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June 18, 2004 

 
John N. Hannon, Chief 
Plant Systems Branch 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
 
 
SUBJECT: PROPER USE OF THE TERM “AGGRESSIVE SCHEDULE” 
 
 
Dear Mr. Hannon: 
 
 
During yesterday’s public meeting on a proposed risk-informed solution to the PWR containment sump 
problem, several NRC staffers and industry representatives referred to the “aggressive schedule” for this 
effort. Enough is enough. The term is being improperly applied. 
 
The NRC staff initiated GSI-191 in September 1996 and currently plans to close it out in December 2007. 
The distant past is passed, but even the remainder of this schedule cannot be construed as “aggressive” by 
any reasonable measure. 
 
On July 9, 2003, the NRC staff issued Bulletin 2003-01 to all owners of PWRs. Only one PWR owner, 
FirstEnergy, responded to that Bulletin indicating that its reactor was in compliance with 10 CFR 
50.46(b)(5) based on current knowledge and understanding of potential debris generation and transport. 
The NRC staff should look at the schedule followed by FirstEnergy: 
 

11/04/2002 FirstEnergy submits LER 2002-005-00 about containment sump screen flaws 
12/11/2002 FirstEnergy submits LER 2002-005-01 with updates about containment sump 

screen 
05/21/2003 FirstEnergy submits LER 2002-005-02 reporting containment sump screen 

modification complete and testing pending 
08/08/2003 FirstEnergy responds to Bulletin 2003-01 selecting Option 1, compliance 
10/16/2003 NRC writes to FirstEnergy reporting closure of Bulletin 2003-01 at Davis-Besse 
03/08/2004 NRC approves restart of Davis-Besse 

 
If one starts the clock on November 4, 2002, when FirstEnergy reported discovery of containment sump 
problems and stops the clock on October 16, 2003, when the NRC staff informed FirstEnergy that its 
Option 1 response to Bulletin 2003-01 had been reviewed and accepted, the duration is 346 days. If one 
stops the clock on March 8, 2004, when the NRC staff announced the restart of Davis-Besse had been 
approved, the duration is 490 days.  
 
Thus, in a span of 346 to 490 days, FirstEnergy was able to design, install, test and obtain NRC 
acceptance for a containment sump configuration that accounted for known debris generation and 
transport phenomenon and provided sufficient net positive suction head (NSPH) for the emergency core 
cooling system pumps.  
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Contrast that time frame with the pace of the GSI-191 resolution. If one starts the clock on July 9, 2003, 
when the NRC staff issued Bulletin 2003-01 (rather than starting the clock sometime in September 1996 
when NRC initiated GSI-191), the 346 day span ends on June 19, 2004, or tomorrow. The 490 day span 
ends on November 10, 2004.  
 
Even if the NRC staff closes the final PWR’s GSI-191 case on December 1, 2007, that makes a total of 
1,606 days from issuance of Bulletin 2003-01. There’s no conceivable way that the NRC can claim that 
taking 3 to 5 times as long as FirstEnergy did to resolve the PWR containment sump issue is 
“ aggressive.”  
 
The NRC staff struggles with issues about debris generation and transport that FirstEnergy already solved 
and NRC already accepted. There are a myriad of alleged concerns about methodology that slow the pace. 
Why not ask FirstEnergy what they did to solve the same problem?  
 
I respectfully request that the NRC staff cease and desist using the term “ aggressive schedule”  in context 
of its resolution plan for GSI-191. It is false advertising. FirstEnergy completed an aggressive schedule in 
346 to 490 days. Anything the NRC does in three to five times that pace cannot and should not be 
presented as “ aggressive”  action.  
 
Give FirstEnergy its due – it set a standard for GSI-191 closeout that no one else can match. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
<ORIGINAL SIGNED BY> 
 
David Lochbaum 
Nuclear Safety Engineer 
Washington Office 
 


