blﬁ" woﬁldn"t pursue it right then,
given that, you know, the margin was so largé. But if
the margin was that the -- if the operability
determination was tré»Ji.lring me that this pump, according
to the calculationsrr that you did, was just barely
rﬁeeting the requirement,‘ I think you could probably
expect that mo'str:k inépeétors» would probabiy pretty
quickly want to see ther calculations that support
that. So, I mean, t;hat's the only guidance I would
offer on that.

MS. KAVAﬁAGH: Right. But the difference
being does the actual 'suppbrting calculations have to
be going to operatibns as part of the package? I
believe that’s the question, right?

MR. LUf‘.HMAN: Right. And as far as a
requirement, I would say no',' but I wouid say you
shouldn’t be surpr'iéed ‘at the immediate follow-up
question that I do want to see the calculations fight
now, given 'thart the margin is so siight. |

MS. KAVANAGH: Right.
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MR. LUEHMAN: Even with the calculation
you’ve done. I,f the margin is a lot larger, you know,
I would expect the'rinspector would probably want to
look at it, but it probably wouldn’t have the
immediacy given that the margin was rather largé.

FACILITATORVWALKER: Okay. Thank you.
Next question? |

MR. HORIN: Hi, I'm Bill Horin with
Winston and Straiwn. i.Bruce, in his introduction,
mentioned that as part of this effort you aren’t going
to necessarily be addfessing PRA type considerations,
but then he also _mentioned' that there may be some
additional clarification. 'And my question goes to
both what yoi.tr‘ curz:ent thoughts are with respect to
this initiative with respect to 91-18 and taking into
account risk considerations and perhaps"what your
thoughts might be on perhaps longer term effdrts with
respect to the cbnsideration of the various impacts
from the risk initiatives that are origoing now.

MS. KAVANAGH: Okay. That one I can
address. The currént | guidance that says that PRAs
cannot be used to detenﬁine operability is not

changing, and there isn’t any effort, at this point,

_to change that. But we do allow the use of PRA for

comp measures and there is work ongoing right now by
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the Human Performance Group on using PRA to determine
manual actions. So we -havé some ihtentionsv of
bringing in parts of that NUREG that they’re working
on to using PRA to evalua;e thése manual actions.

ThejMaintenan¢e Rule allows use of PRA
where the PRA'Qas goihg’to be discussed from that
aspect. The risk informed technical specifications
that we’re working'on relies on a lot of PRA. So by
bringing those into the Generic Letter discussions of
those initiatives and those new regulations, that was
how PRA was going to be expanded oﬁ in the Generic
Lettef. But the actual use of PRA to determine
whether or not a coﬁponent system train is iﬁoperable
was not going to be changed, at this point, and it
hasn’t been discussed.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Next question,

please.

MR. LEBLOND: Pete LeBlond, LeBlond and
Associates. There are some old guidance about'how>you
handle various clocks when your point of initial'
concern, idenﬁifiéation of concern is different from
when you declare something inopefable, similar ﬁo the
conversation we just got done with. Is there any
thought to either updating that guidance and/or

integrating it into the revised Generic Letter?
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MS. MCKENNA:  Multiple guidance? I
believe, you’re Vt'ralkingA about different guidance than
what is already --

MR. 'LEBLOND: Let me say there is two
letters, one regarding when yéu start clocks for
licensee event re?orts and another one for whén you
start clocks for Lcés, you know.

MS. MCKENNA: Are you talking about time
of discovery times?

MR. LEBLQND: Time of discovery versus
time of implementation oﬁ the regulatory clocks. I
believe it says issue of the LER found if the
determination is found within the_ original time
period, then it says use the tech specs for when you
know and enfbrcemenﬁ is for when you should have known
is what the second 1etter says.

MS.»MC‘KENNA: Dr. Beckner is going to
address that question for us.

MR.' LEBLONb: Okay.' So the question
really is are you going to update? If you're géing to
integrate that guidance into this, yoﬁ know, given the
discussion on this 24 hours exceptionaircases take
longer, that’s whén that comes into play.

DR. BEéid\fER: Okay. This is Bill Beckner.

I'm director of Operations Branch. That’s a good
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question that licensees ask and regions ask all the
time. There ié guidance in the Enforcement Manual.
Okay. Things about time discovery of when the clocks
start and also it discusses how enforcement may go
back and so fbrth, So, please, 1look in the
Enforcement Manual. I don’t have a specific page, but
it’s pretty deep, like 200 pages deep.

MS. KAVANAGH: It’s Chapter 8.

DR. BECKNER: Chapter 8. Okay.

MS. KAVANAGH: But we’ll look into that.
We’ll take ﬁhat as a comment.

MS. MCKENNA: Okay.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you. Next
question. N

MR. VIDAL: Good morning. I'm Avi Vvidal

from Plant Hatch. I have a specific question about’

alternate source term. With réspect to AST, there is
NEI guidance that supports the use of the alternate
source term or operability determination? Has the NRC
ever endorsed that or what is the NRC’s position on
that?

MS. KAVANAGH: Well, I'm not aware of the
NEI guidance. I'ﬁ'not the expert on alternate source
term. But the rulé requires that in order to use

alternate source term, you need to have a license
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amendment. So if you’re going to use any aspect of
alternate source term, you need to have the license
amendment to go with it. But I'm not familiar with
the guidance that you are referring to.

MR. VIDAL: I don’'t have a number. I
apologize. But it’s control and habitability, NEI
guide.

MS. KAVANAGH: Yes, I'm not the expert on
that, but the rule requires that you have a license
amendment. Sé that's what we’re faliing back on.

MR. SIMPSON: Pat Simpsdn with Exelon
Nuclear again. Another question. Are you going to
plan ﬁo clarify the differences between operable and
avéilable, like with réspgct té PIs, and I know at one
of our stations we had an issue with whether a system
was operable or availéble and ;he region had taken the
position well, if it‘’s not operable, it's‘ not
available, either. And so it would be useful, I
think, to have some clarifications, because some of
this translates into'how you classify whether it’s a
safety system functiénal failure or whether it’s a PI
hit on unavailability. So I think it would be Qood to
have some.clarification or maybe you can explain now
how those two interrelate. |

MS. KAVANAGH: I would rather not try to
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explain it, because I would hate for you to take me on
my word. There hasrbeen discussion to try to clarify
and make distingﬁish between the two. And right now,
we were just going to 'use the Maintenance Rule
definition of available and reliéble. But we haven’t
really thought about how that applies to the‘ROB and
the PI. So we haven’t gotten that far in the process.

MR. SIMPSON: VOkay’.

MR. SCOTT: In Maintenance Rule space
we’'ve always been very careful to avoid what we call
the "0”7 word, so that we talk availability, but
anybody says, you know, is it operable? We say wait
a minute, you’‘re talking Maintenance Rule here. We
don’t use that.

MR. SIMPSON: All right. Because, I mean,
one of the issues would be like, for example, with the
Generic Letter Eheykgive you a certain criteria in
there in which you can use to demonstrate operability
of something degraded, like a Apipe support or
something like that, or you may be able to use other
engineering judgment or techniques that are not either
endorsed by the Generic Letter, but are'reCOQnized by

the industry as being acceptable>to show something is

" available. But the region would take issue with the

fact that while you are using something different than
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what is in the Generic Letter for availability, but
like you just said the two don’t really necessarily
marry together, so I think »we need to get some
clarification there.

MS. KAVANAGH: Okay. We’ll work on it.
Thank you.

| FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes?

MR. PATRICK;' I'm Randy Patrick, Davis-
Besse. I would like to follow-up on the question by
the shift manager on the clock for determining
operability. Typically, when we’re on shift we
receive conditions that deal with operability.
Usually the ones ﬁhat are most difficult we get at the
end of shift from back shifts or on weekends.
Possibly in youf'guidance,-from your advices, you
could add a little bit more to the guidance.

What I want to ask you is it says "In most
cases a decision can be made immediately." If I have
a reésonable eXpectation about a request; I’'ll do an
evaluation or a formal written operability evaluation
from engineeriﬁg that yes, it is operable or no you’re
incorrect. Youf statement in other cases an expected
decision could be méde ﬁithin approximately 24 hours
of discovery, even if complete information would not

be available. -
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Does ;hat 24 hours mean.a'written.approved
evaluation of opérability? Does it mean the
determination that the shift ménager makes that this
is operable or inoperable or what does that 24 hours
really mean? Because when you’re on shift, on back
shift, you see this. You;re under the clock.
MS. KAVANAGH: I was going to say --
MR. LUEHMAN: Again, I would say it méans
a sufficient basis to continue to have the -- that
backs up the initial decision that the shift
supervisor made. Will the wultimate, you know,
approval of that and all the computer runs to support
it, may they, in fact,'take more time? The answer is

on a case-by-case baéis, yes. I mean, we feel that --

you know, again, I think this whole thing, the whole

issue of the 24 hours -- I mean, again, the 24 hours
is not a hard and fast rule. It’s a guidance.

It was pﬁt in there to simply tell you
that, you know, you have to bfing this to conclusion,

that you can’t have something like an indeterminate

‘state, you know. And so yes, I think that there’s an

expectation that you’re going'to gather as much, you
know, information as you can. It’s probably
reasonable that you’re going to have that within a few

hours, in most cases. Will that be supplemented and
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could it ultimately go the other way? In some cases,
yes, it could. And then, at that point, you would
have to change your determination from operable to
inoperable.

MR. PATRICK: Okay. So that 24 hours

isn’t necessarily an approved engineering evaluation?

‘And why I ask is because we give our engineering

organization 24 hours to comé up with an approved
written engineering evaluation. And certainly a 1 day
action statemeht versus a 30 day action statement.
There is a great'differenCe in safety significénce
based on that. So I'm just trying to get a feel for
where the NRC was and if you’re going td supplement
that guidance in the next revision 91-18?

MS. KAVANAGH: It sounds like a good érea
that we need to maké sure it;s cleér.' Dr. Beckner?

_DR. BECKNER: Yes. 1I've been hearing a
number of questions along the same lines and it has
gotten me thinking; and I don’t khow'the answer. The
big picture, the licensee makes the operability call,
and has to provide whatever documéﬁtation‘to support
that with anyone whom may question the reééon. And,
Jim, has made the_éorrectvstatement that the'ﬁore
documentation, the better. And I think clearly it

would also be useful to have many a common
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understanding between -- and again, it’s going to be
highly situation dependent, you know.

One hour AOT easy call versus long call.
And so clearly, I think, it might be useful for the
regions and the licensees to sort of interact on what
level of detail is useful and so forth. But I guess
the question I would have to you is to tell us how
prescriptive would you like us to be in that érea or
would you like to have general guidance and, in
effect, and agaiﬁ, you have that in your procedures
based on knowledgeidf what to expect from’the regioné.
And so I would sort of turn it back on you. Again,
everything said here is true. You havé to defend it.
The more documentation, the better. .But, you know,
how prescriptiveAdoryoﬁ want us to get?

MR.-SALAS:_ Pedro Salas with TVA. I want
to follow-up to the quéstioﬁ on alternate source term.
And I want to make an analogyvto some of the practice
that has been in place for a long time, on EQ, and I
would like you to explain me the difference between
them. Indeed, if you go and incorporate alternate

source term into your licensing basis, you need a

‘license amendment.

The question is with that interim of time

where I find that my equipment doesn’t meet my current
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legal requirements, by licensing basis, I may £ind
other analysis based on scientific-information or
studies done by the NRC that may justify that interim
period. And I wili draw that analogy to EQ. 1In the
EQ world, you may find that a component does not meet
50.49 criteria. And for a long time, if you found
that condition and ydu find yourself that you do not
meet your licensiné basis, you may still utilize some
other means.

For éxample, the ODOR guidelines and other
still scientifié methods of evaluating the condition
to determine whether or not that component will truly
do what it is intended to do. And you find youréelf
in a very similar'anaiogy, in that you do not meet
your legal requirements, but you’re going to utilize
some other information that still has some scientific
validity to it to establish, to cover that interim
period.

So why would we not then say even though
I may not have alréady incorporated into my licensing

basis, because if I did, I wouldn’t have a 91-18, why

-wbuld I not utilize the loss of physics and analysis

that the NRC has endorsed and say for that interim
period while I return my component, while I fix my

component, indeed, I have scientific basis that my
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system will do what it is intended ﬁo do. Why could
I not do that? And how is it different from ﬁhe old
analogy to the 50.49?

MS. KAVANAGH: I have an answer, but the
best answer is going to come from Steve La Vie.

Mr. LA.VIE: My name is Steve La Vie. I'm
with the Containment and Accident Dose Assessment
Branch. I was the nroject manager on the alternate
source term. I think the issue here is you got to go
back to the basis of what we’re doing. 91-18 does
allow you to redo a’célcuiaﬁion and because you shave
some margin or what have you, you can now show that
you are in compliance, the issue goes away. That’'s
clearly providedbforrin 91-18 space.

Now, thenwhnle intent of 91-18, however,
is to demonstrate thét you are in compliance with your
design basis. Your design basis includes the
assumptions used in analysis and the methods used in
those analyses. ~ The 50.59 rule provides you a
mechanism to change ﬁhat design basis. And under
50.59, there is the,criterié "Have you changed your
methodology?" And the NEI guidance document that the
staff endorsed has some guidance in that area. And it
is true tnat thét guidance tells you that if the

method has been previously approved from the licensee,
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you arerallowed to use it.

However, the point, I think, that is being
missed here is that neither 91-18 or 50.59 allows you
to ignore other regulations. And 50.67 very clearly
specifies that a licensee that wants to change his
design basis, to use the alternate source term, must
apply for an amendment.

MR. SALAS: I don‘t disagree with that,
but how is thatAdifferent than on the 50.49? If that
is the case, if I find something that doesn’t meet
Category 1 criterié, if I use that analogy, I have to
declare it inoperable. I do not have the flexibility
of utilizing it. ,

MR. LA VIE: But I think the difference,
Pedro, is that750.49 didn’t describe a methodology of
analysis.

MR. SALAS: It certainly does. Cat 1 has
a pretty specific criteria describing the -- 50.49 has
the specific tesﬁing criteria that must bebmet to meet
Category 1. Yet when we find that compongnt, that
qualificatién comes into question, éven since after
publication of the rule in the guidance that you
identified earlier, initial operability, it said "I
you do not have thé category, namely like in the other

one, in that interim period, when you are recovering
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that component, you may ﬁtiliZe other scientific
information through evaluated methods that will allow
you." Becausé that is the nature of 91-18 is I did
not meet my licensing basis.

MR. LA VIE: Okay.

MR. SALAS: But if I did that analysis, I
wouldn’t be in.91-18 space to begin with. I would be
fully qualified.r. I wouid meet my full licensing
basis.

MR. LA VIE: And if you can do that on the
50.59, okay, then I don‘t disagreé that you could
change a calculation that shows whether of not you
meet the environment for, particulafly, an EQ item.

MR. SALAS: And if you do a 50.59?

MR.»LA VIE: But if there is a regulation
that says in order to use that assumption, you have to
apply for an amehdment, you have to apply for that
amendment. |

FACILITATOR WALKER: Interim basis,
though, not current basis.

MR. LA VIE: The interim basis --

MR. SALAS: Every 91-18 ﬁhat is done up
there to some degree it’s something that is short
probably of arregulation, fq: a short periodrof time.
I'm needing. I.ém degraded to gome extent from what
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I committed for my licensing baesis. I do not meet my
licensing basis. I agree with you. If I intended to
leave it there permanently, then I would agree with

you 100 percent that I must do a 50.59 within the time

frame and invoke all the right requirements and apply

for license amendmeﬁt.

The question is what do I do in that time
frame when I know that I de not meet my licensing
basis? And I think that'’s ohe questioq that needs to
be considered.

MR. ALEXANDER: We may want to take a look

at the guidance in Generic Letter 88-07 that addresses

this. And since you’re bringing up the question of

environmental_r qualification under 50.49, the
requirements in 50.49, to be fully qualified, they are
not that detailed and prescriptive. Of course, they
do refer to other documentation, namely EEE sﬁandard
323, 1974 and Regulation Guide 1.89. And Generic
Letter 88-07 doesn't really talk about using alternate
source terms oOr any ether kind of qualifications
specificaliy.r

What it says’is that if you determine that
you have reason to believe, for some reason, that a
component is not environmentaliy'qualified, then there

is a presumption that that component, at some point,
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is going to fail as a result of exposure to the harsh
environment of a design basis event. That'’s ﬁhe first
assumption. It says then that ydu make a
determination, a prompt determination of operability.
The basis for that determination of operability, there
is guidance provided.

Under the assumption that the item will,
in fact, fail at some point due td the exposure of

that item to the harsh environment of a design basis

event, you're supposed to determine whether or not you

believe that item will finish performing its safety
function before failure, and'whetﬁer that is post
action or pre action or during the action, it has to
be able to perform its safety function befofe you
would expect it to fail. If you can éhow
deterministically that, in effect, that can happen and
upon failure will.it'degrade other safety related
equipment or misleéd'the operator, then if you can
answer no to the second question and yes, it will
perform its safety function prior to failure to the
first question, ybu can then determine that it is
operable.

It ié not a matter of recalculéting based
on source term. In other words, that’s not addressed.

All it says is you have to determine whether or not it
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is going to perform its safety function prior to
failuré and that after failure, which is assumed to
occur, will it degrade other functions or mislead the
operator? And that’s what the guidance says.

MR. SALAS: Right.

MR. ALEXANDER: 8o it doesn’t address how
you do that. It just says you have to answer those
questions.

MR. SALAS:  Right. and that’s the
parallel that i'm trying to say in here. And I would
just ask you to think abouﬁ it, because probably we'’ve
already talked»too much about it as it is. I don’'t
need my Cat 1, my licénsing basis, what I’m required
to do. Just like I'don't with alternate source term
if I have not implementéd it. And in that case, I may
go to other documents that are not legally applicable
to me, because they ére-only applicable to somebody
else, which may be DOI guidelines.

All I'm doing is I'm using methods of
analysis to justify;wﬁen I take actions to bring that
qualification back to Cat 1 level. This other case is

can I utilize if I have a question of operability on

a component, in the interim while I bring that

qualification back within the time frame while it is

degraded, can I utilize the insights from new sources
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which have been published by the NRC to give me the
scientific insights to éay yes, this ébmponent will
work. This will work as it is intended to do. And I
will establish my -- I will return my system to its
fully qualified component within the time frame as
necessary. And if nét, I have to apply for avlicense
amendment. fhat;s the thing I'm asking you to
consider. |

MR. LUEHMAN: Well, just before we get off
the subject, the one thing that I would say on that is
that you’re using the number of termé interchangeably -
between the, yourknow, compliance with the design
basis qualification and operability. And, I think,
those terms are all different. Okay. If‘you don’t
meet operability, if you can’‘t show that you meet
operability,'then, and it’s a tech'spec system, you're
not in compliance with your 1license and your
alternative is to follow the technical specification
or in those cases where you rcan get a notice of
enforcement discrétioﬁ from the NRC.

And if you thenbget into_thét position
where you are noﬁ in compliance, youvafe not operable,

and you want to continue to operate, I think that the

NRC would consider those things and whether they'would

grant a notice of enforcement discretion. But
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operability is é separate issue from qualification.
In a qualification situation, if you don’t meet your
licensing basis, butrthe equipment is still operable
within the definition of the technical specification,
that’s a different and easier fo handle issue, and we
would allow you to consider, you know, more things.

You haQen't gotten to operability vyet.
You’re not meeting all your licensing basis
qualification reQuirements. And, you know, the
guidance talks abbut then operability is another and
more significant level. If you don’'t meet that, you
can come in for a notice of enforcement discretion,
and your arguments about why you’re not operable in
accordance with the tech specs,'but you should be able
to continue to operate for some periéd of time will be
considered. So .I think we need to keep the
terminology of operability, qualification and
licensing basis distinct; because they are distinct
and separate.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Thank you.
Let me just point out we’ve got about 10 minutes left,
so I want to focus on if you have some questions,
remember we have plenty of time to comment in the
breakout, so I've got two here and we’ll see how that

goes. You’'re first, please.
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MR. HOLZMAN: Okay. All right. And
before we leave the iast subject, ﬁy name 1is Phil
Holzman from Strategié Technblogy and Resources, and
I'm a consultanﬁ to the Nuclear Utility Group on
equipment qualificatibn; This, in fact, is maybe one
observation and a question. I agree with what Steve
had said with respect to the Generic Letter 88-07 sort
of in some ways being a predecessor to the General
Operability Guidance.v
But I think it is our perspective, in
fact, one of the comments we provided that 88-07 is
obsolete and it is ;somewhat frustrating for us,
particularly for 'me,' to 'hear that somehow we’re
treating 50.49 equipment_ in terms of operability

different than other equipment. I mean, because

conceptually it should be dealt with in the same way.

There is nothing unique,abbut EQ or 50.49 that would
suggest that the considerations and the types of
ﬁhings that you would need to addresé should be
different, and we would recommend that we now talk.
I mean, it was a predecessor. Those ideas should be
integrated into Operability Guidance or discarded if
they are not generiéally applicable.

The second thing I wanted to say was
related to the discussion that I just heard, let’s
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separate it a bit from EQ, about whether or not in
operability evaluations you’re allowed to address
situations or take into consideration things that are
sort of outside the design basis. I mean, in my
implicit assumption, I think, the implicit assumption
of many, and I -think Vyou.'ve just heard Pedro say it

is. You’re doing operability because there is some

indications you arebnot " fuily qualified" in the 91-18

sense of fully quaiified. And that, in fact, it
appears that ‘you don‘t meet your design basis or
licensing basis‘réquirements.

And I guess I was éomewhat upset to hear
someone from the NRC suggest that that isn'tr the case.
And then I was even more concerned not to hear someone
up there provide clarification about ﬁhere are _we.- I
mean, do we agree that operability is a situation
where you dbn't Vmeet your current licensing basis?
You don’t meet your'design bas_is. Could and can you
use considerations and information and other things to
make that determination, .I mean, or are we dealing
with something else?

MR. LUEHMAN: No, I think’whaﬁ I said was
that yes, you’'re making an operability detérmination,
because you have some point, pa‘rt. of your licensing

basis that you don’t need. But you 'still have the
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requirément for the equipment to be operable in
accordance with the tecﬁ _spec. And you have to
determine whether that degradation in qualification or
licensing basis has a significant‘enough effect on the
piecé of equipment that it is not ionger operable.

If it doeén't degrade it so that it’s no
longer operable, then!you can continue to operate. If
this lack of quélification is significant enéugh or
lack of whatever it is that’s in your licensing basis
is significant enough such that it invalidates the
operability of the equipmeht, then you have to follow
the applicable fegﬁlation to tech spec. That’s what
I said.

FACILITATCR WALKER: Okay. I think we
have time for perhaps one more question. Pedro, this
one first and we';l seé what time we have.

MR. LOCHBAUM: Dave Lochbaum with the Unit
of Concerned Scientists. Does the NRC staff envision
providing some clarification on how long operation
under 91-18 can continue to avoid the probiem that
happened 10 Eo  15 years égo with tempérary
alterations, temporary modifications and thingsvbeing
abused where thafrcondition can go on, essentially,
indefinitely and not be turned in to a permanent

change to the plant?
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MS. KAVANAGH: But doesn’t that fall under
50.59?

MS. MCKENNA: I think it’s a difficult
question to deal with how long, it’s too long. You
know, I think, you had words the guidance talked
about, I think, éoming out of Appendix B énd
commensurate with safety significance. We tried in
the ‘97 revision to take on a little bit this, you
know, first reasonable opportunity ;o restore
equipment back to their original licensing basis or to
consider the change, if you will, to some other
licensing basis, at that pbint, because it had not
been restored.

But it is ; challenge and I think it is
very situational dependent, because, you know, there
is a range of importance of components out there.
There is a range of whatrﬁhese nonconformances might
be. And I think, you know, Bill‘s comment about being
too specific, you know, we‘ve tried to not be too
specific, becauéé we have to take into‘account that
range. But it is always a challenge of, you know,
when does -- and we héve these calls and discussions
with the regions all the time.

They say here's‘a case we see Where we

think it is too long, and then we have to get into
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other kinds of decisions. And I think we’ve talked

~ about okay, let’s look at the risk significance.

Let’s look at safety significance. Let’s look at are
they taking reasonable measures to restore? And those
are the kinds of questions and decisions we get into.
But on individual cases, you know, we do agohize over
those, because of some of the things I jﬁst said.

FACILITATOR WALKER: . Last qﬁestion.

MR. SALAS:V Yes. |

FACILITATOR WALKER: Please.

MR. SALAS: From the'previous discussion,
what I gather is that you are saying that a 91-18
analysis must be performed utilizing NRC approved
methods. And Irdo not see an SER for engineering
judgment. So how do I reconcile it? If the method
that I utilize, do a 91-18, it’s got to be on NRC
approved methods, namely new sources or something
already incorpbrated. How do I ever utilize
engineering-judgment?

MR. LUEHMAN: Yeé, I mean, I think the
guidance addresses the use of engineering judgment.
I mean, the engineering judgment is goiné to have to
be written dowﬁ. And if your engineering judgment is
that, you know, there is no testing or whatever that

shows anything to the contrary that, you know, this
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testing has been dbne, ybu know, and there is‘no --
it’s hard without a specific case. But I guess my
point is that the guidance does address engineering
judgment.

You ‘know, engineering judgment could be
used in a numbefvof manners. One is to see if you are
still operable, even though‘you are degraded. That's
one set of enginéering judgment.A There’'s the other
set of engineering jﬁdgment which is what I talked
about eérlier, which is, okay, now, let’s say you've
made the determination you'are,vin fact, inoperable.
You cannot meet the‘requirément. Are you still safe
enough to operate fof soﬁerlimited period of time
while you restore that operability?

That’s a separate set of engineering
judgment, andrthat'again,rbecause you’re going-to come
in and try to get a no:ice of enforcement discretion,
you have more latitude on what arguméﬁts you can
present to theVNRC to get that écceptance, because
there is now an explicit determination on the part of
the utility, I'm éléarly,ﬁot operable. Not only am I
not within my licensing or design basis, I'm clearly

not operable within the technical specification and

~what it requires.

So there’s really two sets of engineering
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judgment that you are talkingvabout. One is set to
determine whether a degraded conditionris.operable and
another is to determine whether an inoperable
condition is sufficient enough that you still have
enough functionality in thev syst:‘em to continue to
operate for gome finite period of time.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okéy. Is this going
to be very brief, because we’re going to run out of
time. We're out of time.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I‘ll make it as brief as

I can.

FACILITATOR WALKER:  Okay. s it a
guestion? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It’s a follow-up on the
source term thing; Let me give you a real quick

example. Let’s say I have a component that is tech
speced. If I use my desigh basis source term, I have
instantaneous source term and the equipment performs
its function in the first 10 minutes. And although it
won't meet that basis, but using the alternate source
term, I know that it will ho; see fadiation. I know
technically it will not see radiatioh for two hours.

And therefore it was doable as a tech spec function

‘and I'm operable, and you’'re telling us I can’t use

the alternate source term technical information to
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make that operability decision and that bothers us.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. 1Is this going
to be the final word?

DR. BECKNER: i’m going to try to leave
with a commandment to resolve this, because, quite
frankly, I’'ve Secome more confused sitting here. I
don’t think we’ve done a good job. Pedro, I‘m not
sure I totallyAuhdérstand your question, and so I
think we have an action coming out of there is to
better understahd what the issues are and see if we
can come up with some guidance.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you.

DR. BECKNER: Because, like I said, I've
got more confused sitting here. I thought I knew the
answer, but now I‘'m not sure I do.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you. And I
think that was the intent of today, not to prqvide
confusion, but to find out -- yes, thank you. It was
to ask these kind of questions’ ﬁo help you get
prepared to move to the breakout session. So I want
to thank you all for being up here and tackling these
questions. Thank you very much.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Before you go, let
me tell you where -- |

FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes, don‘t go
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anywhere. Yes, don’t go anywhere. All right. I’ve
asked Leila to come ﬁp here. She has figured out the
breakout session procéss, so, please, be patient. It
says we tell you about the breakouts and you’ll have
a 15 minute b,reak.i Then I ask you to, prlease,
promptly show up where you need to, so we can get you
up to the breakoﬁt sessions. Thank you.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Wel;, luckily for
us everything seemed to balance out fairly well. So
it’s going to basically follow the agenda, and I'm
just going to go 6ver where the different breakouts
are going to be held. But before I get into specific
rooms, most'pepplé will need escorts. Immediately
outside of the auditorium there are signs posted with
each topic. It also hés the room number. If you go
over to where that sign is, that’s where you will find
an escort to take you to that location.

Forthosé of you who don’t need escorts,
Topic 1, Definitions of Operable But Degraded,vthis
morning’s sessioh will be here in thg auditorium.
Topic 2, Support -System Opefability, will be 1n
Building 112-B-4. Topic 3, Operational Leakage, will
be this morning in Building 2, 9-A-1. Topic 4,
Component Reliability; is in Building 1, 10-B-4. And
again, these are ali posted oﬁt on signs.
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Afte4r lunch, you cah and, Stew, correct me
if I'm wrong, but you can come back down to the
auditorium.
MR. MAGRUDER: Right.
FAC’ILITATOR PETERSON: If you’ve left the
building, get 'your badge back, come down here é.nd

again, you can go to be escorted with the topic that

. you signed up for that you want to go to with the room

numbersrposted. The only topic in the afternoon that
will be in Buildiﬁg 1, so YOu might waﬁt to go to that
lobby as another bpﬁién,ris the other topic.
FACILITATOR WALKER: Topic‘S.
FACILITATOR PETBRSON: Yes( Topic 5. So
everyone else probébly the most easiest thing after
lunch is to come back oﬁt there to be escorted to
where you needrto go; ‘But thank you very much'and
we’ll see you at ébout 10:45 up in the breakout room.
(Whereupon, at710:33 a.m. a recess until

3:03 p.m.)
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A-F-T-E-R-N-0-0-N S-E-§-§-I-0-N
3:03 p.m.
FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Wé're going to
go ahead and get stagted., The purpose 6f‘ this
afternoon is fér'everybody_to get a chance to hear a
little summary ihput of what happened at each one of
the breakout sessions, bothfmorning and afternoon. So
what I will do is,:I think, we’ll just go by session
and ask both recorders or reporters to come up and
fill us in on what Qas talked about briefly, and then
we’ll close out Qiﬁh Dr. Beckner. Okay?
So Topic 1 was Operable But Degraded. Was
that you, Jim?
MR. WICKS: Yes.
FACILITATOR WALKER: You’re the Quy?
Would you like this?
MR. WICKS: Well, I think I can speak
right here. | |
FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. I think so.
MR. WICKS: Oh, I'm sorry, apparently not.
FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Here you go.
You can speak into it. |
"MR. WICKS: Thank you.
FACILITATOR WALKER: You’re welcome.

MR. WICKS: Speak into the mike. Okay.
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Again, a remihder, I'm Jim Wicks, Palisades shift
manager, and our topic. this morning that I attended
was Operable But Degraded and the issues that our
group felt needed to be discussed.

The fiiét one, and I think we discussed
this in detail even beféfe we had our breakout, was
timeliness of expectations for operability. Again, we
all remembef that Generic Letter‘91-18 alludes to
based on the safety significance of a system train
component, and that it also has a name dropping of a
24 hour issue. |

Well, werfelt that it would be gfeat to
have more guidance or maybe less restriction on how
long the shift manager has to gather the‘information.
First is when he has ﬁé make the prompt deterﬁination
of operability and how 1oﬁg they generally have to
provide the follow-up information to support that
prompt determination éf operability.

The example we talked about was a snubber,
and I think anotﬁer Qroup had snubbers later,rbut you
find a snubber broken.oﬁra safety injection train and
you go up to the shift manager and éays héy, the
snubber is broken. Okay. What prompt’determination
of operability you do you make? Yoﬁ have no idea

whether the snubber -- someone mentioned, you know,
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the baseplates arerripped out of the wall or someone
just stepped on it énd; you know, possibiy broke it.

So you need time to gather information, so
that you can even make your prompt detérmination of

operability, and so we asked for more guidelines on

‘that. And, I think, the thought process and the

spirit of the lawris that yéu take a reasonable aﬁount
of time based on safety significance. Again, if it’s
a one hour téchspec action, okay, you got get on the
ball. 1If it’s a 30 day tech spec action, take a
little time, gathér all your information. Make your

prompt determination of operability and then request

engineering. If it’s not clear cut, then you request

engineering to follow-up with some paperwork. That
might take morerthan 24 hours, and if that’s what it
takes, it'é what it takes. |

The next one was examples of reasopable
expectations of pperability._ And, again, I think it
was mentioned if you look atathe definitions, we have
been throwing around the terms this 'morning,
reasonable assurénce of operability, though.the actual
term in Generic Letﬁer 91-18 uses expectations of
operability. So examples of that would be what should
the shift manager,fWhat should the’engineer doing the
operability recommehdation look fér in assuring that
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you have a reasonable expectation of operability.
Again, let’s go ba¢k to the snubber.
Okay. Snubber broken, okay, baseplates not ripped out

of the wall, so it’s not quite obvious as to what the

problem is, but someone brought up the example, do

they just do a tech spec sufveillance test that maybe
had a water hammer event that céused that snubber to
fail? Would that issue'drive you to say maybe with
some question as to the intégrii:y of ydur pipe,
existing piping. |

Again, it'é not quite clear cut as to how
you'’re going to make your answer, so they are looking
for some examples based on that. Well, how»could the
shift manager determine that 'okay, sure, broken
snubber, but I have reasonable assurance’that if T had
a design basis accident, this safety injection train
is going to start. It’s going tq,provide water to the
core and do é safety function.

Clarify meaning of safety functions,
specified function and specified safety function. I
think that was discussed before our breakout meeting
also. inrthe present Generic Letter 91-18,Aa11 those
three terms are used almost interchangeably, and we

wanted to get clarification as to, you know, do they

have separate meanings or are they all the same and
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let’s just wuse one term thenr or specify safety
function for the big "O" and specified function for
the 1little "o," and let’s geﬁ’ a little more
clarification on that. And someone suggested they
maybe drop the littleVoperability definition just for
non-tech spec relé;ed equipment, just use the term
functionality.; So we asked for maybe a little more
clarification on that.

Oh, expand flow chart. Right now, if you
look at the existing Generic Letter 91-18, it has gqt
a nice flow chart fér starting here with the degraded
component, working all the way down through how you
regsolve the issue énd have full qualification. And,
I guess, what someone was asking was maybe for where
they combine the sections of the 9900 or still keep it
separate for degraded nonConforming and operability,
that maybe they haverflow charts that take the person
doing the evaluatibn or recommendation through the
process as to what to look for, so that they can
provide the site, the plant or the shift ménager with
the right information and having using 91-18 as a
guideline. And then add examples,reveryone wants
examples, go they know what they are talking about.

And then,clarificétion on page 11 out of

14. Anybody have that with them? I don’t remember
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what that was. ‘Okay. Good, please. We have a
volunteer fromr;:he Vaudience. Come on down.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Actually, I think I got
that cleared up’in our meeting. What I was talking
about in 91-18,' change of cﬁrrent licensing basis, it
says and I will read it, "Therother gituation is a
final resolution 'irn'which the license'er proposes to
change the current licensing basis to accept the as;
found nonconforming condition. In this case, 'the
50.59 evaluation | is | of the change from the SAR-
described condition to the existing condition in which
the licensee plans to remain, i.e., the licensee will
exit the C6rrective ,acti'onr process by revising its
licensing basis to document acceptance of the
condition. If the 50.59 evaluation concludes that a
change to the :téch spéc or USQ eicists, a license
amendment must_ be_requested', " etcetera, etcetera.

’ Noﬁr, if you read on, it says later on in
the same section, "The need to obtain NRC approval for
a change does not a@ffect the licensee’s authority to
operate the plant. The Alié_enrs'ee 'mayr make mode
changes, restart £rom 6utages, etcetéra, vprovided that
necessary equipment is opérable and rthe degraded
condition is not in conflict with,thé tech specs or

the' license. n
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I saw poteni:ial conflict between license
there and the fact that'we're submitting a license
amendment, and if liceﬁse meant bréadly anything with
a licensing basis, then that would be a conflict. But
I think we determined in the breakout session that
it’s just talking about the license, and not
necessarily a célcﬁlation that’s in the FSAR, for
example. So I cion't think that one -- I think we
meant to cross that out.

MR. WICKS: ‘Okay. Never mind.»

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If everybody agrees.

'MR. WICKS: Okay. Next oné is extent of
the condition reviéw. Some of you might know that
term as aggregate assessment or aggregate review.
Basically, when a 'cbmponent is declared operablé or
Operable But Degraded or nonconforming, some sort of
expectation existé/,ahd, again, I don’t think-it's
directly in v91-1787, but it’s a term being floated
around the industry as of late. We would kind of iike
clarification on it. It’s what type of aggregate
review or extendA,e'cri"conc-lition needs to be resolving?
How far do you go down ther line?

If you have one safety injection flow
control valve failed and you have to do extended

condition related to the other one, what does that
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exactly mean? ,wa férrdo you want to go? Did it pass
the tech spec surveillance test? Okay. Does it have
recent calcs then on it that it will open in such
amount of time;~provide the right amount of flow?
Okay. Great} we have all that. So what are they
looking for? Wha;is the NRC regioné and NRR loéking
for regarding extended condition and/or aggfegatev
review of a degrgded condiﬁion? And we ask for more
guidance on that. |

And' the: threshold for 91-18 degraded
conditions scope and when needed, meéning that right
now, if you look at the begihning of Generic Letter
91-18, it déscribes'the scope of items that you would |
have to do an'operability determination on. Okay.
So, I guess, they a:e locking for more»informétion on
what is the scope, because you have fire protection
systems, you have that watch, you have EQ, you‘have
all these other non-tech spec related systehs, and in
some plants you do actually have guidance if you lose
a safety related fire station or ccmpénsatory'measures
you need to put in place. I don’‘t know if all plants
have that, but égain, if you read the scope for the
letter, you would have to do an operability
determination on that sysﬁém;

So they are looking for a threshold. How
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far do you go in defining your scope,‘not 80 much for
the big "0," but for the little "o" or functionality
equipment, the at watch, the fire protééﬁion systems.
So, you know, we want to narrow down the scope for the
non-tech specs.systems as to what would actually need
an operability determination and/or a recommendation.

I think ﬁhat covers it. Does anybodyrfrom
my group 8See something I didn’t cover, anything you
want to cover? dkay. That’s all. Thank you.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank yoﬁ very much.

MR. WICKS: You'rekwelcome,

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Who was the
second? Can you do it? 7

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I‘ll do it.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, as you can see
here, we changed our mind quite a bit here. The first

point here we want to talk about, the first area we

talked about was consistency. We felt that using

examples in.Whatever;guidance documents are put out cn
this would be very helpful, and also that ﬁUREG 10-22
would be a goodAmodél to look at wi;h respect to
revising 91-18.

We also looked at the definitipns of scope

for Operable But Degraded versus nonconforming. We
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- might want to think about just using simple one-liners

with an amplifying discussion, losé of qualify and
function effects and how it affects operability.
Anopher thing. we talked about was
timeliness of operability evaluations similar to the
first session. NRC needs to provide some information
about what they -- needs to explain what they need for
documentatidn and maybe some guidance on the time in
order to make the determination versus extending the
LCO time. We spent quite a bit of time talking about
well, if we’re in an area where thereris a very short.
completion time, maYbe just a few hours, you know,
goodness, is it okay for us to do a full blown
evaluation that might take a week or longer, Lord
knows and, you knpw, where are we in that case? Letfs
see, you know, what are the conditioné'for when we’re
in “evéluation space?" |
~ And the last thing we talked about ﬁas the
definition‘ of specified functioh with respect ¢to
current licensing basis. This is the same thing that
they talked about in Vthe first session with the
numerous definitions of function, specified function,
design function, etcetera. So that’s all I got.
FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you. Okay.

Now, the second topic was Support Systen10perability.
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You certainly ﬁay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’'m actually going to be
addressing both vétsions or both sessions on Support
System Operability recognizing that Support System
Operability is really a shaller subset of all the
Generic Letter 91-18 aspects, and some of the comments
that were already made, some of the issues that were
brought up are ones that we also brouéht up.

We ttiedkto'focus on exactly what Support
System Operability, the kinds of problems it created.
for both those support systems that are inside
technical specifications and those that are outside.
In addition to those ones being outside, those that
were in technical specifications before and relocated
versus those that never were.

Sso, like I said, it was always somewhat
focused. We tried toréxpand to look at this with
respect to how did it work inside Generic Letter 91-
18? So there were a humber of issues that came up.
The first thing we came up with was that we did not
want to utilize the small "o." We believe that the
definition for opefability, the capital "O" for
operability should be restricted ‘solely to those
things in technicai specifications, and we» should

clearly only call those thingsioupside of tech specs
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functional or Capable of performing some function or
whatever. The terminology you want to use; but not
little "o" operability.

The second major issuerthat came up as one
can imagine, as a result of those things outside of
technical spedificatiohs,rwas snubbers.‘ Recognizing
that that was an LCO inside of technical
specifications and that we believed, at one time, that
the delay time that was permitted by the snubbers was
relocated outside of technical specifications.

We had a great deal of diaiogue about how
that was beihg addressed and that there is a Technical
Specifications Task Force Initiative underway under
TSTF-372 to spec1f1ca11y address this, this being
worked now currently w1th the NRC and also with the
Snubber Users Group to make sure that the final

resolution of this issue is acceptably flexible with

regard to operation and maintenance, but also

acceptable to the staff with regaid to allowing a
delay time for the threa.major.types of snubbers we
have identifiedf

And alsa,'thatlis what I was also going to
addtess, so that you know, other seismic restraints.
Now, in that dlscu851on, we also d1d dialogue about

thcse things for pipe whip and water hammer, but that
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is not currently under 'thé_' scope of the TSTF to
address in this issrue.' |

The third item was hazards. We looked at
the fact that hazards have been a problem for many

plants, and we went out and did some surveys and found

that the manner in which a nﬁmber of these evaluations

or analyses that are being done are very inconsistent.
Now, as some folks said, there is a RIS 2001-09, which
gives a fairiy good explanation of how things should
be done, but Qhat we found in that application is tv}o
things. Oné, the /d:.uration of being Vallowed to be
nonfunctional differs significantly, two, and the
actions or compensatory actions thaﬁ arebtaken in the
evaluation of those systems oh the other side of these
HELBs is also being done differently, _thé issue that
came up about the 50.49 qualification’, one that we
believe we haver addressed.

So there is a Risk Infqrmed Tech Spec Task
Force Initia_tive, Initiative 7(a), whose‘ proposal
under TSTF-427 is to give a generic 30 day completioﬁ
time for all bar:iets and all h‘azards‘ to faéilitate
giving you a time frame to either perform not only
preventative mair;tena’nce, but also corrective
maintenance. So that’s where different ris added.

There are a number of different things that vary from
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the RIS 2001-09.

Now, that is 7(a) . 7(b) is going to be an
even larger part. We discussed that, too, it was that
there is a number of other support sYstems that are
outside of technical épecifications, which create
problems, things such as corner room doors, other
types of barriers,lih addition to the ones we have
talked about here, coolers, things of that nature,
cooling ventilation systems to distribution systems
and things of that nature. That is what Initiative 7
bravo is going to do,'is try to evaluate all those and
give a finite period of time for acceptable
utilization of those in a nonfunctional status.

Werralso _agreed that Sec;ion 6.12 of
Generic Letter 91-18 needed to héve consistency
between the termsrnecessary and reéuired,rthat there
was some misunderstanding about what the actual
application of those were in different conditions, and
whether or not there was alwafs a congistent
interpretation on behalf of the ihdustry and for that
matter, on behalf of thé~NRC.

And then we looked at support system LCOs

- in tech specs, recognizing it, and we looked at this

specifically with regard to the improved technical
specifications) but also with regard to other plants
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that still have support gystem LCOs inside t.heir
technical specifications.  We looked at how that is
currently being addressed, and wanted tor make sure
that the guidance that is going to be in Generic
Letter 91-18 is Vcronsistent with the way people are
doing business, because the cnrfent wording in
guidance in 91418, Section 6.12 could easily take
someone in a direction that is inconsistent with the
way it was intended to utilize for tnose support
system LCOs inside tech specs.

The next item was the criteria for
determining acceptebilit_;y of alternate temporary
systems and to previde examples. We discussed, and
fortunately 'we had ; number of NRC resident and
regional based inépet:tors, and dii‘ectors in the room
with ue, about threraccevptable types of alternatives
for what kinds of Vtemporary conditions could we
utilize, examples beingrrwell, we might pfop open a
door and use a Red Devilrb'lower to cool something, but
we would have to consider not only  the current
condition, but alsorrthe'postv‘accident condition and
how that would be " stiuctured and what kind of
evaluation we would he.ve to do, not only what kind of

format content detail, but what kind of rigor would

-that have to have associated with it to be found
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acceptable to the staff and to us, and what kinds of
time frames would we, thérefofé,’believe would be
acceptable.

Now, of course, risk, we’ll be coming to
this in a moment, would also have some bearing on
that. And our pianris to provide somevexampleé of
those. You heard in the previous discussion abput the
NUREG 10-22 type examples;» We think that examples are
very, very impdrtantfﬁo ;ry to display and éonvey'what
our true message is; | |

The'heit one waé tech spec operability
versus functionéiity; a recognition that we have often
had a lot of discussions about functionality vefsus
operability,rand fhét is even more clear if you look
at some of the baSes:cfrthe technical specifications
where it talks about:meeting the LCO and, 6bviously,
having tech spec operability being predicated on,
performing'thesurveillances in.the,specified interval
and having nb éﬁher  reason td believe that it
otherwise is incapablé of performing its intended
safety function.

There:afe areas and variations on that,
especially with support systems, that still maintain
operability, but have some level of degradation, and

as far as the functionality of the support system, but
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not as far as the operability of the LCO.
And then we had one that, I think, has

already been brought up about tech specs versus

" licensing basis, and that really came into play about

specified safety function, specified function or
éafety function,r a consistent application and
clarification as to what those térms are, when they
are to be used and how they are to be integrated, and
that has already'beenkdiscussed, so I imagine we’ll be
finding a solution to that ¢né, too.

And we also wanted to ensure an
integration of the risk informed initiatives, as
appropriate, recogniéingrthat risk does not determine
operability, howevér, but that risk is a part of the
consideration of the acceptability of the degréded
condition of the support system. We wanted to make
sure that we clérified that and integrated those
appropria;ely;’ so that 91-18 recognized those
initiativeé that are oncoming:that would feed into
this. So it would really be more of just a
description of whét those are and how those will
integrate.

Andthgn‘we also beliéve Generic Letter
91-18 currently addresses that licensees should be

knowledgeable of what support systems are necessary
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for tech spec LCOértb be met or to be operable.r We do
not believe that requires a list to be maintained or
to be provided to the NRC, but that rather we expect
that each licensee would have a thorough and complete
understanding of what those are, and the gtaff seemed
amenable to that.

And Eﬁé last part is the integration of
the tech specs and ﬁhe Mainténance Rule A-4. Aé we gb

forward and do that, there is a recognition that there

actually be a’ coordination with the support system

considerationsrasrtojhéw they impact thdse tech spec
LCOs.

If there is anyone/in any one of the
morning session or the afterngon session who thinks wé
migssed something, piease, say so now.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We talked in the

afternoon session, you know, at length not about A-4

: specifically, but about the use of operability as it

relates to maintenahce as a criterion for determining
availability of support system, temp alts, etcetera.
We didn’t discuss at all any of the risk informed
alternative approaches, but felt that, at least in my
experience, in the aféernoon we didn’t talk about it,

but I think that the approach for hazard barriers that
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is provided by the RIS is substantially different than

the one that is offered by the TSTF, what is it, 7(a).
And while they may be complimentary, I think in most |
cases -they don’t overlap. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER : Well, 7two things, maybe
three. ©One, I was sﬁpposed to ybeﬂspeaking' to the
mofning and thé afternoon session, so I do recognize
that some of the things I identify during this

discussion, you may not have been present for. Two,

yes, TSTF-427, which is Initiative 7 alpha, does offer

a different solution path to the hazards and barriers
than the current RIS does, and there is a belief that
this provides greater flexibility and gives more

opportunity for u'tilirzation. I can have that

discussion with you out of here.

And the third ﬁhing was about mainﬁenance .
We had a discussion in the morning, too, butbwerdidn' t
list that, because Qg weren’t sure that 'tha.t wouldn‘t
end }up being addressed under our Maintenance Rule
application utilization for the risk initiaﬁives being
considered for that applicability for those support
systems, so that itr the only reason it wasn’t called
out specifically.' Did that address all your issues,
sir? | 7

AUD;'[E“NC‘E MEMBER: Ther ones I brought up.
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FACILITATOR WALKER: Well, that’s good
enough for now. |

AUDIENCE VMEMBER: Everybody following
that?

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Topic 3 was
Operational Leakégrer. Mark, Vyou want to go first and
then Donald after that? |

MR. FLAHERTY: I'm Mark Flaherty from
Ginna and don'trworry, I will be shorter than bon was.
We had four specifickissues we talked about Qith
respect to leakage, the first one concerning Section
6.14 and 15 of the Generic Letter. They are
inconsistent‘with thevappro§ed tech.specs for flaws
and leakages.r

Examples wére brought up, one of them
being the basis‘for the Ginna tech spec, documents,
the fact that cgrtain systems can withstand
substantial leakage and still meet accident anélysis
assumptions on the order of like 500 gallons per
minute.

However, strict inﬁerpretation, a reading
of the Generic Letter implies that if I have got a one
gallon per hour 1leak, I need to declare that
inoperable in accordance with the code. So

clarification needs to be with respect to that.
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‘Basically, this getrs into, you know, is operability

defined with respect to tech specs er the overall
operability designr basis?

Secondly, Genéric Letter 91-18 is outdated
with respect to its use of Generie Letter 90-05.
There are alternetive co-cases for Class 3 piping',_
specifically N-513, eﬁd i;hére is a rev coming out with
respect to N-513 for Class 2 piping, which basically
provides an alternatiire’means, of dealing with flaws
and leakage seperate from Generic Letter 90-05. And'
the Generic Letter 91-18 should also be ‘able to handle
future co-cases or recognize the fact that future co-
cases can provide alﬁernative means also.

The third topic that we dealt with is leak
repairs, basically housekeeping versus non-code
repair. There needs to be some clarification between
stmctural_evel\iatioﬁs and housekeeping. That is if
a flaw or leak is okay structurally, it is operable by

tech specs, and the leak or whatever else should be

handled under the corrective action process. That is

code inoperability and does not necessarily mean tech
spec ihoperability, and that needs to be clarified
consistent with some of the other discussions that we
had today.

| The last thing we discussed wes'can we use
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compensatory actions to restore operability without
relief ’request? The current guidance in Generic
Letter 91-18 Vbésically implies thatb you have to
request a relief request. This doesn’t necessarily
seem to be therbestiuée of NRC and industry resources,
especially if the licensee has demonstratéd that there
is structural integrity there, and it might be putting
a clamp or whatever else on there for an operatibnal
housekeeping issue; Why do we need to go forward with
the relief request:ﬁnder those conditions? So those
are the four topics.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Don, do'ybu want to
use this or do.you want torgo up there? Okay.

MR. VOGT: Hello. My name is Don Vogt.
I am from Palo Verdé.r Wé had some overlap with.the
morning session, as you would expect, with respect to
Inépection.Manual 9900, Seéﬁion 6.15. We thought that
we needed to separate oﬁt tech spec operational
leakage, especialiy Class 1, which is generally what
you’re talking'about, from the Class 2 and Class 3
ieakage section. We»also thought, 1ike the morning
session, that we should recognize épproved code cases
in the 91-18 guidancé; and also make reference to
50.55 alpha.

Another overlap again was when is NRC
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approval required for non-code repair of class

components, especially Class 3 components? Another
issue I didn'tlhear in the morning session though was
what do we do with heat exchanger leakage; especially_
Class 2 heat exchangeis, nhere,you have leakage across
the interconnectinQVSYStem boundary, but not boundary
leakage to the environment .

| Given a pressure boundary leakage, clarify
what needs to be declared inoperable. In tnat Section
6.15, in 9900, in talks about if you have got, you
know, the boundary leakage, you have to declare the
component inopereble. SOne folks take that to mean
the system is inoperable, and where do you draw that
line and where do you draw thet boundary?

And ohen, again, I think everybody
understands if you!can isolaterthe component, if that
is reascnable to do, you do that and you)don't'have
any further implicanion, but that didn’t seem to be
spelled out real Well in 9900. We might want to add
that,‘ae well. And that is all we have.

FACILITATOR WALKEﬁ: Thanks,rDon. Okay.

The fourth topic area, who is the reporter for that?

It was the Component Reliability.

MR. GRIME: Component,Reliebility?
FACILITATOR WALKER: Yes.
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MR. GRIME: Larry Grime for the fourth
group on reliability. Thé group talked about several
issues, and we boiled them down to aboﬁt six main
issues; We did not necessary decidéva lot éf issues,
but identified a lot of areas where there is
opportunity for'thé'guidance to be prqvided in this
area of reliability, one of which, the first, was how

do you deal with components with an increasing failure

- rate? Por example, do you need to do an operability

determination for other similar components or should
this be part 'of tﬁe Pplant’s Corrective'Act'..ion Program? |

The suggestion was to push it to the
Corrective Action 'Program or perhaps treat it under
the Maintenance Rule. Thé operability guidance should
then, in that case, provide a brief reference to tﬁose
other programs. Hoﬁever, there was some Concern with
some. It wasn‘t a unanimous decision by any means
that that is the bevst way to deal with that particular
issue.

The second isgue was onekthat the group
one mentioned, and that is the extent of condition
review concern where you are concerned with the common
mode failure risk, and a little bit similar to our
first issue, but again, the question was, you know, do

you need to look 'Vat all other similar components in
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operability determination space or is it.best to treat
those under the Correcti‘ve' Action Program, as well?

A third area of discussion dealt with
clarifying Qhat do we mean by mission time, time in
which to accomplish particular functions during which
we may have to have some consideration with regard to
operability. It was agreed that it should be part of
operability, But it was also recognized that very
frequentlir, we don’t have a quantification of these
mission times, and it can be quite' an exercise
necessary in order to detérmine exactly what the
mission time shouid be for inoperability.

So the question becomes then how should
that be, mission time that is, incorporated into the
guidance for Genéric Letter 91-18? We also recognized
that it’s only ,J;.mportant for | some conditions,
definitely not a 'necessity for all conditions, and
what is required, ‘perhapsb some }guidancrze could help on
what is ré@ired to reconstruct the mission time.

Our fourth issue dealt with potential
application of 50.59 with regard to reliability
issues. We recognize that there are a couple of
guidance or questions in 50.52 that deal with
malfunction likeli’hood,' and also a question'that deals

with accident frequency that are potentially related
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when you get‘into a rel;ability question.

And so one of the covncepts ‘was that,
although, we hear léua and clear that we don’'t apply
PRA to Qperabiiity determinations, we recognize,that
the licensee may hgve the option to move an item from
operability space intollo CFR SO.SQSpaée, which would
then, if they didn’t use the negligible criteria and
engineering judgﬁgnt in the 50.59 space, they might
end up using quantified calculations of either
frequency or likelihood issues. |

Also, we recognize that the 50.59 criteria
dealing with malfunctions mightAalso provide a means
of triggering or identifying for us that if we cannot
use engineering jﬁdgment to say that we're well within
thogse 50.59 guidance areas, Vhegligible and[ I, can
easily userengineering judgment for that;bthen that
tells us we éhould at least probab1y>be either in
operability spacé  doing a detailedr operability
determination fdf that as avtriggef, if you will, for
when operability is important. |

We also recognized, of course, that the
whole concept, particularly in 1997 revision of,the
operability détermiﬁation was that, indeed, the‘re
could be sitﬁations where you fai1 to meet the 50.59

criteria, but still might be operable.
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A fifth item dealt with manﬁal actions.
We had manual actiéné replacing automatic actions.
They were mentioned briefly. It was noted that there
is other guidance on that, and that it would just,be,
a good idea to make sure that the opérability'gﬁidanCe
adequately references that, as opposed to there didn‘t
seem to be'.strong support for trying to get
duplication or a iot of additionai information on
that.

Our sixth item was a concern with
different pefformance indicators von system
reliability, and the desire there was for consistencf '
or, at least; prioritizatidn for the programs to help
provide some additional guidance on performance
indicators. |

Maybe to summarize just a little bit on
the reliability issues, this ‘question of PRA.
Although, it wasn’t zero, thére was very little
supporﬁ for thé quantification relative to reliability
issues, but there was, indeed, much sﬁpport for a

qualitative approach to reliability issues in

operability determination space.

And, other members of the group, do you
have any comments to add to that or subtract, as the
case may be?

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




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

25

o 126

FACILITATOR WALKER: Thank you very much.

And then Topic 5, which was Vanythingrel'se we didn’t
cover in the assigned'four breakouts. )
MR. ANGSTAD’I_‘:T Curt Angstadt, Perry.

Topic 5 is the infamous other. We have four items

briefly I would like to cover. The first involves

compensatory measures, a suggestion being made that we

feel the industry cduldr use some more focused

explanation of exactly what a compensatory measure is,
especially wheri you need to transition into 50.59 for
when you do have a coﬁéensatory measure.

And some of the examples we kicked around

briefly were things like an operator on his rounds

. needing to monitor and replenish an oil supply in a

pump. If that was really part of anr operability type
evaluation, is thaAt, a comp measure or not? If it is,
does it gét‘ a 50.59? Does it really change a
procedure or isr it in some standing instruction or
something like tha;? ‘You get into a lot of subtleties
that often rit' 8 not very clear whether or not you
really have a ‘true compensatory measure or is it
réa_lly more of a mdnitoring type thing?

One othervsubtlety we brought up was at my

‘plant, we call certain things bounding limitations.

They are not necessarily an action you take., 1It’s
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sométhing- like you're-limiting one of your inputs like
a température for you;' cooling water input to your
heat exchangers, because you have found some calc
deficienéy, you couldn’t handle the maximum Vwat'er
temperature, so ycA.SuAcut: it back to somethirig less to
be able to handle the deficiency. is that a
compensatory measufé,?

- Now, you can just see how subtle you get
on some of thié, so we felt the industry could use

some additional guidanCe from the Agency on exactly

what are their expectations for compensatory measure?

Aga_in, so that you“ transition into the 50.59 space,
and also to und'ersrfrzajnd what process you’re in and
where you’‘re at, I guéés, is the bottoﬁ\ line.

Number two, briefly, is we talked £his
morning sorﬁe about the NRC’s probable intent of taking
the two attachments to the Generic Letter and melding
them into one ddcument;. I think most of us would
agree that would 'pfobably have a lot of merits,
because you do 5§uhce around a lot between those two
attachments. If that is done, probably what would
also be done is take some of the exis‘tring guidance on
hazard removal and how you can do that evaluation, and
probably put that in there, too. |

But what we see that would open up is
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Generic Letter 91-18, the way it is now, is basically
for those fouhd conditions,Athose deficiencies that
you find in the plant where removing the barriérs is
for a whole new world of planned'évoiution, knowingly
going into a situation.

So, I think, the whole issue there we
don’t have the answer, is do you really want to take
this one new docﬁment that we have melded together and
open it up now to almost a much broader type of venue
where you have additional entry points, because once
you do that, then you probably'woﬁ't stop at barriers.
You will come up with something else. The industry
will say well, I want to have thatvin there, too. So,
I guess, just a recognition. What do we want to do
here? Are we going to get this thing so cumbersome,
then the indﬁstfy will come back and say I can'ﬁ use
this anymore. >It'é too complex. |

Number three, I have entitled how timely
is timely? We know the Generic Lettef has discussion
about when you have a defidiency of significance, you
really ’neéd to get it‘ fixed no 1longer than one
operating cyclé, but also a forced outage if it’'s
suitable durétion.

I guess, the question on the street is

would examples to help explain timely be of worthwhile
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‘benefit to the industry, to the users of the Generic

‘Letter, and if we think it is useful, would the

industry be willing to sort of give examples to put
into the revised Generic Lette:, a question.

And lastly is a specific item related to
rev 1 of the Gehefic Letter concerning evaluation of

compensatory measures, evaluation of them. The

specific sentence right now says "A licensee may

decide to implement' a compensatory measure as an
interim step to vr(e:store operability or to otherwise
enhance the capability of SSCs until the Afinal
corrective action is complete. "

We had quite a bit of discussion about
that word, restore, because it doe_sn't reaily seem to
address ali the possibilitieé of degraded inoperable,
inoperable that you’re then taking it back to
operable, opérablé and aiso enhancement. So we felt
that some benefit cbuld be achieved in clarifying that
whole paragraph; go that you cover thé waterfront with
how youf re really usiﬁg compensatory measure for those
three categories of ingﬁerable, D'egraded But Operable
and then an enhéncemefnt not to only know where you’re
at and what sgpace you're at, but also they will feed
your determination of timeliness to fix Vthe problem if

you know what pot you're in. And did I do okay, team?
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Thank you.

FACILITATOR WALKER: Okay. Well, when we
started this morniﬁg, I told you my jéb was twofold,
to give you an opportunity to proﬁide comment . ,I
think you allrcahrjudge best, but I think there has
been ample opportunity to provide comment, and I
appreciate your work in the breakout sessions and the
recorders’ willingness to come up and report on that.

Secondly, I,told you my job was aiso to
get you out of here 6n time. Pretty good? Okay. A
couple little things before I ask Dr. éeckner to come
up here. He is going to talk to you about the meeting
summary, where that is going to be. Kerri wanted me
to mention that she is interested. Many of you all
mentioned in the breakouts that I was in, pius almost
every one of you mentioned in your reports about
examples, Kerri said, please,‘éend those to her. Many

of you have her email. If you don’t, it’s

 kakenrc.gov. All right.

‘And lastly, please, £ill out your
evaluation forms on the way out. There is a box out
theie on the desk to plop them in, and'we would like
to hear your feedback. Thank you very much for your
participation and cooperation, and thank y§u, NRC, for

hosting this. Dr. Beckner?
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DR. BECKNER: Okay. Andrew has kept us on
time and he is’assuming'that I am going to be short.

FACILITATOR WALKER:  Well, that was
pressufe. ‘That'’s pressure.

DR. BECKNER: I don’t know short jokes,
okay, and I will keép mY’remarks shdft. That is the
pleasure of beingrable to'finish up is that the.more
succinct I am, pfobably the better everyone will like
it. I heard a 1ot to‘think about here today,'and I
guess I was pretty pleased with both the turnout and
the level of interéction. It shows that this is an
important subjedt'andrthere is a lot of interest.

You may have been disappointed. You
probably didn’t getré lot of answeré today. I think
the intent, at this pgint in time, again, like Bruce
said this morning; it’s very early in the process.
We’re trying to‘figure out what the concerns are out
there, the areas weAghoﬁld -- issues that we should
address, and I think £hat objective, we have'been'very
successfﬁl. I have heard a lot of stuff today. It
has been very useful.

Also, I want to reinforce, "I think,

something Bruce said though. We’re not looking for

major overhaul here. We’re looking for clarification

and improvement, and that is consistent with what a
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- few people, I think, told me during the break. 91-18

is used every day. It works and we don’t want to

change that'process; We want to just make it better.

'We want to clarify, find out the areas that it’s not

working and improve it, and I think that’s our
objective. | 7

with that, is theré anyone who didn’t get
their point acrpss; - Now, I'm not going to ask you to
come up to thermiérophone. Anybody that didn’t get a
question asked? = Again, it’s early in the process.
Use the feedbaékrfdrms. We just gave out Kerri’s
email address.'~It'§ going to be flooded probably.

Again, if you don’t think that you got

your point across or you think of something when you

get home,- tell us; so we can try to bound on the fype
of issues that we sﬁould be looking at. Yes?
AUDIENCQ MEMBER: The questions on the
schedule, what are you énticipating?
" DR. BECKNER: Boy, you’re my straight man.
Okay. The next thing I was going to say is that we
will be putting out a draft for'comment,rgnd that’s

where it’s importahtrand we'heard the question this

morningl We’re going to target to try to get a draft

' for comment out by the end of the year or probably,

given the holidays typically, the middle of January.
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It certainly probably won’t be anywhere near final.
It’s going to be the besﬁ'we can do.

Again, I think‘this is going to be a long
time just trying to digest everything we have heard |
today, but Kerri has said that if she can néglect gome
of her other work, and we’ll negotiate that or get her
some help, that~I,think probably in a few months, we
can try to get'sémething out that ydu can see early
next calendar fear,énd‘that's what Qe are going to
shoot for. |

And, aQain, that will be a draft for
comment. Do we need another workshop to get beyond
just the scope and now, tryiﬁé to édl&e issues? 1T
don’t know. K@rfi says absolutely not, never, but
we’ll think about it. Okay?

Okay.‘AVWe will be putting the meeting
notes, makihg ithen1 publicly avaiiabie. We'}l »be
putting them in ADAMS, but I know that -- before we
make ADAMS jokes, ADAMS is getting much better. I am
told that the web based version is much betﬁer. But
let me also commit to we’ll put a iink to wherever
these notes are,iﬁ'our tech spec ﬁeb page, and the
reason I say thatis I can gontrol_the tech spec web
page. And also, if.YourhaVen't fpund'it; it’s a good
chance té find our tech épec web page. Sbrﬁherever it
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resides, we’ll cbmmit,tb put a link to the notes in

; our web page. Okay?

With that, I gﬁess we’'re to thank yous.
Kerri Kavanagh has worked hard. Stew Magruder has
been working sort of silently. Stew has been my right
hand man for the past three nmnths{ acting as my
acting section chief('and so he has been instrumental
in getting this dbne.' I want to thank the‘Panelists.
Andrew, he left airéady?:rHe is still here?

»FACILITA‘fOR WALKER: I‘m here.

DR. BECKNER: Okay. I want to thank him
and his staff. This is ﬁhé first time I have used the
facilitated meeting 1ike ﬁhis. I know it helped us
out with a lot of‘ the administrative activities.
Again, let us know what you tﬁink about it as far as
the feedback fofms,r
| Have I fbrgotten anything, Stew 6r Kerri?
Okay. The only think I havé to do now is; i guess,
thankAyoun Thank you for coming and that’s it. Okay.»

| (Applause)

(Whereﬁpon, at 3;48 p-m. the workshop was

concluded.)
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The workshop was held in th‘ev Auditorium at

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NRC Auditorium, Two

White Flint North, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 10:30

a.m., Andrew Walker, facilitating.
PRESENT :
ANDREW WALKER, Facilitator

STEVE ALEXANDER, NRR/IEPB

DR. WILLIAM BECKNER, Chief, Reactor Operations Branch

BRUCE BOGER, Director, Division of Inspection

Program Managémént

TERENCE - CHAN, Sec’:tio'n' Chief, Materials and Chemical

Engineering Branch, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulations'
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KERRI KAVANAGH, Senior Reactor Engineer, Office of

Nuclear Reactbr Regulétions

JIM LUEHMAN, Deputy Director, Office of Enforcement

EILEEN MCKENNA, Senior Reactor Engineer, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulations

WAYNE SCOTT, Senior Operations Eﬁgineer, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Reguiations
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- P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-§
- 10:50 a.m.
FACILITATOR WIGHT: Hi, my name is Evelyn
Wight. It’‘s our intent to be recorded.  Carl, I'm
afraid I don’t know how to pronounce your last name.

'MR. SCHULTEN: Schulten.

'FACIVLITA'TQRV VWIGHT:' Schulten and Sam
Hernandez, and I a;so was jus;Ainformed that the
transcription persoh is going to alsé be recording.
So, in the backvof theroom,Debfa.

MR. SCHULTEN: Okay. Good;

FACILITATOR‘WIGHT: So let me just review
our intenti¢ﬁs'here and go over just really minor
ground rules énd ﬁhén we can justiget started. We
heard earlier today that the overallvpurpoge of Ehié
workshop is té gather input prior to the NRC dréfting
a revision to this guidance; so that’s what we’re hefe
to do. The mo:niné Ehat we justvspgnt together was
intended ﬁo try to answer some queéticns;

Each breakout 'sessiOn has a slightly

'different'purpose. We’'re not really able in this

chunk of time to answer questions. What we want to do
in this chunk of time is recoia as many additional or
the same>that we.talkea;abou: this morning issues,
questions, ideas, concerns and also specific examples
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that any of yoﬁ can p;o’vidé that aré relevant and
important tha}t"thetNRC‘ address as it goes through its
revision prbcess. | | | | |

So Debra has. asked me to have all of you

who want to be recorded, who want to have your

interests recdrdéd to speak into the microphone, so
that she can capture that, and then Carl and Sam will

also be capturing'things.' So feel free to just jump

in. I'm not necessarily gding to be writing up

anything on the fiipchart unless we need that.
Thére’stwo other brief ;hings.' At the
end of the day«todéf, we’re having a plenary gession
and in that plena:y’session eédh breakout'session is
going to»be’aSked ﬁo'reportrout~to the o&erall group
what happened in the'session, so I wouid like to ask

for a volunteer who is willing to do that. And then

‘we’ll spend the last 10 nﬁnutes of this session making

sure we know whatlt ig we want that person to say.
|  Does anybody ivant to volunteer to do that?
Great. 'I'hénks_., : -:What's your' name?
| | MR. WICKS: Jim Wicks. |
FACILITATOR WIGHT: Tim Wicks, okay.
MR. WICKS: "No, Jim.
FAciLIi'A'rOR WIGHT:: Jim, okay. Jim Wicks.

Thank you. So at 10 minutes before the end of our
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time, which is from now until 12:15, I‘1l stop any

conversation'and;we'll record what it is we waht Jimr4
to say'bn behalf‘of thié group. So jump in, please,
speak into the Mikeé’or if you can,rspeak loudly.

MR. WEiNKAM: I'm Ed Weinkam from Nuclear
ManagemeﬁtCompany.»One of the ﬁhings that I found
efféc;ive out of-Generic Letter 91-18, the way it is
done now, ié the flow éha:t that Shows you how to
address degraded orrnonconforming gonditions. And I
would ask that the'éﬁaff consider expanding on each of
the blocks as’paﬁt'of a floﬁrprocess ﬁo just give a
little bit more definition,on what is éxpected’to
occur in those blocks and what the decision making
actions are in those blocksf But I think it is a very
effectivé tool. |

Secoﬁdly, in ;his morﬁing's session, we
discussed in the eaflie:»session,iﬁe talked a little
bit about réasonable assuraﬁce of operability in
Generic Letter 91;18; - It’'s actually, I believe,
reasonable aSsﬁiance' of safety as stated in the
Generic Letter; ahdfit talks about SSCs’that are not
expressif subjéct to the tech speds. And‘obviously.

the way I read that is that’s criteria 16 issues and

‘I think that perhaps we could talk a little bit more

about the appiicabilitY—of criteria 16 to reasonable
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assurance of séféty. Thahk you;

FACILITATOR WIGHT:  Other issues,
questions?: Jﬁserédme on up to the mike.

MR. ‘,LEBLOND:‘ Pete LeBlond, LeBlond and
Associates. iﬂgléuﬁ#ént Generic Lettér‘speaks and, we
had talked arlogréﬁoup this in the earliefrsession,
defines  the tégmfr reasonable expéétationr of
operability. It’s éupp§sed to haVe that so that the
end of a determinétidn:time period that can be some
perioa of time.;;4}héurs, excebt for caées thatrtake
lbnger} | o

We heagda.lbt of discussion. I'think
there needs 7torfbéf'a ‘lot bf examples on- what

constitutes a reasonable]expectation, what it looks

like when you'%e gotkit,‘and‘what itZlooks like when

you don’t have it. i;ISéémsylike that;é a big area of
confusion. | 77
| FACILITATOR v&xeﬁr: Are there examples
that you can provide?
- MR. LEBI@ND_: Oh, I got a lot of examples,
sure. But I mean, do you want them now, I mean?
| AUbIENCE; MEM’BER::' Yes.
FACILITATORYV WIGHT: Yes. Well, at least
a few anyway. _
MR. LEBLOND: ~ All right. Well, the
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problem is I used tcﬁjg,y'\_ror‘k"fror a big utility, but now
I'm a consul!_:ant,rl éo I'jn scared é.boﬁt,_ you know,
pulling out somebod'y/who is going to smack me upside
the head here. | |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: I understand.
MR. ,L*VE:BLGND':‘ &ust girve> me a second to

recraft some, and t;hern_I’rll stand up ‘and give an

exrample.r 7
| FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay.
MR. LEBL@Nb: Okay. Okay.
MR. vBARABER:f' Hi, my riameris'SCOtt Barber.
I work fdr:Region’ 1 right now. I was the ‘senior .

resident at- Susquehanna' a number of ye’ai:s ago. The

one I would givé you is one where I thoﬁght_ it was
appropriate. It was a cirgumstance where the utility

‘where I workéd had discovered that a Luwa pump for a

HPSI turban had a _deficien'cyr. Spec’:ifica'l‘ly, it was
actually in the di»srcxh_arge pipingrahd the piping they |
found out was'supposed‘to be seis_micallyqualified and
it was not seismicélly quélifi,ed'. _

And the doncem was if 'there were ‘a

seismic event, that the piping could fail and could
cause a loss of luwa and cause a subsequent loss of

* function of ‘the HPSI t_:urban.." This':vi.s the large 5,000

gallon a minute turban for a boiling water reactor.
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And what they did, they had, in fact, installed some

piping that ,wéé an 1apprdpriate"'scheduler for the

appiication; 7It was actgaliy like a schédule higher.
And what they/ﬁsed is,they'actuaily had surveyed thé 7
aréa and iooké&iat thé pipé.that was affected, had
noted it was a‘ﬁétj éﬁgrt.running pipe,iit was on the
order of like’3feé£,long.>

Theﬁ-piper aétually was supported just

-through pipe'éﬁppérés over that very short section.

And even thdugh the pipe and the installation, there
was some question;abéﬁﬁfit, they said based on the
configuration fact that it was éhort;'it was a rugged
piﬁef They had some conservatism in the deéign. They
considered that to be reasonable, and they had a
reasonable expéctationonce they evaluated that it
woﬁld be operable.:.' | » | |

In aétuélity,that was aqtuélly about a
sentence or two_in:the operability détérmihatioh and

I said that’s finé, ‘I;had no problem whatsoever with

that. And I_had éctﬁa11y went down énd I saw it for

myself, too, sblthat was anotherradded assurance.
Now, that’s probably an ovetly simplified version.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That’s what I was going

" to say.

MR. BARBER: Yes..

- NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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AUDIENCE MﬁMBER:r That would be. You're

éitting here ahd-ﬁhé:kind of case where I think would
be gray area would,be a veﬁddr notification. It says
"We even tesﬁed theée switches from.someb§dy'else, and
we found that,ifyoﬁ got tﬁiS’defect, then it is a
problem." Oh;'byjtﬁé,way; we’ve only found one.
Wéfve‘looked;é;’a thousand, and you'vé got 100 of
them. So where do tﬁeyrgo from here? So there would
bé an area whereiyéu été sort of in betﬁeen. fbu
know, minor loss of fullquaiification, as ﬁhis fellow
just talked abqut,:you know, once yéu look at,what/is

my initial margin, what’s my full,@ualification, what

have I lost adds functional areas.

Whe:éés if I got:thé disea§§, I‘'m dead.
ﬁow can I tell if I've got the diséase? I’'m not sure.
That would be an éxample of'sort bf g;ay*areas. 7

' FACILITATOR WIGHT: Yes, great. Thanks.

MR. " WICKS: I"m: Jim wické, Palisades,
again. Thebexample, NRCerSideht, former residgnt
Gaith, I can‘imagineiﬁ'é th just a few minutes»for
engineering to'go dqwn théfe an§flook at all this
piping and get all this-information to come up so they
can provide that 1ine>pf information orvoperability
determihation. But I thihkvtherqﬁéétion earlier was
the prompt déterminatibn of~operability, since there

: NEAL R. GROSS
'COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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is no indeterminaté;staté.

While:éngineering is off looking at this
and determining hbw'long tne run of pipe is and what
the schedule,wng gnd everything, the shift manager
needs to hévé énme reasonable assurance that it’s
operable or ndt}ﬁﬁnw,'again, it goeé back to prompt
determination of nnerabiliny.r Ybu assume an SSC is
operable until prdvén nbt. So in thin case, the shift
managers say . iffthe 'HPSI turbénsrrpass that
surveillance testforthenpast umpteen months, you
know, it has provén itsroperability tech spec big "0."

Well, ncw,you'know,41 allow some time for
engineering tO‘Qn out andngather information to give
me, you know, back that up, and then if'fou need, like
you said, further'docuhentaﬁion.orvresearchthat might
take a couple 6fdays,’§hen that's'fine,‘too. But
prompt: determinétinn'ibf operability is the big
question. 8o I just wﬁnted to addresé‘that. And I
;hink,it isAg:eat; ~Right. And that’s how we do
business,‘and Igpensonally believe ﬁhat meets the
intent of Generic_pe;ter 91-18.

But the issues I want to address are more

. Operable But Degraded type stuff, and I can give real

good'examples. One would be a valve that, let’s say,
a normally closed valve, the safety function is to

NEAL R. GROSS
- COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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open to provide sub-coin to a high pressure safety
injection pump during recirculation activation system.

For those boiler people on a pressurized reactor, that

safety injection flowing water tank empties in the

first 20 minutes, your safety injection pumps then

suck off the Smﬁp and provide recirculation that way.

'So';your high pressure safety injection
pumps need sub-coin to maintain that part of the
suction head. 'So this valve proxiidés a function.

Okay. So now the valve sl,é.nt: -- it won’t come off a

closed seat, it’s inoperable, pretty darn straight

forward. Well, you 7can"t -- you gq up ahd ‘there is
two questions I had. One, you finally gét it off its
closed seat, 'arid the fi‘rrst”questi_on is vwhat if you
suspend it andYOu.:need‘Aan"operabilityof 72 hour
action statement to ‘m"a'k’er it _opéfable again, so you can
meet the LCO. |

What if during that 72 hburs_;irou get it to

-work again, &ou 'gretirthe' stroke and it meets all the

surveillance réqui?r'emenlté, however, you can never
figure out why iri::;is stﬁck. Can you caii it operable?
I Vdorn't know }the anéir_er to that éuest’ion. rrThre correct
quéstion is do you éver need to fi,n,d out the root
cause to decléfrg:iéométhing operable'and it is teéh
speced and 'carmf go on and meet ‘i‘tsl surveillance

. 'NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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requirement with repeatability and pretty strong

- assurance that there is no reason to see why it would

stick again?

Okay. Now, in this case, we’re lucky we
found the p:oblem end we:were able to fix it. Okay.
Now, the valve stroke ie fine. However, then they
found that the §ositionAindication, remote position
indication in the contfol reonldidn't werk. Something
happened to it. 'Okay.~jNow, the next questien is do
you need remoteVPOSitionﬁindication1qf,a valve for
that valve to:be epefable knewing that it'woula stroke
when it is suppoeed; to?' I mean, you got 1oeal
indication. eYounhave indicatots of flow. So again,

this goes into the ate Operable But Degraded type

‘questions.

And‘the,last'exampie I have is contain
isolation valve. This is the one that has confused me
for years at Palisades.' To containVisolationuvalves,

you’re going to dc main;enance on it. We’re new

- getting inte the Maintenance Rule issues}, If you want

to work on a rconﬁainment, a valne, downstream, a
conteinment iselatien valvevand you’re going to the
find the containment isolation 'Vaive_ elosed, and
that’'s a safety function, right, in the closed
position? :
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S0 if you fail to close, do Vyou have to
enter the tech spec’ é'd:idn statemel;lt? "It's in a
safety positioni. It won’t 'move, but it’s performing
safety function. Is it operable, because it is
performing a séfet’y"fﬁnction or is it iﬁoperable’
because you isblate the a;ir to it‘: and cause it to fail
close. So again, that goes‘into is itroperable? Is
it Operable But Degraded? Is it i‘noperable?

So jth:e!‘sef az;e three Operable But Degraded
questions that I would liké to see reéoived in this
workshop. See what 'othe'r people think, feel and maybe
get some further guidance. " Thank you.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Thanks. Other issues

or questions? “Are there any of\you that have 5pecific

ideas or suggestions that you wduld like NRC to

include in the structure of the revisedguidance or

the content? Liker for ‘instance, ‘some of these

examples that v:ve_"r'e talkiﬁg about in the revised
guidance? 7

MR. LEBLQND: It’s me again,VPete LeBlond.
It’s common fcﬁ: preorpié"to 'exteﬁd the scope ofr t;heir
corrective action_ operability 'détermin_ation processes

to beyond safety_‘re'la-ted. I know of nobody that

-limits it just sol‘e'l'yr to a safety related point. So

that fact, I think, should be more cleariy -~ and
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that’s consistent Vwith the eiisting Generic Letter,
that"sh-ould be more clearlyrstated in the existing
Generic Letter; because people get confused as to
well, my tech specs is safe evaluated, not tech spec
safe evaluaﬁed. :Whef:;, in fact, in practice people

follow the spirit of the 91-18. It says their

~identification procéss is substantially larger,

broader than that. And that’s not what we currently
articulate. |

FACILITATOR WiGHT: Okay.

MR. SIMPSON: Pat Simpson with Exelon
Nuclear. A clarification in terms of when you do find
it degraded or'honconforming condition, usually, you
do some sort of ex;ensive'conditiqn review to sée
where else that might occur or exist. And some of the
issues we héve hadVWith‘that is that some residents
have the opinioﬂ that'yoﬁ néed to go to an Op. Fval.
for everything that mighﬁ be in that population, even
though you have no evidence at all tha£ they are
degraded or nonéonforming, but they think you ought to
go do one.

And I éuesé we’ve taken the pdsition,
typically, we don't do that, because uﬁless you
actually discover oﬁé or have reason to bélieve that
it is inoperable or it may be degraded, that there is
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really no point ih'doing'tﬁat. So I think it would be
beneficial to get ciérified whether the Agency expects
you to do oﬁé or not do one, so that we quit having
this discussion. And then that’s basically it.

MR. SCHULTEN:r What did you say do what?
What was it? R

MR. SIMPSON:V'Oh, do an Op. Eval.

MR. SCHULTEN: A what?

MR. SIMPSON:' An operability
determination. | .

MR. SCHULTEN: Okay.

MR. DOUGHERTY: Chuck Dougherty, Pacific

Gas and Electric Compaﬁy. I guesé I was a little

unprepared for this meeting when it came to the -

examples, and I havenft heard good examples, because

I think of the examples'iprthe NEI guidance for'50,$9,

where people that have to make decisions or, you know,

do analysis for'50{59, there’s some examples in that
document that éives'good guidance'on how we apply

& .
that. Now, I’'ve heard one example here where former

resident NRC inspectbr'gavé an example and said; you

know, this was provided in an hour. That's a pretty.

good time period. -
~ But I think that’s the examples they are
looking for,’right?’ They are looking for examples

; NEAL R. GROSS ,
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that will hélb ﬁs to apply the guidance that they want
to issue. So I just wantrto'say I wasn’t prepared to
prbvide examples like that. I think -- I don’t know
if everybody else was, butJI héven't heard any yet in
this meeting. |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Let me just note that
this isn’t the oﬁly éppqrtunity to provide input, of
course. This is pre;revision. So the examples are
exactly what you just sgid, as well as, you know,
examples where you ali are”having difficulty. So not
only what would Se in the revised guidance, but just
the specifics of where there is currently problems;r
So if you Vhaver input at some pqint after this
workshop, feel freetoemailit'to_Kerri, please.
This isn‘t yout oﬁly éhénce. This is just a chance.

MR.»OWEﬁS; James 0wens'ﬁith Grand Gulf.
I have an example and I guess kind of a comment. An
example iﬁ'our, &hat would be called aﬁ some plants,
emergency gservice water pit£ing in the piping, wall
thinning and the réystem has passed all the
surVeillances,»

So per tech specs, the system is operable,
but a determinationhas to bé m;de as to is the wall
thinning Vadequate? | ‘Does it 'stillr meét all the
standards? And Caﬁ‘we éontinue to operate in that
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~condition? And also, how long can we continue to

operate? Can wejConéiﬁue to operate to the next
refueling outage where we can repair iE or is it a
condition whererit needs to be repaired sooner?

And‘NﬁREG 10-22, and I would think based
on examples that’yoﬁ get, ﬁe'll get a document that
looks similar tortﬁat, it §rovides examples #nd that
gives everyoﬁe a better  Dbasis fér making
determinations, becauSé’yoﬁ.have exaﬁples that you can
look at, and it gi?es you a better cb@foft level that
you’re making the right,determination.

MR. SCHULTEN: So the comment is to
provide examples'siﬁilarrté those found in NUREG 10-
22. Okay. |

MR. WICKS: Jim Wicks, Palisades. Two
issues. Oné, thé,gentlemanlbrought’up the éxtended
condition, that’s é'goodvone. I wouldjalso like to
see clarificatioh as to what you wOuld -- 1ike how far
you want to go with the extended' condition or
aggfegate review} 'as the term has become popular
lately. When one thing is declared inoperable or
you’‘re doing an' eQaluation' on it,‘kwhat kind of
aggregate revieW~ana how far do you want to go?

That also attaches to the question or the

igsue this gentleman just raised on if wall thinning

NEAL R. GROSS
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of the piping, okay, fine, meets the surveillance

. requirements todayt but if you had a design basis

accident and youf flow Vrai'sed, bot‘h of the piping was
raiséd because of the now increased cooling unit,
would it be able to hold up to that? And do you need
to do that kind of review tbg détez}mine' operability,

currently or ‘is that something that goes into an

Operable But Degraded evaluation for when you have to

repair it?
MR. BURTON: Steve Burton, senior at

Monticello. I think I heard you ask a question, which

is what do you have to do to reflect,bpe:ability

currently? And the answer, I believe, is already
contained in :91-18, but it ﬁrdbably requires
clarification is whét I'm hearing. And th;aty ié that
the operabiiity ‘determination has to discﬁss the
current licensing basis.

- An examﬁle of the service water pipé is a
great example.r 'Let,m,e» givé you a simplér example.
The current licensing basis, a plant hasrr'a. pump, a
pump is -- this is an actual example‘. The pumphas an

amount of bearing material that is siowly increasing

in the oil. At some point that pﬁmp will fail. The

question is not only is it operable because .i.rt passed

the surveillance, it has to meet the current licensing
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basis.

The current licehsing‘basis includes the
mission time of that pump and ﬁhe mission time of that
component, as it was porint'ed out. So your pump
operability eval has t§ get surveillance as only a
demonstration of opérability, and this is also stated
in 91-18, a demonstration of operability in that all
the current licghsing bases are cufrently met. bnce'
you find a degfadedrcohdition, you have to evaluate
that further'tb in&luderthe current liCensing;basés,
and that would'inC1udé the originai analysis.

Does it meet its missién'time?, Is it
maybe goingrtofmake‘a seismic -- is it going to be
séismically'quéiified? So once you f£ind a degradation
in the current licensing bases, operability itself is
not guaranteed ény more by just the passing»of the
surveillance. And you have to go further than that.

The prompt operability evaluation, to another comment

that was made, is made immediately. When the shift

supervisor is‘présenﬁed with thét'degraded condition
and he makes a decision, I thihk or I don’t think, I
got to get help.’ 7
If he sayva~don‘t think I’got to,éetrhelp
or I got to get hélp, but I ha#e a  reasonab1e

assurance that it'srdown there, he makes the decision

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




10

11

12,

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

25

20

whether it is operable'qr'ingperable. That decision
is made immediately by that guy. Now, he may further
amplify that decision within a 24 hour basis or within

the guidance of, 1 believe,'it says the allowed outage

‘time.

Therreasoh that statement isrin there‘is
to simply say thathrif he is in» doubt or it is
indeterminate, he says it is inoperable. -Once he says
it is inoperable, now hg is going down the road, the
allowed outage ﬁime is géverning. Now, this is where
we, as residenté, have recommended changes or

improvements in 91-18, and that is to integrate that

final decision process. What happens if he says it is

inoperable, then they go down there afterwards and
they start that operability eval and determine it is?
How does that impact petformance-'indicator time,
Maintenance Rule, out of service time?

Wejheed a lot of guidance in that area to
determine those impacts. So I think to answer your
question -- hopefully, I answered yéur question about
the current licensing baées and the examples.» And
there’s lots of,good,examples out there.‘ And the
examples that we provide them have also been
recommended by the resident staff to be added to the

documentation.
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MR. OKORN:L,ﬁello; my name is Al Okorn.

I'm from Perfy Opereoioos; I've had e comment with
91-187for a while now. And it has nothing to do, I
don’t think, specifically wi:h'the examples that were
given here. But I>heard statements,made in the room
that, I think, reinforces my opinion of this. And

that is that I heard it Said thet you are operable

until you have reason to believe you are inoperable.

And I think that comes feom the statement
in 91-18 that says without information to the
contrary, you proBebly remember reeding this, "Once a
oomponent is eetablished;as operable, itis.:easonable
to assume that theeoomponent or syStem.should continue
to remain operable." In other words, the
interpretation of ohat is I'mroperebie until somebody
proves me wrongohrAnd I think that gives the operator
an incorrect b;ae'on operability, that particular

statement.

That i,sr, I can tell you when I was on

ehift, if somebody came to me with a coﬁcern éayihg,
for example, the design mod thatvweijustiput in the
plant, the celoulations that we:did'thet design mod
with, the softwere for that, didnft'haveethe right
revision level of upgrade, for example. :wa, does
that affect my‘operabilioy? In othef words, I ﬁight
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have a design c'aléulation'that is wrong. As a shift
manager, I have no idea if I'm operable or not.

Now, ’;rou can‘t be indeterminate, so0 I have
to make a decision. My bias says well, until you tell
me that calculation affects operability, I'm operable,
with this statemenyt.’ - And I'kheard it from you, too,
Jdim. But you ;r_eally ought i:o be not biased in that
situation. That is if I hear that you’ve got to
convince‘ me ‘t‘hat;. _I'mdperable, not convince me that
I’m inoperable. ,Other'wisé,‘ you’ll go non-conservative
on us. You are»;biaLs, nori-conse_rvative. So I think
the statement which is ‘just a description of
operability could be clarified to remove that bias.
Thanks. |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Great. Thanks.
That’s exactly E_hé kind of input we’re looking for, as
well as what we’ve heard so far. |

MR. LEBLOND: I prémised you an example.
The rewiisiori to 91-18 _that was out :last -~ two years
ago included. a statément that said "The degree of
reliance on a comp action is one indicétion of degree
of degradation." I thought that was pretty good. So,

for example, I'm aware of a fire pump at a location.

that has got a three hour mission time, and that makes

a lot of sense because it is only connected to a tank
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“that if the pump ran for it’s full capacity, it is

only good for four hours anyhow. So it certainly

‘appears that the three hour mission looks good.

So let’'s say there is a cooling issue and
now the vendor says tha; well, the pump will only run
for three hours, if~after én hour and a half you go
down and have,somebddymrealign the cooling system to
make sure it runs for the full three hours. That
wonid be the examp1e7that thevdegree of degrédation is
large. It'svfeliénce on arcqmp heasure. Afe you
operable? Probably, but jusﬁ barely. And the need
for corrective action is exéuisi;é.

There.wﬁﬁld be an'exaﬁplé, I think, that
would sort of be-ih that’g:ay afea thatrmiéht have a

foundation in your earlier draft.

MR. OKORN: I neea to think how to phrase

this. Al Okorn at éerry. One ofrthé'things that 91-
18 with all its increasedAvisibility in the business,
the effect that it’s hﬁving on a guy in a control
room, is the'detérminatiéﬁ of reasonable assurance of
operability fof why is the shift'mahager calling thé
component. operable. .Now, I'm nétrsaying tha; it is
wrong that this happéhs. But you ought to know what
the effect is on the dpératorrwhen that happens.

At some point, the guy making the decision
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has got to start d01ng research ' He has got to get on
the phone. He has got to have people come up and call
and talk to him.r Maybe even_ hold meetings sometimes.
And then he ie"expected to document all that somewhere
in the Corrective Action Program, so that there is
traceability on why he is saying that that component
is operable.

So now you take an individual that you've

~got running a nucéle"ar reactor and you are putting him

into an administrative role, gsometimes for a good
portion of his shift, researching this Juet to gain
that interim operab:.’lity stetement to say' I'm operable
while the operability recommendation 'isr ~ being
produced And the extent to that documentation in the
Corrective Action Program‘v_aries, naturally, with the
situation. But often times it is extensive. So it
takes a lot of reeeerchron this individual's part in
some instances, V'and'» the more reeearch 7 you do,
naturally, the more you nave to document.

So the inclination then isytostart asking
for more 'operabilityr determinetions 1~from your
engineering organization, which loads them down pretty
significantly. One of the questions you will Eee out
on the network a lot 1s how many do you do a year?

You know, we do 90. They do 70. We do too many.- Why
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are we doing too many? Aﬁd that pusﬁes‘it back onto
the shift guy again o to try to completely resolve it
on thé shift and'dbcument_that.

8o this whole thing of interim
operability, I think, neéds to be clarified, just so
that the guy ip’the:¢dntrol room understands what it

is that he needs to do to have reasonable assurance.

"I think that’s it. Thanks.

FACILITATokWIGHT: Thanks. |

MR,‘CﬁOSSMAN: My name ié Jim Crossman.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Oh, I'm ',sorry.

MR. CROSSMAN: From deinion}‘

FACILiTATOR WiGHT: Let’s gd over here
first. | |

MR. CROSSMAN: I guess what I would like
to see happen asiwe're; you know, looking throﬁgh this
91-18 document and maybe making somé‘reviéions is to

expand a little bit on what constitutes a degraded

" condition, you know, for instance, for nonconforming

conditioners, for  example, of what constitutes a
nonconforming condition, but for'a.degraded.condition,

it’s just real basic, any loss of quality or

- functional capability;

Well, does that mean like a one drop per
day oil leak from a high head safety ihjection'pump?
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Is that a loss of quality, because that’s where the

operators, SROs at our plant, are- struggling with

'blately‘is, you know, at what point do you need to do

this operability determinétion? You know, so where is
therthreshold, I guess; of normal operétional type
seal leaks and'611 leaks? |

We ha&e*héd:éome problems with, I guess,
the NRC resident’inépector when he sees there is a
work request submitted on some sort of safety
equipmeﬁt like a diesel generator for maybe a minor
0il or coolant leak. He wants to know where the
operability determination,ié and, you know, it has
been our policy in the pastrthaﬁrthershift'manager
will look at the work request,vésk the appropriate
questions and,determine if it's really any sort of
gignificance énd if not, you know, there is no
documentation of operability. So Iithink that might
be resolved if we expanded on -wﬁat a degraded
condition was, pté#idev some éxamples, help the
operational shift figure out.

EACiLITATOR WIGHT: Can:yéu think of any
examples or are you looking for NRC to give those to
you? | ) | »

'MR. CROSSMAN: Well, examples might be the
best way to go abbuﬁyi;, provide some exémples of loss
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of quality that should be considered in a degrading
condition’requiring an operability determination, I

guess, formal documentation.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay.

MR. VIDAL: Avi Vidal, Plant Hatch. I had
a question or something that I think needs
clarification isrin the Geﬁetic{Leﬁter and it’s on
page -- it appearsiit's attachmen£ 1; pége 11 of 14,
and down here itvsays_page‘a. But at any rate, it’s
the change of‘ﬁhe currenﬁ licensing basis, and ;et me -
quote; "The other situation is a final resolution in
which the licensee propdses to;change the current
licensing basisrto accept the as-found nqnconforming
condition. In.this case,‘the 50.S9 évaluation is of
the change from_the SAR-deséﬁibed cqnditidn to the
existing condition in which the 1iéensee'plans to
rehain, i.e., the licenéee ﬁiil’éxit the correctivé
action process by feviéing its‘iicensing basis to
document acceptance of the conditionf" If you then do
a 50.59 and it cohciudés'that you need a change to the
tech specs or it's a UsQ, a liceﬁSe'amendment has to

be,sought. |
| Now, in that same section, it states “In
this éituation, Ehelneed to 6btain NRC approval for a

change, e.g., because it involves a UsQ, does not
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affect the licensee'’s authority to operate the plant.
The licensee may make mode changes, restart from

outages, provided that necessary equipment is

operable."

And here» is the offending statement to me,
being that "The degféded condition is not in conflict
with the tech speés or the iicense." The last part,
"or the licensé," ﬁé’havé already determined that it’s
outside our licéhsing ;basis, so 1is that a
contradiction from the_earlier statement?

FACILITATOR‘ WIGHT: I‘'m about to put you
on the spot. A couple of you in the front have been
discﬁssing something. 1Is there a quesﬁion or an issue
you would be willing to share with us?

MR.'ﬁOLZMAN: Yes, Phil'Hblzman again.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Thank you.

MR. HOLZMAN: I came Vtor' this with an
expectation that'tbis meéting, this bréakpﬁt session,
would be a dialogue. Okay? |

.~ FACILITATOR WIGHT: With the NRC?
-~ MR. HOLZMAN: . Absolutely. All right.

And, I think, fundamentally there is a defect in what

you’'re doing, because you just want questions, but

there is no dialogue to help us create, to help us

refiﬁe those quéstions and to help us sort of seek
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some understaqding,about,»you know, where there are
issues that need clarification. So I think to some

extent, at least my impression would be certainly,

- we're struggling.!

rirthink mafbe some of the other éeople
might the samérway; because; you know, the way to get
at some of thé ques:iéns that need clarification is to
haﬁe the kind—éf dialogﬁe that we had this morning.
I don’t know howiméﬁf'NRC people are here or that they
could -- you know,,that they are rélétively well
informed about this-particulér topic area, but’I think
that’s part of a problem in this seésibn.‘ I don’‘t
know if it is necéssariiy in the oﬁherrséssion, as
well. I

FACTLITATOR WIGHT: Can I just get a sense
from the rooﬁ? ,Ié1thata common fee}ing here?

ALL: Yes. | |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Wow. Okay. Well, let
me put Carl on thé ééot'and ask is that somethingrwe
can do even though we Weren5t'prepared to do that, we
meaning you? ’ |

MR. SCHULTEN: The only thing I could

suggest is that we see'ifrwe could get people here for

either the rest of the session today, I mean, this
morning or certainly'for this afternoon, and of a high
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enough level -and a knéwledge of the guidance that’s

- contained in 91}18., I think that would probably be

Jim Luehman. I didraskihim before ﬁe 1eft if he was
planning to remain-at the session. Obviously;.he is
not. He has;'I'thihk, a representative here. I don’t
know if that représentative is interested in coming
forward and fieldinérqués;ions. That;s’what I'm
hearing, is that*ygﬁ Qéuld like the -- oh, you can?
I mean, tha,t'sf-—rrrr':

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, I think that's
okay. I wcuid 71iké7 to',ask NRC about breakout
gsessions, the wayfthey breakout discussions and any
questions. I ﬁhinkitﬁefé's clearly oppdrtunity to:do
this and sufficient letter for the public, I think,
you know provide for théiapswers. o

'FACILITATOR WIGHT: | Oh; I’'m sorry, do
ahead. | |

AUhIENCE mgka What I was going to say
is we had a discussion. |

FACILITA:‘OP; WIGHT: I apoiogize if I made
it seem that that’s not'possible in this room. We‘re
certainly -- I'm not trfing'to_suggéSt thaﬁ we can’'t
ﬁave dialogue. Irjust wanted to set the gxpectation
that in this breakout, we’re not nedessarily able to
proVide specific answers. But if you have things you
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would like to readtito,'please, do so. I would
encourage that.r |

Wé're a little stilted in this room. You
will find oﬁt in the otherrbreakout séssions, we’re in
much smaller rooms, and it will be a more free flowing
diaiogue, partlyrbecaﬁse of that. But, please, don‘t
hesitate to stand up at the mike or just shout it out.
The disadvantage pfishoutingrit out is it won't get
captured in the tran;cript, but we have note takers up
here, so it’s a11 right if every single word isn’t
captured. So, please, feel free to dialogue back and
forth. If any ¢f you all want‘to,come up here since
there are mikes, feel free to do that, aé ﬁell.

MR. SCHULTEN: Or maybe we can sit down
there. Would,that hé1p?'

FACILITATOR WIGHT: This is a lavaliere
miké,btoo, which Ind§ht hand you.  Would you be
interested in that?

AUDIEﬁCE'MEMBER: All right.r I'1ll talk,
but I don‘t want it to be just me. ,I don’'t want to --

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Well, but, I mean, you
could pass i; around.

| AUDIENCE MEMBER: . I know Steve would
suggest --

AUDIENCE - MEMBER: Steve never has an
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opinion.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don’t know, you guys.

You want to hear what we have to say about anything or

you just want te -- or is that what you have?
AUDIENCE  MEMBER:. Is there a
representative?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, given that we have

sort of gotten that out of the way, I mean, one of the

things that, I think, came up this morning,that's

directly related to this discuséibn, eort'of evolved
out of this ultimate source tefm question, which I
don’'t necessarily want to talk about. We can talk
about, but I was -- my question was Va broader

question, okay, and that is that the‘guidance; I guess

we’ll call it' 91-18 guidance, it’s really an -

inspection manual, but the guidance on operability,
you know, defines—'making_ the determination about
operability.

It .éays you don’t have to meet your

licensing basis. It's not necessarily clear whether

that determinatione—-lit doesn’t say anything clearly
about whether fen must meet your design basis; but
what it says is ehatryou have to have a reasonable
expectetion that - the equiéﬁent will perform its
function. And I think we wererstruggling this morning
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to understand tq the'extent £hat that can be clear,
understand mbre'clearly what that means or at least
Qhat people inﬁerprét thatktﬁ mean. And, I guess,
part of my question might be dqes that mean you have
to meet your design basislér,you can be soméwhat less
than that?

AUDIENCE»MEMBER: There ére two parts to
operability f:Om the resident inspector perspective,
and let me start outAby.sayinQ we?ré’tfying'to get --
we have recémmendeda‘flowchart. We have recommended
definitions. We have recohmendea some basis for our
each of these elements and, hopefully, theyfwill flow
together. That is some of the typeé of thiﬁgs we have
recommended.

When it comes to opetébiliﬁy and you make
this prompt operability determination, wﬁich is made
when you discover the condition}laﬁd,thié sort éf
leads to sométhing,i want to comment before on that
othei quesﬁion»ovér £here about whét does -- 1 forgét
how it was worded, but there is a'statement in 91-18
that says something to the effeét'thétrpeople are
sayipg,it's opefablé;until pfoven othetwise.

Well;lonce you -- théreAis a gray area
there, which we have asked for clarificatién on. That

gray area is that when you have a calculation, for
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example, and the Ca_lc.\;lat'ioh is in question, does that
constitute a ,degfa'ded condition? In general, I think
the residenti staffs allow the engineering staffs to
continue to evaluate that calculation, because
operability is'a; continuous and ozigoing process, until
they come to sofnethihg that says oh, this now impacts
operability.

Oon the,other hand though, you have enother
type of degradedcbnditioﬁ, the non-seismic qualified
piece of piping once it’'s discovered. At that pqint,
the shift managerimakee }-- when he says I'm goihg to

call this operable, he has made an operability

evaluation. Now, that’s really the first part of the

prompt evaluation.

VGeneralrly, he is going to want to back
that up with Vson'\e' engineering judgment.r He‘wili call
engineering and he'll eay how long do I 'haver to do
this? Well, yoﬁ have ieally got a guidance there, and
we have asked 'again for clarification en 1t A
guidance is us’u‘ally"'withirn 24 hours. A good guidance
though, being the thumb rule, is the allowed outage.
time. | 7 |
| "Why is thaﬁ statement  there?  That
statement is there, because if he doesn’t know and he

had to go the othei' way, he would go down there and he
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would look at that'pie&eroﬁ pipingronrthat seismically
qualified component and said 'this‘ seisﬁiCally
qualified component is now -- I am in doubt. He goes
;he other way, inoperable; |

Now, - in this' ,prqmp£4,roperabi1ity
evaluatidn, what we hééf are our ﬁahagement telling
us, specifiéélly 'Oﬁ; isr a preponderénce: ofrrthe
evidence.} What does that mean?rrThat means it’s S1
percent it’s operable. Thét is what:they tell us.
Okay. 51 percent. qu,.again, ‘that process is
ongoing. o

If’you‘sway the -- once yoﬁ make thét
prompt evaluétidn,lfYQu ‘have got that 51 percent
competence that YOufre f-somewheredowﬁ the line is
operable, I think- this is going to now allude into
answering yourrqueStion,’that as you move down that
road of operability!from'there; you cbﬁtinually are
now going to perfqrm the full operability evaluation,;
the one opgrabiiity'evaluation, whicﬁris,going to
evaluate that COnditiénagainst the current licensing
basis.

- And és ?bu movérdown that roéd, you are
always on this piéponderancp 6f evidence;line, énd its
éémparability is édntinuous and ongoing &nd, at some
point, you.may findthét you have becéme inoperablé.
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Hopefully, your final_i ew}aluaﬁtion will support your

prompt decision, but you may find not. But tha.t

' ‘initial prompt decision is based on a preponderance'of

evidence.

- You move dotm tne line now aseessing'that
condition against' the current licensing basis, and
that is an interesting thing., It'e not just that it
passes tech spec eurveillance o’r so on. Current:
licenses basis is every ,commitment, every document,_
everyr regulation out 't-hete. 'Thex:e’?'is a definition in
both Part 54, as well as in Generic Letter 91-18 that
saye it’s everything, and it’s not ran'd that‘s why the
Design Basis Reconstitution Program is very important,
and that is nhjengineering is going to have to be
involved, and that is ;'why the recommendation that we
had in examplesofr,ﬂ you know, is an oil leak impacting
your current iicensing basisg, wh‘ere is that threshold?

You Akk‘now, that is a,realiy ’good example,
and I think more of those would be great, but you do |
go -- ae you 'go oown this road, you are continually
making a decision.' At some point, the guy signs off
and says this i’s'suei is now' operable;, and we believe
it’s operable, because or the degraded conditions have -
been resolved. And that - final Voperability
deternlination is either operabie or Operable But
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Degraded, and that is supported by that decision

making process. .

All right. And that is what I perceive is

the process that goes on. I'm not sure it’s

cdnsistently applied. I'm»not sﬁre the threshold is
the same for every’inspéétcr. I mean, i am hearing
somebody talk aBoﬁt oilr leaks. I might not be -- that
might not be 'myyrthreshdld,' butr-maYbe I don’'t
understand the éituation., Maybe that oil ieak ig such
that'éomebbdy ié questioning'will'it undér load make
its mission time? |

| There is somé judgment . that ’has to be

involved in the threshold, rand not everybody’s

vthreshold is the same. I thinkgit'is a great idea

that examples are‘prévided to get;tﬁére;‘ So, I think,
that is my intéréctibn to ,thoser parté, ,an'd I, will bé
happy, and I'Vm sure the rest of 'theresident staff
will be happy to giv_é you’the'ir perspgctive, Tﬁe rest
of the inspe’c}tion: staff here will be 'ha'-.ppy to
interject as I did if that is what you would like, if
this is more what you would like.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay. Who else has
something t;.hey ‘would like to comment on 'then?r

AUDIENCE MEMBER: ,I"bll comment on that,

becauée I --
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FACILITATOR WIGHT: Can you use the mike?
Thanks.
AUDIENCEVMEMBER: - I guess if it;s really
51 percent, hefe is how I wouiq react to that. You
know, number one, I don’t thiﬁk I would ever tell
ényﬁody to do that. VOkay. Numbef one, it tells you
that there is 49 pergent chance that the call is
wrong. Okay. |
So let'é just say a.ﬁtiiity decides to go
with 51 percent. bne of two things will happen,
either A, when they are all done, they will say look,

it’s still operable. That’s really cool. But,

obviously, the degree of degradation was pretty large

or else it would have been an easier call. So,
therefore, they have madé'themsélveé vulnerable for a
corrective actioni violatién, because' they have
extended out théirztiﬁe period for corrective action.
And this is ali ?-_I-mean, I'gotAspecifics sites,,at

this point, this happens arlbt, or B, they are a

‘loser. It’s 49 percent and the next week it. comes

back and it says 49 percent. It’s 49 percent, it’s
operable and it turns out it’s inoperable.

So now, it turns out they have been

- running now for a week, -10 days, as you suggested, 30

days in our conversation, 30 days, holy-schmolly, so
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they have been running on a bad operability evaluation
with a 49 peréentiéhénce of geﬁting the wrong answer
for 39 days. Those people will not go unnoticed when
it comes time for their PI indicator.

So if it's'feally 51 percent, then we got
to get that written down someplace and we got to have
that integrated in’with.corregtive action Quidance and

corrective action citation, because the door is going

to swing one of two ways there. It’s either going to

be operable, corréctiveraption delayed, or it's going
to swing the;other'Way énd they are Qoing to get a
citation for having funrwith inoperable eQuipmént and
not having entered the LCO. So éiﬁher way, those are
losers. So if we'ré really going to go with that, we

got to get that written down, because that’s what

makes peoplé vulnerable.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would concur to some
extent in that ”prepondeiance of evidence >is not
necessarily, thé'way i‘understand it applied, is not
necessarily a degréef of degradation. " It’s the
evidence relative to the degraded condition.

Additionally, righﬁ'now the only current guidance we

‘have if somebody makes the wrong_Call and then at a

later time -- is there is a statement in 91-18 that
says you can expect a call from the region to your
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staff on why you made'the wrong decision.

We—és the resident staff have asked also

for resolution in that area or maybe better

clarification. .I don’t know if it will come, but we
would concur wiﬁh'some of'that observation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would like to do
something a little differént. .I Qant to give You an
example of SOméthing that happenéd at a plant. Let;s
cali it Nameless Power Plant, and kind of get your
reaction to it. There was a dieéél surveillance,'ifm
sorry, not_diesel; battery surveillaﬁée; A battery
surveillance was done Monday morning, and there was a
requirement to do individual cell voltages, énd there
was a tech spec thataskedforaminimum indiVidual
cell voltage'to‘meét”operability reqﬁirementé.r

The tééhnidian that did ﬁhe work recorded

all the data and he happened to miss that one 6f':he

cells did not meet its ICV, it’s tech spec required

minimum ICV. Sb'hevtook it'up to con;rolrand gave it -
to the shift maﬁéger and,-you knoﬁ,'liké moét éhift
managers, they goﬁ armillion things going 6n. And so
he looked at it and:he probably looked through ﬁhe

data and he just missed it. He didn't(see,it. So he

signed it off. He checked off the operable blank and

that was the end of it.
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On Tuesday, 'i:he next daf, the resident
came in and he happenéd to decide to look through the
data and said hey, it"looks like you got an ICV that'’s
less than tecﬁ specs. He shéwéd it to the shift
manager, at t’hreﬂ time, and he said hey, you" re right.
We must have ,misérerdﬂ ‘that
| Now,'my;questi.on to you v,is it,',s more of a
question about ti@e ofmdisdovery,andrﬁco and when it

should be ent:ered,:r- if this happened at your power

plant, what would you expect the shift manager to do

for those circumstances? :
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Anybody want to answer

that? Okay. qu;, i&hat about everYbédyrelse?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Does everybody agree

with that? Okay.' So you don’t think the fact that he
missed it everrlr thougf; it was pointedr out the next day,
that the time éfdiscovery should have béen‘ -- let's
say it was noon -on Monday'énd Vit's- noon on Tuesday.
let’s say it’s a 24 ‘hour lapse. You think it should
be enteréd on Tuesday?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Tuesday.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Does everybody think

that?
'AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think that’s what the
tech spec requirements discuss.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good.

AUDIENCE MEMBER:: I think on Monday.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Caﬁ you go up to the
mike, please? 7

AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We':é not going to face
each other,

MR: WICKS: Jim Wicks,VPélisades, shift
manager. Now,,'oﬂr Monday, you . éay  you took the
surveillance tgst?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: -Yes.

MR.'WICKS: He missedrit?-

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, he missed it.

MR. WICKS: And on Tﬁesda&, NRC says héy,
you missed this? | - |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

MR. WICKS: Okay. Monday, you realize,

somebody realized it didn’t meet the surveillance

requirement. That’s when it’s inoperable just

because, again, I could be wrong, it’s just my

opinion. You know,rTuesday, if somebody finds it,
just because»?ou missed the data doesn’‘t mean that it

wasn’t discovered on a Monday. It was discovered on

Monday. Someone just didn’t communicaté it properly.

So I do have a hard time saying that Tuesday is when
you declare it'iﬁéperable.
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It's not 'Vl:i’.ke passed operability when

okay, how long' has this minimum voltage not met the

: su:veillance requirément? Well, you’re right, that’'s

passed operablrer. VThat.'s ‘a different issue. But
someone diséove:ed it oanonda:y, just not communicated
properly, I wé@ld hafver a hard‘tim‘e arguing that you
didn‘t enter it §n Monday, :bu‘t they.v&ill tell mé I'm
wrong. | :

AﬁDIENCE _VMEI\»&BER: I Vgrureés, let’s not
confuse reportability and the time ryou‘ entered the
action statement.' I mea!nr‘, th'e:;'féct is that you do
have a reportabie condition that wéﬁlrrd be ibackdated to
that time. We’'re t4a1king about 'é scehario in which
you have an actién sﬁatement, andr which 7might: be 72
hours }and now, :Lf I identify it"2'7'_ hours into the
situation, let’ sgo to 73 hours 1nto thé 72 hour

action statement, where am I? What action do I take?

Am I in 303?

Ciéarly, jou have to declare it inéperable
at the time whlchyou _realize it, but from a
reportability 'peispec’tive, you go: back to -- and I
think 91-18 is préttf clear in that perspective.
| AUDIENCE MEMBER: So what was the answer?
- AUDIE&;E MEMBER: Take action.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Actually, what happened
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was the first shift tﬂanager todk the position espoused
mainly throughout the ‘room. He said our time of
discovery Vislr pbon, Tuesday.' Andr thén on the later
shift, there Qas an’ot.:herv. It wlasvery close to

turnover. It really wash't noon, 'but it was near

‘turnover time. The next shift manager said no, I'm

going to backdate 'th'e:LCO, the time of entry as being
noon on Monc-iayr.i . o

From an effect on plant operatrioﬁ, there
was no difference V'i‘nr ﬁhe effecﬁ. VTheLCO was long
enough. It didn’t chanée things. But there was a lot

of interesting discussion in the region about that

case, because there were really two Vpeople' involved

that had the opportunity to idenﬁify "the
nonconforming'condi:ion."vThe technician that‘was
taking the data,'Inean, he had‘airequirement to
report any out of specification conditions) and then
thereAWas also tﬁe'reéponsibilitiesrof the SRO, you
know, per his license to evaiuate, you know, the data
for, you know, that kind of déerability' typé
conditiohs.

So, you know, it ended up that the issue

resolved itselfA‘based on. the way it was handled

eventually. But those are the kinds of things that we
have to deal with and we have to -- you know, we
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struggle sometimes with what the right answer is, too,

because, I guess, ffonla;practical'standpqint, I think
we as,inspectoré7tend to belieﬁe*if phe information is
obviousrthere is an inoperaﬁilitY{ we ;ou1d expect the
call to occur at the time’ the 'inbperability is
discovered. )

In the case where there is very detailed
éngineering evaiuation,;we,rI think, prudently think
it’s reasqnable”toztake the,time"you need after you
havé done your:prompt operabilitY‘détérmination, as
Steve suggested, to come to the fight answer, you
know, I mean, in a réaébnable amoﬁnﬁjof time. You
know, if the calculagion would ﬁofmally take a day to
do, then itshould-take a day'and’not a week, and
somethiﬁg aiongi;hqée orders, along that,order. So
that’s really a11 I'had to say on thét.

AUDiEﬁCE,MEMBER: Let me ask‘a question as
long as we're talking examples. Say if you have a
tech,ﬁpec piece of gear’of system, some of the things
on that system, some of ﬁhe features of thét system
are»survgilled and sémé are not. Not everything in a
safe related systémrié surveilled. "

So let’s take two degraded conditions.

Let’s put a degraded condition.on’something that's ndt_

surveilled and one that is surveilled. The;degraded
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condition on the surrveilrled pdrt would not allow it to
pass its ‘surveillance. Yrour are not running the
surveillance. You just diseover a degraded condition
on a surveilled component, and YOdcan't pass your
surveillance now if yoﬁrrrwere hinning it on that
compene_nt . ‘ |

So is f:he’re‘a difference between those two
degraded cdnditio’ds? Again, one is a not surveilled
component' that is vdegraded. The ‘ot‘her one is a
surveilled component that 'n‘ow wonr't ‘passk its
suﬁeillance. -

-AUDIENCE MEMBER: It depends on whether it
affects the bperebiiity. | )

’ AUDIENCE MEMBER: - Well, that’s the
quesﬁidn. In other Qords, ~can ypﬁ do an operability
determination on the surveilled component that is
degradedr and ’steyroperable. | If youﬁ rah it on that
component, yes, it | won’t pass your eurveillance
requirements. . | | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER:“ Then you’re inoperable.

, AUDIENCE-MEMBER: It’s not oplerable?

AtJDI_ENcﬁ: MEMBER: Yes. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. All right.

VAUDIEb‘ICE' MEMBER: The tech spec has a
specific requirement.: |
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AUDIEﬁCE MEMBER: Right. And you cannot
use an operability determination to overridé the fact
that’yon can;trpaSS'the surveillance? '

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Correct.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That’s right? Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMEERi That’s a good question.
It gbes back;toithe containment isoiation valve I
brought up earlier. 'The failed containment isolation
valve closed. }Thatris a safety function. However,
you know nowrthat yoﬁ can't'perform its surveillance.
It'sbnot due for énothef month, but you can‘t perform
the surveillance; is it operable or inoperable? I
think it kind of ties into what you were just saying.
What is -- | | |

' AUDIENCE  MEMBER: What is  the

surveillance?

AUDiENCE MEMBER: 7Oh, the'snrveiliance isA
you have to stroke it every quarter, is surveillance.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: So it flows.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Within a certain time,
co;reCt. Correct, and I agree with you.
| AUDIENCE MEMBER: If the actibn fails.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Close off the close and
isolate it.
’AUDIENCE MEMBER : And that is stable then,
"~ NEALR. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
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right? _ 7

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But it’s if you declare

it in operable;ir |
. AUDIENCE MEMBER; Righrf.’.'

AUDIENCE MEMEE}#:’ So what I’'m saying is if
you fail in its dlosed.pdsition and you do maintenanée
on anothér valve'downsﬁream, I say if the air,valves
are closed, is athat valve iﬁself operable or
inoperable? | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Have you declared it
operable?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We would say the valve
is inoperable. - |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, the reason they
are closing it,;thef are failing at close, is because
YOu're'going to bréak, reédh the system downstream,
work on a manualrvéive or vent valve or drain valve
off the line downstream.f So it's part of the tag.

You close this wvalve. You isoclate the air, so it

stays closed, and having nothing to do with the LCO

required action. So the queétion would be would you

then no longer meet the LCO for that valve? Like Ed

said, it's performance of safety function. It's

closed. It’s isolated. - It’'s doing what it is
supposed to do.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

»still make it.

49

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We would say you could

AUDIENCE:MEM‘BER; Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We Qould _call it
inoperable.

AUDIENCE‘MEMEER: A componeﬁt performing
a safety functiqn,,‘fhat's good enough: Okay. VThat
answers one queétion. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is it currentlj open?

AUDIENCE MEMBER; If'you- isdlate the air
to it, it’s not going to apparently open.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, bu; you may rendef
a system inopefabié;,» |

AanENCE;MEMBER: Which Qoés to'myrnext
question, componen;é versus systems, a'nice segﬁeﬁéy.
When you declafe a éompbneht, and we're talking about
making componentsinoperable, but teéh speca deal in
trains and syétems, hpw'do ybu'loéate a shift maﬁéger,
I;m onAshift,Ifindout‘usingthisothervpressure‘
instrument. It doesnft-méet CEereqﬁirements. Okéy;
Well, you know, I deal in operability of tréins and-

tech specs. So what do I dediare operable, the

' component and then there’s no effect? You know enter

an NRR tech spec'takes action because the system is
inoperable or does this component make the system,
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that train inoperable? What's ﬁhe Qeneral feeling in
the room on thaﬁ? |

AUDIENCE MEMBEE: It;éLa requirement, so
it’'s just calied qualiﬁication; : |

AUDIENCE MEMEER: Right.

AUbIENCE- MEMBER : Yoﬁr haven’'t said
anything aboﬁt‘funétionality. : | |

, AUDIENCE'MEMBER: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Doesn’t it act as ‘a
safety funcﬁion of théVSYStem?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right. Right. It also
goes back to this impact, the safety function of the
system. If the safety function of'ﬁhe system is
impacted,'then,operability is in §ﬁestioﬁ; If it’s
not, for éxample, érgreat example,.you haverar--'your
own example. You have a light on a_poéitidn sﬁitéhr
for a value inrthe'céntroi room. boesrthat }ight
cause that value to be inoperabie?' But yourjust'told
me you have1other ﬁltimatermethéds to‘validate the
flow is going thfotgh‘that system. The light itself
is a degraded’coﬁdition, but it does not impact’the
safety function.

That’s Qhere I think some people were
talkihg»about, and*wéfve also again as #esidents asked
for clarification between the big "Os" and the little
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"os" and when doés operability apply? Somebody else
earlier today had the question all seven or eight

aspects of operébility' goes vall the way down to

anything in your SAR. There is the big "Os" and there

- is the little “os,", And when you look at the safety

function, again,rit has'to do with -- a great example

is your own example, a light on the,switCh. You can

"demonstrate that you can monitor and it_will perform

a safety functibn.r~It‘s bhly the light bulb that’s

broken.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And I happen to agree

with you. I’m j§st’brihging up examples.
AUDIENCE'MEMBER:' Right,'gfeét examples.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: 'i'rying to find examples.

But since you have gbne,down that avenue, let’s talk

about the seiéﬁicrélarification of the festraint on

the piping for a saféty injection line. Okay? You go

“down and engineetiﬁgrjséys hey,"this ‘snubber is

inoperable. It éffé¢£s the seismic restréint on the

pump,rI mean, on thgpiping. So d§ you déclare that

Vtréin of high préssute gafety iﬁjection oéérable?
.Well, I mean, you have a design base XL

LOCA.V You don't'assume ydu're going to have a seismic

‘event, as well, so will the'system do its safety

function? And thén ybu get into the term using
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mission time.7'W6uld it actually do it if you had --

if it had to run for, yé@’kndw, several hours without

that snubber in place?
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. And now, you're

back into the comment gomebody made béfore about do

- you start out as'operablegor do you start out as

inbperable in this thought process;ﬁhen you find the
degraded condition? And in this case, you found a
degraded conditidnrand where are ybu at with its
potential to cause thatvsystem torbe inoperable an
event? = |
if,you don’t know, your pteponderance of
evidence, at thisvpéint, is éuCh thét you don’t know.
It’s indperabie. What would govern the time for you
to figure that out?‘ There wouidrﬁe a lot of outage
time for that system, and onHPSIit may be a 14 day
system. So you have got 14 days ‘to detéimine
operability.r |
| Now,,what happens if somebody says ﬁé, you
were wrong? We have got an analysié:that Sayé you can
have every othe; snubber out? ‘Well, the LCO was
cdnservativelf entéréd. You were never inoperéble.
You don’‘t haQe to take any, time>'against your
performance indidatofé. . You don'ﬁ haQe to take any
timé aééinst anything éléé,Abécause you were already
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there.

FACILITATOR WIGHT:  Sorry about the
microphones. - |

AUDiENCE MEMBER: The snubber issues are
real interesﬁing: issués  from én inspector’s
standpoint. Qne ofthethingsthat_ihave séen; andr
I don’t see this mﬁ¢h anymo:é,'but'I used to see it a
lot in the past; isi§bu have,to ask yourself whY'ﬁhis
snubber is inbpéraﬁle;  And,oftentimes thereris'a
plausible explanation for it, énd you'may‘not be,éware
of it, but maybe you}had'a significant water hammer on
the system that causédjtheAsnubber té be inope:able,

Ijmean,’youvmay havé arﬁechnician come up
to you and tell you hey, the snubber is inoperable,
and you’re not sufé what that,ﬁeans. You’re sitting
in the contrblrroom. But if'ydu gé"dut and look at it

like us, we have a little bit of én,advantage o#ér'you

in many respects) because we go out in the field. We

can look atithé snubber.

7 We may go out there and see the baseplate
ie ripped out 6f the wall. All thevretaining rings
ére snapped off, and if we had some experience with
snubbers, specific scientific mechanical snubbers have
a certain rating depending on thgir sizes, you know.

A 10 is rated for 8,000 pounds férce or a 35 is some
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higher, 25,000. Andzwe'can get a rough idea of the
kind qf event or the transient that might have had to
occur to cause fhat, where you}re'at a'disadvantage.

You're sitting in the control room. You
got a technician come up andrsay héy, the snubber is
inoperabie. Sq_we'fe coming in and we have é lot mofe
information to go on, because we have already went out
in the field.  We have looked at it. We have done
some preliminary aéééssment.

Thé other thing. that we éee when we look
at snubber issues, not only is there usually a tech
spec for the snubber itself, but it éaYs that you have
to evaluaterthe‘condition and whether it affects the
operability of the'underlying system.‘ So in the case
of RHR water hammér,'you have to evaluaté fhe effe&ts
on the RHR systems.. |

:Soit'sia lot more -- many’of these issues
tend to bé ﬁuch;mdfe complex and th§y méy come up to
you at face vaiue; and it's something that you really
need to be wafy¢f, just éccepting,ryou know, the
first initial ihfqrmation. You réally'got to get, you
know, enough informafion on those kinds 6f issueé.
| AUDIENCE MEMBER: I understand, but as the
gentleman from Perry so eloqueptly stated several
times, a shift ménéger in a control room, an engineer
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walks up and says hey, the snubber is wa plugged, no

idea why, okay, reasonable:assufanceVOf operability.

Based on what you are saying is all the thought'

process could go through your mind and you’re exactly

right of what caused it to be inoperable. Was it a

water hammer event? 

1Yoﬁ kndw; we dbn't know that, but what do
you do? I got a172 hour ﬁéch spéé action requirement
if this left train HPST is inoperable, do I just wait
and do a little more research? Do,I“éay no, the

snubber isrbroke? ,i;'s inoperable'ﬁow and I will go

'find out why later. .

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Doesn’t it depend on
your experience with your plant like if you know
that --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Now you’re making it --

A'UDIENCE.;V*‘MEMBER: Well, let’s say

engineering'has‘toldlyou a couplé timeé,that half the

' snubbers can bé,in@pérable and thé'system is still

operable. The 6ther thing is you ask the guy standing
there well, when you looked at the snubber, was the
baseplaterintact? YoﬁAknow, how did it look? And

you’re going to lget one of two ,reSpOnsés. The

individual says i'didn't:IOOk at ar;hihg, so you don’t

have enough informapiqn. It’s inoperable. The system
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'is probably inoperable unless you know that half the

snubbers can bé inéperable, right?

AﬁDIENéEVMEMBER: So what you're saying
is -- |

AdeENCE MEMBEgz The other thing is if he
says, you know; I lookgd at the baseplate. It all
lookedrgood."You know, i think somebody stepped on
it. Then I think'you_wbuld'have a basis to say the
system is operabléuntil~1‘get engineering out there
to do a more thorough in#estiga;ion to go from there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So if I;may summarize,

you are agreeingiwith what this4gent1eman is saying

that the 50.49'percent'issue is rea1ly misleading,

because if he doesn’t know why it’s operable, and I
erlowr the snubber is required "vfor this piping, without
any lack of 'evidefriée ri;hat': it’s riof. something sitﬁple
like someone rstepp'ing bn it, I have to'ent_er the te;:h
spec actioh and call' thét Vtrainv inoperable until
engineering has a,chax"xce.‘ to go ou; and detérmine what
we got. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just think a shift

‘manager would know well, when was the last time the

‘system operated, what did we do, you know? When this

guy came up, if it was on _theRHR,;did we just run a
pump test, you knoW?
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: That would be true. You
would know when the last --

AUbIEﬁCﬁ'MEMBER: And, you know, based on
that preponderance of evideﬁce, I believe you could
say it’s operable. | |

AUDiENCEVMEM§ER: And you are also making
the assumption thaﬁ'éhey gqrout and do a system lock
down after every Sufﬁeiiiahce test? |

" AUDIENCE MEMBEE: No, I'm saying -%

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It could be months or
whatever. o | |

AUbIENCE MEMBER: I'm»saying right ﬁhere,
you have the preponaerance of evidénce. Yourfnext
step would be t§ say7it's operable;r I want‘peoplé té
go out and walkfit' down I want more ew}idence, s0
that you contiﬁﬁé' with the decision process to
validate that youfrdpe:ability assessment is valid as
you continue‘to-investigaté.it;4

AUDIENCE ‘MEMBER: Okay. "I--was more
confused now thaﬁ 1 WasAwhenIstarted asking that
question. |
| AUDIENCE MEMBERs In the spirit of
éiscussion, I would juét like toroffer an observation
cqn;istént with tha:-fellbwrover tﬁeﬁe; I think. I
take’ a broader vi_ew.r’ That is not a decision an
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operator should'bé makiﬁé.‘ You got to-get éngineering
input into thét. fSo if you ask your a&erage §perator
here is a sngbber, what do you think? I am an ex-
operations ,m;ﬁager; . They don’t have that
qualification.

deYOur'sité has to make the provision for

“quickly getting the engineering input that that guy is

going to need td,make'that call. So I will tell you

what I would say,to'yéu is you don’t make that call.

You call up the»guy:that can make the call) is what I

would say.

AUDIEﬁCﬁTﬁEMBERﬁ. If you'have to make the
call right thepahdithére whether it’s operable;<so
I'm going to gb_;e" |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's not what 91-18
says, but that’s okay. It gives you immediately for
some, 24 hours for others. S | |

| AUDIENCE MEMBER: Oh, mo, no, no.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The indeterminate state,
you're exactly right. InAa case where something like
a snubber, and as the genﬁlemén bointed out, you have
a situation whé:e you know half the snubbers are
allowed to be out, which I know the plént'I'm at has
that analysis, tﬁé shift manager -- well, I can say
they do at my plant. And thevfact is they know that
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and you get thatrkiﬁd of feedback.

on thé;cther hand though,'if you don’t

" know that or it reqﬁires some gort of engineering

analysis or the”bolté:are ripped out'bf the wall on
the baseplate, if’s not jﬁst a_snubbe; was stepped on,
or somethinjlelsé7thaﬁ gives you‘anrindication that
you have some'sortfcf pfoblem, it's‘indeterminate.
That’s why that statement that says Fuéﬁally'within 24

hours or within the-ailowed outage time," that is why

_that is there, becéuse'it's telling you your allowed

outage time ,is,,Lybu call it indetermihate, that
allowed outage timeidefines the importancé ofigetting
or the risk sighificance or the saféty'significance
based on our old deté;ministic processes of how iong
you need to get ;hat qpefability évaluation dqne.- 1f
it’s a 14 day LCO, bécauée HPSI is out of service, you
know, you call'iﬁ‘operable andApeople can come in on
Monday and do it}, If'it's stahdby with the c@ntrpl,
they got 12 hours.

| ADDIENCE MEMSER& Phil, but the answer
though is that he does have’,some time to call
éngineering to get ﬁhat'assessment.‘ |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And that would be

commensurate with'safety;

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.
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 AUDIENCE MER: Usually within 24 hours,
definitely'governied by the allowed oﬁtage time.
.'AUDIENCE MEMBER : | Exactly right:.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: | And that . is why the
allowed outage time is there. That is why that
statement is threre','v because if you call it ihoperable,
you have go‘t Qha_ﬁever the allowed 6utage time is.
| AUDIENCE MEMBER: ‘Right.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: You will have to make a
call.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hey, Jim, just a second.
AUDIENCE MEMBER :  You have got to make a
call. 1Is it opérable or /is it irioé.erable? You can’t
say. indéterminate.:, And thenrtfxe follow-up is to
confirm your original conciuéion, either inoperability
or préve otherwise or operabilitj and prbve otherwise.
You can’t just say I don’t Xnow.
AUD'IENCE;MEMBER: Exaétiy. you got to take
a position and'you haire’ i:o stick by that position, and

that’s your prompt opérability call. If you elect not

“to call that component inoperable, you have by de

facto made a prpmptﬂdp,erability that it is operabie.
Now, you may be wrong, ‘and that will come out as the
évaluation continuesr.lr ,orkay.'r | |

But és éocn as you made that call that I'm
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" not going to declare that 1noperable, and I don‘t

think, reasonably speaking, would an inspector inspect

you to make that from the control ‘room? They would

vallow you to go down there and look at that, make some
~sort of tour out in the plant. What is the 10 minute

tour? Every SRO is allowéd eut of the control room to

make tours in the‘plant;

There_is‘some reasonableraspect people
have to apply.the reasonable’man aspect when they are
inspecting. iftheyarenot, then there's a problem
there and you 'needte discuss that with their regional
staff. :

AUDIENCB MEMBER: And that is dlscussed
to determine the standard of operability on page 13,
9900. |
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right. Okay. Go ahead.
AUDIENCE ~MEMBER: It says  "The

determination process during this time, however, must

be predicated on the licensee’s reasoriable expectation -

that the S8SC is operable." And' I' got to go back
again. We keep say:.ng reasonable assurance of
operability. ‘I‘hat is not what it says. It says

"reasonable assurance of safety for ncn:-tech spec

systems." It says "reasonable ~expectation of
operability for tech spec systems." Orkay.' Reasonable
NEALR.GROSS

COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
- - 1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW. =
{202) 234-4433 - WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005-3701 . www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

| 62
expectations( there’is é'differenceAthere.
| And again, ybﬁ go back .'té'the question we
had. before.: If you-gé to p.age 4 of 9900, "Without any
information to t;he contrary; once a component or
system is establilshed aé,bperable, it is reasonable to
assume that the Vc,omppnentr or system ,should continue to
remain opergble, r‘rfazr'xd . the previously | stated
verifications should érovi'de that assurance. However,

whenever the ability of a system or structure to

perform its specified function is called into

question, operability ‘must be determined from a
detailed examinatidh of the deficiency." |

So you go to the point in which the shift
manager has t/heﬂ cail to maké. VHe calls what his
reasonable expecté.fibn is fdr operabi.iity, and then a
detailed examinétioh follows in accordance with 9900.

AUDIENCE ,MEMBER:-' Yes, I‘ don’'t think we’re
contradicting era’chk\rotherA. The component in this case,
in this question discoifered or called inoperable is
the snubber in the example. You no iongerr “have
reasonablefassurance if the smibber is broken, for the
operability of that componeni:. 8o you have stepped
into the néxt: areé 'uhless you  have some other
knowledge about the gnﬁbber.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That’s the reasonable
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~expectation.

AUDIENCE*MEMBER: ‘Right.

_ AUDIENCEiMEMBER: Reasonably made by thié
man, ét the time, in the ¢ohtrol room.

AUDIENCE mgm ' Exact:iy';

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

' AUDIENCE'MENVIBER{ And when he is in doubt,
his reasonable‘expectation would'be inoéerable.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: He has to make the call
one way or the,other.: |

,y AUDIENCE- MEMBER: Right, exactly.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: He has to make the call.

AUDIEI\’T-CE: MEMBER: That’s it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Not making the call, he
makes the call.r | | ’

AUDIENCE MEMBER : Exactly. ‘And if he
makes the call thép it’s ope:able, then either the
follow-up decision will be played out by the
engineering justificatibn. If he makes the call that

it’s inoperable, then the allbwed outage time will

"govern the length of that determination process,

exactly.
AUDIENCE MEMBER:V He can go down, get the
inforﬁation. | _
| AUDiENCE‘MEMBER:' Exactly.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: And then make the call.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Exactly. I mean, if you

warlk down theré ‘and it’s obvious somebody stepped on

the snubber, you kﬁow what your answer is going to vbe.

AUDIENCE MﬁMBER: Exactly. And he w§u1d

still have the ’-j-_trrléker the intent of not having to
determine that.

MR.»HORIN: | Bill Horin with winston and

Strawn. This is a:'grerat discussion. I wanted to just

step back for a 'éec':ond. ‘I am an 7atto’rney and we

represent a number of the utilities and we actually

here are representing i‘;he Nuclear Utility Group on a

criminal quralifi'catﬂiron, and I wanted to just ask séme
broadér quéétio@é just éo"I rfnake sure we have some
establishment of baseline here, and I thinkrI know ~the
answers, but I just want to make sure we kind-of, in
effect, get it all on the record so to speak.

| ;I'hey poééd some qUestidns whenvthey issued
the notice VfOr:this;‘meet'i_.ng',’ and t;he‘ first question,
I think, raisea an issue, which I had some problem
with and I ésked Kérfi about it. I just want to make

sure that we're clear on this, so that when they go

‘back and review the record as to the discAussionvthat.

took place, they know the answer to the question.

The first question that they asked was can
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a degraded SSC e&er berdetermined operable? Does
anybody disagree that thé answer to thét is yes?
Okay. I mean, there hasn’t been any discussion that
suggests othetwiée, but yet, it was thrown out there
and T want to make sure when they go back and review
this, nobody'hésia Question that somebody thoughtvthat
that was the casé.
If éq,”what are the requirements for an

Operable But Degraded'determination? Now, we can get

into some technical specifics on that, but I think

overall the 91-18 guidénce.suggestsrthat it is whether
you can make»a reaépnable judgment that the component
can perform its specified functions, and that is
basically the langﬁage that'’s uged ip therg. And do
we have any belief'ﬁhat that languége needs to be
changed in 91-18, Aable to perfqrm its specified
functions? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, youfveranswered,
specified functipns and specified éafety fﬁnctions,

because there seems to be an area there than needs

further clarification.

MR. HORIN: So:it may be helpful perhaps,r
from your perspective, where you see therernéeds to be
some clarification? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right, because --
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MR. HORIN: What do you need for
clarification, - sp‘:”theSe Ipeopie can give you some
feedback as to the practicality from their
perspective; | |

AUDIENC#: MEMBER: Right. Exactly, there
is the big "O“'operability teéh specs.

MR. Hoi?;n‘: | 'Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Speéified safety
function, and theﬁfés foﬁ'heard this morning that
there is some discussioh.about 50.59 Maintenance Rule.
There is operabilityfwifhrreépect to determihing other
things, EQ, Appendix'R; tbat éren't neééééarily teéh
spec functiohé: that 'éfé suppo:ting or thére arer
barriers or hazardbarrieréor'such that are the
little "os" thatéan‘impactthe‘big "O" or that mayibe
impacting some other”ﬁhipgs, sucﬁ aé Maintenance Rdier
or some other viable‘aspects;

So we have asked for some clarification on

- where, you knbw, we demark from tech spec operability

and specified safety function to specified functions
and those other kinds of ﬁhingé. ~So‘we have asked for
clarificaﬁion forbthat.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes; I just wanted to
make a little bit of a comment on this last dialogue.
One of the things that happens when we start talking
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abdut; operabilit;y and we éi:ért; rta'lkrinrg about specified
functions and things like tha;t, I feel like sometimes
we get a liﬁtle bit far away £from, yq‘uknow; what
opérability'reaily means, what-it means to me anyway,

what it used to méaf; to me as an inspector and what it

still means to me as an evaluator of operability"

conditions. .

To me,,it means that,thersystem structure

component is capable of performing ite intended safety

function during acciden; conditibns andrcan complete
its functionrovér its réquiréd miSs;onrtime. I don’t
know if it has eﬁe? been articulétedvlike that,rbut
it’s something théfzwe have discussed internally many,
many times, that manyrcomponents have a mission time,
and it was kind éf'éliﬁded to when we talked earlier
in the day - about‘r environmental equipment
qualification,bEQ.ﬁ

You may héve a componeﬁt thét is required
to be qualifiedrto.operate for 30 days in a post LOCA
envi:onment?,but,'iﬁ"féét, the mission time may only
be six hours. Sb,ifyou find'something that éays oh,
it will only opéra£e er th:eerdays, well, that means
it will meet ité:miQSiénléime, but itrwonfglbe,fully
qﬁalified. Thaﬁ's a_élassic-examplé of something that
would be conside:éd'Operable But Degraded, because
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it’s not fully qualified.

And’ the :éoncern from an inspection
standpoint is hot as greét, obvioﬁsly; if it only-
éould operate forvtwo hours, something along those
lines, which woﬁld be a condition of inoperability.
And when we ge}t' farther and farthe# away from what
woﬁld happen during aﬁ accident,rthen I think things
become more confuséd.' It becomes harder to discern
what the right answer is. |

But for mé, I mean, for myself in
evaluating those conditions,‘I likevto keep going back
to that. I mean, tﬁe case that the otherrgentleman
brought up regafding, you know;‘the degradation or
corrosion of piping;’ What wbuld happen during an
accident? Would that piping wiﬁﬁstaﬁd the accident
generatéd forces?Wﬁuld there be a éipe whip concerﬁ?
Would there be jetfimpingement concern? Would there
be seismié? What wo@ld happeh? _

and if doing that“type of evaluation, that

type of analysis would show that the function would be

jeopardized, then it would appear that the right

answer for that would be that the equipment is

'inoperable.

'FACILITATOR WIGHT: Can you come up to the
mike, please?
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AUDIENCE MﬁﬁBER: There are some internal
inconsistencies in 91-18 right now in-that,the texm
specified_function,'specifiéd safety fuﬁétion. safety
function are used, gnd I_believe tﬁey are meant to ber
interchangeable,and:isuggestthat they éorback and
use one ter@ to addrgsé the specific incidénce that
we’re discussiﬁg}  |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a related
guestion and it is a question for you all. The
operability guidancégrat least as I see it right now,
says -- it defines what fully qualifies is It

defines what.degraded nonconforming are. It defines

the licensing basis. It defines the‘desigh basis.

And then, I think, ;n some géneral ways, it says well,
you know, if:you"have -a degraded 'nonconforming
condition, you performrthis'assessment. If, at one
point -- please,f diSaQreé with me if I run into
something that‘s ihCOr:ect;

ItAsaysifthere is specificlcritéria or
requiremehts in the te@hr specs, such as the
survéiilance centér.‘ if you fail that, then it‘s
inoéerable.. But otherwise, it also says that there
may be margin or conservatism that go beyond the
licensing or the design basis, andvifbyou're erbding,
thbse; that’s nbt an 6p§rébiiity issue. 7
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It suggests even you don‘t even have to

make an operability Vcail, I think. But if there is.
some erosion of the licensing and design‘basis, then
ydu perform operabj.lity, 'and the ultifnate criterion is
the one of functiohality. I Vthi'nk we have all had --
it fneve}r says, and this is my question, it never says
that you have 717.:0' ﬁulrly;mree‘t‘ the design basis. It

never says YOI; have to fully 'meetr the licensing basis.

It doesn’t, right? It does say you have to?

AUDIENCE  MEMBER: Degraded  or
nonconforming conditiéps. -

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I beliéire it does answer
that. When YO{;, go out of the operability section and
you have a degraded or nonconfofrﬁing condition, you
identify that. ,VTher-x'it send'srycvm downAthe) road that
you would have to restdre : or cha’ngé for corrective
action. |

- AUDIENCE MEMBER: | Corrective action?

AUDVI_E'NCEi MEMBER: So ﬁha#'é where it’s
addressed. | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We're not talking about
that. ﬁe're talkirig about making .the operability
call. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Operability.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Oh, you'’re ri‘ght:.' Okay.
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I misunderstood.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. But we’re talking

this morning -- I mean, this gets back to Pedro’s

- gquestion related to the ultimate source term. To me,

it gets back tb é,qﬁestion rélafed to seismic. If you
had a panel orrsometh;ng else that there were some
questions aboﬁt wﬁetﬁer it wéé seismically qualified,
well, it may'rngt ‘meet your design driteria, ‘but
gomeone may havebmade ‘a determination.; It was
degraded, but it?é—going to stay on the Qail and it'sk
going to do what itrheeds to do.

And I have heard this diécuésibn, but I
haven’t heard anyone talk about the criteria or the
criterion associated with what operability -- with how
you make that. I know it’s nébulpus,rbut we do have
agreement that»itrié'sdméthiﬁg less'ﬁhan the design.
It can be something;less than the design basis. It
can be somethihg less than the 1icensing basis. Is
that true? H | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just dovetailing off
whét’that fellow said, the most clear discussion that
’says the accident has:goﬁ'tﬁAodcur ié in,secti6n769 on
the prohibition against PRAs. It séys "The inherent
assumption is that thé 6ccuf£eﬁcefconditions or event
exists and the safety funétion ¢én.be performed." And
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why that is not uﬁunder'Specifiedfunction,Idon't
know.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: I would like to do a
quick time check, and I will give you a chance to
speak. We had saidrlat the beginning that we: were
going to stop. actually five mi;mtes ago to capture our
output for the pleﬁery' session fer Jim who has
generously offered to do so. If V,you' can make your
comment quickl?,” I Vwou41d like to ask the group to go
ahead and work with Vusr to do -f:hat} 80 Jim has.
something to"saly’ to the group j:hisr aftiernoen. Go
ahead. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’'m érobably ‘going to
threw some moreconfusion into this fulf.imate fsourcerv
term thing. The ultémate gource bterm'comes into play

when you do a dose calculation. You do a dose

‘calculation to show compliance with the regulation.

The only way you can show compliance with the
regﬁlation is ‘usieg an analyéis rmethed»;that hae been
approved by the staff that meets the design basis.
Okay. So the criterion has already,beeh established
here.

Now, where this has come 1nto"'pley here

' recently is with regard to control room where because

of wvarious thlngs, people find their unfiltered end
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leakages higher than what t'h,ey,origi:nalrly considered
iﬁ'the design basié'. ',rTh,ey vc'an't'éix it right away, so .
they go to the analysis and s_eé Where can we gét some
margin of the analysis? .If'they7cénﬁget the margin of
the analysis}by'étill staying;Withiﬁ their current
met}hodology,: they c_én do that on ther'50'.59 and they
can declare *sucéeéé and go' off.

| ‘The :przr'oblem comes 'ué, however, is when
they'decide'to'cﬁahgé their'methodology, because there
is a regulation ';trha,.t says if you waht to use the
alternate soﬁfcer term, you have to apply ‘fqr an
amendment . ArAt' that point, yoﬁ are . changing your
design basis. 7 '

Okay. I will draw a ve'ryk wide parallel to
that. Okay. Asisome of ydu ﬁay’be aware is tﬁat when
you do the LOCA ', é;halysié under App'endixr K," you prove
that through allr the design basis events, singlg
failure and all that other good stuff, that you will
not get core dama.ger.rv 7 | "

When you ,éo over to the radiolbgical gide,
however, youraséume°that ﬁhere is core damage; ~You
couldn’t |inra'JCC7> ;nvironment take the assumtion oh,
v;re don'»t have core damage. That does not: meet the

intent of the design basis in showing compliance with _

the regulations, in this case, dose.
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So'I,thinkvthere is various issues and

confusion géttingtin;o this, but I heard the key here

-a moment ago. What is the criterion? And for the

thingé that involve the alternate source :t'er_m, tvhér.;e
are regulations.f'Ybu?are trying to shoﬁ‘compliance
with the operability of this equipment as specified in
the bases that wa!sr put theré to demonstratlé ryou could
comply with Parf 160{71

if }you’rre going to change how you do that

analysis, that is a change to the design basis. You

can do that under 50.59, but not with the alternate

source term, because the rule says if ydu're'going to

change your designibasié'source term, you must ask for

an amendment.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Without changing our

license.
FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay. So we just have
about three minutes left. I’'m sorry to cut that off,

but why don’t you all, would you all like to throw out

a few points you would like to have"reported back to

the main group? 'Alternatively, you could leave it up

to us, but if there is a few things fop,wculd like to

make sure get reported back, just shout them out and
I will write them up here.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I guess we’re still
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- working toward clarifying timeliness.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: I'm writing down
tiﬁ\eliness : _and ‘expectation = for operability
determination. -Okay. What elser‘ir’:

AUDIENCE MEMBER EXafnples of reasonable
éxpectat ion. A | 7

FACILITATOR  WIGHT: Examples for
reasonable egpectafions.

AﬁbIENCE MEMBER: Of operability.-

FACILiTA'i‘OR-WI'GHT: of opetability. okay.
What else? I can bafély hear you. I' m sorry. Safety
functions, specified’sa'fety functions? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER:  (Speaking  off
microphone.)

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay. What else?
Include. them, you mean? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

MR.VSCHULTEN: We had a clafification of

not in conflict with tech spec or lic'ensiing basis on

page 11 of 14. I think that was it, wasn’t it, Ed?
You made the comment, Ed.
FACILITATOR WIGHT: Page 1 of 14?

MR. SCHULTEN: Page 11 out of 14 in the

. Generic Letter.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I made that comment.
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MR. SCHULTEN: You made that comment? I’'m

sorry.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Extent':' of condition
‘review. '
FACILITATOR WIGHT: Ext.:”en_t of condition
review? | | | |
vAUDIEI{\TCE MEMBER Yes, extent of condition
review. - |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: If I just write extent
of condition :eviéw,,is'that enough?"Jim, I?n\getting
a comment here,v exﬁént of condition review. Is that
enough for you to rémember that?

MR. WICKS: v Yes.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Okay. Anything else?

Yes?

AUDIENCE MEMBER:V The threshold for 91-18.

FACILITATOR WIGHT: The threshold for 91-
187 |

,AUDIENCE MEMBER: Fof exampleiliké ah oil
leak. | |

FACILITATOR WIGHT: Anything else? I

don’t see any bthér heads nodding. We had a pretty

good discussion, I think, there finally towards the
end. Again, there is another session this afternoon
on the same topic. You're welcome to attend that one
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if you like or-any‘qf the ctherrsessiohé.' We’ll have

a one hour breék for lunch;'aﬁd what we would like to

ask you to do is come back down to thé auditorium to

check the room for the session that you’re going to

‘attend this afternbohi If you’re going to be here for

this topic, it will be up on the ninth floor. Thank

you very much and-have a gobd 1unch._r

'(Whetéupon,'the,Topic 1 Breakbut Session

was adjournéd'ét,12:17'p;m;)
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 PéR-04C;E-E—D-I-NvG-S
| 1:19 p.m.
FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. Welcome back
to this afternoon*sisessicn; This is Tépic 2, Support
System Operability,‘boih tech spec and noh-tech spec,
and this is the mést'chg;léhging ngup 1$yout, trying
to sort of interaét,which is the purpose ofrthe

breakout. So there are a éouple of things about this

room that we're'gqihg to try and work with. One is

that -- doeskthat work?{l

COURT "REPQRTEI&: That works.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. That as much
as possible to speak into the ndcrophone,'so,the
transcriber can cép;uré whét we say. VThere are- two
microphones over héreland'éiso, Irwi11 just'be passiné
around thié mike to tfy and.encourage disCussion, so
you don‘t necessafilyrhave to get uﬁ oﬁt df your geat.
But don’t feel that inlorder to cohment'op what
someone says, you hﬁﬁé torsiand up'andrgé to thé mike.
Just try and do that as much as possible.

Normally, fof the other sessions, we try
to go around and have everyone introduce themseives

and suggest topics they want to see covered. Given

the size of the room, we’re not going to do that in a

«

round robin fashion. However, just from the morning
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session, two Vof_th‘,er' main V—Vtopics we had related to
hazard barriers and snubbers, and so I wanted to offer
this opportunity for peoplé just to brainstorm topics
that we need to try and cover duriné today’s session.

So does anyone Vhave‘ additional topics
related to supiaért systems that we want to put up
here? Go ahead. |

AﬁDIﬁNCE‘MEMBER: Use of 6perability and
éupport of mainteriancei |

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. Use of
operability and what?

~ AUDIENCE MEMBER: Support of maintenance.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. Go ahead.

AUDIENCB MEMBER: Fur'therv clarification of
the terms required and' neceésary.'

FAcILITATORi7PETERSONz And that was
clarificatioﬁ of the Vterms ,neéess’ary‘:and required.
Okay. Other topics?, |

AUDIENCE MEMBER 7 Clarification on
specified safety functioh_s.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Specifiéd safety
functions? Okay. Specified safety functions with?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Speaking  off
microphone.) .'

FACILITATOR PETERSON:: . Ahyghing else?
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Okay. Well, we have about -- okay, go ahead.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, I think with system
operability, there is a statement here that NRC

inspectors -- just a little clarification on it. Does

that mean that ,éach plant has to }have a tech spec

train or system?
FACiLITATOR PETERSON: Go ahead.
AUD-IE‘:I\iCE .~ MEMBER: (Speaking  off
microphone.) » |

FACI}LITATOR PETERSON: Okay. Good. So in

terms of how'far along a train - Vcould you just
summarize thaf,'so I‘can --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sure. What is the
expectation of the sentencé about -- |

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. so
clarification abou‘t whici'x support systems are required
for the supported éystem to be considered operable.
Is that close enoﬁgh?: Thank yoﬁ. ‘Okay. So we're
just basically going to move down the different tépics
that we have here.and‘we have, like I said, about an
hour and a half.‘ So I wbuld just like to, I guess,
open up discussién and,‘égain, és we pointed out this
morning, the goals of the session are to first of all,
tb identify areas of potential confusing that need
additional clarifiéationi
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So we don’t necessarily’have to try and
come to agreemeht'about:whethér or not you can do this
or you can’t do that or whethér this shoﬁld épply or
that should apply. It’'s to identify,éreas where there
are those kinds of‘confusions'énd differences.

Angtﬁer is'té try and identify specific
examples of opérationalyexperience that illustrate
areas where thére_are these cohfhsions and need for a
clarification. And Kerri asked all of us to stay this
afternoon, that 6he'of'the things she would appreciate
is if you have examp1es that you bring up in these
sessions, thaﬁ sherwould really appreéiate it if‘those
could be emailed to her, like a description of them be
emailed to her to assist in doihg the'guidance. VSo
she asked us to pééé that along.

‘And then the third goal is, esseﬁtially,'
to identifyrany suggégfions that youfmight'have on how
guidance caﬁ -be' étfucturea in ofder t§ improve
clarity, héw‘91-18Acan be structured to meet the
diffefenﬁ areas that,are being laid out today.

Sé;ékay. ' Hazard,barriersi Is there
anyone with Qﬁestions about hazard barriers?

" AUDIENCE MEMBER: 'whaﬁ is that? Is there
aﬁ,example? » |

FAéiLITATOR PETERSON: Go ahead.
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7 7
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Why isn’t RIS 2001-09
sufficient? Why:ié ;his on the list today?
| ;FACVILITATOR PETERSON:  In terms of
hazards?
AUDiENCElMﬁMBER: Yes. " In other words,
there is a RIS out on this. You know, 2001-09, I
think it tells you how to handle hazard barriers and
what you should do for them for the, ybu know, tech
specs to be,carried Qut. So whyrdg we'have to be
clear? I have read it. I guess, what will we be
talking about? N
FACILITATOR PETERSON: Well, I don’t know
if you wanted to point out some of the things that
were discussed this morning. |
AUDiVZ:ENCVEV'MEMBER: Well, I think probably
the RIS, if you feel thaﬁ‘iﬁ's adequate, I think
probably as,farras it-Concernsradequacy.toward the
problem, whatrwoﬁld be the appropriate length of time
that the hazardrbarrier éould be inoperable, might be
a concern. Whatrtypé ¢f analfsis in each and every
situation would be appfopriaté, whether or not it
could be taken outrfor,maintenanceQ So in the area of
the RIS téch spécs, it has been addressed by
Initiative 7, a étan&ard amount of ‘time “that the

barrier can be inoperable or not consider support
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systems inoperable, 8o the guestion then --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes. I mean, in

Vresponse to his observation about thérRIS being good

enough, I guess there is two things. One’is I think
there might’haVe’béén séme’expectation that either the
revised guidance-?ecognize the RIS or at least
paraphrase the RIS as pait of the revisioﬁyto 91-18.

The sécond thing is I consulted Nuclear
Utility Group on EQ and thére were a numbér of group
members in thatbgféupthat»had diffefenf opinions
regarding the guidénce that was éfovided in the
barrier RIS. Thefe,wefésome that had a perspective
that if you remove;thé haéard barrier from serviée,
and I think this was sort of coﬁsiétent with the
experience that they haddealing with the staff over
the years, that if there'was equipment,rfor example,
if it was a HELB barfiéf, not just limited to -- if it
was a HELB baf:ier-that all the equipment on the'other

side of the barrier had to be fully qualified to

- 50.49, if it had to function for that -HELRB.

And, you know, so it wasn’t a question of
implementiﬁg operability to evaluate the equipment
that was on the other side of the barrier. It was

fully meeting the regulations. And I think there were

others, and I think it was our belief that the
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‘guidance in the RIS was fairly clear that you would

'épply operabil'ity methods just like the ones that were
in 91-18 that are in the inspection manual.

There was enough confusion that we ended
up, you know; ,wri'ting " é_ whole 'blémrch of Q&As énd
sending them into the staff that just; for the
benefits of our membrer:s',‘ reinforced the fact that it
was 'operability thaft: ‘you. are really making -- that

it’s really opei'ability that you are determining.

It’s not full qualification if you detemiﬁe to rémove '

a barrier from service.

And so I rthinkvit's important that that
needs to be reinforced in part of 91-18. I won'tr jﬁmp
subjects, but just to recognize that the whole
discussion in the barrier ﬁIS reiateé to takix;xg' a
purposeful action td reméve or degrade the barrier in
support of mainténance.

'And so this 'wé';sr some ihdication that
operability could be a methodology used to make a
'determihatiron about the ",operability of the supported
equipment, " you khow, the barriers of .suppori: system,
make determinations about the supported equipment. So

a reasonable quéstion came up and we thought very

reésonabl’e, which is well, if you can do this for -

hazard barriers in support of maintenance, why can’t
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10
you ;de it in other situations in support of
maintenance?

Can‘t we ueer the same operability
evaluation 'methods in gsupport gof maintenance

recognizing that the A-4'risk evaluations and other

things related to the Mainteﬁance Rule still apply?

But anyway, that'stwhy,tﬁat there was an interest in
having it addreésediin 91;18. |

| FAC’ILITATOR PETERSON: Do you feel like
it’s clarified in ether thinge? It just needs to be
further clarified in 91-18?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, we spent a lot of

time, the NUGEQ spent a lot of time trying to clarify

the RIS. Okay. And we sent that stuff in to staff

and we sent a Q&A'format document in, and we got a

response back that they thought that the guidance or,

you know, that the responses we had made in the Q&A
were conSistent w1th'the objeetives.

‘And,'youfknow, the fact that our meﬁbers
were confused would be suggestive that the guidance in
the hazard barrier‘RIS'by itselfgwasn't necessarily

perfectly clear to everyone. I think just like the

- operability guidance that was in 91-18 isn’t perfectly

clear.

FACiLITATOR PETERSON: Do people have any
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examples of experiences with hazard barriers where

there were some'of these éonfusions?
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think we, as the
resident staff, hazard barriers --

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Good. Did you have

something you wanted to add?

AﬁDIENCEVMEMBER: No, just the essénce in
like whatever is in.kisizobi ought to be just stuck in
91-18. -

FACILITA:OR PETERSON: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: ~G06d. Go hererand
then over there. I'm just going to try and do'this'
first. | ' |

AUDIENCE MEMBER} Yes; but the draft RIS
that was going tbjbe issued on the Generic Letter 91-
18 in 2001 aCﬁﬁaily' had a 'statement; a proposed
statement in it'thatisays you will not use this for
purposeful andfdr maintenande and>things like that.

AUDIENCE-MEMBER: But that was related to
Degraded and Nonconforming Conditions. The guidance
in 91-18 was arguébly not bﬁerabiliﬁy guidance. It

was the process of what “you ‘do for Degraded ard

Nonconforming Conditipns.' We’re sort of here talking

about operability, which is arguably somewhat a
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12
different piece of this.
I can givé you an example. The hazard

barrier RIS had an example that is somewhat consistent

“with the example in 91-18 about support systems and

judgment, and ﬁhe examp1é that it gave was, and I
don't remember allthedétailé, but it was basically
a situation wheré thefeAwas a barriér that provided
protection from hurricane éffects. ‘And it said that
there was a timé of the year when hurricaﬁes were
unlikeiy to occur a_md éo,' in fact, ﬁhis barrier wasn’t
needed. So tﬁe barrier as a'subpért gsystem wasn’'t -
"needed," and so that, in fact, thersupported systems
would be 'operabiéf even though you did work on that
barrier. = | |

There Wefe some mémbers that said well,
you know, it sayé ﬁﬁat~a hurricane is unlikely to
occur, so t;hatmeané thrat;r there ié Vsormev pfobabilistic
consideratiéris an’drRIs consideraﬁions being integrated
into this. And so in a similér’manner, we might argue,'
that hazard barriers such as dooxérmight be open for

a relatively shéft amount of time;rand if the duration

- is short enough, so that the risk impact is small,

that we’re permitted'to do this under the RIS.
And there were others that said well, no,
that seems to berin'conflict'with the guidance in 91-
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18, and so the conclusion was that -- you know, so

there were two differences of opinion about that

example. So I think that’s an example of confusion.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Yes, this morning
someone mentiénedaiéimilar.situation regarding HVAC
systems, andvtherearevtimes of the year when those
are more or less impértaﬁt. lokay. Anbther topic was
snubbers and oh, the pe:son Qho is here who wanted to
talk about sﬁubbersfhas:temporarily left. I don't
know if you want tq:jQSt speak to Initiative 7(a)?

AUDIENCE MEMBER : Well, I don't
particularly want to talk about it. Snubbers is
another support system, théh has been taken out what
used to be in therold éfandard or are still probably
in some of the FCuéﬁonlrspecs,: those‘ that haven’t
converted, and iﬁ.,taking it out we inadvértently
created a problem. .Aﬁd’that problem was tﬁé: in the
old specs, as YOu areraware, snubbers were given 72
hours before you_héd to -- ﬁhey could be inopefable
for 72 hours before you had to declére the sﬁpported
sYstém inoperable énd' this allowed time for
ﬁaintenance, snubber maintehance.

Well, in,thg impro&ed standard.tecﬁ.specs,
the snubbers were taken out. The problem that that

caused is that now the supported tech spec systems
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don’t have that 72 hour cushion. You have to enter
the specs immédiate;yuafter performing operability
determination. | | |

And so the question»is -- and some of the
plants were under the impreséion that they still had
the 72 hour delay time that they had in their oid, in
their prior specé; foAqd, as I said, it ﬁas' an
inadvertent bveréightrand.wé may not have taken it out
if we had realiZed thé'prbbléms that we were causiﬁg,
at the time. | |

Howevef;rrwer weren'’t éoﬁfortable with
giving a blanket 72 hours,aéross the boafd without the

consideration of the risks involved in snubber

inoperabilities. Andlbasically, where we are rightv
now with snubbers with TSTF-372 of NEI proposed change

Ais that the induStry is going back to make a proposal.

' Rightrnow, the staff is comfortable with
granting | an across ﬁhe board single : train
inoperability. In other words; snubbers on a single
train and snubbers that affect the single train can be
madg inoperable for 72 hours, because we are
comfortable with the boundihg and thé safety'anal&sis

that was done saying that it is acceptable.

There are a few snubbers that physically

affect, not analytically affect,lbut a few snubbers
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that physicaily aif‘fect‘ mﬁltiple trains, and that is
the hurdle thaf. Cwe . haive te get over. And my
undérstanding :i;s: that there is a proposal 'going to be
made by NEI in the near future addressing the sﬁubbers
that physically affect multiple t:aihs} Vand it is
going to, I just heérd trozday, to be addressing perhaps
a 12 or 24 hour :wincglrowr,’ and that they can make the
risk assessment acdebtable in a bounding type analysis
for that. | |

But that is the status of ﬁhat;, and that
was one of the ,cbﬁcérns that was brought up in the
morning session', I t;hink that’s it. I'm not sure.
Maybe I raised mété quéstions than I ax;xswered in the.
process, but at a}hy ~’rat‘e. |

AUDIENCE 'MEMBER:. In fact, when the plants
converted, the 'srnﬁbbrerr spec was taken out. As the
gentleman said, most piants, I believé, and Hatch did,
was take that isnubbeffi,fspec and pgt it in what is
called a technical requirements manual, which is a
licensee controlled ,rijdocﬁ;nent ﬁndér controrl 50.59.
Basically, you can cail it a procedﬁre.

S0 the is'sue is does LCO-306 apply,
beéause the snubber spec is not ouﬁéide the 'tegh spec
and in an owner cornt:olledy document;? NRC’s posgition
is that the LCO-306 applies, but it’s just like it’s
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net being there. ~So it’s just because you have it in
the TRM, it’s not in the tech spec, so it’s as if it’s
not there and you have to apply 306 Just a point of
clarification.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: o 1 mean, I have a
question abeUt'that, again, releted to snubbers and
operability5 Iinean, if the iicensee could makera
detergninatiox;l dﬁrigg an operabili;t;_l‘rr evaluation for the
snubber, andvdeteiﬁihe that the'syeeem was cepable of
performing its function, then you wouldn't be in this
space at all, rlght?

AUDIBNCE MEMBER: 'Therproblem is that if
you do that -- o |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Not a RIS determination,
but an operabilityvdetermination.

AUDIENCE_MEMBER:'~We11, the operability
determination isbased on whet? Well, if we have te
make an opefabiliﬁy determinetion that it’s operable,
I guess'you,woﬁldn;tlneed theﬁsnubber aﬁ all in that
case, you knéw.r” :

AUﬁIﬁﬁCE,NBMBERé Wellt but remember,
there is a questlon of the licensing basis, the design
basis and then operabillty, which is a lower standard
than the 1icensing—basis and potentially the design

basis. So you mlght need the snubber to fully meet
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your design JV:asi's,f but ‘you " may have made a

determination that the system can perform its required

functions withouﬁ the snubber from an Bperabillityv --
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Face the facts.

AUDiENCE MEMBER: No, I mean, I'm not

saying that it jﬁst,works today.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If I hear you right, I

think what you,’x"'er-rsaying is if you would have a
snubber and you;mralrcg_th'e de'termina,tionrthat the system
is Degraded But. Operablé, then you can move on. I
don‘t think anybody would diéagree with thaﬁ.

AUDIﬁﬁéE MEMBER: Yes.

AUDIﬁNCE MEMBER:' It’s when, let’s say,
you have a snubber, if you héve a plént, and in the
cross-tie line yoﬁ_ih'arife a sriubbér and that snubber is
out of service and when that snubber is out of
service, both si&és ére ‘inoperablé and yoﬁ're in a
shutdown LCO, tﬁei‘e' is some discussion about well, we
want to be abié ”i:o do rﬁaintenance on thé.t Vartnd that is
what the iﬁitiative Vis about.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Does anybody have

any questions or suggestions about how that would

apply in 91-18, make, I mean, the connection in terms

of what the initiative is at 7(a) and how it needs to

either relate or not relate to the 91-18?
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think that both the
issue related’:o‘thé hazar&rbarfiers and the snubbers
in this context really Qets down to’thé fourth item,
and that’s rélated to what is nécessary, bécause in
this sense, thejsnubbérs are a supéért system, all
right, and so it;qlﬁimately gets d0wn,to the question
of what is the determination: regarding what is
necessary? | | |

FACItITATORVPETERSON} Okay. Well, let'’s
move down there:then; And,'I think, were you the one
who had the initial question about, ékay, defining,
clarifying the terms,necessary and required in this
document. | |

AUDIENCE‘vMEM‘BER: Do ydu want me to
clarify what I meanrby'that?

FAc:LITA':OR PETERSON: Yes, or just raise
what your question is;

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, the standard
definition of operability has declared a statement
that says you goi to,the former specifigd function.
Then it goes on and there is two adjectives #ssociated
with support function, necessary and fequired. When
you~ read the existing guidance, it seems rather
COnfuéing until you finally get to the ‘fourth
paragraph where thefe is one example, and just in wy
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mind, that,exam?le, and this is Section 6.12, and it
seemed to imply thét,necessary means éuppoft 6f that
fuﬁction must be.performed, and,requiréd meansrwell,
during this timé,period, a component that is degraded
has to do that function like, for example, in cold
weather, well,'maybe normal ventilation is enough and
you don’t need the,auxiliary ventilation.

'Sé~§o,fou still need room cooling? feé.,'
But you don’t neéérit'if you are formed by that little
bitty fan on the wéll'that the normal cooling can be
done. Well,ryou'haVe a hard timé getting Eo that
point and, in fact;r some‘of the paragraphs seem
internally inconsisteht to me.

So my v1ew would be to have a little more,
so we don’t need one;'twq, three, four,'five, éix,
seven paragraphé'ﬁo_say what could be said ih, I
think, two cleéfer;' Iil; go back to this fellow’s
point about well, dbes the snubber perform a necessary
and required support function and is'it okay? Does
required mean ydu héve to presume the full DVA? It
sounds like hurricéﬁe. If you cén it’s not hurricane
éeason,-well, is.that what they really wanted to say
in the example 4”6r do you still have to presume the
full DVA at all times? 7 So there are some
inconsistencies thete,‘and I think éxamplé 4 in the
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RIS is part of the anewer to that one. |

AUDiENCE MEMBER: Yes, I think when you
talk about the example of the Qedtiletion where
ventilation is not required in the wintertime or it
may required of é 1esserrdegree in the wintertime, you
are able to perferm; the syetem is able to perform its
intended functidnrwitheutdﬁhat. Butrwhen you go to
the current lieensidg besis, that system is required.
So where wouldyeu-be in operability'epace? I think
the answer td 7€hat fﬁegld be you'rer Operable But
Degraded. 7 | |

AUD;ENCEAMEMBER: Right.

AUDILENC'ENMEVMBER: And you have to put some
sort of provision in'placerthat that will be restored
prior to the time &henrit is needed, right. Another
great example is yburheve a diesel geherator. You
plug too many tubesyen tﬁe cooling hea; exchanger, is
it inoperable? If it's wintertime, iﬁ might not be
inoperable, but'it'eOPerab;e But Degraded, and you

have to put a barrier in place before summertime

. comes, that new heatdexchanger is installed.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And my message is when
I read Section 6.12, those examples are consistent
with my'understénding, and what I get from reading the

current Section 6.12, but it‘s a.struggle to get
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there, and itrtakes,séven paragraphs ﬁo say what I
thiﬁkrcouldjbe éaid in two or three paragraphs and
reduced just in my view. | |

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Are there any other

comments? Ok;y. ~ What about specifying safety

functions?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is the big "O"
versus little "o operability'in that we’re using the
same term really with two different meanings. We talk
about operabiiiﬁy 7and specified function being
everything thatisin the licensing basis. Whereas,
tech spec operabiiity_isby regulation and by tech
spec scope, a'sﬁbSetrpf that. So you can have
components that have épecified functions élear in the
tech specs, éleéx in the basis what that function is,
and have otherfuqctions in the'liceﬁsing basis that
aren’t covered{by~tha£tech spec. |

And yoﬁ could have a situétion, take

hazard barriers, take the hurricane example, let’s use

~a tornado, because there is specific regulatory

guidénce. It woﬁld,say that the containment and the
portions of systéms that are there for like design

basis accidents like LOCA do not have to be protected

 from a tornado, 6n1Y.things that are used in the long

term, not those things that only have a function in
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So you could have a barrier or some other

support system that might be outside of your licensing

basis, but not something that would have tech spec

Qperability,‘so it would have arlittle operability 7
probiem, but not a tech spec'operability in that there
really are -- the same term Ais rbeihg used two
different ways, andrthe specified function depends on
which one is being'affeétéd.

And like I said, you éould have an
inoperability of a tech spec component that doesn’t
make it tech séed inoperéble;  This would come up in
hazards barriers significantly,rrbecause a lot of
hazard barriers thé;rhave to be‘movéd for maintenénce
are ndt there for'deéign baéis'aCCidents. They are
for otherrevents;rand should be evaluated and jgst
exactly as the guidance"sayé} but it doesn’t
necessarily mean you’re in a tech spec-inoperability
when*you'te doing that. |

So I'm saying that the‘clarification of
spécifiedvsafetyrfﬁnctibn shou1d>say you have the
qvgtali 1icensinngasis speéified saféty function, but

tech specs are a subset of that, and you should look |

-at your basis of the tech specrto’determiner if that

specified safety function is the'Qne being inoperable.
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FACILITATQR PETERSON: Well, yes. Does
anyone have any questions or give aﬁy e*amples,about-;
I mean, is there Vanyoqe here who can.”énSWer the
question? | 7

AUDIENCE MEMBBRQ I'1l give you a brutal
one. We have a licensing basis event,,&hich is a

nonmechanistic crack in a steam line, and in our

licensing basis, that is it’s a nonmechanistic event

in which we do}nétAassume single failu:e;rloss of off-
site power{ a seismi¢ eveht, etcetera. It is an.
extremely unlikely event.r It is in oﬁr licensing
basis, but it’s not a design basis accident nor is it
covered by tech specs. And we found an inoperable
barrier between it and on our feed’water pumps, for
example, and we said that’s not a tech spec event, and -
the tech spec for those feed water pumps don’t apply
to that event. e

‘What applies is our licensing basis, and

in that basis we don’t have to assume a single failure

Aor a loss of,off—site power ahd‘our'auxiliary feed

water pump is sufficient to meet our licensing basis
for that event, and the fact that we may toast our
motor driven pumps doesn’t make us -- they are not

tech spec inopérable, because they are there for all
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other types of ,erv:ents’f"

Ih thié casé,rthere is no agsumption of a
seismic event or loss of off—site powerrandrother
events. So Vwe meet all, of our licenses basis
requirements, but we didn‘t deciare'them tech spec
inoperable Veven ‘though we had a‘ ﬁazard bafriér
problem. |

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Is that what other
people’s understénding would be?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So ydur comment is what
is reflected in'the -- let me figure odﬁ what I was
going to say.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You know, simply to say
that, recognize that‘there is a capital'operability
where you would 1ook”atﬂthe tech sééc bases for fhe

specified function;fandwthe little one where you look

at your real licensingrbasis and then you treat them

based on the basis for that. But you could have
something operable tech spec, but inoperable liéensing

basis. You’re not necessarily in a tech spec

inoperability ifr you have a problem, because the

functions -- fire protection isg another example.

CIf I have- a fire barrier, I'm taking

credit for thé'pump for fire safe shutdown, but if I

have fire barrie‘r impairment_, I don‘t enter the LCO
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for feed watef,rbecause that is for design 5asis
accidents not for fires, and fires are not in the
basis in the té@h specs for that component, but in my
licensing basis, it is, but it’s treaﬁed under that
evgluation. Theée others are treated under, you know,
Degraded and Nonconforming Conditions.

AUDIENCE'MEMBER: I haveraicomment about
that, and it rélatés to ther-- in the discussions we
had about the“hAZAtd barrier question, there was a
problem, because,f— there was an apparent problem,
because there wefe‘people to talk about the big "o
and the 1little "o." They talked about tech spec
operability and other operability.

And it got thosé people to the conclusion
that the opexability determination, not the actions
that you take‘,for Degraded and  Nonconforming
Conditions, but that the process §f makiﬁg‘ the
operability determination was éomehdwrdifferent for
these two types‘of operability. _And we went around
and around and,arquﬂd'abbut that and; ultimately, came
back no, operability is operability.

So IAam just going to caution you that in
dréwing a distinction if yourﬁake such a distinction
in the revision, then you run the risk of reinforcing

this view that ﬁhe determination method is different.
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Certainly, the cénsequences are differént, but Iiwould
see that as being'part of the process that is part of
the Degraded and Nonconforming Condition pfécess; not
making the operébility'determination.process. That is
how I would see it éﬁ least.

And, asr; said, I have heard today the big
"O" and little ”Sﬁ_éeveral times, and I keep goiné
back to this meeting,rbecause there were'sbme peoplé
that said 'oh,r tech spec opérabiiity is full
qualification and_ﬁhe-other -- and it got_éverything
very confused. — | |

AUDIEﬁCEMEMBER: Maybe a solution in 91-
18 is not to user-# is to use-operability purely with
respect to techspecs, and then for licensing basis
events, we use functionality.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 'i‘hat is an idea, because
it is confusing;‘-People think, you know, if I am
inoperable for this, I should be in the LCO, and that
is where the confusion is. How you determine if you
are operable or not doesn’t change. vIt;s just does
inoperable for this event make you inoperable for tech

spec? And I am just saying bases should govern.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I was just going to

suggest the séme thing, that operable relate to where

you have to change the state of a plant, which is what
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you're really cqﬁcerned about, is the éonsequehées,
not how you deterﬁine bperability. Butrin terms of
functionality though, couldn’t you deai with that
under a Corrective,Action Program, as opposed'to an
operability deﬁéfmination? ~ Like if the component
doesn’t require you to enter a tech spec LCO, can you
deal with that inqpefabilitY'under a Corrective Action
Program, as oppoéed to entering a change of state?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I‘m going to éomment on
it.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Yes, go ahead.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes. The concern that
I would have with that is for thoSe,compOnenté that
are determined to be inoperable, and I am going to use
that term expressly, and that don’t have a tech spec,
now, if you wantto‘insért nonfunctional instead of
inoperable inthére,VI will grant that.

7 But there aré some cases where that loss

of functionality'might prompt a shutdown, and there is

a lot of examples, fire protection, emergency

- planning, security issues, all of which cén prompt a

‘change in operating status, and just because there is

no tech spec, that doesn’t mean that that’s going to
prompt a -- I mean, think of Davis-Besse, there is no

tech spec on corrective action process, but here they

-NEAL R. GROSS
- COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., NW.
(202) 2344433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com

TaK



AN

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

.28
are.

Now, admittediy, now, there is a cal

involved, but before that point, you said look, I got

such programmaticrissues_here and I am in such massive
noncompliancé 'Witﬁ;‘ iﬁse:tr,the regulation of the
interest, you'want £o change the opérating étate.
Where is that‘cgptured currently in the guidance?
It’'s captured ﬁndervreasdnable assurance of,séfety,
and it says it's;tﬁérefbre inoperable SSCs that don’t
have tech specs and they ﬁse the term inoperable. So
that is a condept'thatvis W6rth capturing, I think.
FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. We’re going
to go back'here;~
AUDIENCE MEMBER: To address the gentleman
who just spoke, agéin,;goiﬁg back to the big "O"
versus the littie "o."r'Agéin, as a shift manager, I
deal in tech spec.space,and at the Nuclear Management
Company, we do-vsgnd the 1little "os" on to the
Corrective Action Prégranlto be éyaluated for degraded
or nonconformancé issues, because you're_right, the
upper site management might look:at'all the issues
that you're addressing and make the determination
thét, you know what, we might have too many things
going on'here, you know, and we need to change modes.
| Butr:opérability, big "O" or prompt
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determination of operability only deals in tech spec

‘space. And if 'you don’t ‘have a tech spec for fire

protéction,_ Ym; don’‘t have a tech spec for EQ and you
don’t have a tech spec for éressurized thermal shock
issues, you know, t'hey héve to -- and that was, thank
you. Those hé.\}e to be aadressed by the corrective
action process, becaﬁse 7nothing will drive you to
change modes and réally, you shouldn’t or else it
should be inv the téch specs. Any reéponse before I
givé this up? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It’s covered in the flow
chart that fo: non-tech spec issues, you look for
reasonable assurance of safety and either it exists or '
it doesn’t, and :it;hen either the oéeration is
acceptable or it":rs‘no‘t: acceptablé. So, I mean, i't’s
covered in here _ai’ready. You can’t just tick it off
and wait for an answer down the road sometime.

'AUDIEI‘\ICE MEMBER: You’'re agreeing with
what I said earlier?

AﬁDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm agreeing with you,
r_ight;?' B

- AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, it’s covered. What

| do you do if it’s not covered by tech specs? You

still have to evaluate it.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: That’s the problem.

There is a lot of supported systems that are out there

that support something that don’t have a 'specific tech

spec requiremeﬁt;, and they are necessary for the main
system to perform ,itsg intended function. The big "O"
and the 1little "o," whether you Want to call it
operability furvtcrt':ion‘ality, the segrengat‘:ir.on between the
two, a ‘great exart}\ple would be you have a diewsel
generator. It’s got an air start system. If the
receiver is inoperable, 1t would cause the diesel to
be inoperable. .That is the big "o. "

The littki_l.e “Q" has an air compressor.
Okay. The air ‘compressor keeps the ;:ecgivers charged.
If it’'s not functional, the receivers are not going to
stay charged. It's inoperable, but it’s not going to

cause you to bé tech spec inoperable, of course,

unless that component is in the tech specs until the

receivers can no longer have enough air in them to

maintain your start, your diesel starts.

So in one case, you have a supported

system that does, in another case you don’t, but in

some cases you may not even have the air start system

"in the tech specs. At that point, that is where the

big "O" would apply to something that’s not in tech

specs and you have to evaluate it.
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That v}quld;éiso be true for hazard barrier

or anbEQ qualification.>'There was an example given
this morning with an EQ qualification where you had an
EQ component that_waé notrfunctional. It was required
by design basis"to 5e functiohal for 12 or 24 hours or

30 days or something after the hazard event. The

‘reality of the situation is it’s degraded right now,

and it’‘s only good for three hours. Well, if the

event is going’té last longer thanAthree hours, the

design event is going to last longer than three hours,

that EQ component being inoperable would caﬁse the
supported piece of équiément to be inoperable.

Noﬁ,’ ifv that happens to be a loéal
pressure instruméht, thét's one thingQ If it happens
to be an autbmaticv start sequel or an automatic
transfer switch, that’s a different thihg. If it’'s
going to be operable:for less amqunﬁ’of‘time than the
-- greater ér leSsrwould determine its operability.
Greater than ;ﬁe three ﬁour evéht if it’s going to
last longer thah the three hour event, obviously, you
could say Operable But Degraded. If it’s going to not
last longer than the three hour évent, you would not

be operable and you would have to declare the system

“inoperable. That is an example of another component

that is not in tech specs.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, besides components

being inside or outside tech specs or hazard barriers,

I think you got to look at what the barrier is
protecting. 1Is it protecting a tech spec function or
is it protectinga nqn-techVSPec function?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Exactly. That’s why I
think --

AﬁﬁiENCE MEMBER : ‘Andrthat's why. Just a
second. See, that’s why, I guess, maybe I don’t know
enough, but, you know, for a HELB barrier, is the HELB
barrier protecting‘a tech spec function? Our tech
specs weren'’t written with a the High Energy Line
Break in miﬁd.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Exactly.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So do we really need to
be in tech specs and what do_you'really get? -It’s a
fictional LCO.V

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well,Asee; the hazard
barriers are already,recommended by theVRIS. The RIS
suggests you d0'a7§1-18 evaluation evaluating that

aspect of it, so that is kind of directing us in that

. direction. I think the bottom line is specified

functions, specified safety function, and the next to
the bottom bullet there, which somebody else said,

inoperability, I think we need to better define those.
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I would concuriwith the ggntleman’s statement over
there. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What I would do, too,
with the Safety Function Determination Program in the
tech specs, yéﬁrkndw, if you have converted, the SFDP
Program is intendgd;whéh.yqu geﬁ into these little "o"
situations, byfthe-ﬁay, I had never heard of little
"o" and bigr"OF‘Unt11 I came here today, but if you
get into a little "p"'situation with a support'system
that is not in,thé'tech specs, thenAthe tech specs,
the standard, will have you go into the Safety
Function Determination Program;r and that’s designed to
tell you whether or not you should be in that LCO for
the supported sfstém. :

| AUDIENCE MEMBER: Only for RTLF, correct.

That’s correct. o |

FACILITATOR PETERSON:  Okay. The last
topic is whiéh support systems are needed and required
for operability?"Whése topic was that?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And actually, the

discussion we just had in the last 10 minutes kind of

drives this point home. Going back to the diesel

generator»air start system. Okay. When you look at

- support sﬁpportéd,/okay, in Palisades, in our tech

spec bases we only require the air receivers to
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maintain a certain  pressure> to ensure diesel
opérability, but those réceivers aré charged by
compressors. Okay. |

So ﬁhen thg cbmpressorsrbreak, whatever,
we don’t declare ourrdiééels inoperable as long as the
receivers have certain pressure. But as tﬁé gentleman
brought up the,queStich,that would be support éystem
for the receivers, which is a support syétem for the
diesel. “

So myrqﬁéstion“that I raised earlier was
I would 1ikertb,ju9t get a feel for how many plants
based.on.what,Generig ﬁétter 91-18 says, "The licensee
is responsible tofﬁﬁderstand which support sYstems
make yourrmain systeminqperable." Héw many people
out there actué;lyAhave arlist of systems that if fhis
breaks, well, then yéﬁ; HPCI train is inoperable? If
fhat breaké, your'RCICAtrain is inoperable, yoﬁ know,
for example, or d§ you take it on a one-on-one baéis?

For*example, if the compressor breaks, YOu

say well, diesel operability really is not affected,

because I have 200 and some pounds in my air receiver.

Does the letter say you got to have a list or does the

“letter say you just understand one-on-oneron a case-

by-case basis?' 7
FACILITATOR PETERSON: Anything?

- NEAL R. GROSS .
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 2344433 _ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




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

25

735

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don’t think the letter
says you have to, but we do. I ﬁean, we wanted to
havérit planned ahead of:tiﬁé and thought through
ahead of time instead of havihgto do it on the spot.
Our operatofs just like us to think ahead. I don’t
think it requireé you to, but I think it helps.

FVAC4ILVITATOR' PETERSON : Someone else who'
can comment on ﬁhatiand fespond to hié question?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What i have seen is a

list of equipment that serves as a séé.’rting point for

- the operability evaluation. You can never have a list

of equipment and say, YOu know, some do and some

don’t, because ydurhave torconsidér féilures and what
might be wrong wi;h it. So the lists I héve seen are
just the starting,point to kick off,ryou’know, the
operability meésuré;f |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That was my original
question. What does ﬁhisvstatement mean?r'Undefstand,
you’re reqﬁired,to underStand’whiéh support systems
support your‘méihléys;em.

AUDIENCE MEMBER : On a case-by-case basis?

AUDIE'NCE MEMBER: If you can understand to

do it without a list, go ahead. If you want a list,

" you have a leg np"with engineering. 1Is it clear to

everybody or not?
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: 'Is it clear that it
doesn’t ask for a list? | |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

AﬂDIENCE MEMBER: Does anyone believe it
asks for avlist?'

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, it says
understand. 7 7 | |

FACILIEATOR PETERSON: Go ahead.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think some clarity

might be needed for those people whé,don't have tech

specs. I don't kan'how many there are that are left,
but how you handle ﬁonfunctional tech specé, the issue
of cascading the”;ech speés and Qhen you cascade and
when you don’t get published and give guidance. You
know, I mean, unleséeverybody has had that already,

the people that I éﬁrfamiliar with are being confused

as to when they cascade and when they don’t.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think the guidance
doesh't -

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Once you understand one.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Go ahead. I
thought you were*réiéing your hand.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: No.

FACILITATOR PETERSON:’ Oh.

AUDIENCE.MEMBER: I just have a question
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about this. As we're linking all these requirements

together and the Maintenance Rule is being tied in

with tech specs and ERAs used in doing risk

assessments as pért of the Maintenance Rule, and in
order to adequately model youf plant, you have to know
what the system depéndencies are, so I would assume
that the list ofsuppoft systems already exists that
a plant use inroraer to model their plant effectively.
Does everyiplaht have a systém'dependencyrmatrix they
could use as a starting poiné? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: They don’t all go to
that level.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Isn’t that an area that
maybe ’we should tackle as éért of this whole
operability question?

FACILITATOR »PETERSON": ‘It sounds like
there are some people who had somerdisagréement with
that. Does anyone want to articﬁlate that?

AUDIENCE‘MEMBERé Well, Irguess_I am of
the opinion, having been licensed before and then
knqwing’what our company does and things, that one, we
rely on the operators to the great extent'waé the

integrated knowledge of the overall plant to determine

what is related and what is intérrelated through their

training and experience, and then also engineering to
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help provide thgfdefihition with respeét to that when
questions do afiée;

I would hate to have to dévelop for each
plant a 1list '6f lwhat_ éystems are interdépendent
components and what level of detail you go to, and I
would see that being énrunnecessary burden.with little
value added. 'fiﬁéén; unless somebody haérgbt a
specific probleh?étitheirrspecific plant,. let them
develop a list.r Don'’t make therwhole indusﬁry do it
when most people doh't ﬁave the problem.

AUDIEiﬁCE MEMBER: Fo: what it’s worth, the
company I work fo:,?we,gotﬂin trouble at a plant. We
decided we wereéoinétc make a list. We're géing to
make a list, all right?' We're making a list. After
we decided how mu¢h money it was costing us, we madé
the list. It was érgreat list, but we realized it was
incomplete and we ended up throwing money ' away apd

went back and said all right ahd we just gave up.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Are there other

issues related to support systems? Any comments or

questions you want to make sure that are captured

going into drafting the revised guidance? ©Oh, I'm

| sorry. Go right there. So whose topic was this one?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: - Irthink as I mentioned

briefly before, when we were doing work on the hazard
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barrier guidance and the RIS associated with hazard

barriers, the RIS basically says'ygu can take a hazard

barrier out of service or degrade a hazard barrier in

support of mgintenance, and We.wonftjgo into all the
other aspects of A-4 and other Ehiﬁgsgthat you need to
do in support of:the maintenance;,when 50.59 doesn’t
apply and when,§6;59 might apply.

But in any case, Vthre ‘guidance in the
hazard barrief_RIS éaid thét'you can take a barrier
out of service in sﬁpport of maintenancg; éndffor the
"gsupported systems 'and 7components" you are still
required under;the géch specs to make an operability
determination, and we agreed with that.

Itrﬁas, again, clarifying to some people,
because some of our grduﬁ members thought that if.you
took, for examplé,aHELBbarrief out of service that
any of the eﬁuipmént thét Qas behind‘that barriér had
to be fﬁlly'qualifiéd t0750.49. The guidance here was
no, it just ha$£€§rberoperable. You have to make a
reasonable ' determination based on available
information. |

So it‘seemed‘to_us that the same concepts

-would apply to other things, including téht mods and

other things that might be done in support of

maintenance thatithe tent mods and other things and
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compensatory aétions, etcetefa; in support of
maintenance, that the criterion thﬁ; would be applied
would be an operability criterion to determine, you
know, whether it was techrspeé operable and not a full
qualification criterion. |

Andrthére were several group'mémbers that
thought this hadra'gignificant impact in terms of how
they conducted theirroperations. There, in fact, was
an example. I’‘m sorfy. I was going to mix things, so
let me just stoprright there. There'was an example
related to the room coolers and the PI indicators
associated with'ﬁaintenance where théy were getting
killed, becauée evéry time a room,coolei was out of
service, the core spray pumps and the RHR pumps and
the whole system was declared inoperable even though
it could have been uhder a situation where, in fact,
they were operable ifxit was an,opefability evalﬁgtion
and, ink,faét,r it might have been in support of
maintenance. |

Sorif7théy took the room coolers out of
service to do maintenance, by Vdefinition the
associated system, whether it be RHR core spéce, the
room was like Aeclared inoperable, and they thought
that that was inrthe‘ihappropriate thing to do, that

if, in fact, they had information supporting depending
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on the time of year or whatever other considerations

‘that taking room _cooleirs out of service shouldn’t

automatically renderr the ‘c:ore space system, for
example, inoperable. |

So, I think, what we are saying is we
would like to see the 91-18 guidénce expand upon the
concepts that. are in the hézérd béfrier and discuss
their applicabi]_.ibt'y, othef suppofﬁ systems that are --
I hesitate these were dégraded functionality, but
whose functionality may be 7reduced in support of
maintenance, and that the Qpefability ié the criterion

that would apﬁly.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Does anybody have

a response to that?

AUDiENCE'MEMBER: VI think the process --
if you take the HPCI snubber,éut of service, for
example, then the generator wili be'extfa. There’s a
time to take the co§1ers out éf service with their
pumps, called spréy'pumps, and it’s wintertime and you
don’t need those. You have to havé the LCO prior to
taking that service. This processes very well.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don’t agree with you.
There were some people in the group that don’t agree
with -- that would agree with us.; The problem is that

there is clearly a wide variety of perspectives, and
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not that they say this is ﬁy opinion. They believe
that the guidanée éays that they can’t do it.

FAéILITATOR.PETERSGN: Are there any other
examples that anyone has of that?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: -I:rrthink I have an
example. In an outage, we have a ?equirement for an
RHR pump to be operating aﬁd one to be operable on
standby, and thé ventilétion system during that mode
héd to come down fdr maintehahce; thé support system
for the standby ;pump. ‘  So following the 50.59

guidance, we did a tempqrafyffproceduré change to

~arrange alternate qualified  ventilation to Dbe

available for the stand pump in a timely manner if it
was needed.
And so we did risk assessments on

Maintenance Rule. We also did 50.59 evaluation of

determining that we could.meet opefability and have it

have an operable sui:port system, temporary alterations
of procedures tdgéupport the maintenance of the safety
chillgrs' ahd_ support the operability of the RHR
system. I think that is pertinent; right? What do
yoﬁ think?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do yoﬁ agree that fits?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: . Yes.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's a variation of
identify the pumps that are being éohtrolled by the
specs. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

AUbiENCE‘MEMBER: It is actually, yes. We
don‘t use the terchéo.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

fACILITATORPETERSON:b okay.’ We have
about half an héuf left, though I don’t knéw if there
are other tqpicé  or‘ questions, clarifications,
comments you wa#t to make.

AUDIENCE'MEMBER: This isn’t my question,
but it would have been one, if soméiof my colleagues
were here, related torthe méintenance, and that is
that some of the'temprﬁlts that wouid’be implemented
in support of maintehanée,'you know, they thought that
the operabiiity cfiﬁerion would apply to the teﬁp
alts, as well, so I Wanted to get some feedback about
that. R | '

FACIL:TATOR PETERSON: Yes, that was a

topic that was discussed this morning, as well, what

criteria are there for temporary alterations.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Barrier cause a problem?
AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think the question is
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‘more are the temp alts implemented with the goal of

achieving operability or are the temp altsbimplémented
with'ﬁhe goal ofrachieving full qualification, not in
an EQ sense,ifull qualification in the 91-18 sense?
No, this ié a temp alt in sﬁpport of maintenance, not
a éorrective actiqn.- |

FACiﬂITATOR PETERSON: Go. ahead and say
your question. -

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hoﬁ do we capture that?
It sounds likelwhat'you're saying is like in ﬁhe
guidance on théruse of éperabilify iﬁvsubport of
maintenance in temporary'alferation. How can we apply
this or if, in fact,r it’ éan be applied, the
operability proéessvéan be applied? |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That is what they want.

AUDiENQEJMﬁMBER: 'So that’s what they are
asking. R 7 |

FACILI’IATOR PETERSON: Are there any other
direction, cémmehtsnyou'want'to providevto Kefri énd
the other staff who are going to bé working on
revising the guidance?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: A question to clarify
his question. Did you say a temp‘alt is used to
support a temporary:change in suppoft of operability?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: No, in support of
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mainténance, a temp altAforrmaintenance.

AUDIEN‘VCEVMEMVBER: Okay. I just want to
make sure. Okay. So you’'re saying a temp élt in
support of maintepance? Now, so then where is the
confusion? |

AUDIENCE'MEMBER: The question is can the
temp alt be deéigﬁéd to achieve qualification or can
temp alt be designéd --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I‘m slightly confused on
that one. Whétk I'm thinking'rof as a temporary
alteration is you lift the lead on a protected feature
of a pump, so thét you don’t bump;into the switch and
cause a trip, and then at the end of the week when you
finish your maintenance, YOu moie it back. To me,
that’s what temporary alterati&n is.

AUDIENCE MEMBER; There might be other
alterations. o

AUDIENCE MEMBER: There is one that would
apply. |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That is not for support

‘of maintenance.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So that’s in support of
maintenance.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And then the gquestion
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‘RISV would say, Vbatt'ery 09 would say, is the battery
operable with that one cell jumpered out, and if the
answer is yes, then you go ahead with the lead in
support of mainﬁenance.

AUDIENCE MEMBER : Right.

AUﬁI_ENCE MEMBER: So I don’‘t --

AUDIENE!E- MEMB»ER:l I ask for more
clarification. rYéu have to make it clear.

AUDiENCE MEMBER: Right, and there may be
other alterations. ,;I‘hei:'e may be tempbrary alterations
related to some other fielding. There may be
alteration barriiefs. There may‘ i:e other types of
alterations, other features of areascaffolding, that
sort of thing, and the ,unestion tﬁat they were asking
is operability ¢r'iteri'on. Again, some felt that the
criterion had to be - -

FACILiTATOR PETERSON: Are there any other
points, comments, quést;ions that need to be captured?r
Well, Bob, do you have what you neéd to Vrepo:rt?

AUDIENCE - MEMBER: When we reéonVene or
whatever, someone has to present what was discussed.
If I have any cémmenté or present what we discussed,
what I’11 do is I would just -- if I were to present
it,r I would just Qo down and present -What - was
discussed of thef main topic. If anybody' wants to
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report on operability, you’re welcome to.

FACILITATOR PETERSON: Okay. If there are
no other comments regarding the support éystem then,
we’ll be reconvening in here at about 3:

might be possib1e t6 -- I mean, it’s possible to go

upstairs.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Go up to the cafeteria?

(Whereupon, the Topic 2 Breakout Session

was adjourhed'at 2:23 p.m.)rr
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