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1 PROCEEDINGS

O 2 (9:00 a.m.)

3 MR. NOVAK: Good morning. My name is Tom Novak.

4 I'm with the Office of Analysis and Evaluation of

5 Operational Data. We have the smallest office in NRC, so we

6 have to say that very slowly and often just so people don't

7 forget about us.

8 It's a pleasure to be in Chicago and to have an

9 opportunity to participate in this workshop. I will be the

10 moderator this morning and this afternoon, which means I try

11 to keep us on schedule, recognize the people in the audience

12 so that your questions can be asked, and hopefully make sure

13 we give you the best answer we can.

14 Before getting started, I'd like to just get

15 through a few little incidentals. One, there will be a

16 transcript of this meeting and all of the other meetings

17 that we've held, so that the record will be clear on that

18 point. Also, we would like everyone that's here to, if you

19 haven't already during the break, please sign in, because

20 that list of attendees will also be part of the record.

21 Before we get started, I will introduce some of

22 the people to you. At least you will recognize some and

23 others will be strange to you, people here on the panel.

24 There are no volunteers on this panel. Let me first start
J

25 from the right. You do know Bert Davis, Regional
1

- _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1. Administrator of Region III. To his right is' Bruce
'

2 Jorgensen, who is currently the Senior Resident andN

3 Braidwood, and I've been informed, recently promoted and

4 will be working out at Glenn Ellyn. Congratulations, Bruce.

5 To his left is Bruce Burgess, who is a section

6 Chief in Region III. To his left is Eric Weiss, who you-may

7~ not recognize. Eric is with the Incident Response Center.

8 He's responsible for the operation of that facility and

'9 he'll be talking to you this morning about that activity.

-10 To his left is Denny Ross, who many of you know.

11 He is currently the Deputy Director of the AEOD. I'll keep

12 it short. To my left is Al Chaffee. Al is currently the

13 - Chief of~the Events Analysis Branch in the Office of NRR.

14- Al was formerly in Region V, worked actively in the

15- Vogtle/IIT and, as far as I know, never did get bank to

16 California. - But we're happy to have him in Bethesda.

-17 To Al's right is Jack Crooks. Jack is a Section

18 Chief in our Trends and Patterns Branch and he'll be talking

.19 to you about150.73. To Jack's right is Jack Rosenthal.

20 Jack is1the Chief of the Reactor Operations Analysis Branch ~

21 in AEOD,.and he'll be also talking to you about event

22- reporting. . To his right, many of you know, I'm sure, Ed

23 Greenman, who is a Division Director in Region III.

[
What we're going to do is pretty much stick to our24

25 agenda. We've got, I think, a good agenda. We'll be

- . - - . _ . . - -
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1 talking about event' reporting, 50,72, 50.73, and then we'll !

2 spend some time this afternoon on safeguards, which I think

3 will be of interest to you. So we're hoping you'll stay

4 with us for the entire session.

5- Why I think AEOD is here today is because we're

-6 basically the office responsible for the Incident Response

7 Center. We're also responsible for reviewing operating

8 - experience. Ue really are the office that came out of the

9- Kemeny Comr.ission and other commissions, the Rogovin

10 Commission which said you need an independent office to look

11 at operating _ experience. So our job has been to review

12 operating experience, and you've seen many pieces of our

( ) 13 work over the last several years.

14 I would just as soon get started. I'm going to

15 ask Bert Davis to come up and offer a few comments on event

16 reporting and, as well, if he could, to give us some

17 information on the meeting yesterday at the Commission

18 regarding the reg impact study. Bert was a focal point in

19 that effort and I'm sure he'll have some comments.

20 I might mention, though, Bert, when were at

!

21 Atlanta, we introduced Stu Evenetter a.7d he came up and said
,

22 welcome to the home of the 1996 Summer Olympics. So you've

23 got a hard act to follow here. I'm sure Chicago has got

("T 24 something to offer. Bert?
\_)t

25 MR. DAVIS: Well, I can te;.1 you one thing. Every

-_
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l Friday afternoon, the Regional Administrators and the Office,-~
f i
\-'' 2 Directors in Washington have a telephone call, and Stu

3 Evenetter last weekend was talking about the hurricanes and

4 flooding in Region II and the concerns about the plants, and

5 I told him we had sunny weather in Region ..I that day. So

6 it's not all bad.

7 It's a pleasure for me to be here this morning to

8 add my welcome to you to the Region III workshop on event

9 reporting. During the regulatory impact survey, there were

10 many concerns raised with respect to the event reporting.

11 These included the effect of such reports on the shift crew,

12 too low a threshold for reporting, changing NRC

rs
( ,) 13 interpretations on reporting by regions and by resident

14 inspectors, problems wjth informal reports requested by

15 resident inspectors, even whenever everybody thought the

16 reporting threshold prescribed by the regulations was

17 already too low, and the effect on the public of a large

18 number of reports being interpreted as another emergency at

19 the nuclear power plants.

20 So reporting came in for a large number of

21 comments, and I think the results of that report are largely

22 responsible for this meeting here today. Tom asked me to

23 day a few words about the Commission meeting yesterday. Jim

y''} 24 Taylor, Tom Murley, and I, plus a couple of Tom's key people
(-

25 met with the Commission yesterday to discuss the regulatory
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1- . impact survey.

2 It's kind of interesting. The Commission was the

-3 last one to have a formal presentation given to them. I've
,

4 given-presentation on the regulatory impact survey so many

5- times I can dream it now and not have to worry about

6- preparing anything. But they hard it formally for the first

7 time, and the reason it was delayed.was that we wanted to

8 have an action plan on what we intended to do with respect

9 to the comments received.-

~

10 So if you haven't read the Commission paper that

11 was prepared to talk about the NRC's action plan, you may

- 12 - want to get that and take a look at it. You will have the

) 13 opportunity to comment on it because it is going to go out;

'14 for public comment before it's fully implemented.

W 15 There.were three key' issues that the staff has

16 recommended,-not to belittle this effort today, but the

17 backfit workshop-yesterday and this reporting workshop today

_18 are also actions being taken by the commission tx) respond tx)'

19 the-comments received. But the three-major actions that are

20 being proposed.are, first, a: scheme by which the NRC would-

21- ' entertain from licensees a schedule for implementing

22 regulatory requirements and regulatory initiatives.

23 This-will-give you an opportunity to merge into

24 your overall schedule those things that we want done and

4
25 those things that you want done and hopefully will result in

L

. . . . . . _ ___ , . , , - , -
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1 both of us working and implementing those issues that havej_ _

'
2 the biggest safety-payoff. So that's the first major

3 -initiative that NRR will be working with you on.

4 The second major issue was to control the number

5- of-major team inspections that are done at a licensee's

6- facility in a given'SALP cycle The mechanism for

7 controlling that is now in waat we call our field policy

8 manual. It will be controlling team inspections, plus major

9 other activities, including visits by NRC folks to your

10 facility. Basically, the way that will work is that we will

11 try to control the_ team inspections,_and by that we mean_a

12 team of four-or more people being there for a week will be

( ) '13 defined as a team inspection,.try to control those to be no

14 more than four a year at a licensee's facility.

15 'Now, that does not include any IITs or AITs that

16 might come up as a result of events. 'The mechenism will be

17 that anyone in Headquarters that wants to do either a major

'18 . visit that will_ perturb you or a team inspection, they have

19 oto coordinate that with the Project Manager. The Project
:

20 -Manager then coordinates it with the region and the region-

21 has the overa11' responsibility to make sure, through-our

22 master inspection planning _ system, that there's not an undue

23 impact on you.

24 So if we see that Tom Novak wants to come out and

25 _do a big human. factors evaluation or something and there are

. _ . . _ __ -. _ _ . _ _ __ _ __ _
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E l' already three or-four_. major team inspections, we'll have to-

'|
2 look then.at the three or four that:are already-scheduled as-

,

e

3 compared to what Tom wants-to do, and somehow determine what

4 is the more important and drop something that is not as.

5 important. So that's the second major initiative.

6 The third major' initiative that we-are going to be
'

7 taking is to come up__with somo means of controlling _the

8 - informal requirements.or backfits that you claim, licensees-

9 claim are being imposed on you by -inspectors and other folks- 5

- 10 'in the'NRC.- We will be conducting training sessions with:

~

11- -our people to enhance their interpersonal skills, enhance

12- how'they should look.at things,.how they should talk to you,
.

- -

) 13; Nhat they,should expect from you, and we will also be taking
.

,

14i _ steps;to make_sure that there is more interaction and more

15 foyersight_by' regional = managers to assure-that we don't have

16_- -people who are out there unnecessarily ratcheting you_into

17 ' things that you-don't think are'necessary,.but.-that you do

18, .anyway because you_ don't want to get a bad SALP score. .

~

19 -So:those are the three major initiatives that

20 we'll be' developing ways to implement. The commission was

21: .very interested in t.his_ yesterday. We had-a' meeting that
.

22 was scheduled to last an hour-and-a-half and it-lasted about

23| two. hours and a-half. They_were very-interested,_had some

24 _ good comments, had some good suggestions for the staff, and- >

25 I'm sure they'll be keeping an eye on how we implement all-

_ -._ _ __ _._ __ _ .. _ _ . _ _ _. , , -
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11 of'this.
A 2'- Just a couple more words and then I'll let you get

3 on-with the business-today. There were, as I said, a large

4 number of comments regarding reporting and, as a result _of
_ ,

i

5 that, I certainly-think that this workshop today is very 'j
;

6 important and appropriate. This is-your chance to give us

-7 your views and_ comments. As Tom said, they are being-

.8 transcribed:so that they can be evaluated.

9 As I'm-'sure you know, the reports that you do

10 provide to us are carefully evaluated not only by the

11 --regions, but by-Headquarters, and there is important

12' information obtained. Our goal is to use that'information

- 113 properly.'and to share it with all of you so that the

14 operation;of nuclear _ power plants will be improved

15 -throughout the country.

16' I-personally believe that the reporting

17 requirements at this point do need to be reviewed and

18- appropriate changes made. I think there are obviously, in

19 my view, reports that are made that are unnecessary,'that-

._ 2 0 take a lot Mf your time and take a lot of our time, and I

21- think'it's appropriate for us all.to look at this now, and I

22 think it's timely. It's been a long time since TMI and the

23 reporting requirements that were developed after that. I

24 think it's appropriate at this point to take a look at that-

25 and see what we can do So enhance it so that we'll all spend

- - - - _ _ _ - __ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ --



- - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _

208

1 mora of our time en things that are significant.
O

2 I sure hope that out of this session today and the''

3 NRC's reaction to it that we will come up with better

4 reporting requirements.

5 Thank you.

6 MR5 NOVAK! Thank you, Bort. What we would like

7 to do now is move into the first subject matter in this

8 workshop, and that has to do with 50.72 reporting. We've

9 asked Al Chaffee from the Office of NPR to give you a

10 summary of exactly Vhat is the p.rocess involved with the

11 50.72 reporting. Then, after that, we'll have a break, and

12 then we'd like to entertain some questions. So our format

) 13 is to let the speaker go through his material first, and

14 then have enough time so people can ask the questions of the

15 panel. So we'll try to follow that today. Al?

16 MR. CHAFSEE: Good morning. MV name is Al

17 Chaffee, as Tom said, and I've been in the Events Assessment

Id Branch for about a nonth, so I'm somewhat new to this. I

19 was asked to come here and talk about exactly how we use

20 your 50.72s, what we do with them, and some of the actions

21 that come out of reviewing the 50.72 process.

22 Having come from the region, I didn't have a full

23 appreciation for what goes on both in AEOD and NRR in

~

24 reviewing the SC.72s. In the . .h I've been here in

25 Washington participating in this, what I've found and

I

__ __._..__.________.__._____________m__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 hopefully what you will see is that there is a lot of good

IN)_/
(

2 effort going on in taking the 50.72s that are provided by

3 the industry and reviewing those and determining which ones

4 are really significant and helping to use that information

5 to try to figure out and correct problems that are being

6 encountered within the industry.

7 So today what I will do is I will attempt to take

8 you through and into the world that I'm now in of revieuing

9 50.72s and talking about how we use that information. I

10 will also touch a little bit on some of the problems we noe

11 in event reporting, with Eric Weiss talking in more detail

12 c. bout some of the problems that exist in reporting 50.72

[) 13 information.
%J

14 Before I get into some of the details, let me just
.

15 briefly review what 50.72 is. 50.72 requires licensees of

16 power facilities to notify the NRC Operations Center using a

17 red phone for specified types of events at operating

18 reactors. These 50.72 rsiarts, they then initiate the

19 beginnings of shor -term evaluation of various events that

20 occur in the count:y. Then, as the slide shows, 50.73 also

21 exists and it requJees a report to be written.

22 As you a';l are familiar, that report comes in some.

23 30 days after the event. That ends up being a record of the

24 event, in much more detail, and is used, as I'll talk about-)
U

25 later, by various groups to do various types of trends and
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p_ : 17 patterns evaluations.

4 i 2 It's.also interesting that these 50.73s are also

3 used by both -- besides'the NRC, it's also used by INPO and

4 by foreign governmants to review the various events that ere

5_ going on within this country.

6 This next' slide shows'the organizations that are

7 involved in reviewing 50.72s. On the_left, AEOD is very

8 much involved in the review of 50.72s, as well as NRR, and,

9 on the far.right, the regions. We all are involved in that

10 process._ On the lower left, the Operations _ Center, that is

11 Ethe location that first receives the-50.72s. The Operations

12 Center is manned 24 hours a day by trained professionals and

(Oss/ 13' 'they basically receive the 50.72s, and they make the first,

141 determination, which is how quickly_or in what fashion that

15 information-that they've received needs to '7 disseminated

16- to various portions of the agency.

17 They may, for example, make the determination that

18 they need to contact a senior NRR manager immediately; for

19 example,.if it was an unusual event or an alert. They also
.

20 make determinations in reghrds to what other organizations

-21 .might need to be contacted outside of the NRC.

22 Next, the regions are also notified about all

23 50.72s. Those reports typically come from the Operations

( } 24 Center. They contact the Regional Duty Officer, and then ,

25 the regions, as I will talk about a little bit later, they

.-- - . . , .._- __ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 followup all the 50.72s (it the plants, mainly focusing on ;g.
1

-

2 how the licensee is dealing with it and what type of !

|
3- (orrective action.they're taking relative to the specific

4 event.

5 Then in NRR, 11: the middle of the slide, down on

6 the lower left, the Event:s Assessment Branch, ' this group,

7 which I head up, takes the lead in'doing a fairly detailed

b review, short-te.rm review of the events, focusing on types

9 of followup actions that might be necessary to gather more

10 information or possibly leading to decisions like generating

11 notices or bulletins or grneric letters.

12 Also, to the right, in NRR, the projects people,
. ,

13' they aJ.so followup-50.7Is, and in some of the-latter slides

14: here I will show how all these groups interact together.

J5 Projects follows the 50.72s to keep: abreast of problems that

16- are going on=in the various plants.- All of these groups

17- work together and we'll ahow how that comes about as I talk

18 through the next couple of slides.

19 This slide, which is not your next one, but the

'20 'one after that, basically shows.what the reporting

21- requirements are. The first itom up there, events requiring

22 declaration of an emergency classification, this is the

23- highest priority . area of concern for the NRC. Basically,
1

t_ 24 when you make your 50.72, if you tell the operations officer

25 that you have an unusual event or an alert, at that point,

. ._ _. . ~ . __ _- _ - .
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1 people have to try to make a determination as to whether or-

02'
not they man the operations Center or not and how that

3 information is going to flow within the organization.
.

4 The other items in here which are various other

5 criteria that we report, I'm not going to talk about those

6 in detail because, in theory, many are very familiar with

7 those and I'd rather spend the time talking about how we use

8 the information and how we evaluate it.*

i

I 9 The next slide goes through and shows a flowchart

10 of how we actually evaluate 50.72s. In the upper left of
t

11_ the slide,-you can see the licensee notificationn coming '

12 into the operations Center. Once they come in, the third

()'

13 block down, again, the ops officer, he has to make a

14 determinaticn as to whether or not he needs to notify the

15 emergency officer immediately or not.

16 The emergency officer in the NRC is a senior

17' executive service manager within NRR. Typically he's at the

18 ' Assistant Dir3ctor or higher level. These people are on-

19- call 24 hours a day and the watch rotation rotates every

20 week. What happens is if the operations Center receives,

H21 for example, an unusual event, he would call this emergency

22 officer and the emergency officer would then make a
'

23 determination as to whether or not he needed to perhaps

24 evaluate the need to man the operations Center or perhaps

25 needed to call higher levels of management to make them

<

.m.r v- ,~e , ,-#+...,+es .v.,-- . , , , . ,, . . - - , , , ,- ,ym~, .m,- ..-y-c, e--,,-,,.,. , - .t ,,, , . , - ,
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i 1

i. l

: 1 aware of a significant event.
'

'

2 In addition to that decision process, the

3 Operations officer also, for every 50.72, fills out a word
'

i

| 4 processing system form which identifies each 50.72 and puts
4.

5 a sequential numbnr on each one. So every 50.72 gets a
z
a

i 6 number attached to it. Then it's these 50.72 little forms

7 that we have that are then the initiator for a review

L 8 process that the Events Assessment Branch, which I happen to
p.

9 head up, takes the lead in.
4

10 On the next couple of slides, as I get to them,,.

11 we'll talk about in detail the type of reviews that we do in

12 the Events Assessment Branch. One thing that is interesting
; ;

( 13 about -- as you're going to see as we talk about this, is
,

14 that the Events Assessment Branch itself is-made up of

15 roughly 15 people. They're all engineers and they have a

16 variety of technical backgrounds.

17 So the 50.72s that you submit are being reviewed

18 by roughly a dozen people in the Events Assessment Branch

19 with a variety of backgrounds. This helps assure that we're

20 better able to detect and weed out the significance of
~

-

21. particular 50.72s relative to other occurrences or what it

22 may have in terms of technical merit. ,

| , 23 It's also interesting that of all the 50.72s that

() 24 are submitted, a large percentage of them, roughly 90

25 percent of them, after we initially review them, we decide

j-

. _ ~ , - . . . . , - - - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ , ~ . ~ - , . , _ . . . . , . . _ . _ , . - . . _ . . - . . - - . _ . _ - . _ _ _ , . . - _ , _ _ . - , , . _ ..
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1 that there's no followup action necessary to be taken. That

G\' 2 is they don't result in a notice. There is no need for us

3 to gather additional information. I understand that many of

4 them are stand-alone specific events associated just with

5 the given site.

6 Also, as you can see under the daily review of

7 operational events, we do not only just look at the 50.72s,

8 but we also look at other documents. The regions put out

9 daily morning reports and we review those. They also put

10 out PNs and the project managers put out daily highlights.

11 So all of these different documents are reviewed, and we'll

,

12 talk about that in detail, by the Events Assessment Branch.

() 13 What this next slide shows is that, the first

14 bullet, basically 100 percent review of the 50.72s and the

15 dailys and PNs. What we do is we get from the Operations

16 Center, they put together all the 50.72 notifications and

17 those are electronically transmitted-to NRR in the morning,
#1

18 about 7:00 Eastern time. We take those, myself and a couple

19 of other individuals, and we sit down and we review those

20 reports, plus the morning report from the day before, and

21 also PNs, with the goal being that by 8:15 each morning we

22 prepare a short briefing for high levels of NRC management,

23 mainly at the Division Director level, and this 8:35 phone

('') 24 call, everybody calls in to a bridge, and for about five or
k/

25 ten minutes we go through and talk about the most

|
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|
i 1 significant events that have occurred in the past 24 hours.

|

2 -Typically, we start out with about 15 events and i

3 by the time we get ready to make the phone call, we're;

4 usually down to two or three or four. Then after we've

5 finished with that phone call, the next thing that occurs is

; 6 at 8:50 each morning, we have a meeting, which is the next
)

7 bullet on the slide. At this meeting -- down at the bottom.

8 At this 8:50 meeting, we have an opportunity to

9 provide.a synergism effect of a lot of different

10 organizations that are involved in 50.72s. On this call, we
:

11 have the Events Assessment Branch which heads up the

12 discussion. We also have the Generic Communications Branch

() 13 represented. We also have AEOD represented in rapport with

14 the Operations Officers, and also the Patterns and Trends

15 Dranch. We also have the Vendor Inspection Branch and we

U 16 - also have Projects. We all sit down at this phone call and,

i 17 again, we talk about -- first we talk about any followup

18 we've had from the previous day's events.
,

' 19 We also talk about the events we've received-in

20 the past 24 hours. What we try to do in this meeting is

21 focus on the need for additional information, focus on

22 potentially additional followup action, possibly may decide

23 that we need to go out and get a little more information

_

24 because we believe it may result in a notice or possibly a

25 bulletin or a generic letter going out..

,

, we - w -,-4,,-s--_r- -, -- ., .,-__y .,,.4 ,._,,.w.,,, ,. _., ,,._%.m_. . . ,y..__,..,,, e r, ,.% ,., , _ _ , _ _ , ,,m,,
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1 We also talk about, in some cases, if it's a

(_/ 2 particularly complex event, we might talk about the need for

3 possibly having an AIT, an augment inspection team, or

4 possibly an IIT. So, again, this meeting which happens

5 every day provides an opportunity for a lot of different

6 people to participate in a process of evaluating these

7 events and trying to decide what actions would be

8 appropriate.

9 Then, again, by the time we get to the 8:50 phone

10 call, typically we've filtered out 80 to 90 percent of the

11 notifications as not being needed for any further followup

12 and we just focus on those that are of significant interest

'~/h 13 to us.O
14 Again, the primary goal of all this activity or

15 objective is to determine the basic factual information.

16 Again, this slido just reemphasizes the type of information

17 or the type of methodologies that we use to try to determine

18 the facts. Again, we have a 50.72, which is a written

19 document. We may decide that there's a need to call the

20 region or possibly have the resident provide information

21 through the region on a particular event to further

22 determine what the facts are that are associated with a

23 particular event,

f- Again, if it's a complex event, we may decido, the

\_)
25 agency may decide to use an augmented inspection team or an
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1 incident investigation team to go out and look at a

O
2 particular event.

3 As this daily process continues, it culminates

4 each week in what's called a Tuesday and a Wednesday

5 briefing. The Tuesday briefing, which is at 1:15, this is

6 essentially a dry.run for the Wednesday briefing, but it

7 also serves as a working meeting. Branch Chiefs from the

8 technical side of NRR, as well as Project Managers and other

9 people that are involved in following certain events will

10 meet on Tuesday and will talk about the need for possible

il long-term follovup actions, and we'll also dry run the

12 briefing that's going to occur on Wednesday. So it's more

.' of a working type meeting.

14 Then on Wednesday at 11:00, we have a meeting

15 which is focused at the Division Director and above level.

16 We also have Commicaloners' assistants, and we hiso have all

17 five regions patched in by phone. So here we have a meeting

18 once a week, on Wednesday at 11:00 Eastern time, where the

19 significant events, it's usually two or three, or none if

20 there's nothing to talk about that week, that are discussed.

21- Basically,-the entire NRC that's involved in operating

22 reactors is involved and has an opportunity here or

23 participates in-the briefing of a significant event that has

24 occurred someplace in the country.'

-25 What we do in this meeting is besides making ,

, - , . _ . , , . - . .. - - . - - -.... ~.
. _ - - - _ . - - - . . .._._ - .
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_. 1 people like Tom Murley and others more familiar with the

x' 2 particular event, sometimes coming out of this, people begin

3 to develop plans of action that they might want to take in

4 terms of dealing both with the specific event or perhaps as

5 a generic problem and they may initiate action coming out of

6 the meeting to take a look at perhaps some generic

7 activities that need to be done.

8 These briefings are typically a half-an-hour,

9 sometimes an hour, but more likely half-an-hour in length.

10 The attendance at them varies, again depending cn how

11 significant the events are. The one we had last week, we

12 happened to be talking about the results of several AITs, so

() 13 we had a small room, roughly a quarter of the size of this

14 filled with about 40 different people that were very

15 interested in what was going on. So it depends.

16 The next slide that we have is a slide that just

17 touches on some of the problems that we are aware of that

18 exist in the area of 50.72 reporting. I am sure that you

19 are aware of many of these. The rule requires report of

20 some events that are minor in significance. For example, I

21 think all of us are aware that people make reports when they

22 have inadvertant ESP actuations of ventilation systems due

23 to spurious types of conditions, like reactor water cicanup

24 may start and, for no legitimate reason, but just perhaps a

25 spurious signal of some sort.

_ _ __
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1 We also have reports that are made for scrams that'

O 2 occur while plants are shut down with.the rods fully

3 inserted. So we recognize that there are some reports that

4 we receive that are not of significant interest to us.

5 Also, we're aware that the definition of what is an EST

6 system differs from plant to plant. I'm told at some plants

7 the diesels are not considered ESF systems. So how those

8 problems with those components are reported can differ from

9 other plants.
.

10 Also, what constitutes -- for example, what is an

11 ESF actuation. Different people have different

12 interpretations of what is considered an ESF actuation. Do

() 13 you have to have the actual sensor that's detecting the

14 condition cause the actuation or could you have it actuated

15 somewhere intermittently in the electronic circuitry? Do

16- the components have to operate or not?- There are different

17 interpretations that exist.

18- Also, serious degradation events, safety - what

19 does the word serious mean? Different people have different

20 interpretations on that. What's an unanalyzed condition?

21 Again,-different people have different-thresholds as to what

22 they think is an unanalyzed condition. Some people make

23 those determinations more quickly than others.

)
Also, different licensees have different24

25 sensitivity to events or conditions that could prevent the

_._m-_ __ _ _. _ . _ . . _ - _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ - . _ . _ . . , _ . _ . _ , _ . _ . . . . _ ._
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1 fulfillment of a safety function. All these types of things

2 are different types of problems that we're aware of. Eric

3 Weiss later today will talk hbout, I guess after I'm done,

4 will talk a little bit about some examples of sone of these.

5 Some of those reports that we get are not as

6 helpful to us as we would like. Also, in the handouts here,

7 there are a couple more handouts on the next slide here, but

8 I'm not going to talk about all of these in much detail. It

9 focuses on -- in fact, the next slide, eleven, it talks

10 about event assessment and it talks about some of the

il criteria we use in terms of what things we will followup on.

12 For example, if we have a safety-significant event, there's

13 some criteria inclurted in here what we consider to be

14 safety-significant, and we'll follow up on those.

15 Events that are not understood, if we don't have

16 enough information, we'll follow up on those as well to get

17 additional information. So, again, what our branch is doing

18 and what AEOD is doing is basically taking these 50.72s and

19 trying to glean from them problems that are being reported

20 by the industry in the hopes that we can better detect the

21 early indications of a problem, maybo generic. Sometimes

22 50.72s give us information for a part 21 type form. The

23 other thing we do with this information is try to determine

24 quickly if, for example we ought to have a notice put out.e

25 So that's all I have. Thank you.

- . . .- - - .
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1 MR. NOVAK Thank you, A1. Eric Weist is going to

2 follow up now, giving you a little bit more information on

3 _some of the things that we see and do not see, in a sense,

4 in terms of 50.72 reporting.

5 MR. WEISS: Good morning. Al Chaffee told you how I

|J

6 important your 50.72 reports are and what they're used for. |

7 I'm going to try and identify some problem areas,
,

B specifically what we're getting reported versus what we

i 9 expect to get reported when we wrote 50.72. My focus will

10 be on 50.72, but since, as you know, many of the-words are-

11 very similar or the same in 50.73, there will be some

12 validity for 50.73, as well.

13 There are about 3,000 calls made to the Operations

14 center each year, about 2,400.under 50.72. Out of that

15 many,-I would say only a few events go reported each year.

16 So I don't'want to leave you with a wrong impression. When

17 I.get done, you may have the impression that I'm describing

18 a huge problem, but I'm not. I'm going to give you my

19 recollection over the past'eight years of those types of

-20 things that have gone unreported that should have been

21 reported, but that doesn't mean thet we have an enormous

22 problem.

23 Six out of 2,400 is not a big percentage. I might

24 also caution you by whatever I say really doesn't change the

25 rule. Sometimes I am misinterpreted. But what you hear

u ._; _. , . . _ _ . _ _ __ _ . _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ - _, _ . _ . _ . , , ,_. , _ . _ - . _ . - . _ . . _ _ _ .
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1 here will be one man's opinion of what I expected to have-s

(#) 2 reported when we wrote 50.72. I'm not speaking to change'

3 the rule.

4 Consistency, I would say, is our biggest problem

5 with 50.72. As Al alluded to earlier, there are different

6 thresholds and we get different licensees with different

7 sensitivities, because we intentionally wrote the rule with

8 engineering judgment in mind. We didn't intend to be

9 terribly prescriptive. We intended to rely on your

10 judgment.

11 But notwithstanding that, you'll forgive us if

12 we're somewhat surprised when certain things aren't
,
,

() 13 reported. This first slide shows a number of those things
,

14 that have gone unreported over the past eight years, and

15 it's interesting to note that with the exception of the ESP

16 actuations and arguably the emergencies, none of these

17 things are explicitly mentioned. We thought that they'd be

18 captured or covered by the reporting criteria that we wrote

19 at the time.

20 Let me begin by addressing the anticipated

21 omergencies. It was some years ago, I was sitting in Dr.

22 Rossi's office when someone ran in and said that there was a

23 plant that was in an unusual event or an alert, I forget

(~T 24 which, and the Executive Director for Operations, our top
\m l

25 executive officer, was very much interested in it. We know

. . .. .. . . __ - - - .
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1 nothing about it and we called the plant and, indeed, they |
2 were about to declare an emergency or had, and the tima

3 clock had not run out.

4 As a matter of fact, the plant know for some days

5 that they were going to be in an emergency. They had

6 detailed hydrographic information that indicated that the
1

7 water level from the river would overtop portions of their

8 facility. So they knew when they would be in an unusual-

'9 event and they knew when they'd be in alert, but they hadn't
,

10 reached that water level yet or, if they had, the clock

'

11 hadn't run out, and so they hadn't told us.

11 We would have expected the licensee to call us

13 ahead of time on that. Why? Because the NRC needs time to

14 get prepared. We have responsibilities to notify other

15 Federal agencies.- We have people that we call into the

16 Operations Center and Headquarters, and the region, I'm

17 sure, brings people into the Incident Response Branch, and ,

18- all of these things taPts time.

19 So we would have anticipated that licensees would

20 tell us about such things ahead of time, but it doesn't

21 always work. Now, what would cause you to report such a

22 thing? Well, the regulations prescribe that notification

23 should be made as soon as possible and in no case later than

P one hour after the occurrence of the event. We thought thatd'24, :
L

25 those words would have caused licensees to call us not when

|

; <
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) I the one-hour or four-hour clock ran out, but as soon as
,-
,

(s/ 2 possible.

3 What did we have in mind when we said as soon as

4 possible? Well, we had in mind that your first

5 responsibility, of course, is to koop the plant safe, and we

6 didn't want the notification process to interfere with the

7 safe operation of the plant. So we used the words as soon

8 as possible meaning that as soon as you got the plant

9 stable, as soon as you could spare the hands at the control

10 panel, you'd pick up the red phone and tell us about it.

11 The second category of things that surprises us is

12 large spills. If I had to pick one thing over the past year

( ) 13 or so that has surprised us, this would be the category.

14 Well, spills, to begin with, is somewhat of a loaded term.

15 It uoands almost insignificant to say spill. But spills,

16 large spills in particular are often more serious than they

17 first appear, particularly to people in the plant.

18 Why? Well, because there may be EQ questions for

19 equipment that was Wetted or submerged. It may not be

20 totally known the extent to which equipment was wetted or

21 submcrged. A second reason is that there's tremendous

22 interest right now in NRR on intersystem LOCA implications,

23 and many of these spills have implications for intersystem

LOCA.

. O
24

25 To give you a perspective on that, I would say

_ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 that anytime you get water from the primary system, from the

O
k/ 2 reketor vessel and its associated piping, outside of

1

3 containment and on the floor of the turbine building or the i

1

4 aux building, you'll have some people in NRR looking at that !

5 event for its intersystem boca juplications, which is to say |

6 I'm driving at the same thing Al chaffee was.

7 It's not necessary that the event be significant

8 for your plant. Your plant may be perfectly safe. The

9 spill may have been inconsequential for your plant, but

10 there are a large body of people in Headquarters that study

11 events for their generic implications.

12 The third reason that spills are somewhat

() 13 interesting to people in Headquarters is becayao that

'

14 occasionally they have implications for fuel uncovery. Very

15 rarely, of course, am I thinking of something in the vessel

16 or pool. That is very remote, as we all know, but sometimes

17 there's at least the hypothetical possibility that a bundle

1R transient being manipulated in the pool could become

19 uncovered. If that were the case, you'd have a very -

20 difficult situation. It would be very difficult to recover

21 from an irradiated fuel element exposed inside containment.

22 The next category of things that have gone

23 unreported over the years and have generated intenso

24 interest on some occasions, some very special inspections,
,

25 have been the so-called inadvertant criticalities. What do

1

-e. - - e,- - - --w-e . , . , ,, , y, . _ , m , , -, , - , , _ ,
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1 I mean by that? I've heard some people, both within and
;

2 outside the commission, say, well, gee, every criticality is

1

i 3 inadvertant to some degree, we never hit our estimated '

)

4 critical position exactly, what do you mean. |
; :

5 What we mean by that is those instances in which a
^

6 non-licensed operator has manipulated the control or a
9 ,

-7 trainee has manipulaced the controls under improper I

8 supervision, inadequate supervision, or where rods have been :

:

9 pulled out of sequence, or there has been a substantial
.

10 difference between the estimated critical position and what

11= was achieved.

12 The next category are the small water hammers and
;

() 13 small fires. Again, I would say that these are events that

14 often have more widespread implications and consequences

15 than_the first few indications would suggest. Sometimes as .

4

16. a result of a water hammer or a fire, you find a new

17 mechanism for producing a water hammer hasn't occurred

18 before, or at least not to our knowledge.

19 Perhaps'it would have been moro serious under a

20 different set of circumstances, either at your plant.or

21 maybe it's impossible that it could have been more serious

22 at your plant. Perhaps these circumstances would have

23 occurred at another plant and would have caused severe

24- damage at another plant. So when there is a fire or a water

i 25 hammer, we're somewhat surprised when we're not called.

_.__.._.-,.._.____.___.....:_._.__._ _ . . , . . . . . . . _ _ _ ._ . _ _ . .-
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1 The next category, overpressurization, and you

O||
2 might add the words over-temperature, have also caused

3 intense interest on occasion. We've had a number of AITs
1

4 for such events. I might say what do we mean by
,

5 overpressurization? Well, I would say that once you've

6 exceeded the value in the FSAR, you've got our interest. It

7 sometimes happens that licensees point to engineering
.

8 studies after the fact which show design margin in piping

9 that would.have accommodated the overpressurization.

10 But it, for example, you get reactor pressure out

11 in the suction side of RCSI, then that would certainly peak

12 our interest. Again, you might suspect and be correct that

'

13 the reason is it has intersystem LOCA implications and even

14 if it's not significant for that plant, perhaps there's ;

15 another plant that doesn't have the design conservatism in

16 the RCSI suction pipe, just to mention a specific example.

17 Also,-another category of things that go

18 unreported are the potential generic events. Let me give

19 .you a specific example. . There was a plant that had an event

20 where they notified the vendor within a day or so. Thoy

21 notified the plant management within a day or so. The

22 vendor issued a rapid communication service information

23 letter very rapidly and it took three or four days for the

() 24 NRC to learn about the event.

; 25 We would expect that if you see generic

_ , , . - , . - , - , - - - , - . . . _ - - . - - , _ - - - - _ _ _ __ _. ...- --.- - .
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1 implications to an event, that we would be called. That is
,

,

N 2 one of the underlying themes of 50.72 and 50.73. I think

3 after having heard Al talk and some of our later speakers

4 speak, you understand why, because we're writing notices and

5 we're writing bulletins and generic letters in an attempt to

6 head off events at other plants or perhaps even more serious

7 events at other plants by informing them of their

8 vulnerability and hopefully getting them to address the

9 situation before it becomes serious.

10 I might also mention that ESF actuations, which Al

11 has addressed to some extent, have been a problem. The

12 definition of what is an ESF, and what is an ESF, as Al

() 13 alluded to, is also a category. I might point out, too,

14 that voluntary reports are encouraged, as outlined in NUREG-

15 1022 on Page 10. If, for some reason, you find a

16 potentially generic situation that you don't think is

17 strictly reportable, we would encourage you to report it.

18- We think that that enhances the safety of the nuclear

19 industry by us being able to inform other licensees of

20 potentially serious situations before they occur.

21 And when we wrote the rule, the Commission

22 directed us to include language in the rule that says -- in

23 the statements of consideration in the rule, finally it

| .

. 24 should be noted that licensees are permitted and encouraged

I s

! 25 to report any event that does not meet the criteria
!

- - . - - - - - .-
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1 -contained -- and here they're quoting the LER rule --

' 2 50.73(a), if the licensee believes that the event might be

3 of safety significance or of generic interest or concern.

4 Before leaving this slide, I'd like to make one

5 other point, and that is that events may be significant in

6 the aggregate even if they're not apparently significant

'

7 individually. Al's group and Jack Rosenthal's group, who

8 you will hear from later, look at events in the aggregate.

9 When they see a number of events occurring of a particular

10 type, it's very often a clue to them that something is

11' wrong.

12- The event in itself may not mean a lot, but if you
-

) 13 see all of the solenoid valves, we'll say, of a particular'(J
14 type failing, well, it doesn't take a lot of insight to see

'15 that there may be a problem there. - It might be worth

16 looking into to see if there's a manufacturing defect or

17 installation problem or whatever.

18 So it would be too far to say just because you

19' don't immediately see the safety significance of what is

20 reported, to say that, ipso facto, it's insignificant.

21 Notifications of NRC response of groups and you might add

22- states, locals, are often untimely or have an incorrect

12 3 threshold. Let me try and give you what I think is the

-24 correct threshold.

'25 We need to know about any event where the public,

=.- ---.- -.- -_ _ .;.- - ._ - - _ .- - _. -
- - . . , - - , -.-
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1 the media, the state or local government, or another Federal
7_s

2 agency perceives a safety problem, even if that perception

3 is wrong. No one's interest is served, not the liennsee's,

4 r ot the public's, not the NRC's, if the NRC is not aware of

5 events that cause public concern. The public, the Congress,

6 and other Federal agencies depend upon the NRC to know what

7 is going on, and we can only hold the public's trust when we

8 can address their concerns.

9 So I'm struck by the irony of what we have in the

10 way of reporting. Some plants will report a sea turtle in

11 the traveling screen and there's another plant that not too

12 long ago had a steam generator tube leak in which they held

O)(_ 13 not one, but two press conferences. The locals around that

14 plant were notorious for their concern about nuclear power

15 and were calling the NRC Operations Center and painting the

16 worst possible picture, and we were telling them, no, we

17 have no such report.

18 We quickly lost credibility with the locals.

19 Other Federal agencies wanted to know what's going on. We

20 have memoranda of understanding and agreements with other

21 Federal agencies to keep them informed, and we weren't

22 telling them anything. A few days later, the licensee said,

23 well, we see now that it was reportable because we really

(~h 24 did exceed our tech spec limit. We didn't think we had
V

25 steam generator tube leakage at the time it exceeded tech

.- .___-__ __- --_--_-_ -



. .-. . _ . - .- - - - - - - _ _ - . - . - -- - - -.

231
,

1 specs, but now we see that it did.

2 Well, that's too late. I would submit that as'

3 soon as you have a press release, you really should have had

4 time to call the NRC under the "as soon as practical"
,

5 phrase. We need to know about these things so that we can

6 hold the public trust and address their concerns. Thu*

7 Commissioners, the Commissioners' assistants and other high

8 level officials of the agency must be able to, say, for

9 example, speak to ABC News if they contend that plant X is

10 melting. Even if it's a totally trivial event and the most

11 trivial occurrence happened there, we have to be able to

12 address those situations.

13 Doficiencies are not always reported when found by

14 NRC personnel, such as by inspection teams or residents.

15 You still need a red phone call when you have a reportable

16 event. 50.72 requires that the NRC Operations Center be

17 called even if NRC personnel discover a reportable

18 condition. Now, why is that? Because we have an obligation

19 to inform the other Federal agencies and people within the

20 Commission. We have a complex set of procedures. It takes

21 people about two weeks to learn everybody who needs to be

| 22 notified and how to do it.

23 I sometimes get called by an office within the NRC

- 24 and occasionally I get complaints even from outside the
| I

'
25 Commissicn, why weren't we informed. You have a memorandum

- - - . . , - -- - - - . .. .-. , .-
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| 1 of understanding with us. You have a procedure that says |
|

1
s 2 that my of fice, which is a very important office, has very [

3 important functions, was not informed on this. Then I have.

4 to report, Well, we weren't informed. i
>

5 So'it's important that that red phone call get

6 made so that the procedures that are laid out ihat have

7 evolved over the years get properly implemented. I might

>

8 also point out that once an event is reportable, it must be

9 described completely, even if the description of the
.

10 circumstances of that event would not otherwise have been

11 reportable.

12 There was a plant some years ago that had a scram

i 13 and said it was a normal scram, and then when the resident

14 came to work the next day, he.found that a large fraction of

15 .the rods had stuck all the way out of the core. Al

16 Chaffee's bons, Dr.'Rossi, has told the operations officers

17. fto ask on every scram did all the. rods go in, dit aux,

18 feedwater start. We used to tell Ernia that, well, they

:19 said-the1 scram was= normal, but over the years, we've become;

20 skeptical and some-of the more serious events have not been

-21 adequately described.

22 So if you have, for example, a non-safety grade
,

~

23 pump that's helping mitigating the consequences of an event,-

[) 24 you-should tell us that you're using that non-safety grade

i 25 ' pump, even though the start of that non-safety grade pump

.- - :. . = _ - - . _ - .. . ,., - - - - ,_.. - . - , - .. . .. -- . - . . . ~
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I wouldn't have been reportable in itself. If you have a

k 2 number of systems that are unavailable that otherwise would

3 have been available to deal with a serious event, you should

4 tell un about that sort of thing, because it helps us draw a

5 complete picture and understanding what's really going on in ,

6 connection with the reportable event.

7 I might say that one category of things that

8 frequently is a problem are the health physics type events

9 because the people in the control room are very 0;- n

10 experts at reactor systems, but sometimes we ha7e a problem

11 with the event where they say that we have a release off-

12 site of the vent stack monitors pegged off-scale high or

() 13 there are so many counts per minute.

14 That isn't an adequate description. We need to

15 have it put in the context of, for example, what percent of

16 tech spec limit that is or what does count per minutes mean.
.

17 I mean, it varies on the efficiency of the detector. So the

18 health physicists aren't too happy with us when we call them

19 the next morning and we tell them that there was a release

20 that exceeded the limits and we don't know what it was,

21 other than it was pegged off-scale high.

22 I might also mention that 50.72, Paragraph C,

23 requires a followup report to give us additional information

rT 24 should it be particularly relevant. For example, if you had

U
'

25 a scram and then three of four hours later you discover,

. . - - -. _ .- -
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1 cops, the MSIVs didn't close and they should haver and,

2 oops, we have a release off-site, but we didn't know about

3 it at the time. We need the complete description of the ,

,

4 event. So 50.72(c) requires that you give us a call back

5 and tell us about these additional details. t

6 Required oral reports are sometimes made to other

7 NRC personnel rather than-the Operations Center. As I

8 outlined before, we have a complex set of responsibilities,

9 both within the agency and with other Federal government

10 agencies to keep them informed. If these procedures at to i

11- work, we just have to be notified.

12 I might make an additional comment here. We've

( 13 been told that on occasion some licensees have used 50.9 in ,

14 lieu of 50.72. 50.9 is not really a substitute for 50.72.

15 50.9 says if you find something that's not otherwise

16 reportable, tell the region about it; and, by all means, do,

17 _but don't report something under 50.9 that is really

18 reportable _under 50.72 and forget to make_the 50.72 call.
-

19 There was an important point made by another

20 speaker at one-of the previous workshops that-I think bears-

21 reporting. That is that we can get bogged down into the,

22 exact nuances of the meaning of certain words in 50.72 and

23 that may be counterproductive. The important point to keep

( } 24 in mind is what we're after. The events of safety

| 25 significance; safety significance for ycur plant or for

. ._. _ _ . - _ _ _ _.._ _ . , __.._ -_ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ . - - . _ . . _ . _ . . - _ . . . . . . - , _ __ __ _ _.
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1 other plants.

O 2 If you think about what we're interested in in

3 terms of plant-specific and gerstric significance, I think

4 you will go a long way towards understanding the wording of
i

5 50.72.

6 This whole presentation is a condensation of one

b 7 that ordinarily takes about 40 minutes and 30 slides, and I

8 had deleted this slide, but it keeps coming back to haunt

9 me. So I'm including it. The potentially generic problems

10 are not consistently reported because the intent of

11 50.72 (b) (2) (iii) is not always understood. The words "alone

12 could have been prevented" need to be explained.

13 Specjfically, you'll recall these come out of a

'14 reporting criteria that says "any event or condition that

15 alone could have prevented the fulfillment of a safety-

16 function of structures of systems that are needed to," and

17 then it lists a bunch of things, A, B, C, D. The words

18 "could have prevented" refer to three things.

19 They refer to common cause problems, human factors

20 problems, and generic problems. When we wrote the proposed-

_21 rule, we-didn't have the word "alone" next to it and we got

22 public comment that said what do you mean by that; gee,
I

| 23 hypothetically, any event could be reportable if you just

24 say "could have prevented." All I've got to do is imagine

25 the additional failure. I mean, the clock falling off the

. . . - - _ . _ . . _ . .. _ . _ . . . - _ , - _ - _ - _ _ _ , _ _ - . . - _ . - . _ _ . .
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1 walir gee, what if it hit this switch and that caused the

2 M.SIVa to close at full power. That clock falling off the

3 wall would be reportable. It's serious.

4 so we included the word "alone" to refer to those

$ things that alone by themselves were enough to give you a ;
;

6 common cause problem. Now, the specific example that we
,

7 mentioned in the statement of consideration was you go out

8 and you find a pump with a wrong lubricant in it, and that's

9- why the pump: failed. Well, one single fai1Jrt, a6 you know.
,

10 is notireportable under the LER rule or E0.72. You've got

11 to have. lots of a safety function, loss of a whole system.

12 - Probably two pumps in most cases, unless it happens to be a

() 13_ single-train system like HPSI or HPSIS.

14 Well, you go out and you find the other pump that:

15- is still working also has thu wrong lubricant in it, and

16 maybe you put that wrong lubricant in there because it was

17 supplied by a 'fandor who made a mistake, or you were
P

18 following an incomplete set of instructions or a vague set

19 of instractions. There you go. There you've got momething

20 that alone could have prevented the fulfillment of the

21 safety function. - You night have lost'all low pressure
.

22 safety injection because you got this wrong lubricant in all-

23 of your low pressure safety injection pumps.

24' That's what we mean by "alone could havu

25 prevented." I get asked that question frequently, so I

c
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1 threw it in. Anyway, I thank you for your attention and I
,,

- 2 will look forward to your questions during the panel

3 session.

4 hh, WOVAK Thank you, Eric. We're going to take

5 a break in a couple of minutes. Let me just mention two

6 points. What we would like to do in the next session is

7 huve a panel discussion. We'd like gudience participation.

8 The whole idea of this event workshop is to get your input.

9 If you have a comment you want to make, please

10 make it. It doesn't have to be a question. If you have

11 some operating experience regarding 50.72 reporting and you-

12 think we should focus on that point more, bring it up.

() 13 That's the whole point of the discussion. What we're going

14 to do when these four workshops are complete is we're going

15 to put out some additional guidance in the area of 50.72 and

16 .73.

17 We're also going to look hard at some minor rule

18 changes that we can make to remove the need to report

19 certain things that we have judged to be not of safety

20 significance. So we do need your input. We'll also be

21 mentioning things that aren't being reported today that we

22 t' ink have safety significance.
!

23 I think if you've got some ideas in this area, I

24 know it sounds like, well, why would I want you to report

25 something you don't currently have to report. But, really,

)

.. . . . . .
. . . _ __
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1 I think we've seen a maturity in this area of reporting

k- 2 because what we do collect and review is of interest to you.

3 The whole concept of event reporting is to be able to

4 provide feedback.
.

5 I think from this morning's session you see that

6 we don't take 50.72 lightly. There is a lot of work that !

7 goes on each and every day with 50.72 reporting. The people
,

a that man the operationsLcenter are theroughly screened to be
:

'
9 sure that we put very good people in there. They are

i

10 trained in chattanooga so that they understand to a certain

11 degree the kind of plant that you're operating, and their

12 intent is to be responsive.e.
.

=( ) 13' So we take this effort very seriously and I'm sure

14 you do. So what we'll do is we'll take about'a 15 minute
!

15 break. We'll try to get back here at 20 minutes after the
'

,

E16 hour. We'll pick up with audience participation. If you_ ,

17 . don't went to give a question, ifLyou're prepared to write

18 one out, give it'to me and I'll be gled to read it and we'll

19 carry on that way. So it's your enoice. Thank you.
I

20 (Brief recess.)

12 1 MR. NOVAX: Now, if anyone has some questions or
i

22 would like just to start off by making a general comment

23- with regard to 50.72 reporting, or even as to 50.73, have at4

24 it, because this is why we're here.

25 MR. HARRIS: I've got a couple of questions. Ray

. - - . , . . . - . . - - ,.: . -.a. .. - _ - ~ . - . . - _ . . . . . _ . - - . . . - . . . - . - . . . , - .
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1 Harris from Pennsylvania Power and Light. I'll start now

p_ )\

2 and give other people a c: hance and come back up later.''

3 The first quest ion I have has to do with the part

4 of 50.72 that talks abou, unanalyzed conditions that

5 significantly compromise plant safety and conditionc outside

6 the design basis. The rtlason I'm asking that is our

7 resident has taken -- cat. side the design basis, does not

8 have a qualifier of significanc4, and has told us anything

9 for any reasor, outside the design basis is an LER and a

10 50.72 report regardless o' significance. And we've taken

11 the position that's not the case, and I'd like to know

12 specifically what the panal thinks.

C'\( ,) 13 Maybe I can give you an example. You gave an

14 overpressure event where you -- let's say you have an

15 overproscure evenc where you exceed your design pressure by

16 five pounds. That's reportable. Let's may you have an

17 analysis that's done inside a house where you conclude that

18 2;. der unusual circumstances, under an unusual event, you

19 could possibly exceed your design basis by five pounds.

20 Now, therefs a test of significance and judgment

21 and the rule says use judgment.

22 MR. WEISS That's right. The rule does say to

23 use judgment. We intentionally put judgment into the rule

24 instead of a set of prencriptive critoria so that we could
b(~N

25 get at things that we as engineers could agree had safety
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1 significance. There are some things in the rule that are
,

xl 2 more or less prescriptive. If you have a' scram, you're

3 going to call that in.

4 We fundamentally made that philosophical choice

5 when we wrote the rule. Now, to help you out specifically,

6- what I find difficult to do is to take words in the abstract

7 and to give you a flat out statement that all such things

8 that fit a particular category or categorically reportable

9 are not' reportable.

10 What I do as a practical matter and what Jack

11 Crooks does on a day-to-day basie is when we're called by a

12 licensee or a region, we say let's discuss the specific

,.

13 issue at hand. And when Jack or I listen to this()
14 description, it will typically take maybe 15 minutes, 30

15 minutes, what we're looking for is the safety implications,

16 three types of safety implications.

17 We're looking at did it make your plant' unsafe;

18 did it -- in other words, the second category is was there

19 an emergency involved. The third category is the hard one,

20 that's the generic one. That's the one that Al Chaffee's

21 group makes a living out of, and Jack Rosenthal's group,

22 too.- I tried-to include that in my speech where the way we

23 resolved this question in another region was to say if you

24 think as engineers about whether the particular event org-
V

25 condition had safety significance either for your plant or



. _ - . __ _ - _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ __ .. _._ . _ _ ._._

1241

1- -for another-plant, then you'll know whether it was7
,

\ - 2 reportable or not.

-3- Now, as engineers, over the years we have'more or

'4 less concludeo that certain things aren't all that
,

, .o

5 significant, like tlie. spurious reacter water cleanup

6 isolations. Despite having looked at eight years of data on

-7 that,-nobody-sees any tremendous safety significance to

8 those. It's difficult _to say that a reactor water cleanup
~

9 isolationzis out of hand, not reportable or insignificant

10 form a safety point of view because what about the caso

11 where they_really have the LOCA.that's occurring out of-the

- 12 reactor water cleanup system, and you get the isolation
-

:- G) . 13 signal and the thing fails to isolate..(
14 Well, okay, that's one reactor water cleanup

15 isolation signal we'd want to hear about, even though it

-16 didn't go to completion. Also, the control room ventilation

17 ' isolation---is another category most people can concede are

18 not that reportable. But I'm not-dancing around the issue.

19- What I'm trying to tell-you is that given any category of=;

>

4 20. event, no matter how trivial or_how significant,-I can turn-

21. it the.other way around just by-adding additional details.

22- So'whenever I take these calls, I say_let's hear
.

23 -the whole story rather than part of the story, and we look

i ' 24 for the safety implications of it. If we can agree as

25 engineers that it's insignificant from a safety standpoint,

,

, - - . .
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1 then I think we can agree as engineers that we don'c want to
O
k) 2 hear about it, it's not reportable.m

3 The example I heard in the lobby that bothers some

4 utilities 10 all rods are inserted and you get a scram

S signal. Most of those we don't want to hear about. They

don't have any implications. But what about the plant thatu

7 found that their DB-50s hung up a little bi\., they looked at

8 the alarm printer and found that the DB-50 treakers had bad

9 maintenance procedures, wrong lubricantu being applied.

10 Well, the NRC turned around in a hurry and put out

11 generic correspondence to tell other licensees that there

12 may be a generic problem with that particular breaker. What

() 13 about the one -- the one that is my favorite is the BWR that

14 said that they were doing scram time testing. That's not a

15 big deal. The plant is safe, it's shut down, why are you

16 interested in this.

17 Well, probing questions by the Ops officer found

18 out that ultimately it was due to bad parts kits. Well,

19 that plant was still safe. It doesn't matter that their

20 whole warehouse is full of bad parts kits for the scram

21 solenoids. It doesn't matter, right? That plant is safe.

22 But what about the plant, the BWR that's operating on 100

23 percent power? There's a plant out there with bad scram

24 solenoid parts and they're operating at 100 percent power.

25 Are they going to have an ATWS?

- ---_____ ____ - - _ _- ___________-_______ ___- -_________________ - ___ - _ _ ___ __
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'l So I would say the short answer to your. question-,

-(*-)
-

2 is_ call us, talk _to us in detail, either with us in

3 Headquarters or in the region, and if we can agree as
,

4 engineers that there is no safety significance to a certain

5 type of event, then it's not reportable. If you feel that !

6 your resident is being overzealous, that's a matter to

'

J7 address with the regional management.

8 MR. NOVAK: I would like to -- again, Ray, I

-9 thought you were from Region I. Is that right?

10 MR. HARRIS: Yes.

11 MR. NOVAK: Or have we had a change that I didn't

12 know about?

13 MR. HARRIS: Yes, Region I..,

14 MR. NOVAK: I would like to add, and anyone else

15 from Region III, if you've got some kind of procedures that

16 you people do. follow within.the region in terms of

~ 17 - discussing potentially. reportable events between the

18 resident and.the Regional Headquarters, that's the first

119 step. It does eventually -- and we certainly -- we do ask

20L the regions if there's a= question as to the reportability to

21 talk to NRR or AEOD.

22 So I'd~like,.Ed and= Bruce, if you guys have any

23 specific comments, this might be a point to discuss it'.

L /~ 24- MR. JORGENSEN: I want to make one comrent. The
:.

25 Commission recognizes in certain cases; as a for instance,

b

(- |

L
'

_ _ ._. . .
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1

'h
lL- pipe supports and restraints. We in Region III and most of

2- the licensees-in Region III have pursued interim operating
-

3 criteria. That's one condition where you're outside your

4 design basis where we were recognized because of the

5 significance involved. In certain cases it might not be i

6 significant and we allow utilities to operate with the

7 condition outside their design basis.

-- 8 So certainly it's a circumstance or case-by-case

-9- basis that we evaluate when we look at outside design basis.

10 _f it happens to be a safety system at a plant, however,

11| typically it's reportable.

12 MR. DAVIS: I'd make a comment, too. You heard

13 earlier that the events that we would take a special

14. -interest in following up include the really safety

15 significant ones, but also those which are not understood.

L -16. I understand. I think we can be sympathetic to the

17- reluctance to call in an event that you don't understand

18- yet, _but it's mostly our business to be sure it's safe.

! 19 If the information isn't.there to understand it
|

20 yet, how can we be sure it's safe? In the specific exampic

21 you gave, in the one hour that you get to try and make a
!

22 decision and an evaluation or the four hours that you get to

23 try and make an evaluation and a telephone call, I guess it

24 wouldn't be perfectly clear to me that if you're talking
||

25 about an unanalyzed condition, scmething you really haven't
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1 had an opportunity to sit down and calculate out yet, how
,_

(
\- 2 you know.

3 You don't understand it yet necessarily; how do

4 you know it's not significant? There may be cases where an

5 early sehr-of-the-pants judgment will tell you, well, it's

6 outside the FSAR perhaps; wu haven't analyzed it yet, but I

7 can clearly see it's trivial. But oftentimes I think it

8 would be difficult to say that right up front. Don't

9 understand it, it's not analyzed yet, but I don't want to

10 report it because I don't have the answers to the questions.

11 That's a tough one.

12 MR. NOVAK: Ed?

( ) 13 MR. GREENMAN: Let me talk a little bit more

14 philosophy, particularly for Region III utilities. The

15 region doesn't make policy. Individuals don't make policy.

16 The rule exists. We've maintained all along that we do, in

17 fact, strive for uniformity. Bert Davis, myself and every

18 regional manager has emphasized that if you have a question,

19 whether it's a simple reportability question, and you're not

20 satisfied with the answer that you get, to please contact

21 the region, contact the project section chief.

22 If you're unhappy with that answer, go to the

23 branch chief. If you're unhappy with that, go to either

24 Bill Forney or myself. And if you're unhappy with us, go to
\

25 Bert Davis. We want to get uniformity. If we can't resolve

- - __- -_ _____ - _ _ _________ ___ -______- ____-_____ _ _____ ______ _ _ _
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1 the question, we'll do exactly what Eric talked about. We

2 have f:equent conversations to try to resolve it and try to

3 get it aack to you and also to try to get the information

4 out to all regions.

5 I agree with what Eric said. It's difficult to

6 zero in on one single case and say, well, this is reportable

7 or it's not reportable, without dwelling on the five percent

8 and without dwelling on your analysis. As Eric said, you

9 can come up with all sorts of hypotheses. You can have an

10 analysis, if you're a boiling water reactor, that says it's

11 okay to have a certain amount of foreign material in the

12 vessel. That may or may not be significant. It may be of a

13 size that we're concerned in a BWR about it hnnging up a jet()
14 pump,

15 Again, we'd encourage you on a voluntary basis to

16 let us know those things. The message I'd like to leave you

17 with is don't-let it just sit out there. Don't say, well,

18 I'm going to report it because the resident tells me to, but

19 contact any of us and we'll try to get you the right answer

20 and using the best engineering judgment.

21 MR. CRAFFEE: I have one thing to add. In the

22 month I've been in the Events Assessment Branch, we have

23 seen probably half-a-dozen to a dozen cases where people

3 have made reports and then a couple days later they've24

d
25 basically taken the report back. We don't have any problem

I

_ _ _ ___ -______-_-__ -____ _ ___- - -__ ___________________________ _-_________ -___ -__________ -
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1 with that. It's not a black mark against anybody for making
,,
k_) 2 a report that they decide that they later en decide didn't

3 need to be made.

4 For those that were made, I could tell when the

5 initial report was made that it was sert of a judgment call.

6 So even then it's helpful, even if it * urns out to be not be

7 a valid report, to convey the information to us. It

8 stimulates us thinking about a particular item and sometimes

9 we can, as a result of being aware of other things, see

10 where it may have some generic implication.

11 MR. WEISS: I'd like to make two additional

12 points. One is we're sensitive to your concerns. If you

[)l 13 have specific issues that you'd like us to address, raiset

x_

14 them orally here or submit them on a piece of noto paper or

15 whatever, a card, and it's our intent to put out a NUREG --

15 I believe that's still our planning -- that would be another

17 supplement to 1022 to help further clarify the regulation on

18 specific points and achieve a degree of uniformity in

19 reporting.

20 Another point I'd like to make that I should have

21 made in my talk was that we're sensitive to the abuse of

22 reports. Specifically what I mean is the number of reports

23 in themselves are meaningless. It's the significance of

7S 24 what's being said. What Fred Hebdon used to say many years

'm]
25 ago was how many setpoint drif ts equal the LOCA. Another
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1 :- way of putting it, how many reactor water cleanup isolations

? 2. are equal.to a core melt.

3 A plant that has 200 reactor water cleanup

isolations is not less safe than a plant that melts their-4

5 core. I mean, it goes without saying. There are so many

6 organizations that blindly count the number of reports, and

7 it's wrongs -There are nuclear insurers, public interest

8 groups, even public rate commissions are getting into the

9 act and plugging the number of LERs into formulas. It's

10 just-not an accurate indication of plant safety.

11 You have to read the reports and.know what they

12 mean.=and categorize them based upon their significance, not

r -13- just.the numbers. So we're sensitive to that.

14 MR. NOVAK Any other questions?

15 MR SHARKEY: Tom Sharkey, Union Electric. .You

16 mentioned the Supplement 3 to-a NUREG and I just had some

17 comments, just to get them into the record. First of all,

:18. the current-NUREG and its supplements focus on 50.73'. We

19- '.would like to'see more-guidance on 50.72-in any supplement-

20 that's added. Along with that,.we talked about ESP
~

21 actuations, or you did. We include as;part of preplanned

22 actuations those'HVAC ESF actuations that are manually

23 initiated to comply with tech specs. I don't know what your

24 feelings are on that. The supplement could get into that

U 25 -specific area.

. . . .-
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1 I think you recognize that under (b)(1) (5) thats

"

2 for a major loss of emergency notification system, that

3 should not be reported if you have a backup, especially if

4 the licensee is not responsible, and we know that the staff

5 is aware of the problem. Then I noted in some meeting

6 minutes from the Region II workshop, there was a comment

7 made that on Mr. Weiss' list of things that would be nice to

8 be reported, but are not specifically mentioned in 50.72,

9 and there are a number of people at our plant that break

10 that out and look at the words given an event and try to fit

11 the words to the event.

12 In the case where that doesn't occur, the rule is
/~

k_,x .) 13 silent on voluntary reports. If we could have some guidance

14 on when to make voluntary reports and specific examples,

15 that would be helpful. There was a comment made in the

16 Region II meeting minutes that 50.9 could be used. Well,

17 that's a report to the Regional Administrator. It also does

18 not, in most cases, get you an LER as would 50.72,

19 eventually get you an LER.

20 We could use a voluntary LER. Again, we have

21 concerns about bean counting. We need some guidance in that

22 area. Those are just some of my comments.

23 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Question in the back?

/~') 24 KR. REPKA: Yes. My name is David Repka, with
%s

25 Winston and Strawn. Two comments. My first is really a
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1 follovup, 1 think, to the previous discussion. I think the

('')\w. 2 first question was very representative of what a lot of

3 folks in the industry are experiencing. They have a rule,

4 two rules really, 50.72 and .73, that are highly

5 prescriptive. It's itemized as a number of different kinds

6 of events and some very specific terms.

7 As I think Mr. Chaffee pointed out in his talk, a

8 lot of those terms are susceptible to different

9 interpretations and are often difficult to apply in real

10 specific circumstances. So I think on the one hand you have

11 industry out here reading those rules very carefully and

12 looking at whatever guidance exists and trying to apply them

() 13 in specific situations, and then, on the other hand, what I

14 think we're hearing today is think more cosmically, think in

15 terms of significance to your plant, think in terms of

16 significance for other plants and generically.

17 It's just a fundamental disconnect. On the one

18 hand, a more prescriptive approach; on the other, one that's

19 much more judgmental and much more -- I'm sympathetic to

20 that approach, that you think, as reasonable engineers, and

21 try to arrive at something that's a reasonable result.

22 The problem is that's not really what the rule

23 says and I just think maybe we're two ships passing in the

24 night on that point.

25 MR. WEISS: Can I address that?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ __ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _____-__-__
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. .1' MR. REPKAt- Maybe a clean rewrite of the rule

9 . . ..

-

-2'- would be helpful.

3 . MR.-WEISS: I'd like to address'the two ships in

4 the night. When we're telling you to think cosmica11y, as

5 you put it, what we're really saying-is think of the goal,

6 think of where you're trying to arrive at. Then, to use

7 your analogy, we put down specific markers on each side of
~

8, .the channel, as it were, with our examples in NUREG-1022 and

9 its supplements. So that as you're traversing towards your

10 goal, you have these specific signposts along the way.- -

'11 But what:we ask is if you're ever lost, don't lose

12 sight of:the goal. And the goal is to identify those things ~ ;

() 13 that Al Chaffee described this morning; the generic events

~14 analysis; to know when we as your regulatory agency need to-

15 Lnotify all'of the licensed plants of a potentially generic

16- safety item or to respond to your plant in particular i
~

2 17 because of an event safety-significar,t.

18 So they're not contradictory. What we're saying -

19 is keep in mind the goal and we'll help you along the way by

:20 - giving you specific markers in the channel. You tell' us

. hat questions you'd like to have answers specifically and21 w
!-

L Lwe'll try and include them in the supplement.22

13- I should also comment that there is already an
~

}r?- 24 effort underway under-the BWR Owners' Group auspices to

25 develop a new scheme, some additional guidance. I believe

I

w w e - 9
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1 at least in concept we're receptive to that idea. We

A
V 2 haven't seen the product yet, so it's a little bit hard to

3 say whether we would accept or not.

4 But there are a number of efforts along the way to

5 help you get additional guidance. But just keep in mind the

6 goal and even if you don't have a specific marker in the

7 channel, you'll probably get there. Call us when it doubt,

8 and tnen, if you need three of four days to figure out the

9 event wasn't reportable, call us back and say it wasn't

10 reportable and that should take it off the bean count list.

11 MR. REPKA: I think that's helpful because I think

12 a great deal of effort is spent on looking very closely at

[] 13 those standards and the relevant guidance, and keeping in
V

14 mind the goal is always something I recommend that you think

15 about in making a determination under a standard.

16 However, I guess the flipside of that is something

17 that after a good faith determination that it doesn't meet

18 the standard, then you don't want to later end up in an

19 enforcement context because somebody can read the goals and

20 create, in a sense, a wider reporting kind of criterion. So

21 it seems like one of those inevitable debates that maybe it

22 will just constantly arise under the rule the way it is.

23 But I appreciate where you're coming from.

24 My second point is really, I think, related toOO 25 this also. I think what I'm hearing and what I see in the

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ in _ ._
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-1 workshops and the presentations isfreally a fundamental

G.
\,,/ 2- merger of 50.72 and .73. I-started with_the assumption that

3 bean count is a problem and that there are groups out there

4 counting LERs and 50.72s and making something out of which

5 they're really not.

6 _But having said that, I_also think.that there's a
,

7 fundamental _different purpose between .72 and .73; .72 was

8 something that requires immediate NRC involvement or

9 response, whereas .73 is somcthing more susceptible to

10: longer-term. reasoned analysis, the NRC can issue =a trending

11 and other kinds of generic kinds _of considerations.

12 But what I think I'm seeing is that .72s and .73s
i

[} are'really handled very :uch the same way. From what I13

L 14 hear, it seems to force a lot of things into .72 that maybe

15- don't belong. So in terms of long-term reform, one of the

16 . suggestions I think I would have is to try to cross out

17 those things that really require a one-hour or a.four-hour

18 report in which you call for an immediate response kind of

19 . notification.

20J I noticed in the flowchart what happens at the

21 .NRC, that kind'of screening is done for .72s-and I would

22 just.make a comment that maybe all those things that are

23 going into the generic box for longer term consideration

24 really shouldn't have been 50.72s in the first place. I

O' 25 know they may fit the current criteria, but as you think
'

|
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1 _about maybe reforming tho' criteria, maybe a-structured,

- 2 approach that designates out-those things to report
-

3 immediately, it keeps,them separate from things.that are

4 .73s.- It might help the bean count-drop.

'5 Another_ comment along those lines is we hear |that

6 if the media or the public is concerned, the NRC wants to

.7- know. Well, that's fine and I think that's a-valid concern,- '

8 but 50.72 doesn't have that standard and there are other-

1 9 ways to notify the NRC. -You can tell-_your resident

10 Linspector,-a press' conference that I would assume the

11 resident inspector.would probably know anyway.

12 -- So there are plenty _of different ways _of-notifying
'

-13 the-NRC;; voluntary =LERs, etcetera;-50.9s. I don't think the
,

14- ' solution:is to force them all into 50.72s because I think'

15- that exacerbates the bean ~ count problem. -At any rate, I

16- draw that out-for your --,

17- -MR. WEISS: I'd like to comment on-that'last

18 ' point . . 50.72 does' require you to-notify us of any_ event _or

19- situation'related to the health-a'nd safety of_the public or-
~

_

20 - on-site ~ personnel or protection of the environment.for which--

21L a_ news release is planned or notification-to other.

22- _ government agencies'have'been or will be made.

'23 Then it gives an example. It says such-an event

24 may-include an on-site fatality or an inadvertant release of

--25_ radioactively. contaminated materials. When I spoke to the

.
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1 issue of notifying us when other agencies are notified, I

- 2 was specifically referring to that: criterion.- I was trying

3 to clarify that as to what'we were looking for. A burned

4 out. light on your cooling. tower or a sea turtle on a

5 traveling screen ~isn't. But if you're ho',dity press

-6 conferences on steam generator tube leaks, we definitely

7 need to know about that.
,

8 MR. REPKA: I don't disagree with that. I think

9 that this -- if the public is concerned, state and local

10 agencies.are concerned, the NRC should know and I'm not.sure

~

11 that 50.72 is the proper avenue for all of those kinds of

12 things that would fall into that --

j'' 13 MR. WEISS: Well, it is because we may not have
M}.

<

14 the luxury of waiting 30 days before that reporter comes to

15 the-Commissioners' assistant and says what about this plant
.

[! _16 melting. The didn't have the luxury the day that steam

17- generator: tube. leak occurred. People were hysterical and*

18 were calling us about an event and we lost all credibility
:

19 with the locals because we were telling them we hadn't heard

20 of.any such thing. Here the plant-is melting in-my front
~

.

21- yard and you don't know about it. What kind of regulatory.

22 agency are you? We don't have the luxury of waiting 30 days

23 to find out that the locals are upset.

24 MR. REPKA: There are a range of things that thegs

V
25 locals are upset about. An example, it's a serious concern,

. - - -. , -- .
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1 and I think-I'm thinking more when a public cj:izen decides

(_/| 2 that something is-happening at the plant that may not be

3 happening. That's a concern. It may not exist and,

4- therefore,.there may be no basis to report anything.

5 MR. NOVAK: I would like-to continue this

6 conversation. Let me just point out, and I think this

-7 question has been brought up in different ways. For

8 example, I think it was in Atlanta where people were saying

9 could we at least wait till the day shift comes on to report

10 something. On the back shift, some tests might have

11 revealed that the plant was "outside of its design basis"

12 and it's;been that way for ten years, and once the urgency-

] ) . 13 and-the one-hour versus four-hour versus a one-day

14- reporting.

15 I think we are going to be looking at the

16. practicality of these kinds of reporting requirements. I.

t

.17 think what we're hearing is obviously there's asspectrum and

18. we all want to be sensitive to that spectrum of what needs

19= :to be reported in a timely manner. Go I think the point is

20 a good point and I think that's part of the reason we're
s

21- here for the workshop. But I would like to get a few more

22' ' questions out so that we-get as much of a cross-section on

23 50.72s as we can.

- 24 We've only entertained two questions thus far.

25 'Yes?

_ _ . . _ _ - _
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1 MS. GOODMAN: Lynne Goodman, Detroit Edison. I

N 2 have a question and a comment. Regarding the comment,

3 sometimes 50.9 can serve a better purpose for doing

4 voluntary calls. For example, we need to notify our county
_

5 whenever we pick up the red phone. So if there's something

6 .that maybe we. feel the NRC would like to know about that

7 doesn't meet the rule, it would be a lot easier for us to

8 have someone in another department, licensing or whatever,

9 pick up the' phone and call the region, let.the NRC know

10 about it, rather than picking up the red phone and having to

11 make a whole bunch of other notifications.

12 Second, a question or suggestion. I think the

13 criteria that needs the most amplification in the guidance
,

14_ issue is the outside the design basis. I think that one,

15 partly based on cuestions_we've heard already, gets very 4

16 misunderstood and very misused. I really.think the failures

17 are more supposed to be considered under the system not

18 being.able to do its safety-function.

19' Outside of design basis is really looking at the'

|

20 plant, a plant outside of its design basis, not to the plant

21 no longer can fulfill its design function.

22 MR. ROSS: I'd like to find out, as an example,;

L
_

It's Saturday _i- 23. what do you do, what does your company do.
l'

24 noon, you're starting a three-day weekend and General

| 25 Electric calls up and said, oops, we had a plus instead of a
l-

|

L
,

_ . I



- - - - _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _

.!

l- I

L- 258

.
,

1 minus and your ECCS limits are wrong, we've had to
60
k/ 2 recalculate.your linear heat generation rates. -If you're

i

3 running the_way you have been running, you'll exceed 2200-
!

4- given design basis LOCA.
|

5 What do you do? With respect to the NRC, what is-

6 your first step?.

7 MS. GOODMAN: Well, the first' step is to try to

8 get a feel for what the problem is.

.9 MR. ROSS: Yes.

10 MS. GOODMAN: If it's a problem that we're going

11 to shut down our plant --

12 MR. ROSS: The problem is that they goofed, made

)_ 13 'the wrong sign. This is not hypothetical. I don't know

14- about'GE or your plant, but vendors have been doing this for

15 some years. It's just a calculaticnal error and it went

16 over 2200-if you-keep running that-Way.

17 MS. GOODMAN: I think our first responsibility is

18 to decide whether or not we're running our plant safely;

19' then decide what.does this phone _ call mean; are you telling-

20 us it's not safe:to run our plant, are you telling us you

21. made an error that_you don't know what the effect is, it's

22 actually not safe to run this plant. Then basically we'd be

23 starting to shut down and-calling the NRC.

24 It's a very -- type of situation, found an error.

25 in our computer code, we don't know what it means, we want

i

|u r i
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1 to do some evaluations and figure out what does it mean.
A
i e

'ts' 2 There will be all sorts of spectrums as far as when an

3 engineering type problem comes up as far as we would jump on

4 it right away and we know what it means or do we need some

5 time to evaluate it.

6 MR. ROSS: But is this the outside-the-design-

7 basis example that you were talking about?

8 MS. GOODKAN: That was not the particular example,

9 but it would consider being in that situation and reportable

10 under that situation. If we're in a situation where we

11 can't safely shut down or safely operate the plant, that's

12 outside the design basis,

(m) 13 MR. ROSS: Okay. Thank you.
K._/

14 MR. NOVAK: We've had several comments regarding a

15 more workable definition of what constitutes outside the

16 design basis and on what timeframe need to be reported.

17 We've seen a lot with plants beginning reconstitution

18 reviews in the sense that they've identified things, and

19 certainly we want to encourage that kind of work.

20 So we're looking at how we can best accomplish

21 obtaining the information that we think we need, as well as

22 encouraging you to look hard at the design of your plant and

23 when you do identify something that is different than what

24 was in the safety analysis report, that it needs to be -- wef~
V

25 need to know about it. Not necessarily just for your plant

1
--___- - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 alone, but, again, as potentially a generic issue that needs

-hs/ 2 to be disseminated within the industry.

3 We still can take a few more questions.

4 MR. PETERMAN: Kirk Peterman from Dresden. I have

5 hopefully a relatively simple questior, on inadvertant

6 criticality. We do local shutdown margins at the beginning

7 of the cycle. These shutdown margins are supposed to be

8 subcritical checks. However, we realize that the margin to

9 criticality is slim and cccasionally you could get the

10 critical.

11 It's something that we realize could happen

12 easily. We consider that anticipated, but the calculation

( ) 13 would show marginally we should not go critical. Should

14 that criticality be reported under an inadvertant

15 criticality?

16 MR. NOVAK: Any volunteers?

17 MR. ROSENTHAL: As somebody who used to do

18 criticality calculations, the industry gets pretty good at

19 this point about predicting criticality. You expect to pull

20 to within just a few notches of predicted value. If you're

21 way off, yes, and you didn't have a prompt excursion, but if

22 you're surprised because you're off and let's say the notch

23 is pelled relative projected or critical boron

24 concentration, there's no reason why this industry should be

25 off by one percent reactivity any longer.

- _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ - _
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1 So if you;are surprised at the difference between I
-

:Q-

1,,j ; 2 Lwhat you got'in your plant and the engineering analysis that

3 made_that prediction, then I think we'd want to hear about-

4 it.!

5 MR. SHARKEY: Tom Sharkey,_ Union Electric. Along i

6' Ewith'that,_-let's say_that.I get to the point where I
,

;

7 anticipated _ criticality and I'm way off, but I hadn't

-8 reached criticality, so'I-back down, stop the shutdown, and

9 I recalculate. Is:that in the same category or is this not

10 a reporting concern?

11 MR.. f ROSENTHAL: Well, yes. It's been reported.

1:2 Do:-you discover that there's a basic flaw in the-way you're

f/''l 13 doing the_ engineering: calculations? Do you discover that >

-

? |

-14- Lthere's a systematic' problem in the: quality assurance, that-

15 the error was made and that you're way off, you never reach-

16 ' criticality because your engineering groups weren't speaking 1

il7 to each other?

.18 ; What.was the underlying ~ reason for the' problem.

191 1That's what hasito be assessed almost on a case-by-case

=20 basis. -Similarly, with the-question on, well, gee, I'm off

21 by five pounds in my design basis, value of the pressure

22 Jallowed in a piece of pipe, was it a round-off error in a

-23- calculation that you were re-reviewing under a design basis

.

24 -reconstitution effort, or did you find out that there's a
-

- 25 new scenario that nobody had thought of before, but it only

. . --. _ -
- -
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_
1 brings you to five psi greater than some other thing that

U 2 you knew about.

3 Is there some system interaction that you have now

4 discovered might take place that you hadn't anticipated

5 before even though you're only five psi greater than that

6 piping pressure? I mean, those things are going to affect

7 whether it should be reported or not.

8 MR. NOVAK: If you had made that report -- since

9 I'm aware of exactly what you're talking about, having

10 occurred in another plant in Region V, that would have

11 stimulated me to ask ths question we've had a lot of these

12 occurring in the past several years, is this something we

n
! 1 13 need to take a look at.
V'

14 So if you make that kind of a report, you're going

15 to get that type of a review to try to decide if it's

16 something that's unique or does it have a generic

17 implication, maybe we need to focus on it a little bit more.

18 I don't know if the rule requires you to make it, but if you

19 make it, you may be helping us try to discover something

20 that has some generic implications.

21 MR. HARRIS: Ray Harris, 'ennsylvania Power &

22 Light, again. The discussions I've heard talking about 50.9

23 use, first-let me preface this by saying I concur; 50.9 is

24 not a substitute for 50.72 or 50.73. It does not-

I __- __ ___ _ __ __ _ _ __ ___ _ _ _ -_- _ -_ _ _ _ _ - -_ __-__ _ _ _-_ __ _ _ _ ___ _ _ ___- __ _ ____ ___ _-_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ ____
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25 substitute. We have lowered our threshold for 50.9 based on

|
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1 discussions with region and NRR and we are making a lot of

2 50.'9 reports today.

3 Based on our belief that some of these things do

4 not reach.the level of 50.72 or 50.73, but that, in fact,
,

5 they do meet the goal, that cosmic goal of keeping NRC

6 informed of something that may have generic significance

7 somewhere else. We believe that's appropriate. We do in

8 some cases again report this as 50.72/50.73 as these design

9 basis reconstAtution type things reach a better
i

10 understanding.

11 I guess this is more a comment than a question.-

12 -Because we do put all our 50.9 reports in writing,'I think

- 13 it alleviates some of the concerns you might have about 50.9

14 reports being made just.to the region. We've-made a

15 decision internally to start sending chese things to AEOD

-16 because we're not sure they're getting_there promptly.

'

17. Well, 50'.9 obviously.is a lower threshold than

18 50.72 and 50.73. Therefore, a lot of these things that are-

19 tough calls we are meeting the obligation of keeping you

20 informed by using 50.9.

21 MR. NOVAK: Question?

22 MR. GALLINA: Charles Gallina, Illinois Department

23 of Nuclear Safety. First, just a statement to calibrate my

24 question. An LER concerning inadvertant criticality to the

25 NRC and to the utility may mean one thing, but when the bean

L . . . ._- _. ,_ __ _
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1 counters start counting up their LERs and the public is told
7-

2 that n utility has experienced an inadvertant criticality,'

3 it means something else altogether. Basically, the bottom

zi line of our threshold is 50.72, maybe a little lower, 50.9,

5 but we stop there.

6 There have been recent efferts to adopt the

7 nuclear events scale on an international level, which I

8 personally believe a lot of the NRC's reporting requirements

9 could be integrated into it, and would take un below the

10 50.9 threshold all the way down to the " anomaly," maybe as

11 low as the burned out light in the cooling tower.

12 The MRC has decided not to cooperate, not to

O
l ,) 13 integrate, not to use the international nuclear events

14 scale, and I was just going to ask what type s thinking

15 went on before that decision was made and do you feel that

16 had we done that, would it have given the public a more

17 realistic idea of what actually goes on in nuclear1

18 operations?

19 MR. ROSS: The scale, if you what you meant, is

20 sometimes called a severity scale. It's one that's being

21 issued as a trial basis by the International Atomic Energy

22 Agency. Recently, Mr. Jordan sent out an information

23 package to all the licensees on this topic and it should

('') 24 have filtered down to many of you by now,
w/

25 It's not strictly, too, that we're not coopsrating

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _



,. . - _ - _ _ - - _ - _ _ -

!

I 265

1 because we have gone to several meetings and explored with
.O
(ms/ 2 people the various facets. It's certainly true we're not

3 participating in the trial use, as are some other countries.

4 We felt that the present four-tier system of

5 emergency notification from unusual event up to general

6 emergency and how deeply it's embedded into the utilities,

7 into the state and locals, into the other government

8 agencies, was a suffic.isnt basis to handle the various

9 classes of emergency events. And going to another scale

10 would mean having, at least for a long period of time, two

11 sets of scales.

12 The one-to-seven system that's in the severity

[~')) 13 scale under the IAEA, it's real * zero-to-seven because
*q

14 we're seeing a lot of classifications from the countries

15 using it as a type zero, which is obviously less than one.

16 It would be -- it's more than the light bulb falling off the

17 cooling tower, but it's events below a Level 1.

18 As I recall, roughly speaking, one, two, three is

19 the stuff that's on-site, and then you start, as you're

20 making the transition into four, five, six and seven,

21 increasing severity. I forget whether Chernobyl was a six

22 or a seven. Do you remember, Eric?

23 MR. WEISS: It was a seven.

24 MR. ROSS: 7.t was a seven.. And I think TMI was a

O
2S five, tentatively. Mainly the reason that we didn't want to

!
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1- switch;over, we didn't want to upset what we thought was a

2 deeply rooted system now where everybody understood event-

~ lassification. Obviously, we're following it. We continue3 c

4- -to go-to meetings, exchange correspondence.

-5 'As far.as the_ decision process, this went up to

6 the Commission-and the Commission fully understands the

7 purposes I just gave you, so it is not a unilateral office

8 decision. Did I get all the questions? I didn't write down

p 9 everything.

|

j. - 10 .M. GALLINA: Just one more followup question,

11 then. If we accept and keep the present system, in there

L 12 any way of adapting the system further down to include the

13 equivalent of the one, two, three-types of notification- .

:14 levels-or problem levels that that nuclear event scale does

| 15 address?

16 In other words, go-down through your general | site,

17 alert,= unusual,.your_50.72s,:your 50.9s, and maybe create

18 another area where the public and the_ media can get more-

| 19 involved and understand that simple problems do cccur and
..

I: -20- the first_ thing-that the utility reports is not an
~

l-

21 inadvertant criticality.
L
l, 22 In oth41r words, if-you don't want,to confuse

23 anybody, how about adapting the system that we have and

- 24 extend the bottom threshold to cover events that the media

'

25 and the public can understand. And then when the bean

I

L
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1 counters stavt counting-them, the absurdity becomes obvious.

2 That sort of te.:es a little bit of steam out of their

3 impact.

4 MR. ROSS I understand your point. We were doing

5 a little noodling. As a matter of fact, I think it was on

6 the back of a menu at night in Region I, about the relative

i
7 probabilities of the four scales that we have and the

8 relative probability that the site emergency is -- I don't

9 have much data -- it's about .1 per year. The alerts could
-

10 b3 sg be eight or ten per year, but maybe with some changes

11 it might be less. But nven so, there may be a decade or so

12 more likely, maybe two decades more likely.

13 The unusual events, we get a couple hundred a

! 14 year, something like tnat. The general emergency, there's

15 not too much experience. but there seems to be on the order

16 of one or two powers of ten between the scales. In other

17 words, the four event scales seem to be roughly separated by

18 about the same amount. So we don't have two crowded

19 together and then the other two crowded together.

20 The unusual events, the 200 or so a year, is there

21 something more frequent, but less worrisome than those 200.

22 I don't know what they would be, if that's your point. The

23 criteria for un unusual event, maybe we have too many of

24 them per year. I don't know. That's roughly one or two per

25 plant per year.

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _
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1 Just as an example, last Saturday, three days ago,

2 at Crystal River, there was unfortunately a f atality. A

3 person fell in the rnactor building and somewhere in the

4 process was contaminated, was taken to the local hospital,

5 whereupon he was pronounced dead. That's an unusual event.

6 Should it be? I don't know. We can talk about it all day.

7 I don't know -- c6rtainly the NRC vants to know about it.

8 Certainly there will be preso attention.

9 Depending on the press, you can imagine all sorts

10 of head 14 *s. But is that really a severity item? Is that

11 an item that could be called an emergency? In and of

12 itself, it's a really borderline case. Was that your point?

13 MR. GALLINA: Well, I think the point in that case

14 is what professional educated people would consider a

15 severity level or a significant event, and what is perceived

16 by the general public as a significant event are two

17 different things. If educated regulators como up with a

18 -system, it has to be able to be understood and perceived by

19 the general public, or else the NRC or anybody else who is <

20 involved in regulation or support loses their credibility.
.

21 When a person dios at a ntdear power plant, we

22 may see it as having absolutely nothf.19 to do with reactor

23 safety or reactor operations. But it is a radiation worker

() 24 was killed at the Crystal River Nuclear Plant. That takes

25 on a whole different meaning and importance to Mr. and Mrs.

-. - _ _ _ _ . -. . - _ - - .
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1 Joe Smith who live in Miami, Florida, l
'

O
2 I think that we should have criteria that at least i

I
3 we are alerted about everything, if it's on a voluntary.

4 basis or not. I just think we stack our notification

'

5 criteria a little bit too high. It's all right for the NRC

i
1 6 and those educated regulators, operators, and people of

7 certain communities, but it does not get down to a level

8 where it really courts, and that's the level of the general

9 public understanding what's going on.
,

10 ' MR. ROSS: At_the-risk of prolonging it, let me
.

11 finish it. I did discuss this very topin with some key

12 regulators in Europe as to why they liked and wanted the

13 aevority scale from the IAEA, and their main desire in

'14 accepting it was to get proper attention from the media, not

15 too much and not too little. Just like Goldilocks eating

16 the oatmeal.

17 I hope we never do that. I~think the four-tier
3 ..

18 emergency system is to properly assist the utility, to

19- properly advise and-inform the local and state people,-the
r

20 other Federal agencies that we deal with, to cope with

21 whatever level-the emergency is. If we pander to the media,

22 thon I think we're making a gross mistake. Sure they've got i

23 'to be informed, but to let the media interest dictate

24 emergency classification, I think, would be a gross mistake-

25 and-I hope we never do it.

o !
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L 1 MR.'NOVAX: 'Okay. We have a question.

( 2 MR.. MARROW: Mike Marrow from the D.C. Cook Plant.

.3 A question about the design basis issue. Could I use tech
L

[ 4 specs to give me an indication of the significance being

-5 outside_of design basis? For example, post-accident.

6- - instrumentation tech spec says I can live without an

7- instrument for 30 days. Does that mean I -- could I -- does

8 that_ imply that I could say I really don't need to make a-

9 one or a four-hour phone call if I've got 30 days by' tech ;

10- specs? Can I use that as kind of a guidance for people on a

11 back shift to make those notification calls?

i- 12 MR. ROSS: Do you have an answer? I don't have an
:

} } 13 answer. Do you vsnt to answer it, Novak?

14' MR. NOVAK I-considered that a good comment.

~ 15 These are the kinds of things we want to know about. These 1

16 - are good ideas. 'Our immediate reaction is-we don't want to

17 be< speaking'out of both sides of our mouth. _If we've
,

18 thought long and hard about what needs to be reported, on

19 what timeframe, and what systems have to be operable, _and
4

20 you know-ae well'as I do.that tech specs take you well over
,

21- a year to get through as part of the licensing process.

22 So we've done a lot of thinking abcat it. We

' - 23 would tend to lean on that kind of judgment in terms of

24- making a decision as to whether or not it could fall-under

O4

; - 25- it. But we need to have that opportunity to talk about it.
.

e
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1 So I think you've got a good point there.j
P ;

A
.

2 Before we entertain one more question,-I'd like to

3 let Ed Greenman have a chance :o juts add a comment on this

4 inadvertant criticality issue. EM
,

5 MR. GREENMAN4 From the number of questions, I

6 want to make sure that I understand your question and I will -

r
<

7 also give you a response. h

8 The word "inadvertant criticality" and " premature

9 criticality" does not mean the same. There are those who
,

10 have tried to une them interchangeably.- They are not

11 interchangeable. If I understand the comment from Dresden

b 12 with respect to shutdown margin testing and the action that

13 resulted from shutdown testing or is anticipated to result

14 , from shutdown margin testing, if evaluated by reactor

L

15 engineering, if anticipated, it co.itrolled, that is not an
,

16 inadvertant criticality, it is not a premature criticality.

1: On the other hand, if that actiu ,-whatever it is,

18 involves a reactor trip, unanticipated thing, then I believe

; 19 you're obligated to report. With respect to Callaway's

20 question and missing ECPs, if, in fact, it's a significant

21- deviation, you may have a hot core, your reload analysis was

i 22 wrong, historically-all-Region III plants have reported that

23- with a departure from, major departure from estimated

-24 . critical positions, and you've already_taken the action to

25- take your plant-back down to anelyze yourself.

.- . . . u. a.. . - . . - . . - - , . . . . , - ..- -..-. .- .- .- .. .~. .. L



272

1 So we would anticipate a report to the commission

2 in that event. Does that answer the question, both sides?

3 MR. SRARKEY: Let's say I'm a shift supervisor in

4 your case for callaway and I call the gentleman on the

5- emergency notification system and he's doing his checkoff

6 and he says, oh, by the way, what paragraph are you

7- . reporting this under, and I say I don't know, let me call

:8' the day shift guy in licensing and find out.
,

9. Is it voluntary or what? I'm looking for some !

10 help here.

11 MR. WEISS: Frankly, it's not important. Our goal

- - 12 is to know about it. And if you don't know the paragraph.

-13 that it's reportable under, nobody is going to make an issue

14- out of that. I don't know if Ed-Greenman agrees with me
i

15 .or not, but I'd bet'my bottom dollar that you'll never ever

16 getfa= civil penalty or a cross word out of the region or

= 17 Headquarters if you don't know the paragraph that something-

18 is reportable under and you report it. Right, Ed?

19 MR. GREENMANI. -I will fully agree with that.

20 MR. NOVAK . I'm going to propose that we have one ;

21 ;more question and?then we get back on.our agenda. Go ahead.

22' MR. NALEPKA: Dave Nalepka, Wisconsin Public

23 Service. One of the questions and answers in-the NUREG has

24 to do with reporting of ESF actuations, inadvertant ESF

25 actuations. The answer to that question says if a system is

-i
. . . . . . _ . ._ .. . . .. . , , ,
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1 not required to be operable by tech specs and it's been
(~ |
(-)/ l

2 properly removed from service such that it cannot perform

3 its function, it need not be reported.
1

4 I guess I'd like to have you consider the I

l

5 situation of a utility that conservatively keeps a system in

6 service below the requirements of tech specs and for some

7 unknown reason has an inadvertant actuation, that utility is

8 forced by the regulation to report it, where the utility

9 that non-conservatively or is allowed by tech specs, takes

10 it out of service below those requirements, would not have

11 to report it.

12 I think some of the utilities are unfairly being

( ) 13 required to report it for taking conservative actions. I'd

24 like you to consider that in the supplement. Thanks.

15 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. I'm going to get ue back

16 on our agenda. The next discussion has to do with 50.73 and

17 Jack Rosenthal is going to make that presentation.

18 MR. ROSENTHAL: We are well aware of what I call

19 external influences on the utilities which make one question

20 the need to report things that happen in your plant. And

21 that may well be true. We have to revise our -- we're

22 considering how we can revise 50.73, but we also need to

23 have a reporting system.

g-) Everyone in this room clearly knows about Three24

V
25 Mile Island and everyone probably knows about the Davis-

- . . - , . - - . - . .- . _ _ _ _ - . ---



_ _ _ _ _ . _ . . .. . _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . __ _ . . _ . . -_ __

i

274 |

|

1 Besse precursor to Three Mile Island. But there was another
7-

2 event in June 1975 at Oconee which involved steam voiding in-

3 the candy canes following a reactor trip and it opened PORV,

4 and the block valves were rapidly closed by the licensees -- )

5 by the operators.

6 Those valves at one point were reopened and then

7 reclosed again because the operators didn't understand that

8 they had started to pull a bubble in the upper candy cano

9 and that the prersurizer level instruments weren't giving

10 them proper indication. of course, we know about the 1979

11 TMI event, but there was another event at TMI involving

12 problems with their condensate polisher.

() 13 Now, fortunately, here there wasn't fuel in the'

14 reactor. It was pre-op hot functional testing. But they

15 ended up with a condensate polisher problem, resins all over

16 the place, lost their nuclear closed cooling water system.

17 When they lost that CCW system, they lost reactor coolant

18 pumps and high head injection, and they ended up with a

19 steam bubble in the candy cane and erroneous pressurizer

; 20 level indications.

21 It took them several days until they finally

22 pressurized the pressurizer with nitrogen, pushing cold

23 water through the system back up and condensing the voids.

24 I don't know that we would have avoided the Tnree Mile

25 Island accident if we had known throughout the industry of

|

| .

.-- .--__ ._. ._. - - . , _ .
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1 these two prior events.

O 2 I am not saying that we're so smart that we would

3 have recognized the implications, but it sure would have

4 helped if that information was disseminated. So as we talk

5 about how to change the reporting requirements and perhaps

6 make them less onerous, less burdensome, let's not forget'

7 about why they're there.

8 That's the kind of information that drives the TMI

9 action plan of May 1980, which establishes an analysis and

10 dissemination of operating experience. That's Item 1(e) (6)

11 of the action plan. Every licensee here, I believe, is

12 bound by that. We have embodied in the AEOD charter the

() 13 mission of collecting and disseminating operating

14 experience, the Rogovin committees, Kemeny committees have

15 all recommended collecting and evaluating operating

16 experience, providing means of disseminating that

17 experience.

18 Before 1984, which is the current rule we're

19 dealing with, reports were provided to us via tech specs,
i

20 Section 6, Reg Guide 1.16, LCO entries. We got a lot of LCO

21 entries, setpoint drift, a lot of reporting noise. So the

{
! 22 current rule does set a higher threshold, but I think a

23 better threshold.,

|

|
24 In 1980, we had an advanced notice of rulemaking

25 in which we proposed an integrated operational experience

- . . ._ .
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I reporting system. I think it's interesting to revisit that. i'

!
; 2 That was to be a system which would get system level data, .

|

: 3 train level data, and component level data somehow reported.
!

4 Well, what happened to that? On the component level, we
,

,

5 went to NPRDS, which, as you know, is now managed by INPO,

| 6 and that system has improved over the years. I know we're ,

7 users of it and I trust you are.;

8 System level data really ended up in 50.73. So
,

| 9 that sets a high threshold of system failures. But notice

:|

10- in the shuffle here we lost train level data. All train

11 level is not the same, of not equal safety significance..

112 But in our consideration to change the rule, to get rid-of |

|: () 13 onerous and perhaps unneeded information, I submit that now

14 is a good time to also at least be thinking about what we do

15 want to collect and what form-we might best collecc that

16 information. So'it goes both ways.

17 The LERs are a primary source of event data for

18 the NRC, for AEOD. We supplement that information with

19 NPRDS._ Be aware that operational experience in the form of
i

20 -LERs is broadly circulated within the NRC. .INPO gets.it,
,

21- _the publicLgets it on request, contractors to us use that
i

22 information_in-the course of our studies, academicians have ,

; 23 asked us for that information.

- 24 So it's nationally used. It's also

| 25 internationally used, although not'directly as LERs. We

- - . . , . . - - . . - - - , . . . , - - - . . _ . - - . . - . - - - - - . - . - . _ - . - - . - . - . _ . _ _ . . . - - . - ~ .- - _ .- .
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1 will send into the incident reporting system, the

I international system, we tend to send them evaluated2

3 products, ins, bulletins, generic letters, AITs, IITs,

I
4 rather than raw LERs. AEOD studies clearly go into that

5 system,'which is a sumnary of many LERs. We believe that
!

1

6 that's more uceful than a raw LER. But those LERs make up

7 the database for those studies.

8 We read every LER and we try to grade or classify

9 every LER in terms of.what action we have to take. The

10 action may be, from an AEOD perspective, well, the region is

11 all on top of it and we perceive it as plant-specific, so

12 we'll let-the region take care of its or, my gosh, we've,

13 just issued to ins this year on that very same topic and it()
14 looks like we're getting this LER because the licensee was

.

.15 looking at-his plant, perhaps, but not necessarily spurred

16 on by that IN, and now he's finding the same problem, too;

17 well, we dcn't have to take any more action now because the

18 feedback process appears, in fact, to be working.

19 Then we find new issues that we choose to look at

20 it. In fact, we probably -- ten to 20 percent of the LERs

21 that we read get direct further followup action of some

22 sort, and the others go into a database. That database is

23 useful. We have a system called sequence coding and search

24 system. It's a causal and temporal database. I think it's

' O 25 the best one that I know of. We seem to be able to find ,

- - . . - . - . - - - . - - .- - _ - - - . . - , u. . - , . _ .. --
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1 records that industry can't or INPO can't cither.

2 It's the one database that I know of that allows

3 you to ask questions like I want to know about aux feedwater

4 failure following the reactor trip, or I want to know ebout

5 a control room isolation leading to something else

6 happening, or did HPCI go on first or after diesels, all the.

7 key work systems. Sure you could search on give me all the

8 records with HPCI and trip, and you get a dump of them.

9 Maybe that -- rather than this causal and temporal system.

10 That's government property. You're helping pay

11 for it. You can get access to it, too. Just give_us a

12 call. I have another bullet there called licensee

13 perspective, and I think it's really the wrong bullet. It

14 probably is my perspective of your perspective.

-15 Thet is that from my perspective, and I think we

16 understand some of the pressures that you're under, there's

17 a drive to reduce reporting that doesn't meet the strict

18 letter of the v&orting criteria. We're concerned because

19 we're worried about system interactions, about steam in

20 candy canes, about intersystem LOCAs, about new and novel

21 sequences, and are worried that those external pressures

22 will drive down that reporting system, and that is not in

23 your interest and it's not in our interest. It's not in our

24 joint goals.

.O
25 So I, too, say let's not let what somebody in

, _ _ . _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . . _ . _ , . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ , _ . . _ . _ . . _ . - , _ . . _ . - _ _ _ _
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1 Region I called causestrate drive our what I tend to call

2 medieval scholasticism, drive our looking at do you have to

? report this event and not that event, but let's let our

4 engineering judgment guide those reports. *

5 As you know, now there's guidance in NUREG-1022,

6 Supplement 1. We clearly have to put out new guidance for

7 50.73 and I think that the point on 50.72 is well made.

8 When that guidance is insufficient, and we do this all the

9 time, your first step is your own resident inspector and the

10 region for feedback.

11 If that doesn't work, case-by-case, AEOD and NRR

12 field questions. A lot of them are on the telephone and

i i 13 verbal. From time to time, we issue written guidance to

14 specific licensees. We're perfectly willing to do that. A

15 while ago we tried to evaluate LERs and, in fact, we did a

16 study from 1985 to the end of Fiscal Year 1987 where we were

17 looking at the quality of those LERs. We had a scale of one

18 to ten, several fields. We were looking at did you have an

19 abstract and was the abstract representative of the LER,

20 what did you report in the LER, etcetera.

21 What we saw over time was that in terms of LER

22 quality, in terms of the facts, they were really pretty

23 good. The majority of them were eight or nine on a scale of

24 one to ten. So we're satisfied with the technical quality
.

25 of those LERs. So I commend you for that.

. -. - - . . , .- .

. . _ .
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_ 1 We're now interested in -- we've always been

\- 2 interested, but I think we're more interested than ever in

3 human factor aspects. I do know that in the LER Rule 50.73,

4 Part B, where it describes how to report, given Part A says

5 What to report, that we do ask for information on operator

6 response, on cognitive error, on procedures, perceptions,

7 etcetera.

8 Let me just remind you it's in the current rule.

9 I think that that's an area where there is some weakness and

10 I would encourage you to report more in that area.

11 How do we use LERs? Our research group uses event

12 reports in generic issue evaluation. For example, pump

() 13 seals or diesel generator reliability. NRR, you've already

14 heard discussion, generates "eneric communications such as

15 ins, bulletins and generic letters, often spurred by those

16 LERs.

17 We have a large OE feedback program and we Liso

18 use them for performance indicators. Since we all got PCs

19 on our desks, it's fun to make up little drawings. So I'll

20 talk from the slides whiJe you can look at the little

21 pictures. I wanted to talk about how we do a study, and

22 that is that we find an event, it's either a 50.72 or a

23 50.73 that gets us interested. We'll promptly search -- so

''N 24 we've read that LER and we've decided that it warrants some
(G

25 study.

_ ________ _____ _ _ __ _ _ _



. -_.-..-_. - - .. . _ .. - _-.. - - - - - - - .-- .__

. . . _
(

4

! 281 |
1

4
I

1 1 The first thing that we'll do is hit our own PCs

O
; 2 which conn',et us up to a bridge and we'll do searches where

j 3 there are like events of interest, where those events -- so
,

1
P 4 is this an isolated case or is this a global case. Let me

5 stop right here.
,

|

6 The service water study which comes out of my

7 branch is based on a lot of data. So it's a data-driven'

,

8 type study, on the other end of the spectrum, LaSalle power

9 oscillt : ions, our branch led off on that issue. One event.--

10 So it will either be the safety significance or the richness

11 of the data that drives us to study further.
;

.

12 one f.hing we'll do very early on is look at

13 indices that we have of. generic communications and say, gee,
,

14 did '- already provide feedback on that isJue and if we did

15 provide feedback, can we tell from data whether things are

16 getting better or worse. We'll look at -- we'll use NPRDS.-

17 We_use the sequence coding and search system to pull out

18 LERs we want. We try very hard to integrate our work with

19 INPo such that we're not duplicating SERs, SOERs, and other

20- ; databases; do plant visits; go to vendors; look at the

| 21 foreign event-database; talk to people.

22 Let me give you an cxample of the importance of

23 the foreign event database. In the LaSalle power

24 oscillation, we had one event and we found no other domestic

25 events, but we did find some foreign events. That tends to
_

u . a_ a_. . a.,_ . _ _ _- - - . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ - _ _ .____.=__._._m_.. . _ _,
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1 be a database of higher threshold issues. We didn't find a

2 lot, we just found a few more, but at least, in my mind, the

3 decision to pursue that issue very much hinged on a was this

4 a one-in-a-thousand reactor year thing or had there been

5 others. And when we found other similar oscillations, we

6 said, wait a minute, we really do have an issue here.

7 So even though it's a small database, it's a very

8 important database. Then depending on what we decide to do

9 with an issue, we may send it out for peer review, we may

10 not. Engineering evaluations that lead to ins. We write,

11 receive a lot of management review. They're reviewed both

12 by AEOD and NRR. On the other hand, we just completed a

13 draft study on solenoid operated valve probloms. That went

14 out to peer review, to INPC, NUMARC, EPRI, ASCO, AVCO, lots

15 of licensees to get review comments.

16 And we briefed the ACRS once on that issue. I'm

17 not sure how that issue will go, but if it goes in the form

18 of a bulletin or a generic letter, which it may or may not,

19 but if it does, then it will go through CRGR, and you heard

20 yesterday's presentations. May I have the backup slide,

21 please, the triangle? I have two backup slides.

22 This is a typical product. At the time we did the

23 study, we had about 30,000 LERs in our database. Remember

24 just a little bit earlier I said ten to 20 percent of those

25 LERs we consider important enough to immediately pursue and

.
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1 the rest go into a database, and you heard similar comment

OV 2 about 50.72. They are not forgotten. When we decided to do

3 the service water study, we found about 1,000 ovents in that

4 database which related to service water.

5 Now, maybe it was a reactor trip and incidental to

6 that reactor trip was a discussion of, oh, and, by the way,

7 one of my two trains of service water didn't work, but all 1

8 that had been captured in those databases. So what may have

9 been a seemingly insignificant event at that time was

10 properly stored and then ultimately retrieved.

11 The first thing that we found was that of the

12 1,000 events, it was spread over about 80 plants. Now,

13- that's a few years ago, that study, 1988 study, that was

14 almost every plant. We carved out 276 events that we

15 thought were more significant at 60 plants, broad industry

16 problem, and those are discussed at least in the appendices

17 of that report, and then there's 29 actual events starting

18 f*om the 30,000 that are described one-by-one in the report

19 as being representative and the ones that we thought the

20 most significant.

21 What happened to that? We wrote C-801 which is an

22 AEOD case study in 1988, went out for peer review. We went

23 through a peer review process, a reconciliation process,

24 issued it in final form, ultimately went to CRGR. There had

25 been parallel efforts in research on generic issue

~. _ .. . - _ _
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1 resolution related to cooling water systems and between the >

2 RES ef forts and the AEOD ef forts, Generic Letter 89-13 was

3 issued, and everybody in the room, I'm sure, has had to

4 respond to that generic letter.

5 So that's a typical data-driven study where it's

6 the preponderance of the data that drives the eifort. The
|

7 next one on Rancho,-just to give you the other end of the |

8 spectrum,-it's good to talk about Rancho since they shut

9 down. They had an overpressure -- they oversped their

10 auxiliary feedwater system, steam-driven aux feedwater, and,

11 in fact, the governor had been modified and it used to spin '

12- two ways and then was modified till-it only spun one way,

( } 13 'and had been mounted wrong so that the governor no longer

14 functioned.

-15 We ended up writing a small engineering evaluation .

16 of that particular event in which the steam-driven auxiliary

17 feedwater turbine had oversped because we saw that the

18 resultant overpressurization of the piping, the discharge

19 piping, could, in fact, represent a potential system failure

20- and we saw that there were some_ ways, operational ways of

21 typically opening and closing valves such that one-train of

22 that:-- single trains could be tested one at a time without -

23 endangering the whole system.

24 An IN came out of that work, IN-9045. Just-

O .

25 representative of products which are single-point or a few

.
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1 number-driven.and, of course, in this case you could see

2 that there's an IN to alert industry to do something, in
,

3 this case resulted in a generic letter. I can't make that
,

4- universal rule because clearly LaSalle, very few events also

5 resulted in requirements.
.

6 Next slide, current issues. I think I've covered

7 the material. Let me just harp on just the point that we're

8 here to collectively share operating experience and to have

9 an operating experience feedback program, and that program

10 is embedded in safety. And us we look at ways to change

11 the rule, let's not forget what that goal is.

12 Next slide, current issues. We think that there

() 13 are missing reports that we ought to be getting or we find

14 out that -- you've heard a fair. amount of that this morning..

15 I think that we understand the pressures on you between the

- 16 external to the NRC entities, as well as things like our own

17 performance indicator program.

18 We also recognize that there were reports of low

19 safety significance and clearly there are, and we'll.be

R2 0 discussing those this afternoon. The challenge is how to '

21 get rid of the reports of low safety significance which cost

22 us Federal dollars to collect, read, store, archive,

23 etcetera, and you, I think, more money to generate that

24 aren't being used, and yet to capture the TMI event that I"

25 described to you at the beginning of my talk which did have

,

*-m%rw ww. ~---ww,-m-w ,-..,--+-ww -,,,,----w-<- c.--y w -,-re.c., - , , . v_,o- .. - - --.----r.--ycgpevei-..,we.,..nm,, .+.,.r,.-myn-,=-wr*,r$y.-- ,p-,-:rr,---g---g r-- w w e- p---.



_ . . _ _ . ~ . _ _ _ . _ . _ . ~ . . _ _ . _ . _ . _ . . . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ .

I

' 286

i safety significance even though it was pre-op and no-fuel in
,s

2 the core.
,

4u

3 It's not a simple task. We clearly need an

4 improved approach. I see two efforts as feasible. Near-

5 te rm , it's easy for us to refine' guidance as a NUREG ;

6 Supplement 3, Supplement 4, whatever, because that's well

7 within our doing. Longer-term effort going to rulemaking,

8 changing the rule, we're thinking about how to go about

9 that. There is consideration all the way up to just a plain
8

10 total reassessment of the requirements as the long-term

11 approach. .

i 12 Because of the time it takes to go to rulemaking,

() 13 the impact of rulemaking, the impact on us, and even more

14 important the impact upon you of changing rulemaking, I

15 don't think that we should do this as a frivolous task, but--

16 rather be asking what kind of information do we need to
,

17 sA7ety in 1995 to the year 2000, and that should be the goal

18 of that reporting system.

19 Thank you.,

.20- MR. NOVAKt. Thank you,-Jack. We're about' ready to
.

21 take our lunch break. Can we get back in an hour and

22 fifteen minutes, or maybe even an hour? Let's start at

23 1:00. Thank you very much.

24 (Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the workshop was
,

(
25 recessed for lunch, to reconvene this same day at 1:00 p.m.)

-"
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w 1 AFTERNOON SESSION

v
2 (1805 p.m.) i

!

3 KR. NOVAK Let's have Jack Crooks, who is in the

4 Trends and Patterns Branch of AEOD, give you a few kinds of

5 insights on what we've been seeing through 50.73 reporting,

6 and some of the short-term plans we have with regard t,

7 possible changes in the reporting requirements. Jack?

8 MR. CROOKS: As Tom said, what I'll do is try and

9 give you some background information that will aid in our

10 discussion later on what's been reported in the LERs in

11 1989, in a general quantithtive sense, as well as under what

12 criteria things were coming in. I'll also then cover some

(_- 13 of the items that staff has considered in the past and that

14 We have under consideration now regarding rule changes to

15 event reporting, guidance, new guidance, a new guidance

16 document and things like that.

17 The information that I'm using, if you are

18 interested in more details, wne AEOD Annual Report, NUREG-

19 1272 contains more summary information, as well as detailed

20 information on what's been reported in 1989. What I'm using

21 is coming from the same data sources.

22 The information that will be shown, of course,

23 covers events, as well as conditions thrt were reported. It

( ) 24 represents a broad spectrum of the types of events and|
,

25 conditions. Individually, each report has to be assessed

. . . . _ . . - - - . . _ _ , ._ .._ _.. _ . _ . . - . . _ _. . . _ . - .
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1 for its safety significance and whether or not there's a

< 7-
( 2 generic concern. ,

3 I've got some pie charts and tables.. These things

4 do'not represent, again, the results of any analyses. So I

i

5 think if we can go the first slide with the pie chart. This

6 slide merely represents the distribution of LERs that were

7 received based on the various reporting criterion 50-73. A

8 few items worth noting are that two of these criteria

9 accounted for about.80 percent of what was reported.

- 10- They are the engineered safety features

11 tetuations, 39 percent, and the items that were rclated to

12 tachnical specifications. Those are completions of plart

I -( ) 13 shutdowns, operations prohibited by the tech specs. The

14 reports related to preventing the fulfillment of a safety

' 15 function accounted for about ten peisent. Reports related

16 to the plant being-in a degraded' condition or in an

17 - unanalyzed condition or outside its design basis represented ,

18- about nine percent.
>

19 Reports on conaon mode failure' covered about three

20| percent. Internal and external threats combined were less

21 than one percent. There were no LERs that addressed
.

'22 airborne or. liquid releases that exceeded the reporting

23 criteria for.50-73. In 1989, there Wera about 2,375 LERs..

24- Now, I'm using numbers. We're trying-to stay away from the
,

.

L 25 . use of numbers, but I think it's important in what we're -

I.
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1 doing to give you some idea of the overall quantities in the
G
(_) 2 areas we're looking at from a possible rule change

3 standpoint.

4 The next slide she information on ESF actuation

5 reporting by the system involved. The display is based on

6 the percent of the total actuations reported in the LERs,

7 not in the number of LERs. On average, there was about 1.7

8 actuations per LER, per ESP LER. Some additional points of

9 interest was about half of these events occurred during

10 operations. About 30 percent were occurring during testing.

11 The remainder were predominantly during maintenance.

12 The overall trends in these directions have been

( ) 13 such that operational events are decreasing. Diesel starts

14 accounted for about seve7 percent, but, as has been

15 mentioned previously, we know this is an area where there's

16 inconsistent reporting due to some plants not having their

17 diesels classified as engineered safety features. The

18 original intent of the rule was to bring in emergency power

19 system starts.
,

20 The other thing I might point out is that the

21 reactor water cleanup system isolations in BWRs and the

22 control room emergency ventilation system isolation

23 actuations are two areas where we focused some attention

24 towards changing the criteria through a minor rule change.
P

25 To give you a better feel in this area, in 1989,

1

. -_- -
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1 the data for ESF reporting where there was not a reactor

() 2 protection system associated with the event, there were

3 about 609 LERs and about 1,358 actuations. Of these, 432 of

4 the LERs addressed single events, single system actuations.

5 of these 325 wore invalid or unneeded, and by that I mean

6 that the measured parameter was not reached, the setpoint
.1

7 wasn't reached. They were due to other causes, such as loss |I

1

8 of a power supply,-personnel errors, some other reason.
i

9 I also have listed then for HVAC systems, the ones

10 that involved single system, there were 158 LERs, 132 of

11 which were unneeded. In the reactor water cleanup system,

12 there were 48 LERs, 34 of which fell in the unneeded

13 actuations category.
[)

14 This slide shows a further cut of the single HVAC

15 system ESFs by area and by vendor, and it mainly is just to

16 show that the control room and control building -- give you

17 a feel for the control room and control building. Seventy-

18 seven of these LERs were specifically associated with

19 control room vent system isolations.- Again, 66 of these
:

20 were for reasons other than the measured parameter being

21' reached. These are the ones that-we are-sgain considering
,

I '22 for-possible elimination through a minor rble change.

23 Shis slida just gives you a rough cut of a

24 breakdown of the technical specification viointions being

O 25 reported, which are 'teally things that are prohibited by the

,
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1 tech specs. In a general sense, there have been about 1,000

2 of these LERs in 1989. About three-quarters came in under

3 events that were related to exceeding the action statements

4 in an Lco or some other operational limit. They have been

5 cooling down too fast or something like that.

6 Hoat of the other events had to do with not being

7 serveillance requirements, not conducting surveillance

8 tests. Now, reporting in this area, I think we all

9 recognize there will be some effects from the technical

10 specification improvement program. Some of the things that

11 are being done in that are surveillance testing that doesn't

,

12 belong in the tech specs is being removed and some of the

() 13 existing action statements are going to be changed. I guess

14 some probably may be shortened, but others will be

15 lengthened. So there will be an impact on event reporting

16 as a result of the technical specification improvement

17 program.

18 At this point, I'd just like to mention some of

19 the discussion, and I think Jack mentioned this earlier, was

20. focusing on there are a number of things that are being

21 reported that are individually of low safety significance.

22 Jack mentioned, he gave you eyamples of where collectively

23 we are collecting the information and these types of events
i

24 are providing information for broad generic studies and the

25 operational experience database.

|
,

, ., , , , . - , . _ , , . . , , -. -.
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1 -What we're trying to do is focus on how to draw

2 the fine line that we would all like between what's
1

| 3 reportable and what's not reportable. Some of the existing
l-

4 criteria, there is a fine line if you have a reactor trip
i

5 from power, there's not much question that's reportable.
:

i 6 In reality, some of the other criteria, as we've
c :

7 talked about earlier, involve engineering judgment. So

8 there is a band, there is a gray area. What we will be

9 doing is trying to narrow that 6 :A through the issuance of

10 guidance, new guidance.

11 What I will do is now addreas some things that
i

12 were done in the past. The first item has been mentioned

( ) 13 before and you're probably all familiar with it, but the

14- NUREG document, NUREG-1022 documents are the main source for

15 guidance. Those documents, plus the background for the rule

16 in the various associated Federal Register Notices are what-

17 we are using for implementation. purposes. NUREG-1022, the

18 original document was issued in 1983. It provides the

19 background and the intent of the rulemaking system.

L 20 It also provides examples for how to interpret the

21 reporting criteria. Supplement 1, as you are aware, was

22 issued in 1984 after a series of workshops similar to this

1

23 were conducted in the various regions where a number of

2 specific questions were asked from the audience and specificO4 4

25 answers were prepared and then provided as feedback for,
1

'
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,

I again, implementation under the rule. |

2- NUR3G-1022, Supplement 2 was issued in 1985 and
,

3 that provided the results of a contractor's review of a

4 sizable sampling of the LERs that were received during the

5 first year of operation under Part 50.73. The focus of this.

6 document was primarily on the adequacy of the content of the

7 LERs and-it does contain some of the original shortcomings |
8 that were noted and recommendations for areas that required |

i 9 improvement, and Jack presented a slide that showed we then

10 tracked that content for the next couple of years and

11 noticed sizable improvement.

12 The next thing we did was in the 1987-88

13' .timeframe, Jack mentioned earlier that -We did not have -- in
q(/

. .

'

; 14 the rule change, we basically gave up train level, a fair

*

15- amount of train level information.. At that time, there was
;

16 - a considerable effort in the probablistic risk assessment

17- area. People needed train level information. In fact, they
,

18 used the pre-1984 information.

19 There was thought given and we had actually e

i

-20 proposed rulemaking to, again, gather train level

21 unavailability data on selected safety systems in a tabular

22 monthly form. Data that would have been collected included

L 23 the system, the subsystem components, the causes'for

24 failure, that would have been corrective maintenance,

O 25 preventive maintenance, any actual downtime on the system,

. - . . . , - . _ . . - . . - . . - - - . - . - . , ..-.. - ,, , , .. ,. , . - . - , - . . , . . . .
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1 as well as the corrective actions that would have been

() ? implemented to improve the availability where it was

3 appropriate.

4 How, at the same time, we had under consideration

5 the reduction in the event reporting requirements, again

6 focusing on the engineered safety features area to there we

7 considered deleting the requirements for reporting when the

8 system was not required to be operablo. For example,

9 . individual event reporting of unneeded actuations,

10 particularly ventilation and isolation systems, would have

11 been eliminated.

12 We were anticipating a provision, though, to where

13 we would have captured "a high frequency" of these events.

14 In other words, I don't know what the numberis wotXd have
'

'

15 been, but for given situations, if there was a high

16 frequency of unneeded ESF actuations, we wculd have asked

17 for a quatterly or a semi-annual report that would have

18 focused attention so people could have looked at the

19 aggregate significance of those events.

20 This proposal didn't really get out of the staff

21 level for a number of reasons. This brings us to the

22 current staff initiatives. They have been mentioned several

23 times. We have under consideration deleting the unneeded

| 24 reactor water cleanup system isolations and the control room
A
ss 25 vent system ESF actuations.

.- . . .- - ._ -.. .- . . -.
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1 What this amounts to, if you look back at the l

!

L 2 other slides, is probably in order of 100 to 150 LERs, which

3 is around five percent. Now, what we're doing is we're

4 looking at this from an administrative rule change,

5 something that we think we can do it it doesn't involve any 1

6 policy matters. In other words, if the commission wasn't

7 intiestely involved in that particular part of the original

8 rule, we think we can do it with a minor rule change and do

9 it in a matter of months as opposed to including it with a

10 longer-term or a major rule change which is going to lead us

11 into at least a couple year effort.

12 The .long-terin -- I've identified a long-term

( 13 effort, and Jack fairly well covered that. What that would

14 be is we plan to -- wall, short-term is issuance of

15 Supplement 3 to NUREG-1022 where I think we can incorporate

16 some of the things that people want incorporated in new

17 guidance. It may involve superseding Supplement 1 and

18 Supplement 2 to bring in the new perspective using under the

19 existing rula.

20 Long-term is next. In that area, as I said, we
,

21 really feel we need to set back, take a protracted look over

22 what is it that we've hhd six years o* operations under the

23 existing rule, we've seen the effects of everyone focusing

24 on existing -- on the operating experience, and over thatq
O

25 five years have seen scram reduction programs and the

.- . . -. _. - . . . . - _ . -.- . --. - . . - .-. -
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1 effects of those programs, concentrated efforts on reducing

(} 2 system problems and-ESPs, identifying other problems related

3 with system' failures where there's generic feedback, and I

4 think we're now seeing with the reduced number of LERs in

5 . total - 7.ike ir you look at the information, the number of

6 plants.has increased by 30 percant, the total numbers of

7. LERs from the 1985 timeframe are down about in the range of

8 about 3,000 to 2,400.

9 So they're also down, and the combined effect is

10 that I think the industry has been responsive and we've all

11 learned from operating experience and implemented things

12 that needed to be implemented to correct the problems.

13 I think'that's all I had to sev.

O 14 MR. NOVAK: Thank you, Jack. We want to get into

15 qucstions on 50.73, and if you have anything that's still

16 left over from 50.72, pl:Lue aring it up. I think what

17 we've.tried to do is give you a background offwhat we tried

18 .to-do und what Tna do do with the information that is

19 provided to us under 50.73, what our experience over the

20 last five or six years is showing us-in terms of unneeded

-21 ' reporting, and what we can do about it.
_.

22' .Those are our near-term plans. We hope that with

i -23 regard to these minor changes,.being the two that Jack
|~

241 . mentioned, they could be accomplished within this year, a

'25 matter of months, we hope. So I'd like to open up questions

I

. - . . .. ._
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1: on any subject regarding 50.73. Just grab the microphone,

2 please.:

3 MR. BAUER: Scott-Bauer-from Portland General .

,

4 Electric-Company, Trojan Nuclear Plant. And, yes, I' realize- ,

5 l'm in the wrong region. I'd like to just make three brief-

6 comments. One'is I really applaud the efforts of the NRC to

'7 work cooperatively to clarify eeportability. I think the-

8 base rule is very good._ I think if you could just make some
;

9 - clarifications, we all would be happy with what we have to
-

10 do.

'll The second' comment'is -- I don't know whether this

12 is a question or a comment, but when regic';l inspectors

) 13- want',to' cite somebody for not reporting comething that they

14 felt should be reported, do they typically come to AEOD'and |

15- consult the expert, so to speak, on the matter or just kind

16 of go off on their own? You.can mayWL hold off on answering

!.17 that.

18 MR. NOVAK: Why don'tLwe get-your whole question

19- out. ,1

20 MR. BAllE' : - The accond part of the question isJ*

~21 really just drawing from that, but'I'd.just like to put'two -

22_ things-on the record as things that we would like to see

'23 considered if a supplement is to be issued, and they both
,

have te do~with ESF actuatiens. One is if you have a non-

O
24

25 ,ESF signal that actuates an ESP component, ic that

|

.. . . _ . _ _.. . ._ _ ._ _ _ _ , _
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11 report'able?- The;second'one is if an ESF signal:-is--

.2 _. generated,Lbut no equipment actuates because the equipment

3- is_already in it's1 actuated state or in the safety' position', _

4' :is that. reportable? l

i5 :We have had'~a lot of problems with spikes on

6- perms,-radiation monitors, electric. spikes, ani we're trying-

7 to' figure outTthe root.cause'of the problem, but they either

8- actuate containment ventilation isolation or send a signal,

: 9- but:if the valven are.already closed - we report it if they

-10 shut the: valves and we're not sure what to do if they don't

11 shut the~ valves. We've been reporting'them anyway, but I

"
' 12 - .just' wanted clarification.

13 . MR . NOVAK: Let me ask Ed Greenman or anyone-else

14 from.the region-if they wanted to first answer the question

-15- about' reporting.-
'

..16- :MR..GREENMAN:. Of course,-there isn't=any such
_

'

117 thing as~a-typical region-based inspector anymore than there-

- 18 -: C astypical plant. I-would_say;that-by-and large,-

119 : r. orting' violations,Jand they're.relatively'small number.in

20 this-region,_would notorise to a. threshold where we would
*

'

L21 - have a discussion with AEOD..
'

:22 What. generally happens if-there is a situation

23- that involves a reportir g requirement or something that we-

- 24' believe should have been reported, that will be' surfaced-
i.
'

25' 'with the -- 1 Aspectors, . imn.adiate' management, and up-to the

i
^

s' . . . - . . . . . , , ,
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1 branch chief level in the region to sign out that report.

-( ) 2 If it's clearly a contested type issue, it will probably

3 surface up to my lev 91 and we may, in fact, have some

4 dialogue between divisions in the region to determine

5 reportability.and, very occasionally, with Al1D.

6- MR. NOVAK: I'll second that. Occasionally we are

7 called and we get us and the people in NRR that are

-8~ involved, but it pretty much follows th,, path that Ed is f

9 talking about. Now, we, at the same time, look at the

10 inspection reports where we call out items to where there

11 -has been at least they've cited people +cc violation. We

12 will-iccx at that'and we have a collection of that

('))
13 information and we're kind of using'it also in this

%_
14 supplement, areas where there appears to be a need for more

15 guidance.

16 MR. CROOKS: Some of the things get into somewhat

17 the original policy area, too. That's usually a call to us

18 or we'll end up -- a few times we've ended up with written

19 guidance.

20 MR. NOVAK: Then we had a couple of questions on

21 whether or not if you had a non-safety grade signal
.

22 initiated, an engineered safety feature, is that reportable.

23 I think that was the thrust of the first question.

24 MR. CROOKS: Yes, Tom. And I think we've talked.

25 .That's.coue up several times and it will be addressed in the

. _ -
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1 guidance.
A
() 2 MS. ARNOLD: Tracy Arnold, Illinois Power. I have

,

3 two comments and two questions. My first comment is I'm a

4 menber of the BWR Owners' Gr Jp which is currently working

5 on a guidance LER rule wit. PWRs and BWRs both involved, and

6 our goal is to bring consistency to reporting which a lot of

7 -' 1395 indicated that there isn't any, and when we were

8 first meeting, we realized there wasn't, and we know plants

b
9 on the east coast, not our region, that report -- well, that "

10 don't report entry in a tech spec 303 if they get out of it

11 within the hour allowable prior to shutdown, which is pretty

12 shocking to us, it was anyway, because we're pretty
.,

[') 13 conservative.
L

14 Then safety relief valves that are reported under

15 all different criteria, 50.73, 50.9 or special reports. It

16 seems kind of shocking that you guys didn't recognize

17 earlier that there was inconsistency in reporting or taken

18 any action to bring it into consistency. That's one.

19 Two -- well, it was just different. Well, I'll
<

20 skip to questions. I have specific questions on .57 (d) (3)

21 as compared to .57(d)(2). When we determine something is

22 repcrtable under 50.73, but not reportable under a 50.72

23 criteria like a tech spec violation, and further evaluation

24 reveals it was reportable under a 50.72 call-in criteria,O
25 but it'c just prior to us initiating the 50.73 report, do we-

|
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1 still have to call it in under 50.727,_s

kf
2 MR. NOVAK: I wish I had the lawyer here.'-'

3 MR. WEISS: At the risk of sticking out my neck,

4 in effect, that I may be reversed later, it sounds to me

5 like what you're asking is you've submitted an LER and now

6 you've discovered that this thing was also reportable under

7 50.72, but you didn't realize that at first.

8 MS. ARNOLD: Right.

9 MR. WEISS: So the NRC has the LER in hand and now

10- you're asking whether you're going to make a red phone call.

11 Just as a common sense thing, I would say no. I'd say we

12 got the document, what do we need the written report for.

( ) 13 But I don't know. Maybe there are some keener minds here

14 than --

15 MR-. CROOKS: What I was going to say is the

16 gentleman earlier today was talking about the tie between

17 50.72: and 50.73. It's simply that in 1984 the two rules

18 were run together and-the criteria, in many cases, are the

-19 sav e toscause what was envisioned was the telephone

20 notification and then the 30-day report. So-where the

'21 criteria are the same -- for example, you find a -- it was

22 discussed earlier -- a condition that's outside the design

23 basis of the plant. You'd make a 50.72 call and send in a

f#q 24 30-day report.
V

25 Now, that's an area where many tioes what's

.
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l' happening is what you're describing. We'll get_the LER and

) =2 there never is -- there.wasn't a-50.72_ report. Some of-that

3 comes from -- we've had discussions where the engineering-

:4 people.think that, well, if it's an engineering problem,
-

5- -it's'not event-related,.and nothing in particular happened
,

6 at the plant, that, therefore, throws it outside of the

7 50.72 or 50.73.- We will try and address _that in the

8 guidance, too.

9- MS.-ARNOLD: And the'next thing that I'd-like-to
,

~

10 see addressed in the guidance, and I don't know if you will,

11' -but we made a 50.73 report of-outside design basis, which-I

| 12 didn't agree _with, but we made a1 report and subsequent

;13 analysis showed that it wasn't-really reportable at all. So '

,

-14 weLchanged-our report; our LER, to make it a voluntary LER,

15 Now,EI don't know if that was the right approach, could we

16 have just. withdrawn the whole thing? -

17 MR.-NOVAK: Yes. We appreciate the; voluntary LER,-

18 =but-you_could have -- the rules _ permit you to' withdraw:it if:
I

191 -yr,u. conclude that-it is not.a reportable item.

'20L MR.-WEISS: I kind of regret that we're getting I

21. :into the-bean counting; questions. It seems to me we've yc"

:22' to-atta"k the-problem "undamentally, both the industry anu *-

23 the WRC, and get away'from-looking upon these things as

24- negative beans in the bean count. One quick comment on the

. revious question. That is if between time zero and 30 daysL 25 p

,

n v-.. -- e a , u -rs e +--
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5-1! you discover that you've got a-~ reportable item under 50.72,-
y-
| 2 make.the call then, because you haven't submitted the LER,

-

..

3. _and just tell us.

~4 MS. ARNOLD: But you say we're supposed to get

5 awayffrom wean counting, but you said earlier that if you

6 call something in under 50.72 and later determine it's not

7 reportable, call and get-it 'f your bean- count.

8 MR WEISS: That's your option. That's a tool you
.

9' can-use to-minimize the impact of those= entities that make

L
.10 the mistake of thinking that numbers are.important, when

a

11- it's not numbers, but the safety significance of the thing-

12 that's being reported that is important.

13 If you can use that, fine, go ahead and use it.

14' ~But it's not for,our benefit, it's for yours. I don't like :

15 it and you don't like it, but some people count these things J-

'

.16 blindly. What we insist upon11s that you tell us about

17' those things that have safety significance so that we can do-
,

18 our job.

19 -)U1. CHAFFEE: Also, when you tell us that you've
i

l- 12 0 - decided that something is not reportable for some reason,
'

. .

iO .

ithat1provides an input.to the people that are reviewing it-;21

22. as further' followup as to how we should react to it. First

23- :you told us it was outside yourLdesign basis,.and now'you've

24 looked'at'it, your not, for example, then -- the more you.
,

?s /.E 25 talk t'o us through these things, the better the rer.ction.

|:

l,
- _ -. -. - , - . -.
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1 -MS. ARNOLD: I'll quite hogging up the mike after-

2 this,_but-I remember what my other comment was. The Ovners'

3 Group,_for the gentleman from D.C. Cook,fwhen we're putting-

4 together design basis of a plant or we're using as-a basis

5. for determining if you're outside design basis of the plant,

6- the Chapter 15 analysis for accidents and if you don't -- if
.

7 you meet your accident analysis, you're not outside the

8 design basis of the plant.

9 MR. NOVAK: Is that a comment or a question?

10 MS.-ARNOLD: That's a' comment,_for now. We're
'

11: working with the_NRC --

'12 MR. NOVAK: -Yes. I was just going tc --

j ) 13 MS.' ARNOLD: That's our guidance.

$ 14t MR. NOVAK:. -- mention that we-have met with the
, ,

15 representatives from the BWR Owners' Grouptbefore the

' 16 _- tworkshop started'and we're also getting input from others. <

17. MR. ROSENTHAL: Let-me.just get-to the consistency

18: issue. I think it depends on -- and the safety valve issue,

19 -all at one time ---in part, depends ~where1you're sitting in

20 -the NRC. We areLgetting;about one report per-plant-perryear

. :21 of safety valve-deficiencies,'not necessarily failures.

22 That's safety! valves on the steam line, on the. pressurizer,

23 -failing on a boiler, etcetera.'

-

24 There aren't that many companies that make safety-'

2

25 valves. In the' report which we're about to issue, we have a
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1 histogram,;we don't name plants,=but showing the
-

-

(,,) 2- distribution, and it was-clear some' plants had reported no
.

3 safety valve failur9s. Other plants had rep >rted 20 LERs,

4 and-it was the same valve.- There was no reason to believe

S that one plant had some magical maintenance practice that we

6- didn't know about.

7 From my perspectivo, we came to the conclusion

8 that, number one, the reporting rate was very high, that the

9 times when it wouldn't perform its tech spec safety function

10 were too-high, and that we needed action to fix it, and, if

11 anything, that the reporting was low relative to the actual

12 situation. I stopped there. But, no, we're not so. naive as

13. not to recognize that is inconsistent to your reporting.q

14 But-the fact that some plants weren't reparting, I

15 knew they had to have same problem, really wasn't a driving

16 forcef-for me. Then you get to something like the

.17 performance indicator program where we are~looking at trips

18 and diesel starts and HPCI. injections, etcetera. That's a

19' . program in which, effectively, you-do lay out one plant

L20 against.another.

-21' Well, that stuff is set at a high enough

22 threshold, I hope, that we do capture all of them. Tlat's

.

23- the sort of thing where we would worry more about

.24 consistency.

O: 25 MR. NOVAK: I think you've got a good point, and.I

.

, w , . - m . -- -- ,
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1-- think in our guidance document,-and we hope with industry
'

~

2= support that we wou1d all more or less report things to the

3- same level. I think it's unfair for plants to be compared

4 at different levels. We see that and I think that's part of

5 the reason that industry, I think, is concerned, because

6 there seems to be a dissimilarity.

7 Those things we have recygnized and there's just a

8 priority that we have to'given certain kl.ds of deficiencies

9 in reporting. When we.do see them, we do talk to the

10 regions about it and they may sit down and talk to you. We

11 don't'usually in~AEOD sit down with the licensee directly

,

12 We will work-through the regions because they are the people

13 that you dnal with on that issue.

14 Why don't we aat some.more questi'ons out.

15 MR. SHARKEY: Two' comments. Tom Sharkey from >

16 Union Electric, please consider these two comments for >

.17 addition to Supplement 3, if. there is one, to the NUREG.

18 Mr. Jordan and I had a discussion maybe four years ago, a
t

h' 19 case where we inadvertantly shut a-common' discharge valve to

20 botn safety injection: trains. .The phone call and.an LER,
.

' 21- the paragraphLwould be the one that lists A, B, C, D, in the

.22 event or condition alone could'have prevented.

23 And if you look below that in the rule, there is a

24 ' Paragraph 7, any event where a single cause or condition

O
25. caused at least one independent train or channel to become

L

-_ . . . _ _. , .-__ _
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1 inoperable. On the IIR form, I asked you when did we mark

Q4j 2 that box, and you said that this paragraph is a subset of

3 the Paragraph 5, and in a specific case like this where one

4 component took out both trains, mark both Par 69raph 5_and 7.

5 The only time you mark seven is if you had previously marked

6 five.

7 I don't believe the industry knows of our

8 discussion and I just wanted to get that as a possible look

9 into clarification. The other comment was on reporting

10 failure to satisfy tech spec 6.12 on radiological protection

11 posting. We need some more clarification on that. The

i 12 NUREG, bapplement 1, Item 2.9 currently has words to the

|
| jS 13 effect that if it's an administrative requireeant and ises

| N.JI
14 not involve plant operations, it's not reportable.

15 If I fail to post properly or lock a door properly

16 for a high rad area, that in itself, we believe, is r.ot

17 reportable. If, however, a person, unauthorized or

18 authorized, enters because of that failure, received

19 exposure, etcetera, that that would be something that would

20 be reportable. And I think we're not the only plant that

21 has a problen. with this particular toch spec violation.

22 That's all I have to say.

L 23 MR. NOVAK: 'li.ank you . Other questions? Yes?
|
'

;4 MR. PROBST: Jim Probst. I'm with Iowa Electric
A

> 25 and I'm a member of the BWR Owners' Group Committee. I have
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1 specif ically been working on ESF actuations. First, I just

k J- 2 have a general comm9nt. I think it's become (;1 ear in the

3 meetlng and I think you folks recognize that some of the

4 rules and regulations out there aren't exceedingly clear on

5 what is reportable ar.d isn't.

6 In fact, I'm confident I could come up with

7 specific questions in areas, give you as much information as

8 you want, and if I polled you all individually, I'd come up

9 with varying answers. What I'd request is when you :ome up

10 with this Supplement 3 or your new regt'1ations, that you put

11 those to the same test. If you don't know of enough rough

12 questions to ask, I'm sure NUMARC or the BWR Owners' Group

() 13 would be happy to make some up.

14 But the real point of it ic if you've got a tough

15 question and if your new regulation still gives six yes and

16 six no, then we're going to be back here again in two or

17 three years with the same problems. So I'd request you put

18 it to that standard.

19 In specific, on the ESF actuations, in the BWR

20 Ow.iers' Group we did this. We made up some very difficult

21 questions, tough calls pecple have had to make, asked a

22 number of utilities, and on the tough questions, most of

23 them split right down the middle, 5 50. Fifty .re , fifty

7. 4 veren't. We decided at that point what ae really needed to(^)
%J

25 do for ESF actuations was define the terms.

!
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1 People were saying actuation, what does it ne'an.

() 2 We assumed that if we could define them, then we could take

3 those definitions and answer all of these questions and come

4 up with the same answer every time. And we believe we have

5 done that in our draft document which will be shown to you

6 sometime in the future.

7 vut, in particular, we hit one problem I'd ask you

8 to address in Supplement 3. I don't particularly like to

9 read something right out of your regulation to you, but I

10 think I will. We looked for a definitica or actuation,

11 looked a lot of places. .The only one we found was in 1022,

12 the original, Page 13, it defines actuation, it says

13 "actuatic of multi-channel ESF actuation systems is defined
(''J)%

14 as actuation of enough channels to complete the minimum

15 actuation logic; i.e., activation of sufficient channels to

16 cause activation of the ESF actuation system.h

17 In other words, it says actuation is an actuation.

18 I'd request that when you're doing the next supplement that

19- actuation be defined a little clearer, trying to avoid use

20 of words like actuation and activation in the definition.

21 It's an obvious point.

22 Thanks.

23 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Other questions? Yes?
i

_ 24 MS. GOODMAN: Lynne Goodman, Detroit Edison. I

| \ <

' 25 have a suggestion that might be able to balance our desire1

L
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1 not to have more beans to count and your desire to get more

%- 2 volunteer report. That would be if maybe we'd use the same'

3 form, but not call them LERs. Call them something else.

4 Either have them not numbered, have a different numbering

5 scheme such as what we have with security LERs, so that we

6 could still be sending you the information, but not have to

7 treat them in our count of LERs to our counties, regulators

8 and whatever.

9 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Question?
i
|

10 MS. ARNOLD: Tracy Arnold, Illinois Power. Mr.

11 Rosenthal specifically. When you look at other similar

|
12 events, what do you look at versus what are we supposed to

| t( )- 13 look at when we report to you and how far back are we

14 supposed to go? For us, it's easy, we haven't been licensed

!

| 15 that long, but for other plante -- when we're writing our

16 50.73 reports, what do we include for other similar events?

17 MR. CROOKS: I think that in Supplement 1 there is
-

18 an intent to provide some guidance on that. I think, again,

| 19 that's an area where you use some judgment. I would go back

20 -- I mean, if you go back a couple of years and if it's
|

| 21 something that's a very high frequency type thing, I don't

L
| 22 know that you need to go back a couple of years. What we're

23 primarily looking for is that; is this something that

r- 24 continues to recur, and then you focus on the corrective
q,

25 action.

_ _ _
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1 We're all aware.of situations where things do keep

2' occurring and=the corrective actions keep changing, d

3 Sometimes we find that'the corrective action is the same and

'

'4 it's_not really addressing the root cause of the problem.

5 So I think originally that's why that was in there. People

6 were saying look at the problem and how recurrent is it. I-

7 think-you use an element of engineering judgment. '

8 I'm not aware'that any of the regions have pushed
:

9 that particular issue to where they've gone back and

10 somebody said, well, gee, you had 25 of these and you only
~

11- said you had 20 of them or something like that. It's the

12 -reasonable man approach, that if -- you're even going to get

() 13. into in the judgment, what is the event, what's the

|-
| 14 significance of the event. ,

15 MR. ROSENTHAL: Why don't I say that's fair game,,

16 and I'll be fairly -- and the Court Reporter is going.- We

1/- don't.use that in our analysis'and the reason that we don't

18 .use it is that I have this gigantic computer database and

19 PCs on everybody's desks, and that's stuff that didn't exist >

20 in 1984. So w'aen we're interested in an event, we poll the

21 system and we dump the related events-that you've generated,

22- plus the-whole industry's related events, if we're doing the
.

r

23 search correctly, for the purposes of doing an engineering

24 . study.,

25 So at least from my -- and renember I'm just one

..m _ _ _ _ _ _ . -, ,
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1 of many users and we don't really use it. Now, Ed, from the

() 2 regional standpoint? Again, you can post those-same-

:3 databases..

4 MR. GREENMAN: Right. And we' don't count specific

5 numbers. We look far enough to see that you-have -- to see-

6 'if there's.any generic implication. We're certainly

7 interested'if you're saying what is-similar. If you had-a

:8- widget _ fail in System X and you haven't had any other-

9 widgets fail in that system, we certainly_would CXp6ct you

L10 to tell us that you did have that widget fail in System Y.

11 MR. HARRIS: . Ray Harris, PP&L. It. seems then that

12 you could just-take that out of the rule ~and any, revisions =

[ 13 you come up with, if you don't want it, clarify it so you
_

14 -make clear what you really do.want.

15- MR. NOVAK: 'Other questions?

'

16. MR. SHARKEY: I might be a little conservative
,

17 here.- That's a trigger for us to go back and-look.at-it in

-18 our corrective action program.- That triggers us to say,

19' . hey,' wait a minute, has:this happened five years ago. So.I

20 would:say that we're going to count, say maybe-there is-

21- some value to us,'the licensee, not the database or

22 whatever.;

p
o .2 3 - KR. NOVAK: Good point. Other questions?

24. 1GL, HEGRAT: I'm Henry Hegrat. I work for CCI at

i

L
\" 25 the Perry = Plant. It became pretty clear during the earlier

|'

_ .- - -. . . ._ . - . _ .
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1 discussions on 50.72 that the people involved in receiving
rs,

) 2 50.72 notifications would like to see an expansion, and thaty
,

3 expansion would be somewhat downward with respect co the

4 number and the types of -- upward with the number, downward

5 with the threshold of types of events reported under 50.72.

6 Those that were identified were large spills,

7 inadvertant criticality, small water hammers, etcetera, the

8 list --

9 MR. WEISS: No, I disagree. We're not looking --

10 I prefaced my remarks by saying we get 2,400 50.72s in a

11 year and out of those, maybe six a year go unreported. I'm

12 not looking for an expansion. My thesis was that when we

('N 13 wrote 50.72, we expected that the existing criteria, those
|

( )
u/

i 14 already in place, would have captured those events. I'm

!
' 15 prepared to give you some specific examples and discuss the

>
16 reporting criteria, but, for example, how can you say that

17 you have an overpressurization of a suction of RCSI piping,

18 the NRC launches an AIT, and that's not a degradation of

19 your primary system safety boundary.

; 20 KR. HEGRAT: If I can interrupt you, I wasn't

21 trying to say that you were trying to expand the criteria.

22 What I'm saying is that you did establish the fact that,,

23 from your viewpoint, there were events that were not being

24 reported that should have been and are captured under the

r ~}
.

1 !

| k- 25 existing rules. Is that correct?
|

|
t

|



.- - -. -. = - _- . . . - . . - - _ . - _ .

314 ,

1- MR. WEISS: Yes, but I wouldn't;say that that's an

Iw/ 2 -- expansion of the rule.

3 MR.'HEGRAT: Expansion of what's being reported,

4 not the rule. I didn't mean to imply that. My real

5 question is does that same philosophy or that same desire

6 exist with 50.737 Is there a feeling with the. staff that

7 50.73 reports also are not being captured to the same extent

8 as .72 with the criteria that arr'now given in-the rules?

9 MR. CROOKS: My response would be yes because i

10 they're_ closely tied together with the same criteria, with

11 the exception of common mode failure. 'I think the criteria

12 in 50.72 and 50.73 are almost'the same.

. .( 'h 13 MR. NOVAK: I think whtic Jack is saying, too, I-

%. .I,

14: think part of the whole concept of looking at 50.72 and .73

15 in this workshop is to stimulate again what we are really 1

16 trying to learn from operating experience. Jack Rosenthal,
'

17 you might-just want to-take a.few minutes --

=18- MR. ROSENTHAL: I,was just thinking that there was

i

-19- == you-know, the exceptions ~ stick in your head. It was.in |,

L -20 : Region II, a guy had a spill of his spent fuel storage pool,

| 21= and water runs |down into the cable chases and the cable

22 spreading room and drips onte, cabinets-in his control room,-

23 and it only got reported because they decided to make a:

- 24- press release.
I

25- I said, wait a minute, is this right. Then

l

. . . . .
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;

1 there's'another, also Region II, as a matter of fact -- it's

a nice to' cite Region II examples in Region III -- in which

2

3 diesel problems weren't being-reported-because it was an

4 older. plant in which the FSAR did not specifically identify

5 diesels as an engineered safety feature.

6 Well, doesn't that plant manager think those

7 diesels are there for safety? That, to me, was a word

8 engineering game. So those examples stick in your head. I

9 think that-Eric's point is right, that maybe we're clearly

10 going to diminish scme stuff that we mutually don't feel is

'll needed, and that thore's probably specific plants and

12 specific issues, a few dozen a year or less that aren't

( 13 getting reported'that I feel ought to be.

14- MR. HEGRAT: Just to amplify the effects from the

15' non-reporting, are these issues, in your opinion, clso not

16 _being fed through the other communications chain? I'm

=17 trying to establish whether or not the information is not

18 getting to the people who really need to look at it and to

19 analyze it and whether that's the problem,.or the mechanism

-20 which has been established, and that's the 50.72

~21 notification,.and the LER report. Is it a matter of use of-

22 -that vehicle to get this information or is that information

23 actually not getting to the departments that have to analyze

it, either through the residents or the daily reports or the

<O24
25 other devices that were discussed before? That's the extent

-~ :- - . . - . -
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.

of_the question.l'

'(%
'

x/ 2 KR. GREENMAN: From a regional perspective in that

13 . broad category, I think it's a fair assessment to say that,

4 by and large, we, NRC, stumble on it by one means or

5 another. Sitting in on a meeting or in walking throughout.

6- the plant-or participating in a conference call between the

7 utilities. It is not something that the utilities make a

8 conscious act to notify _the region, notify the resident by

9 any of these other mechanisms. Like he has to speak

10 directly to outsideLagencies.

11 MR. GREEN: I know you had this to get industry

12 viewpoints, but I want to give you one from the staff, too.
|

() -13 I'm Mark Green. I'm with the Engineering Branch in Region-

14 III. I have some specific familiarity with some of the

15 issues that Henry might have been talking abcut. First off,

16 I'm not sure you know what goes unreported.

j 17- -In Region III --
,

18' 101. NOVAK: He only knows.what.he doesn't know.

19 (Laughter.)

20 MR. GREEN:. In Region III alone in the last two-

21 and-a-half years, I guess I'd like to rattle off a few
,

22 examples of things that either went unreported under 50.72

23 or were incompletely or not properly. reported under_50.72.

24 For your benefit, Henry, I think the real concern under

:25 50.72 is the promptness of reporting so that the promptness

- _ - - - _ _ .~_ __ . , _ . .. .. - , - -
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1 of response can get there.

(Q_j 50.73 generally takes care of ensuring that2

3 everybody eventually knows. 50.72 is what makes it happen

4 quickly. But the issues that I had in mind involved

5 containment overheating and resultant cable damage; core

6 power oscillations; large movements of water to the wrong

7 places, like 30 and 40,000 gallons worthr significant cracks

8 in the reactor vessel head; multiple small bore pipe cracks

9 or leaks; potential water hammers where supports have been

10 pulled from walls; and, of f-gas releases for which the state

11 or other entities are made aware and the NRC isn't.

12 So I guess I would like to see both the BWR

() 13 Owners' Group and I know there's lots of folks here from

14 those type of industry organizations, or NUMARC or whatever,

15 as well as our panel members and our people that are looking

16 at long-term things, look at expansion of either the rules,

17 if that's the right thing, or the supplements to the NUREG

18 to provide guidance in areas that are -- I think all these

19 areas, you could make a legitimate case, are not required to

20 be reported.

21 In the same vein, they're all areas of obvious

22 regulatory interest. We were greatly inte'*-ted in each and

23 every one of those. Those have all occurred in Region III

24 plants and it's all been within the last two-and-a-half

O 25 years. So I'd like to see either the guidance or the rules

___ . _ _ - _ - -
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-1 expanded to envelope those kinds-of things.

2 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. We want to entertain some

3 more questions. . Let me mention one thing, and it will be

4. the only little speech I have today. One of the things we
-

>

S do in 1EOD is we monitor operating experience through what

6 we call:the accident sequence precursor program. You may

7 have heard about it. It's-been around for a decade. It was

8 developed out of Oak Ridge under a research contract.

9 But what it does, and if you forget'about the

-10 absolute' numbers-of the probability of core damage, it kind

11 of ranks the events that we see across the country.in terms

12- of safety significance. Now, what.I think I-was surprised

| 13 about is what it's telling us. For example, over the last

14 two years, in each'of the last two years, if you take a

15 number like five out of the top seven significant events or

16 four out of the top seven~were caused due to common mode

17 failure.

18 .I.think if-you've been in this business long

19 enough, you kind -of wante ' to downplay the likelihood of

20 common mode failure as something that would get you into

E

21 trouble. But operating experience is telling us that's just

22 what's happening; that the events that_we see today that are

23 most significant are a_ result of common mode failure.

(em
- 24- I think that you have to know. So that's the job

-'#~ 25 that we havet to provide this operating experience back to

m.-, __ ~ _ . - - _ . _ . _ _ _ _ ,_
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1- you so that you can recognize this, and it does kind of
~

g/)IN_ 2 perhaps recalibrate you to what today's experience is

3 _ telling us. We just are in the process,.as Jack Rosenthal'

4 mentioned, of completing a study on solenoid operated

5 valves. If we weren't worried about common mode failure,=we

6- would have killed this or stopped this study several years

=7 ago.
!

8- But because of the potential for common mode i

9. failure,, cross trains in different systems, we said we

10. better look at it. So I-think in looking at what we are

11 getting and.not getting, I think it's-important to recognize

12 what is'it telling us;'are we using the lessons from

} 13 operating experience; and that's the point that we're
.

14 getting at.

15- I think we see some practical applications of

~

-- 16 -operating experience to-improve the next ten years of

17' operation in every plant in the country.

18 New questions?-

L 19 MR. CROOKS: Tom, one thing. I don't-know that we

20 really answered this question regarding whether or not the

21 mechanism was important. All I would say is that-the

L 22- preferred mechanism is the 50.73-50.73 system because that

12 3 is set up to give the broadest-review. You notify the.

24 resident, you notify the region, you notify the projects

'

| 25 manager.
p

_ -. _ .. . _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ - . - . ,
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I

l' hon some of the events that Eric was talking about,

-2 they just escaped the system. The 50.73 report is what

3 trips the other levers from the industry-wide feedback

4 _ standpoint, many times not only just from us, but from your

5 own systems and through INPO.

6 MR. HONMA: George Honma from Toledo Edison. I'm

7 _ aware that NRC issues notices, bulletins and gureric letters

8 to identify Part 21s, but is there a means for NRC to merely

9 notify the licensees of any Part 21 issues?

10 JMR. ROSENTHAL: That's the most typical thing

11' that, in fact, happens. You get a Part 21 and you've spoken

12 to the vendor and you realize that there's four people

13 involved, and you assure yourself,-either by communicating()
14 directly or casure yourself that the vendor-has communicated

b 15 with.those four people, it's a narrow issue, and you stop.-

16 So what you're. describing is the most common way that things

17 have been,_if I understood you.
!=

18 MR. HONMA: Yes.
.

19 MR. ROSENTRAL: That is, in fact, the most common

20 way that-things are handled, and we typically don't write
.

21 ins and bulletins on those.
,

22 MR. HONMA: However, I think the way the system

23 works is the manufacturer erobably notifies the NRC first.

I 24 Is there a way to assure that that information is passed-
>,

25 back to the licensees immediately, other than through the

= _. . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ ~_. _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . . _ _- - .-
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1 manufacturer?-j,-q
'

) \
,

A# 2 MR. ROSENTRALt Other than through the --

3 MR. HONMA. Manufacturer that provided the

4 product. Like, is there a way that --

|
5 MR. WEISS: We've done that, Jack. I remember |

6 when there were some bad squib valves around the industry

7 and then that night we called all the regional offices,

8 project managers, and through the projects division in each

9 of the regions, all of the affected licensees were known,

10 and then we proceeded to write an information notice just to

11 paper things up. But in a matter of hours we had everybody

13 notified.

/N
i ) 13 MR. CHAFFEE: This is Al Chaffee. My

14 understanding from the Part 21 system is that normally the

.15 - person-who submits the Part 21 takes on responsibility to

'16 notify these people that may have the same problem. As

'17 people have been saying, if it turns out that we have a

'18 particular Part 21 that is extremely significant, then they

19 agency may take on the effort of very quickly making sure .

2 0.- that everybody is aware of it.

'21 One of the things I believes that happens in Carl

22 Berlinger's branch is they check the Part 21 to see if the

23 report itself says that the person providing the report hasu

| j'''] 24 notified the people that would be interested. My belief is
%.)

25 that in most cases they've done that. Many times when we
L

. .
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.- 1 'get the_Part 21, it's almost after they've already gone
j" .
1
' -2 'through the proc 6us of telling other people.-

3- MR. HONMA: However, there's some materials that a .

=4 licensee may_get through secondhand through another utility

5- that may not show up as a list. Is there like a listing

-6 that'n provided by NRC that could be periodically issued to

7_ all 1icensees identify Part 21 notifjSd for the year or

8- month?

9 MR. NOVAK: It's a good point. We'll look at it.

10 MR.' CROOKS:- We'll look at it.

11 MR, NOVAK: Thank you. Question?

12 MR. KRAUSE: Chuck Krause, Wisconsin Electric.
-

. ,-~) 113 Having had Part 21 just brought up here sort of tickled my
-

(.

14 memory. It seems to mo about two years ago the NRC was

15 ' proposing a change to the Part 21 rule which, in essence,

'16 - would have, I guess, rejleved 10 CFR Part 50 licenseet from

17 reporting under Part 21 given_that we already have criteria

:18- in 50.72 and .7J.

19 .I wonder if-you perhaps could update us on what's

20 happened with that proposed rule change.

21 PCR. NOVAK: You know how-to hurt a guy, don't you.

22 I didn't mean to cut-anyone-off short. I would like to get

23 as many questions on the record as we can. So if we get the
;.
! 24 essence of your question, even if we don't give you a

25 complete answer, we'd move ahead.

- , . . , . _ _ _ . _ - - __



- . - _ . ~ - - . . - . . - - . _ . . . -. _.- --. -.- - - - -

323

-1- Jack, in 30 seconds -- 1

() 2 MR.-ROSENTRAL: In 30 seconds, we're in the. final

3 throws of rulemaking-and that revised rule will make it

4 very, very clear that if you have a deficiency that's been

5 reported by Part 21, 50.55(e) or .57(e)(3), then you have

6 . fulfilled your requirements and you need not do duplicate

7E reporting.

8 MR. NOVAK Question?

9 -MR; DILLICH: My name is Jack Dillich from Toledo

11 0 Edison. I'd like to reiterate what was brought up

11 previously about section 6 or the administrative tech specs.

I12 ~ I think that's one area that we can-really stand to improve

13= in. From1the operations section, I find myself on the other j
-

14 sideLof . art argument a- lot. cf times with the' licensing people

'

15 in that-the software type of tech specs that I callLthem are
~

16 not-quite as clearcut as the rest _of the tech specs. i

17 You'11'have programmatic type tech specs in
,

,

.

J18 Section'6 associated with Committees, how often they-meet,

19- the maximum amountgof hours-worked-by key personnel, that--

| -20- type of_ thing. It becomes very difficult then to sift out

21~ what is actually a_ violation of a tech spec and what has-to-
.

.

22 be reported as an LER.

23 You_get'into: situations, I like_to call them non---

,

, 2 4.~ events. They're really not events, they're just conditions,

1 0^ 25- and we at Davis-Besse, in general, we usually end up going

|

- . = . - . . . - . - - - - - . - _ . - - - - - . - - __. - - _ - - . , . - - - _ . . .
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1 with the consensus. If the consensus of opinion feels that
,_

(/ 2 we need to report this, we normally report conservatively. !

!

3 A couple of examples would be missing an hourly fire watch I

4 by two minutes. That was an LER at Davis Gesse, llours

5 worked, if someone -- we have a program to make sure that

6 hours worked is not exceeded, whether it be for a seven-day

7 period or a 48-hour period.

8 In one particular case, if one guy out of many,

9 many hours, many, many years, happens to work 73 hours in a

10 consecutive seven-day period, that's an LER. These are

11 examples, in my opinion, that we could probably save a lot

12 of paperwork and a lot of time by reporting events and not

() 13 these types of conditions.

14 In that particular case, my contention is Section'

15 6 tech specs makes you have a program to do compensatory

16 fire watches, makes you have a program, for instance, to

17 make sure you track hours worked by key personnel. Those

18 programs are in place, but these are individual exceptions

19 to that program. In my opinion, they're not reportable.

20 If that could be clarified, perhaps we could cut

21 down on the unnecessary reports that are submitted. And I

22 would agree with Mr. Weiss, not on everything, but I agree

|

| 23 with his contention that I don't think there are that many

r'' 24 conditions or events out there that go unreported. I know -
k_)g

- --

;5 - I can't speak for all the different utilities, but at

i

,
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1 Davis-Besse, I think we report to excess in some cases. We,-s

i )
' ''

2 certainly don't report -- we don't miss that many, in my

3 opinion.

4 MR. JOVAK: Thank you. Other questions?

5 MR ,. PUTNAM: Ken Putnam, Iowa Electric. With

6 regard to ESP actuations, on any of your studies of cleanup

7 and some of the other high frequency isolations, unnecessary

B isolations, do you see any evidence that frequent challenges

9 to ESFs did, indeed, lead to degraded performance when

10 -called upon to actuate for real, which would seem to be --

11 everybody seemed to think that's not what we want, we don't

12 want to have them failing when they really come in. Was

O
(_,1 13 there any correlation there?

14 MR. ROSENTHAL: The only example I can think of is

15 diesels, where we clearly recognize that all these diesel

16 starts were, in fact, damage in the diesels. I don't think
.

17 we have any -- I do not know of any study that says

18 actuations (nr RWCU is damaging the isolation capability of

| 19 the RWCU. Reactor trip breakers, we were doing so much
|

20 testing of big trip breakers that I think we were damaging

21 them. So you have to look at those devices for which the

22 design life is just a few hundred cycles, and then compare

| 23 that to what's going on.

f')Y
24 MR. PUTNAM: And related to that a little bit, I

%
25 guess, there seemed to be some agreement up here that a
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1 certain group of ESF actuations had negligible safety

2 significance. Yet, there is-extremely high pressure for any

3 time one of those events occurs that is defined as

4 reportable, that we have to take rm.s sort of corrective

5 actions to preclude recurrence of .at event. Now, maybe

6 that's just our own perception and not yours.

I 7 But for ESF actuations, if they, indeed, have very

8 little safety significance, I'd suggest that perhaps some of

9 the corrective -- it's very easy to fall into a trap in

10 taking corrective actions where you're risking reducing the

11 reliability of the system. Clearly that's not our intent

12 when we're taking them, but given the fact that what you're

h 13 talking about is unplanned actuations of engineered safety

14 features and you're out there trying to come up with ways to

15 reduce the likelihcod that they're going to be asked to

16 work, it's very delicate and easy to get yourself into a box

17 where you've actually reduced the likelihood of them working

18 on a valid demand.

19 So in terms of bean counting and all, well, don't

20 worry about the bean count, that's all well and good, but if

21 the system and the reporting requirements are set up to

22 drive you towards taking actions that are undesirable, then

23 we should be worried about that kind of reporting

24 requirement.

25 I guess along those lines, I'd like to know what

.. .
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l' you guys' response would'be-to an LER that said this event

l ); 2- occurred, this is why it has very little safety
%,.

3- significance, and this is why we're taking no corrective

4- actions to preclude recurrence.

5 MR. NOVAK: Good point. Do-we have any other
i

6 questions? Yes, please.

7- MR. KIRK: My name is Mike Kirk'from NUMARC. I'd -1

8 .ltke to make a couple of-general comments, if I may.

9 EarliAr'on Jack talked about a couple of initiatives that

10 the NRC is taking regarding reporting requi.raments, and I

11 think-later on this afternoon we're going to hear some other

12 things regarding security report'.ng, and these are all

13: initiatives for which the NRC should be applauded.

O ~

As.in most things, much of this concern, I think,14

15! about. reporting is. tied into the efficient utilizativ of

16 resources. I don't think this is something that has been

-17 ' articulated-as such in the meeting today, but I don't think

18 ~there's anybody here that would disagree-with that

' statement.19 -

20. Reporting, whether it's under 50.72 or 50.73, is

-21 very manpower-intensive. :There was an informal poll, I

-22 .believe it was'at-the Region II workshop, where it was-

23 indicated'that a preparation of a " simple LER," one for

24- which the chain of events is understood, the causes-known,

25 and has-a minimal safety significance, takes a minimum of

. .
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1; two man weeks to prepare.

2 More involved;LERs may take six to eigh't man weeks -|
|

3 or even more, and this would be exclusive of any subsequent

4- supplements. This obviously is a significant load on

5 operations, licensing and engineering manpower resources.

6 The elimination.of reporting requirements such as we've 1

7- heard about, like the more non-significant ones, the non-

8; significant control room'HVAC and reactor water cleanup -

'

9 isolation actuations, will certainly go a long way to reduce

10 this-manpower burden.

.11 We would urge the NRC to keep this burden in mind

12 when you consider any further modifications to the existing

13 reporting system. Thank you.

14 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Other questions?

15 MR. NALEPKA: Dave Nalepka, Wisconsin Public

16- Service. I guess one consideration that I would like the

'17 group to take a look at when evaluating Supplement |3 is,

18 again,Lthe definition of actuation. One specific example to

19 consider would be if a ventilation system has a partial
< r

20 actuation, that one damper within that ventilation system

-21- actuates.for:some reason or other, is that-considered an
- -

22 -inadvertant. actuation of an ESP system?

23 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Other questions?

24 -[No response.)

1

25 MR. NOVAK: Well, we've had a good showing of

:

_- _ __ __ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . -_- - . ~, ,__ . . _ . ,_ ___
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1 questions. We'll wait a few more minutes.

2 MS. ARNOLD: We were recently wrestling with

3 reportability of a given event, which we determined was not

4 reportable. It was kind of connected to -- I'm trying not

5 to be real specific here and hang ourselves, but it was kind

6 of connected to che transmitter bullatin- So we were trying

7 to decide if it was reportable under 50.73 and we determined

8 it wasn't. But my management kept asking, well, isn't it

9 like Part 21. If the- NRC has adequate information, why do

10 we have to tell them again. Though it's not in 50.72 .73,

11 if we've responded to the generic letter, if we had

12 determined it was reportable, why should we report it again?

( 13 MR. NOVAK: I don't know if we got the full intent
\

14 of the question.

15 MR. CHAFFEE: Correct me if I'm wrong. What

16 you're saying is if you've told the NRC through responding

17 to the generic letter, do you need to tell them again

18 through writing an LER.

19 MS. ARNOLD: Right.

20 MR. CRAFFEE: That's the question.

21 MR. NOVAK: Would you mind providing an answer?

22 ( Laughter. )

23 MR. CHAFFEE: If it's reportable, you report it.

24- MR. CROOKS: What I would say is if it's anotherfs

25 event and it is reportable, you've determined it isn't

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -- _ _ _ _ __
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1 reportable, and it is reportable, then I think you would .

r'(j) 2 send in and make the notifications. If there are other

3 circumstances -- why don't we just go from there. What

4 you're alluding to, there certainly are a number of things

5 in the database for problems that are known and are

6 continuing to happen and people are focusing on.

7 MR. PETERMAN: I'd like to address that just a

8 second. What we have done in the past, if the event is

9, similar enough, we would handle it with a supplement to the

10 original report.

11 MR. CROOKS: Okay, but don't go too far with that

12 one. There is some guidance, if they're within 30 days and

() 13 all that kind of thing, fine. We have looked at that. And

14 that, by the way, is not -- I think I looked at that and I

15 found that there were two or three events that had five or

16 six supplements-at the most, and four-or five of those were

17 really new events. They did have some different information

18 in them. So there was a littln bit of gamesmanship in that.

19 But in_most cases, the supplements are providing

20 new additional information. That was the intent of the

21 supplements.

22 MR. HARRIS: Ray Harris, PP&L. _If you

23 collectively reach an opinion that certain things don't need

24 to'be reported, like reactor water cleanup isolations that-

i

25 are inadvertant and are not related to a need for isolation

i



.. . .
.

- _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

331

1 in the way of a leak, or HVAC, it seems to me you'd be free
O

2 to issue an exemption and not wait two or three years for"

3 rulemaking and just stop it. Why not do that?

4 MR. NOVAK: Well, if we thought we had to wait two
1

I
5 to three years to do just what we've suggested, we would

6 take a different action. We think that it's very possible

7 that those kinds of changes could be entertained under what

a we call minor rulemaking.

9 MR. HARRIS: Two years ago I heard an NRC

10 individual say that you were thinking about doing that.

11 MR. NOVAK: We have also looked at the exemption

12 option and that still is open. You've got a good point,

( 13 though. I'm not minimizing the fact that we promised more

14 than we can deliver sometimes in terms of changes in the

15 rule. But we've got the operating experience now, we've got

16 the reg impact study, we've got pretty much a directive from

17 our agency to move forward in this area, to do what we can

18 and do it quickly.

19 Other questions? Yes?

20 MS. GOODMAN: Lynne Goodman, Detroit Edison.

21 Another thing that would be helpful in the guidance that's

22 going to be coming out, if you could address guidance -- the

23 condition many of us have in our license regarding items

~

24 that aren't otherwise covered by tech spec reporting

25 requirements, there a violation of a license condition, they

. . . - . .
. _. .. .. . . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _
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1 still get reported under an LER. )
/G
k.s 2 Since that uses the LER form, it follows 50.73,

3 even thcugh the criteria of 50.73 isn't met. Some

4 additional guidance on that as far as what kind of detailed

5 items are considered to be reportable under that criteria

6 would help. An example of that might be we're all required

7 to have, or many of us, fire protection programs. If you're

8 an hour late on doing the fire drill, does that make it a

9 violation of your licanse, and so an LER? Some of those

10 types of questions have come up over time.

11 MR. NOVAK: Thank you. Other questions? Yes, go

12 ahead.

( ) 13 MR. PROBST: Jim Probst, Iowa Electric. Will the

14 utilities be given the opportunity to comment on the new

15 NUREG supplement before it goes out so that we can see that

16 all these questions we are asking are being taken care of so

17 we don't have to go through this again in a couple years?

18 MR. NOVAK: We had that question asked of us, I

19 think it was at the Atlanta meeting. I sort of answered it

20 by saying yes, but also as part of the response, I think Ed

21 Jordan mentioned that we don't want to delay this thing. In-

22 other words, we'd like to be able to move- forward.

23 If we send something out and ask for peer review

12 4 comments, wa're sending it out to the world; not just togg
N-]

25 you, but to anyone else that wants to comment on the
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guidance document. And then, in the sense, we lose a1

\/ 2 certain amount of control over how qyickly we can respond.

3 So it's a compromise. If we think we've got the essence of

4 the things that are on the table for clarification or

5 possible change, I think you would want us to go forward

6 with it.

7 In other words, I think we're looking to improve

8 the system. We'll never make it perfect. So I think that

9 would be my response today on reflection. If we can get the

10 essence of what needs to be done, let's go about doing it.

11 MR. PROBST: Will you be using, say, the BWR

12 Owners' Group and some of the other utilities in an informal

() 13 way to get some -- it just seems like we're doing this --'

p v

14 these meetings, you're going to go away and come back with a

15 completed document and we'll have to live with it.

16 MR. NOVAK: We'll take that under consideration.

17 We've had at least one meeting with the BWR Owners' Group.

18 We're not against those kinds of meetings, but we do want to

19 try to move this thing forward. After while, we'd like to

20 see it where it sort of says, okay, we've gone far enough,

21 let's try to wrap this thing up.

22 Other questions? Yes?

23 MR. PENDERGAST: I'm Joe Pendergast from Detroit

! j' 24 Edison. When we were talking about exemptions to reporting
| I
!
' 25 requirements, I was wondering if there were ever any issued

i
!
!
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1 to-date. I'veLtalked to several plants and nobody_seems to-() '

2- Eknow of any,

3 MR. NOVAKt Let me give you a quick answer. If we j

4 had someone from General Counsol here, Marty-would give you

5 a very direct answer. The logic that the lawyers always
-

6 Lcome is if-you want an exemption, if.it's plant-specific,

s

7- fine.. .If the issue is generic, you go to rulemaking. In
,

8_ other words, they don't like to grant generic exemptions

9 because that's not the purpose of the exemption. The

10- purpose of the exemption is that you, as a specific
E

11 individual, the utility, have a specific problem or some

f. 12 situation that the rule was not intended to cover or it

i 11 3 . treats }ou unfairly and you come in:and ask for an

14 exempticn, that's a legitimate use of the exemption process.

15 All boilers have reactor water cleanup systems.

16 For tus to grant an exemption that says' you don't have to

| 11 7 - report reactor water cleanup systems,: it could be done )but,

' 18: Lthe lawyers are saying that's not-the process that.was.

f' 19 intended to accomplish that. _If you_want to. change that,
,o
' - E20 : get it out of-theirule.- It's. simple enough.

u

21 So I1think_that's the kind of-thing that we see

hen we flook. at exemptions. Other questions?- 22 w
p

23 (No. response.)_

*

_24 _MR. NOVAK:. Why don't we do the following? Let's

25- take about a five-minute break and then we're going to start

,

,, - ~ .-. an e n. - , < , e-nnm mr~ -n - , . - ur. , e- -,,.e--~ < w



-- _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _

|

335

1 up with safeguards. Thank you,

t

\- 2 (Brief recess.)

3 MR. NOVAK: Before we started, I want Ed Greenman

4 to respond to suppose I decide there's no corrective action

5 required.

6 ( Laughter . )

7 KR. NOVAK: You can't -- Bert Davis will be here

8 tomorrow talking tco it.

9 MR. GREENMAN: I debated deciding it myself, but I

10 decided that would be out of character for me. So I'm honor

11 bound to respond to that. It's obvious that there's a lot

12 of frustration just upon the amount of time we've spent

() 13 talking about reactor water cleanup system isolations, and I

14 think it's especial'.y appropriate since we have out-of-

15 region guests from other plants in the different regions.

16 If any utility says in an LER that we don't plan

17 to take corrective action, I guess, first of all, I would

18 find that refreshing since normally what I hear is that

19 you're going to revise procedures and do some training.

20 [ Laughter.)

21 MR. GREENMAN: That would obviate some of the

22 discussion that we might usually have about whether or not

23 you were capable of coming up with an engineering fix to a

24 system that you and we normally would expect to operate

25 properly. But seriously. We would look at any evaluation

e

- _ _ ___-_________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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1: that you sent'in that|made common sense and had a safety-
}/-) ,

\2 2 payoff. I think that's the bottom line.

3 l'm aware in Region III-that people are. capable of

4 designing'themselves around what happens to be a real

5 problem with RWCU. -That's what, from a regional-
'

6' perspectiv?, that I would expect. What kind of safety

-7 payoff? I think you, your plant management, and corporate

8 management have to ask yourselves the question, even on

9- those. types of isolations that neither you nor we see have a

10 significant safety impact, what kind of a distraction

11 responding-to-those types of events'over and over again has

12 to do on your operating staff _and what it diverts their

O
i ,) . 13 energies and other more-important things they must be able

14 to do.
,

15 So we entertain'any proposals that you might want

16- -to send'in. Thank you.

17 LMR. NOVAK: Thank you, Ed. What we'd like to do:

18 now is move over into the safeguards area. We've asked two

L19 additional staff people to join us-on the panel. To my far

20 left is Joan.Higdon, who is in the Domestic-Safeguards i

21 Branch'of NMSS. . Then to her right-is Nancy Ervin, who is.in

:22- the Safeguards Branch of NRR. Nancy is going to be our

23 first speaker, and she is the'NRR professional responsible

'SL 24- ~for evaluating and developing NRC policy in the safeguards(J
25 eve.~.t reporting area. +

|

. . - .. -
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1 So we'll just move right into that area. Nancy?

(,) 2 MS. ERVIN: I'm going to discuss our regulation

3 that deals with reporting of safeguards events. For the

4 benefit of those who aren't in safeguards, I'll give a brief

5 description and history of the regulation. Then I will be

6 discussing some activities that we have going to revise our

7 guidance on reporting of events. It's in an effort to

8 eliminate unnecessary reporting. Also, we're revising it to

9 better clarify our reporting requirements.

10 10 CFR 73.71 requires licensees to report

11 significant safeguards events to the NRC Operations Center

12 within one hour after the discovery of each event. Although

13 the rule covers fuel facilities, transportation of S&M and
O(~T

14 some non-power reactors, I'm going to limit my discussions

15 to the power reactors because of the audience that's

16 present.

17 Significant events are those that threaten nuclear

18 activities and have the potential to endanger the health and

19 safety of the public. These events include acts, attempts

20 or threats to do significant physical damage to i power

21 reactor, including the interruption of normal operations

22 through tampering. Significant events can also include

23 safeguard system failures if the failure is uncompensated,

24 if it hasn't been compensated, and if it could allow

?5 undetected or unauthorized access into a protected or vital'
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1 aren.

() 2 The rule also requires licensees to record certain

3 less significant safeguards events in a log for quarterly

4 transmittal to the NRC. These events include safeguard

5 system failures that are compensated and that do not

6 immediately endanger the health and safety of the public.

7 73.71 was originally published in 1973. A major

8 revision to the rule was published on June 9, 1987 and it

9 was effective October 8, 1987. The purpose of the revision

10 was to clarify to,7orting requirements, eliminate unnecessary

11 1 reporting, and improve NRC's data analysis system. Reg

12 Guide 5.62, entitled Reporting of Safeguards. Events, was

13 revised in' November 1987 to clarify the rule revisions.

O 14 NUREG-1304, same title, was published in February

15 1988 to address questions discussed at a September 14, 1987

16 workshop on the revised rule. Prompt notification of

17 significant events is very important. We analyze these

18 events for their immediate impact on the safe operation of

19 the plants and the health and safety of the public.

20 Some of the events may warrant NRC oversight,

21 which can include activation of the NRC Information

22 Assessment Team or the NRC Response Center. In some cases,

23 we may also need to notify other agencies, such as the

24 Federal Bureau of Investigation if sabo'tage is involved, or

25 the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms if explosives

--
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1 are involved.
(3
\~ I 2 Jf the event affects other licensees or agencies,

3 we may issue an immediate generic communication. More long-

4 term feedback would be rule or guidance revisions, as

5 appropriate. An example of this is a generic letter that

6 ve've recently developed in an effort to reduce unnecessary

7 prompt reporting that I'll be discussing shortly.

8 The loggable or less significant events that we

9 receive each quarter are reviewed to determine if generic

10 safeguards system effectiveness problems exist or are
,

11 developing. Our formal long-term analysis is conducted by'

12 NMSS and results are forwarded to the licensees. Ms. Higdon,

( ) 13 will be discussing this analysis shortly.

14 We issue generic communications and initiate rule

15 or guidance revisions when necessary based on review of-

16 these event logs. A recent example of a generic information

17 -- a generic communication is Information Notice 90-13

18 entitled Importance of Review and Analysis of Safeguards

19 Event Logs. This information was issued to remind licensees

20- of the benefits of meaningful reviews and analysis of event

21 logs and reports required by 73.71.

22 It was also issued to remind licensees of the

23 importance of initiating prompt, effective corrective

24 measures to prevent recurrence of the identified problems.| g-~).3

\_'

| 25 The information notice was generated because of a concern

i

I

(

|
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1: that some licensees were not. analyzing safeguards system-
,

bw- -2' problems and the problems were continuing to recur-with noc

3 apparent measures taken to correct them long-term,- to get to

'

4 the root of the problems.

_5 About.a year ago, we initiated a revision to Reg-
r

6 Guide 5.62 and NUREG-1304 to incorporate lessons learned
:

!7' from two years experience with implementation of the revised

_8 _ 73.71 rule. The_ revision is based on our evaluation of the -

9 safety significance of all_ events-reported and the immediate

10 actions taken by the licensees and by the NRC. The proposed

11 revision: incorporates appropriate parts of NUREG-1304 into

12 RegLGuide 5.62 and will result in additional reduced

() 13' reporting, primarily in the area of one-hour reports andp

14 fitness-for-duty-events. i'

15 It also will provide-further clarification of the-

16- reporting requirements, which was our intent when we revised

- 17_ the reg guide before. The revision also addresses

18 improvements-necessary for event:1og analyses programs.- We
.

19 intend to issue the revised reg guide for public comment by-

20' the end of this year. This-may be-optimistic-because the

'

21 reg guide has to'go through extensivo inhouse concurrence,

22 and that includes going-through CRCR before we even put it

-23 out.for public comment.

24 We have also developed a generic letter that, when

25~ published, will eliminate unnecessary prompt reporting of
.

g g op -m- un mw-e y- ,a-- w ,,--r. - - , , - > m-- m - , , - ww-,
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1 certain safeguards events. The generic letter also provides

() 2 further clarification of our published guidance for some

3 events. It will reduce unnecessary reporting to the NRC

4 Operations Center and reduce the reporting burden on

5 licensees.

6 The generic letter represents an immediate

7 revision to our current published policy, and is responsive

8 to concerns raised in the impact survey. It should be

9 published in the near future. It's in CRGR right now for

10 backfit considerations.

11 We intend the generic letter to be guidance only.

12 When it's published, there is no written response that will

13 be required and any actions taken by licensees in response

14 to it will be strictly voluntary. The generic letter maybe

15 modified in the final revision to Reg Guide 5.62, but that

16 wouldn't be for at least a year. Again, this is because of

17 the lengshy process involved in revising the reg guide.

18 This is why we went with the generic letter,

i 19 because we knew it was going to take too long and we wanted

20 to get something out to provide some rellef from these

21 unnecessary reports that are coming in.p

|

22 The policy changes that I'm going to discuss will

; 23 not be effective until the generic letter is published, and
!

24 that's because it's pre-decisional until it gets through

\ 25 CRGR and it actually is published. Until that time, you
.

|
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1 should continue to follow the published guidance._ If you

A
2 have site-specific concerns, you can contact me, your( ,)
3 license reviewer, or your region. We didn't put a handout

4 on the generic letter, and, again, it was because it was

5 pre-decisional.

6 Before I talk about the specific events that are

7 liJted in the generic letter, I'll go through some of the

8 more generic policy in the letter, our current published

9 policies suggest that licensees report safeguards system

10 failures to the ops center within one hour of discovery if

11 they're not properly compensated within ten minutes by a

12 licensee employee, contractor, or vendor, or within the time

~s 13 prescribed in the licensee's approved security plan.

(V)

14 This is already stated in Reg Guide 5.62. We've

15 revised our policy on this to allow logging the event even

16 if it takes longer than ten minute to comp it, if

17 extenuating circumstances prevent the timely compensation,

18 and this is provided all other aspects of proper

19 compensation as currently described in Reg Guide 5.62 and

20 NUREG-1304 are met; also, provided there was no malevolent

21 intent, nothing sdverse resulted from the delay, and that

22 the licensee takes appropriate measures to ensure a more

23 timely response or other necessary action in the future.

24 An example of this type of event is when an
O
kJ 25 individual inadvertantly fails to notify security of a
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1 safeguards event in a timely manner.- This is what typically 3

(I '

2~ causes the delay'in the ten-minute window for your

3 compensation of the event. When you do log an event and

4 it's one that you could not comp it within ten minutes, you
>

5 should note the cause of the delay in the log entry, why you

6 couldn't comp it within ten minutes.

7 Another policy change deals with fitness-for-duty

8 events. Significant fitness-for-duty events are now

9 reportable under 10 CFR 26.73 and not under 73.71. Fitness-

10 for-duty performance data must be submitted under the

.11 provisions of 26.71(d). In those rare cases where an event-

12 with safeguards significance was caused by a fitness-for-

13 duty event, the_ fitness-for-duty aspect should_be reported[}
14- to NRC in-accordance.with Part 26'and the safeguards aspects

15 in accordance with 73.71.

16- When a telephonic report is required by both'

17 . rules, the licensee need only make one call to the ;

18 Operations Center, if it's made within one hour, which is

19 the requirement for-the-safeguards events. That's your
.

'- 20 choice. If you_want to make-separate reports, that's fine,
,

21' -but if you do want to_make one, it would have to be within

22 the one hour of discovery _of the' safeguards degradation.

23_ In either case, e v 'tten report of the safeguards

24 aspects must be submitted v0 3:- 30 days as required by 10
O'

25 CFR 73.71. Now I will discuss the events listed in the

|

,.

I
i - ,-, , . - _ - , - . . _ . . _ . _ _ . _ . _ , - _ _ . _ . , - _ . _ - _ _ . _ . _ _ .- -
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1 generic letter that can be logged instead.of being reported
- -

.2 to NRC-within one hour of discovery.

3 These events have been coming into-the ops ceriter

.4 -during the past three yeare. You can log them,-if you want- ,

5- to, once the generic letter is published. These events can

6 be logged if they're properly compensated'in accordance with

7' the guidance _provided in Reg Guide 5.62 and.NUREG-1304, and'

8 the areas of the generic letter that we' just discus: sed.

9 When there are factors that could change the reportability

10 of specific events, I-will discusc them with that particular

11 event.

12 The first one is a design flaw or vulnerability in

13 a protected or vital area safeguards barrier. If the flaw

-14 or degradution existed for more than ten minutes -- in our

'15 guidance that's already out, this was a one-hour report.

16 'Now if it's-properly compensated and nothing adverse is

i 17- discovered, _now you can. log the event.
_

18 The next' example is a failed compensatory measure,

.19 such as an inattentive or sleeping security guard, or

20 equipment that' falls after being successfully established as 4

21 -. .an effective compensatory measure for a degraded security

22. system. If security personnel are ineffective because of

23 alcohol.or drugs, the security degradation is reportable

- 24 under 73.71, and the licensee should-include the positive

25- results of the for cause test in the data submitted to NRC
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1 under 26.71(d).
s

( 2 The next example is discovery of contraband inside

3 the PA that is not a significant threat. For example, such

4 a condition could be the discovery of (A few bullets or a

5 weapon that was inadvertantly left unattended by the

6 security force. If contraband is found in a vehicle located

7 in a parking lot outside of the PA, the event does not have

8 to be reported or logged as long as there is no threat or

9 attempted threat associated wit's it.

10 The next example is compromise, including loss or

11 theft of safeguards information that could not significantly

12 assist an individual in gaining unauthorized or undetected

( 13 access to a facility or in an act of radiological sabotage

| 14 or theft of S&M.

15 The next example is loss of all AC power supply to

16 security system or loss of all computer systems provided

17 adequate compensatory measures enn be maintained until the

18 systems are restored. If a porar loss or computer failure

19 could not enable the unauthorized or undetected access, no

20 report or log entry is required. For example, a computer

21 failure would not require reporting if it's negated by an

22 automatic switchover to a functioning backup computer

23 without a time delay.

24 Also, momentary loss of lighting caused by a power

Cs)
25 interruption would not require reporting if the loss could

,
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1 not have allowed undetected or unauthorized access. The lat
7
( ,) 2 group of loggable failures deal with partial failures of an

3 otherwise satisfactory access authorization or access

4 control program.

5 The first example is a vendor who has been cleared

6 and authorized to receive a badge permitting unescorted

7 access to protected and vital areas who inadvertantly enters

8 the PA through a vehicle gate before being searched and

9 before being issued a badge. The licensee discovers the

10 event, searches the individual, issues a badge and takes

11 corrective action to prevent recurrence.

12 Again, with all of these, it's based on proper

[^) 13- comp measures and that nothing adverse happens. If
\._J

14 something is discovered that constitutes a threat or it

15 endangers the health and safety, th n from the time it's

36 discovered, your one-hour clock starts for reporting it to

17 the Center.

18 If search equipment fails and the licensee does

19 not detect the failure, thereby allowing unsearched

20 individuals to enter the protected area, you can log the

21 event. If licensee -- and, again, if nothing adverse

22 happens from the event. If the licensee discovers search

23 equipment failure before anyone goes through unsearched and

24 immediately uses other equipment with the same capabilitics,e-

%~)
25 such as a hand-held or another detector that is functioning,

_ _ -_ _ _- -____ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _
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1 no-report or log entry ist requir9d.-

-p.
\ss/ 2 The next example.is an individual who is required-

-3 to have an escort for a particular area who inadvertantly

4-- becomes separated from_his or her escort, but the escort or

5 an.'ther: person authorized unescorted access recognizes the.

'

6' situation and corrects it. If an individual separates from

7 -his or her escort to use a restroom which has limited meane

8 of egress and the escort remains nearby with full view of

9' the-egress area, no report or log entry is required.

10 If an employee of a licensee or contractor or

11 licensee contractor enters the VA improperly without

-12- realizing that the card reader is processing a preceding

( } 13 employee's card or the employee walks in behind another-
,

14 employee without.using a card, tailgating, the event can be

15 logged, even if the_ employee was not authorized-access _to

16 any vital area, if the improper entry was inadvertant and

17 without malevolent intent. 1

18' If an individual-enters a vital area to which he-

19. or she is authorized unescorted-access by inadvertantly

20 using an access control medium, key card or badge, intended

21 for another individual who is also authorized access to the4

22 area, this can be logged. If an individual is authorized

?23 only PA access and is incorrectly-Issued a badge granting

-24 vital area access, but does not enter vital areas or does -

O 25 not enter vital areas with malevolent intent, the event can

. - . - - _ , . - .- .. - - _ . - . - - . - - - . - - ..-. - . - - . - . .
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1 be logged.
,-

'w_) . 2 Further, if an individual is issued an incorrect

3 badge, but cannot reasonsbly use it because -- for example,

4 if hr or she would need to know a four-digit or five-digit

5 PIN '' order to get into the protected area and they had

6 been aed the wrong badge, but there they are in the PAP

7 area, they can't key anything in because they don't know the

8 code, then you would not have to report this, you would not

9 have to log it because it's not reasonable to assume that

10 they could have compromised the system, unless there's

11 intent. If intent comes into it, that's different. But if

12 it's just someone that's been given a wrong badge, then no

im
(\_ ; report or log entry on this particular one.13

14 The next example is improper control to include

15 loss or off-site removal of access control media, including

16 picture badges, key, key cards or access control computer

17 codes that could be used to gain unauthorized or undetected

^
18 accass. Proper compensation includes preventing successful

19 use of the medium and initiation of measures to determine of

20 the medium was used during the period it was lost or off-

21 site.

4
% 22 If the licensee determines that it was used during

>

23 this period, you should report the event tc the NRC from one
!

,f 3 24 hour from when you discovered that the medium was used. If !

%s)
< ;
*

'5 the licensee determines that the medium could not have been

l

____ _ _ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ .

349

1 esed to gain unauthorized or undetecte ' access, you do not

() 2 have to report or log the event. Situations of this type

3 could include the following; if the authorized individual

4 only momentarily takes a badge outside of the PA and the

5 event is immediately discovered and corrected by return of

6 the badge before compromise could occur; if a badge or key

7 is only momentarily misplaced and the event is discovered

8 and corrected before anyone could reasonably use the device

9 for entry; or, if a badge is automatically deleted from the

10 system vnen taken off-site, a now badge with a different

11 access code in issued tc the individual involved upon

12 reentry, and the previous code is not used in another br.dge.

(s Those are examples of events that would not be13

(
14 reportable and you would not have to log them. Card reader

15 failure that causes vital area doors to unlock in the open

16 position or to lock in the closed position, but with no

17 functioning door alarm can be logged. If card reader
.

18 failure causes VA doors to lock in the closed position and

19 the door alarm functions properly, no report or log entry is

20 required.

21 The last example of a loggable event is incomplete

22 preemployment screening records, to include falsification of

23 a minor nature or inadequate administration control or

24 evaluation of psychological tests. Unescorted access of the

O
\- ' 25 individual should be cancelled or suspended until the

,

- ---_ _m.
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-1 identified anomaly is corrected. If the-licensee determines
,

() 2 that unescorted access would have been denied based on,-

1

3 deveitged information, a one-hour report is required after i

!

4 discovery of tee new information. This is currently stated I

i.

5 in 5.62 and 1304.
.

6 Those are the examples of events that, although

7 they have been coming in with one hour, can be logged once
I

8 this generic letter issues. Now Joan Higdon will address

9- the safeguards analysis system that NMSS does for us.

10 MS. HIGDON: Good afternoon. I am Joan Higdon,
,

!
- 11 Manager of-the--togs Analysis Program. T'd like to take a i

. 12 few minutes right now, give you some L background ;

13 information on the program, our purpose and goal and

14 objective. The Division of Safeguards and Transportation

15 has responsibility of conducting and implementing the logs f
i
'

16 - programs.

17- Activities associated with this effort are the

18 review and analysis of reported events in the quarterly logs

19 and the feedback to NRC and the licensees of analysis

20 findings and statistical data. The goal of this program is -

i 21 - to serve both audiences. The logs is one mechanism to be

'
22 used for improving safeguards system performance.

23- Emerging from this program are a number of cases

24 where the event logs and feedback data were the bases for a

25 root cause analysis and resulted in improved equipment

.

'

..e.,,,%..-, y9 .,eu.%- ,9--,-,p--., ,,-,,,-,,-nmy.,.w-7 q,,.rg,,,,,,,,,yy,,_ _ ,-,-e,ww.n--,,_, _,,,-,--m.-y----m-. -,-,m-,%.-w,-.,%--m+=a_



.- . - _ - . . .. - - __ __ . .. _ _ - - . _ - __ .- - - . _

1

391 ,

1 operation or reduced human error. Additional staff

2 resources have bcon dedicated to this program at this time,

3 which will enable us to perform a technical analysis of the.

4 event data and the results provided as a companion report or

5 on an ad hoc basis on various topics as a companion to the

6 quarterly log report.

7 Each quarter, review and analysis is perforned for

8 each quarterly log submittal. Reported events are

9 categorized based or,the root cause of the event. We are

10 focusing on specific components that fail, type of human

11 error or environmental factors that impact on this system.

12 The results of this review are distributed to each reporting

( ) 13 licensen and appropriate NRC staff. Copies are distributed

14 at the corporate level on an as-requested basis.

15 For anyone who is not on our mailing list and

16 would like to be added, please see me after the mooting.

17 The facilities are listed by random code number and we have

18 done that for two reasons, one is so the report would not

19 be safeguards information and the other is that we did not

20 want to reveal the statistics being reported from each,

21 facility by names.

22 The quarterly report presents statistical data

23 from events reported and with regional and industry

24 averages. These numbers, whether they are event totals or

25 average, are to be used as a point of reference only for the

_ _ _. __ . _ _ . . . _ , _ _ ____ ._ _ _ . , . _ _ _ . _ . ~ . __ _ _ _ _ _ .
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1 licensee and NRC staff. These numbers are not the norm or
A
(m,) 2 standards of performance for any facility, event category or

3 any reporting order.

4 These numbers should be evaluated along with an

5 understanding of a facility's design, equipment, population,

6 on-site and other circumstances that impact on reporting for
!

7 that particular quarter. Althouoh numbers are useful in !

8 trend analysis, we find they vary substantially from '

9 facility to facility as a result of sito-specific

10 characteristics and other factors that impact on reporting.

11 Therefore, emphasis is being placed on identifying

12 and evaluating the root cause of unusual trends and reported

() 13 events. There is much valun in the analysis program for

14 maintaining effective safeguards. The use of the event logs

15 and feedback reports are designed to be a positive approach

16 for improving system performance. The trending of events

17 from quarter to quarter will focus inspection resources to

18 specific areas that merit closer examination.

19 Emphasis is placed not just on the event numbers,

20 but what that number is comprised of, what events went into

21 that number, what circumstances affecting reporting. NRC

22 feedback to industry will give the licensees an opportunity

23 to evaluate equipment performance and security procedures

24 and to take self-correcting action in areas that are in need

25 of improvement.

. - . -- _- .
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.
1 The licensees are using the logs and feedback )

4 )
i

2 reports as a tool in evaluating their facility's operation, |
|

t 3 where new equipment has been installed or modified or a new
1

4 security procedure implemented. The quarterly trending will |

5 afford the licensee an opportunity to chart its progress by
'

;
'

6 comparing their facility's data against industry. This ,

!
7 comparison serves as a point of reference in this

I8 evaluation.

9 The event data should be reviewed again in ,

10 conjunction with the previous quarter's data. We do not '

11 want to focus on one quarter. We want to focus on a |

12 facility's. reporting trend and events reported from quarter

( ) 13 to quarter. As mentioned earlier, there are cases where the
.

14 logs and feedback report highlighted, indeed, for certain

15 changes at a facility.

16 The analysis findings have resulted in

17 modifications to equipment or security procedures which f

18 improved the reliability of reduced human error. These i

19 findings are provided to industry since it may have

-

20 application at other facilities. We're hoping that the

21 feedback report will be used as a medium-to exchange

22 information across industry, to share information of

- 23 analysis findings, or where changes have improved a
, ,

24 facility's operation.

25 Some of these are mentioned very specifically in

e

---,c.=, _ ..-.~ _D,,~,r ...,,_....m.,,,,,,.,4,mm,.,~,....m.,.-..,,,m.m_,, _ .,,m.,_.,-A_,,.,,,_,,,,,,-__,,,.,._.,_....,,m._,~_m,._,,,,.._-_.,,_...,_-..
.
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1

1 your handout, but just on a side note some of the

2 information that I've had in talking with the licensees and

3 how they've been using the logs, it's very interesting to 4

|
4 see some of the changes that have come out of your analysis,

5 and a lot of them do not involve a lot of additional costs. ;

l

6 There was one facility that -- they noticed that

7 their card readers that were located in very high traffic !

8 areas did not have the reliability of others. Upon further

9 investigation, it was an insertion type, they found that the

10 tab on the inside was interfering with the card being lined

11 up with the sensor to read the code. They removed the tab

12 and they said it increased reliability significantly.

13 Another facility noticed that their rate of badges

14 taken out of the protected area increased on Fridays than

15 any other days. What they had done is, on Fridays, they

16 have over a loud speaker and at different times, to people

17 leaving the area, a reminder to turn their. badge in.

18 So some of these are very simple changes and I've

19 noticed that there is really no medium at all to exchange

20 this information. We're hoping to start that through our

21 quarterly feedback report. We want to include in our report

22 not just numbers, but some worthwhile information.

23 Another facility found out by installing a strobe

.

24 light that comen on when you exit a security door and stays
'

25 on until the person has shut the door and it's secured, they

a-- '-- -v.w-- - Tr--r'-'w- - - W v F t 'C - " " * ' ' " * ' F " ' = ' y * ' - - ' " ' " #7 ~+"-" ' ' 1 4



_ _ _. _ __-.___._.__ _ _ _ _._-._. _ ._.-. _ ._ _ _ _

i

355

1 found their rate of unsecured door events went down. That

() 2 strobe light served as a reminder to the individual exiting ,

j

3 that door was not shut and secure.
o

4 As mentioned earlier, we have provided additional

5. resources to the program. Wo want to have a technical

6 review of the data by our technical staff. We want to
'

'

7 review it for different topics. If any of the licensees

8 have suggestions on anything that they would like to see in
.

.9 our analysis, please let us know. We're open to any |

10 suggestions.

11- Right now, facilities are being compared on an

12 equal basis. We have a. contractor working with us to change

)
our computer progra.m and we want to normalize the data so13

14 when we give feedback to the licensees, when we present data

15 for like ccTB eventa or unsecured doors, that we are-

16- comparing like facilities. So over time, the quarterly
.

17 report will be revamped to group facilities that have like
,

18' . characteristics and hopefully that will take on more meaning

,

19 with the event numbers.
t

20 Finally, our staf f is very -sensitive to industry's

21 concerns and need with regard to this program. We

-22 -appreciate the opportunity to talk with you and to have your

23- input at the orlando meeting. This information received was

24: very useful in our effort to improve the program and we want

O ' 25 'to benefit from our experiences so NRC and industry can take

:

. ~ . . . . , . _ . . . _ . . . . _ _ - _ . . _ . _ , _ . _ _ . _ . . . . . _ , . . _ . , . _ , _ . _ _ , . , _ . . . . . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ , ,
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1 a-positive approach for improving their facility's

2 operation.-

3 I think now we can take questions from the group.

4 MR. NOVAKt Thank you, Joan. Any question right

5 now? Why don't we start with anything doing with

6 safeguards.

7 MR. SAUNDERS: My name is Barry Saunders and I'm

8 'with Commonwealth Edison's nuclear security, and this is for

9 Ms. Ervin. One of the-things that you indicated was that

10' logging --_ you car log events if extenua' ng circumstances

11 require measures to take longer than ten minutes. How much-

12_ longer than ten minutes? I mean, it's going to get down to

13 is 15 minutes too long, is a half-hour too long, how much in

14 acceptable?

15 MS. ERVIN: We were_ going to allow for licensees

16 for reasonable _ judgment-with that. If you'd like a more

17 specific window, we can consider that.- The-generic letter

18 isn't out yet. But we had in mind that if a licensee would

19~ take appropriate' measures immediately within ten minutes

~ fter-finding out of the event, and there may be some cases20 a

21 where even after-you've been notified of an event, even if

-22 the notification was timely, that there is something that-

23 causes a slight delay, but it's not something that, again,

24 endangers the health and safety of the public or the safe-

25- operation of the plant.

__ --

. . -
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1 We were going to leave the window open to

2 reasonable judgment. We would not expect it to take days or

3 weeks or hours, in some cases, and that would be very event-

I
4 specific. To be abic to sit here and give you different

5 timeframos for different types of situations, you'd get into
|

6 a lot of variables.

7 MR. SAUNDERS: I think for guidance purposes, so

8 we don't get into those various situations, there should be

9 maybe some guidance on what is reasonable, because

10 reasonable to you versus me versus Region III versuo Region

11 IV or V could be varied tremendously and we might be still

12 in that same bag of what is reasonable. So I would

13 appreciate consideration for that.

14 MS. ERVIN: Okay.

15 MR. SAUNDERS: Secondly, you talked about barrier

16 degradations, if found within ten minutes, could be logged.

17 Doek that apply to longstanding barrier degradations?

18 MS. ERVIN: Yes, it does.

19 MR. SAUNDERS: That may have existed for years and '

20 once you find them and comp within ten minutes, that would

21 be a loggable only.

22 MS. ERVIN: Yes. But, again, this is based on

23 your investigation and your determination that nothing

24 adverse happened as a result of it.

O 25 MR. SAUNDERS: Right.

._ ._. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ , _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . . . _ _ _ . .
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1 MS. ERVlH And that the safe operation of the

) 2 plant is not jeopardized.

3 MR. SAUNDERS: Thank you. Contraband. The

4 definition of contraband, if I'm not mistaken, and maybe you

5 just alluded to this, is firearna, explosivos, and

6 incendiaries. You mentioned bullets. Bullets doesn't

7 necessary fall under firearms, explosives or incendiaries.

8 Is that a new interpretation to include in contraband or is

9 that just an accepted -- included in firearms, incendiaries

10 or explosives?

13 MS. ERVIN: Well, bullets are part of fircarms.

12 If the person's got the bullets in the venpon, that's where

() 13 it becomes more dangerous.

14 MR. SAUNDERS: That may be more difficult if you

15 look at more applications of finding a bullet on an ingress

16 search versus a firearm on an ingress search. I don't know

17 if that's possible. I'll just throw that out for --

18 MS. ERVIN: So what you're really getting at is if

19 someone detects a bullet during an entrance search, should

20 you have to log it? Is that what your question is getting

21 toward?

22 MR. SAUNDERS: I guess my question is -- Well.

23 Let's leave that one for a second and go on to the next part

24 of contraband. If you find contraband during the ingress

Cs,/'

2S search process, is that still a one-hour?

..
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1 MS. ERVIN: By our current guidance, that is a
t
'

2 one-hour and that is not something -- one-hour -- that's a

3 loggable event. That's by the current guidance that's

4 already out. If you find something during the search and

5 there is no malevolent intent and you determine that, by the

6 current guidance that's out, you could log that. You do not

7 have to call that in within one hour. But it is loggable.

8 MR. SAUNDERSt During the loss of all -- you said

9 AC power to the security system. What happens if you have

10 DC power that instantaneously switches over?

13 MS. ERVIN: It would be the same concept.

12 MR. SAUNDERS: Okay. Same concept. Good.

() 13 MS. ERVIN These are just examples and they're
,

14 not --

15 MR. SAUNDERS: I realize that.

16 MS. ERVIN: -- all encompassing.

17 MR. SAUNDERS: These conjure up all sorts cf

18 questions and what if's and possibilities with regards to

19 how we would be reviewed and evaluated against to those

20 comments. Getting back to the bullet, you're considering

21 bullets to be contraband then.

22 M3. ERVIN: Bullets do fall under contraband.

23 MR. SAUNDERS: Okay. Even in the definition -- I

24 guess --

25 MS. ERVIN: They do explode and they do go with a

. . - . . . . . _ . . -. - - _ - - - - - .- -,
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1 gun.

(
*~ 2 MR. SAUNDERS: I understand that, but I'm not so

3 sure that everyone looks at bullets as contraband.

4 MS. ERVIN: Are bullets something that licensees

5 allow to come in their sites?

6 MR. SAUNDERS: No, no. That's a prohibited item

7 that we wouldn't allow on-site.

8 MS. ERVIN: So that's contraband that you don't

9 allow on-site.

10 MR. SAUNDERS: No. It's prohibited items which we

11 wouldn't allow on-site, which would not require a one-hour

12 call prior to this time. If you look at firearms,

() 13 explosives and incendiaries as being what's contraband and

14 would require a one-hour, bullets may fall out of that

15 category. But if you're saying now that bulletr. by

16 themselves could be contraband and that would require a one-

17 hour, then --

18 MS. ERVIN: No. We're not saying it requires a

19 one-hour. We're saying that if a single bullet is found

20 somewhere and there doesn't appear to be any threat to the

21 plant that you could log the event if you determine there is

22 no-threat.

23 MR. SAUNDERS: Fine. Thank you very much,

r''x 24 MS. ERVIN: You're welcome.

| 0
25 KR. NOVAK: Other questions?

I

, _ - ,
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1 MS. ERVIN: By the way, these are reports that

2 have come in wil.hin one hour, and that includes finding a

3 bullet somewhere in a protected area. So this is why we

4 wanted to address that specific exarple, because we felt if

5 it did not represent a threat, then you should not have to

6 call it in within one hour. You could log it.

7 MR. BROWNELLt Jim Brownell, Illinois Power.

8 We're one of the ones that did call it in, so we thank you

9 for that. A couple things. By issuing this generic letter,

10 are we essentially changing the rule?

11 MS. ERVIN: Not the rule. What we're doing is we

12 are revising our position in previous guidance that's been

p) 13 put out, but the changes do not change the rule and they
%

14 don't change the intent of the rule. After we had

15 experienced -- we had been under the new rule for about two

16 -years, we started analyzing all of the events that had been

17 coming into the operations center under the one-hour

18 . reporting criteria.

-19 We-also took a look at some of-the events that had

20 been coming in as log items. We took into consideration
|

.,

21 comments, concerns that had been expressed by licensees
-

22 during this two-year timeframe. This evaluation took us

23 about a year. We're going on three years now since we first

24 had the revision to 73.71. So after analyzing all these

O 25 . events, we-determined that we needed to revise our policy, I
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1 our guidance.

2 It was not that the intent of the rule was being

3 revised, but we found that where the rule wanted significant

4 events coming into the Center, some of the things that we

5 had thought were significant and should be reported, in

6 fact, were not. So this 'is why you're seeing this policy

7 revision.

8 MR. PULEC: Rick Puloc, Wisconsin Public Service.

9 I don't have a good handle on definitions of safeguards

10 information, but generally I've been under the impression

11 that if it can significantly assist an individual, then it

12 is safeguards informations otherwise, it isn't. That's

13 probably a misconception, but could you clarify to me what

14 the difference is between the new guidance that you're

15 saying if it can't significantly assist an individual, what

16 does that mean?

17 MS. ERVIN: Well, we said compromise of

18 information that could significantly assist. In the

19 guidance that's currently out, if safeguards information

20 that could significantly assist somebody was compromised, it

21 was a one-hour report. What we're saying now is that if you

22 determine that this information could possibly help someone

23 in evaluating or determining whether or not this was a path

24 to get into the site or --

25 MR. PULEC: Maybe the question would be what type
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1 - of safeguards information cannot signiticantly assist or i
i

2 compromise. That's the differentiation, I guess. I just ]
i

3 don't understand it, but maybe you could clarify that j

j

4 difference. Where is that threshold at? 1

5 MS. ERVIN: - Let me give you an example. We had a

6 11censeo call us not too long ago. There were some
,

7 blueprints that were out and they contained safeguards
,

8 information.- They were rolled up and they were in a pile

9 with some other blueprints that were not safeguards
.

!

- 101 'information. These were left unattended-overnight. They j
~

= 11 were left out in.the open.
|

- 12 The next day, the licensee found them. The

13 building was. controlled. They had a guard there to control

14- access, but they had an uncleared cleaning person that came f
15 through. The licensee'didn't know whether they had to '

~' 16 . report this~ type of an event within one hour or if they
t

,

17 could log-it. The-information that was in these rolls and-

18 rolls of-blueprints was very voluminous. It was a lot'of-

19: information andLthe licensee couldn't really make a

20 determination on the spot.

21- It.is hard to determine sometimes if the ;

- 22 --information would significantly' assist. . I see what you're
-

_

23 -getting at, but if it wouldn't significantly assist, you

24 -don't think it should even be safeguards information.

25 MR. PULECt I don't understand --
'

*

.

,
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1 MS. E.T/IN: 9ut there is a difference between

\/ 2 information that if you gather it here, here, here and here

3 and put it all tocether, then it would significantly assist,

4 or if information is -- if you've got a lot of information

5 that it may er may not. It might be a plan that by 73.21 j
j

6 you're allowed to classify safeguards in the total. A plan ]

7 can be a security plan. The whole plan can be classified

8 safeguards.

9 How, clearly, ovory page in that security plan is

10- not safeguards information. But it is safeguards

11 information under the rule. When that r11e was developed,

12 this was for the convenience of industry, as well as NRC,

() 13 because it's so hard to separate overy little bit of

14 safeguards information.. You'd have to stamp and control

15 each page. That would have been an unreasonable burden.

16 So the NRC said, okay, we'll allow you to just

17 stamp the whole document safeguards and protect the whole

18 thing safeguards. This goes for procedures that are

19 developed. They have allowed you to mark a document in
i-

20 total safeguards or a manual in total even if all of it is

21 not. So sometimes parts of it are found and it's marked :

22 safeguards, but they're not sure. They have to look at it

L 23 and determine.

| ' 24 This is where your safeguards significantly would

25~ assist or does not. Some of it is, in fact, not even

__ . - . . . . -_ - - .-. - _
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1 asfeguards.
(-

'(_/ 2 MR. PULEC: Certainly that's understandable if

3 it's misclassified.

4 MS. ERVIN: Well, it's not misclassified.

5 MR. PULEC Classified for convenience, that's

6 understandable. But I still don't understand what real

7 safeguards could be, and I guess the only answer I've gotten
|

8 is the composite. A composite package of safeguards, i

9 different facility features.

10 MS. ERVIN: That's an example. I could -- if

11 you'd like, I could get back to you when I get back to the

12 office. We have been working -- our office has been working

[h 13 on some of these problems that licensees have had inw)
14 evaluating the significance of safeguards information. So

15 if you'd like, I could get back in touch with you.

16 This is something when the reg guido comes out

17 that maybe 's ought to address in more detail. But I don't

18 think you're going to have 100 percent clear answer because

19 of the 73.71 rule allowing you to mark entire documents when

20 there's things in there that are not safeguards information.

21 MR. BROWNELL Jim Brownell, Illinois Power,

22 a ', f .n . Has any consideration been given to i.ow much time is

23 involved with preparing logs? I know at our site we have

24 one person dedicated fulltime. That's all he does is fillg3

O
25 out the log. Is that considered in the unnecessary burdeni
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1 thing and by this new guidance we're adding more things to

2 the log?

3 MS. ERVIN: When the new guidance -- by that, you

4 moan the reg guide revisions.

#

5 MR. BROWNELLt Well, what you're proposing; the

6 generic letters and all that stuff you're saying. These
,

7 things are going to have to be reported, they should be

8 logged.

9 MS ERVIN: Well, you may be adding an event or

10 two or however many events to your log, but, yes, we did do

11 a regulatory -- we did a cost analysis on it and you save a ,

12 substantial amount of money because when you report an event
rhi

( ,) 13 into the Center, a one-hour report, for that single event,

14 you have to file a complete writtun report within 30 days.

15 Now the tradeoff is all you have to do is log it in your

16 log. There's a substantial savings associated with the

17 reduction of these events from one hour to a logged event.
,

18- MR. BROWNELL: Sido question. Have we seen a

19 significant increase in the number of items logged in a

20 quarter?

21 MS. HIGDON: No. There's been a decrease.

22 MR. BROWNELL: That's interesting.

23 MS. ERVIN: And there should be a further

24 de 4 ease, too, when the generic letter comes out and after,

25 we get the reg guido published, because in the generic

I
|

|

i

- .-. - . ._
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1 letter we're already pro '. ding examples of events that have j
,

i- 2 been coming in in the logs that you don't have to log. When

3 the reg guide goes out for comment, we're going to be |
r

,

4 getting your input as far as any events that you feel we ;

.5 haven't covered in the generic letter or in the reg guide
7

L 6 that should not have -- that you should not have to log.

i

-7 MS. HIGDON: Let me qualify that. Are you talking j>

?

8 about from any particular region or industry-wide't

9 MR. BROWNELL Well, I'm interested in industry i

i
10 versus region.

|

11 MS. HIGDON: Industry-Vide. Basically,_what I !

12 ;have seen is there have been a decrease in the number of :

>

13 events being reported from the logs, especially from the !
,

14 very first_ reporting quarter. A lot of that is attributed
,

15 -to fine tuning and a better understanding of events to be I

16 reported in the quarterly logs.

17 MR.'BROWNELLt Is that regions other than this

18 one? .

19 MS. HIGDON: Yes, sir.
,

20 MR. BROWNELLt- What about this region?' -)

i 21 MS. HIGDON: There has been an increase ~in events
;'

22 being reported from the last two quartere as a result of-

,

'
23- changing reporting-practices from six of your facilities,

24 which-I know you're. aware of.

O ''

25 MR. BROWNELL That's what I thought.
t

1

|
i- |
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1 MS. HIGDON: But I will say this. What they are

() 2 undergoing right now is what I've seen industry-wide from

3 the very beginning of this reporting quarter. There is kind

4 of a settling down period.

5 MR. BR0kNELLt I'll follow that up. As a result

6 of your analysis then, are you trying to feed back to the

7 regions that they may have been getting inaccurate guidance?

8 MS. HIGDON: No, sir. It's just a better

9 understanding of events to be reported. I will say this,

10 that there's always been a requirement to have a lot. With

11 the revised requirements that went into effect in October c0

12 1987, it's the first time that thesc logs were to be

13 submitted to Headquarters for review and analysis.-

14 MS. ERVIN: Do you have a concern about guidance

15 that needs to be more clearly defined? If you do, we can-

11 6 address it.

17 KR. BROWNELL: I dug myself a hole now. I guess

18 it's more of a gut feeling than anything else. I think that

19 since the new rule has como out, or in 1987, at least at my

20 site, we went from an average of 30 or 40 events being

21 logged each quarter to 250-260 each quarter. I think that's

22 mainly because we've been -- I don't want to use the word

23 ratcheted. We've been askad to include things in our log

24 that we didn't do before and I don't think it's because of

'- 25 what you people are doing, I don't kn'aw how we got into it,

-

_
_ _ _ _
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l
i but that's where I'm headed. 1

() 2 MS. HICDONI What facility are you from? Do you

3 mind?

4 MR. BROWNCLL: I work at Illinois Power, Clinton.

5 MS. HIGDON Yes.
.

6 MS. ERVIN: If you do have a concern that you may

7 be -- that soneone might be asking you to log things that we

8 don't ask to be logged in our guidance, then I would

9 recommend that you touch base either with your region or you

10 can call -- if you have a policy question, I get a lot of

11 calls from licensees all the time with regard to the policy,

12 and I'll be happy to discuss the intent of the policy with .

~ ' 13 you. But your region should be the person that you contact

14 if you're concerned that the guidance that you're getting

15 might be more than what is intended.

16 MR. GREENMAN: Jim Creed is the contact and he's

17 here today,

18 MR. NOVAK I have a question. Is there any

19 chance -- and I was just trying to understand the log. Is

20 it comparable to NPRDS? Maybe you can help me from the

21 floor. In other words, can you learn about how well your

22 equipment is operating through the log compared to other

23 people using the same kind of equipment? Is there some

24 feedback process that the log providcs comparable to what
O
2 25 you can get out of NPRDS if you're interested in looking at'

:

__ ., _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ , . . , . - _ . . _ , _ . . . _ . _ . - _ _ _ -. -_ _ . _ _
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1 some equipment performance?-

2 MS. ERVIN: I can generally say that, yes, the log-

3 does provide you a measure to look at your systems from one

4 quarter to the next and to also compare them wjth industry

5 norms. I understood from Joan that they are getting a lot

6 more specific and they're going to include, like,

7 environmental causes, different types of equipment that fail

8 because of d!.fferent types of reasons. So I don't know

9 about this other system that you'r- talking about. I don't

10 know much information it provides you.

11 Dut from Joan's briefing, this one does allow you

12 to trend if the equipment is functioning and if it's caused

(D
(_) 13 by environmental conditions versus mechanical problems. Is

14 that correct, Joan?

15 MS. HIGDON: Yes. The feedback we're giving is

16 not just -- we've established categories and subcategories
'

@
l' to capture the type of events being reported in the

18 quarterly logs, and they're not to be construed as guidance.

19 You still have to refer to the guidance document and the

20 NUREG. But they are designed to capture all the events

21 being reported in the logs.

22 Like the parameter system, we have broken it down

23 to show those alarms that come in for E fields versus

V(''T
24 microwave systems versus other systems. For badge events,

25 it shows lost badges, badges taken out of the protected

_ . . . . . _ . . .. _.
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1

- |
+1 area, those that are out of control within a protected area.

O2 For access control and authorization, we'll be breaking!
.

3 those down to show tailgating events and those where a badge |

4 is incorrectly issued and other access procedures.

'
| 5 For hardware equipment, for door events, we're

) 6 breaking that down to show that where there is a problem t

7 with the balance magnetic switch versus another component on >

8 the door. So we're-further refining the categories to give

9 you as much definitive information as possible. There are a

10 number of licensees out there that are using the logs and

: 11 the-quarterly feedback report to do their own trending, and ;
;

'

12 there is a document included in the report that shows for

( ) 13 each facility the events reported and each category and

14 subcategory back to January of 1988.
1

15. So you can see, when you get your feedback report,

16 you can see for your facility a number of events reported-3

.

17' since January of 1988 for CCTVs, door hardware, unsecured
,

18' doors.- This is why I say we don't want to emphasize just :

- 19 looking at olae quarter's data, but you want to look at your

20 history and trend of reporting to show where there have been

21 increases and decreases, and to see what has changed and .

- 22 why.

23 MS. ERVIN: Does this compare t.o the system that

24 you're talking about, Tom?

25 MR. NOVAK I think so.

;

.
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1 MS. ERVIN: Does that answer your question?
(~ i

k- 2 MR. NOVAK I think so.

3 MS. ERVIN: Would you like a copy of our quarterly

4 feedback report?

5 MR. NOVAK: I think so.

6 [ Laughte r. )

7 MS. HIGDON: We'll add you to our mailing list.

8 MR. NOVAK: Just one other question. I don't know

9 if you gave a schedule for the generic letter and the

10 revision to the reg guide.

11 MS. ERVIN: I mentioned that we hope that the

12 generic letter-comes out soon. It is in CRGR for review

() 13 right now for backfit considerations. The reg guide ws hope

14 to publish within the next year for public comment. Before

15 it goes out for public comment, it also goes through CRGR

16 for backfit review. So hopefully generic letter soon, and

17 hopefully on the reg guide within a year out for public
I

18 comment.

19 MR. NOVAK: Does that mean you can operate, one,

20 under the ger.eric letter in the interim until the reg guide

21 is revised?

22 MS. ERVIN: This is correct. As I mentioned in my
|

| 23 briefing, that's strictly voluntary. If a licensee for some
t

24 reason chooses to continue to call in the one-hour reports,
'

25 that is your option. This. generic letter is strictly

l

:

... , . . . , - _ _ - . - . - _ . . - . , _ - . . . - - , . - _ - . _ .
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1 voluntary,
r
( ,y) 2 MR. NOVAK: Thank you.

3 MS. HIGDON: Could I ask the gentleman from

4 Clinton, do you receive directly the quarterly feedback

5 report?

6 MR. BROWNELLt No.

7 MS. HIGDON: Have you see a copy of it?

8 MR. BROWNELL: Yes.

9 MS. HIGDON: Okry. Do you want to be added to our

10 mailing list?

11 MR. BROWNELLt I think I asked to be added a

12 couple times.

13 MS. HIGDON: Are you receivir.g it yet?'

14 MR. BROWNELL No.

15 MS. IIIGDON: Okay. Well, why don't you -

16 MR. DROWNELLt I'll be hsppy to give you my

17 address again.

18 MR. NOVAKt I think I interrupted -- someone was

19 goina to get up to the speaker. Go ahead.

20 MR. NALEPKA I just had one question. Dave

21 Nalopka, Wisconsin Public Service. In regard to SALP

22 reports, do these quarterly logs and reportable events, are

23 those considered in the evaluation for SALP ratings?

24 MS. ERVIN: No. This was a concern that was

' 25 expressed in the regulatory impact curvey and if you're

_
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f 1 talking about whetiMr or not your number of events can go

2 against you just strictly by the number, no. This cannot --

: 3 it should no~t be happening. Again, if you're concerned that

4 it is happening, then you should talk to Region III and get

"

S it resolved.

6 MR. GREENMAN: As a voting member of the SALP
,

7 Board representing projects, you're absolutely right. The
,

i- i

8 numbers game and how many numbers, that is not part of the |
i

9 SALP process. What you're doing with loggable events, what
, ,

10 they mean and how you react to them and how you respond,

11 that's fair game for the SALP analysis.

.

12 MS. ERVIN: And that would include, like, remember
'

,

13 I mentioned that we put the information notice out because

14 we were concerned because-some licensees were, in fact, not >

15 analyzing their problems. We didn't limit them to the logs.
,

c

16 That's one tool. You have many tools. You've got your
|

17- incident records, whatever. You've got-your daily logs.

18 You've got your maintenance records. But our concern was

19- that'some licensees were not analyzing their problems. They_

20 weren't trying to find the root cause~and they weren't

21 taking the proper corrective measures-to correct the: problem

.22 and to ensure that-it didn't repeat itself.

'

23_ We did, in fact, state the log as one effective

24 tool that you could use to do this, but the problem was it

O 25'- wasn't-being done.
1-

,

!
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1 MR. NOVAKt other questions?

O
V 2 (No response.)

3 MR. NOVAK We're at a point -- I don't want to

4 drag the meeting on, but if there are any areas that you

5 still have a question, this is the time we were going to put

6 them on the record, or if there wat e comment that you

7 wanted to leave, we can do that now.

8 Also, if, in fact, you've got something and you

9 just vant to give it to me as a written question, we will

10 take it and it will be included when we develop the guidance

11 document. Seeing no more questions, I would say I think

12 this meeting has come to an end. It's been, I think, a very

() 13 beneficial meeting.

14 We expected these things to go a little downhill.

15 I'm surprised. I think Region III -- we've had a very

16 active meeting today and, again, I thank you very much for

17 your participation.

18 [Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the workshop was

19 concluded.)

20

21

22

23

24
, g-

'

25

|

|
'
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1

] PURPOSE OF SECTION 50.109

* TO RESTORE STABILITY AND PREDICTABILITY
TO THE REGULATORY PROCESS

* 1981 SENIOR NRC MANAGEMENT SURVEY: '

"NOTWITHSTANDING THE COMPETENCE
AND GOOD INTENTIONS OF THE STAFF
. . . THE PACE AND NATURE OF
REGULATORY ACTIONS HAVE CREATED
a POTENTIAL SAFETY PROBLEM OF
UNKNOWN DIMENSIONS."

O
'#

NUREG - 0839 at 1.

* UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT AFFIRMED
RULE IN JULY 1989'

.

O



..
SLIDE 3

O
,

GENERIC BACKFIT PROCESS-

MAJOR GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS
OCTOBER 1988 - SEPTEMBER 15,1990

RESPONSE BURDEN
(PERSON-HOURS 50.109

MQ PER PLANT) ANALYS.1S

GENERIC LETTERS 18 13,000-17,000 6

BULLETINS .2 7.500-17.000 QO
TOTAL 25 20,500-34,000 6

\

|

-

|
| .

. _ - . - . ,
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O WHY REGULATORY /BACKFITTING ANALYSES NOT D_ON_E

* MANY GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS ISSUED AS
"INFORMATION REQUESTS"
UNDER 10 C.F.R. I 50.54(F) -

EXAMPLES:-

* GENERIC LETTER 89-07
(VEHICULAR BOMBS)

.

* GENERIC LETTER.89-19
(SG AND VESSEL OVERFILL)

O * PROPOSED iPEEE GENERIC,

LETTER -- COST OF $1M
AND 6 PERSON-YEARS

- IN MANY CASES, "INFORMATION REQUESTS"

CALL FOR (1) MAJOR NEW PROGRAMS OR (2)
EXTENSIVE ANALYSES AGAINST NEW CRITERIA

- ISSUE OF SECTION 50.54(F) VERSUS 50.109
IS BEING ADDRESSED BY OGC

|
|-

Lo

.
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1

O 1
|CRGR DECISION ON USl A 46 (SEISMIC
QUALIFICATION): l

"UNDER THE PROPOSED RESOLUTION THE
ADEQUACY OF THE DESIGN OF A LICENSEE'S

'
.

FACILITY WOULD BE JUDGED AGAINST
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT CRITERIA THAN WERE

_

USED BY THE STAFF IN LICENSING THE
.

FACILITY INITIALLY-. . . THESE WERE
CLEARLY THE TFE OF CIRCUMSTANCES '

CONTEMPLATED BY THE COMMISSION IN
- APPROVING THE BACKFIT RULE SECONDLY, THE

'
,

TIME AND_ EXPENSE INVOLVED [lN PERFORMING
THE ANALYSES)IS CLEARLY 3 GREATER THAN THE

Q 'INFORMATION REQUEST' CONTEMPLATED BY THE
COMMISSION IN APPROVING SECTION 50.54(F)."

CRGR, OCTOBER 1986-

.

O
~

-

. .. . ..

e ..-..a , , - - --e - . . . - . . - . - , - - , , -- ---r. .-c,--- - % , r



SLIDE 6

f") MANY GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS ISSUED UNDER
*

V " COMPLIANCE" EXCEPTION TO THE BACKFITTING RULE,
SECTION 50.109(A)(4)(l)

- EXAMPLES:

* GENERIC LETTER 89-04
(INSERVICE TESTING)

* GENERIC LETTER 89-13
(SERVICE WATER SYSTEMS)

- COMMISSION EXPLAINED IN 1985 RULE:

"THE COMPLIANCE EXCEPTION IS INTENDED
rw TO ADDRESS SITUATIONS WHERE THEO

LICENSEE HAS FAILED TO MEET KNOWN AND
ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF THE
COMMISSION . . . NEW OR MODIFIED
INTERPRETATIONS OF WHAT CONSTITUTES
COMPL! ANCE WOULD NOT FALL WITHIN THE
EXCEPTION."

- SCOPE OF " COMPLIANCE" EXCEPTION:
'

1. MUST HAVE EXPLICIT REQUIREMENT

2. REINTERPRETATIONS ARE BACKFITS

o
V

. . . . . _ . _ . .
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SLIDE 7

.

i

O

PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFIT PROCESS '

PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFITTING APPEALS
-OCTOBER 1985 - PRESENT

NUMBER OF FORMAL GRANTED /
APPEALS RESOLVED DENIED EEblDEG

20 10 7 3

O
|
i

r

O

,

. _ . - . . . . . . . . .
_



'

SLIDE 8

.

O
ROOM FOR IMPROVEMENT

1. IDENTIFICATION OF BACKFITS

* SOURCES OF POTENTIAL PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFITS:

- INSPECTION REPORTS, NOV'S, SER'S

-

* STAFF RESPONSIBILITY

"THE NRC STAFF SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FORh IDENTIFYING PROPOSED PLANT-SPECIFIC
BACKFITS . . . THE STAFF AT ALL LEVELS
WILL EVALLATE ANY PROPOSED PLANT-SPECIFIC
POSITION WITH RESPECT TO WHETHER OR NOT
THE POSITION QUALIFIES AS A PROPOSED
BACKFIT. . . ."

MANUAL CHAPTER 0514

..

O

- ---
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SLIDE 9
,

i

O '

2, BACKFITTING APPEAL PROCESS

"BACKFIT" IS NOT A BAD WORD*

- USE OF SECTION 50.109 IS CONSISTENT
WITH SAFETY-FIRST PHILOSOPHY

INFORMAL USE OF RULE -- 1.E., IN DISCUSSIONS*

WITH THE STAFF DURING INSPECTIONS ORO' TECHNICAL MEETINGS -- PROMOTES EFFICIENCY
.

O |
,

. . . . . . . . . . .
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.

O
SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENI

'

1. NRC SHOULD CONTINUE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE
GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS PROCESS

* MAKE DRAFTS AVAILABLE FOR COMMENT

* TAKE HARD LOOK AT 50.54(F) AND
COMPLIANCE ISSUES

O 2. PLANT-SPECIFIC -

* IMPROVE PROCESS FOR NRC
IDENTIFICATION OF BACKFIT POSITIONS

* FOCUS ON RESOLVING ISSUES
INFORMALLY

O

. . . _ . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . .
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AGENDA FOR NRC BACKFITTING WORKSHOP (REGION 111)

ILy, Iggig Presentation / Discussion

9:00am Opening Remarka
Moderator's Comments Conran (AE00)
Welcome/ Introductions Paperiello, Rlll
Opening Remarks Ross (AE00)

9:30 NRC Process for Backfit Review Ross (AE00)
Review of NRC Internal P. ocess
Summary of NUREG 1409
*Backfitting Guidelines"

10:15 Break (15 min)

10:30 Legal Aspects of Backfitting Wheb
NRC Perspectives of Issues Meeumo (OGC)
Industry Perspectives of issues Bishop (NUMARC)

Stenger (NUBARG)

11:00 Bulletins and Generic Letters Berlinger (NRR)
Discussion of process for development

O and review of bulletins and generic
U letters with illustrative examples

12:00 Lunch (1 hr)

1:00pm Utility Pers:ectives and Processes
Discussion o' utility views on current Illinois Power Authority,
backfit issues, including the need Spangenberg
for improvement in the current process
to identify, evaluate and prioritize
safety issues for backfit

2:00 IPE/IPEE (Severe Accident) Ross (AE00)
Discussion of closure status, and use
of methodologies for evaluation
and integration of backfit issues

2:30 Regulatory and Backfit Analyses Heltemes (RES)
Discussion of planned improvements
to NRC internal guidance

3:00 Break (15 min)

O



. - _ - - . -_ - - _ .

p.
-2-s.

_

D M Presentation /01scussion

3:15- Rulemaking vs issuance of NRC Discussion by NRC Panel

Staff Positions /Guldance for
Backfitting
Discussion of audience views / comments
on relative merits of each approach

3:45 Backfit Appeal Process Ross
Discussion of experience to date
(plant-specific and generic appeals)

4:00 'NRC Panel Discussion and Wrapup Discussion by NRC Panel
Discussion of followup questions and
connents on any/all agenda topics

5:00 Adjourn Workshop

| O
O

|

l
,

| O
L
!

|.
1

.
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O AGENDA FOR NRC BACKFITTING WORKSHOP (REGION lil)v

ILmg 191 6 Presentation / Discussion

9:00am Opening Remarks
Moderator's Comments Conran (AE00)
Welcome/ Introductions Paperiello, Rlli
Opening Remarks Ross (AE00)

9:30 NRC Process for Backfit Review Ross (AE00)
Review of NRC Internal Process
Summary of NUREG-1409
"Backfitting Guidelines"

10:15 Break (15 min)

10:30 Legal Aspects of Backfitting H I3 d
NRC Perspectives of Issues h voo (0GC)
Industry Perspectives of Issues Bishop (NUMARC)

Stenger (NUBAR6)

11:00 Bulletins and Generic Letters Berlinger (NRR)
q Discussion of process for development

Q and review of bulletins and generic
letters with illustrative examples

12:00 Lunch (1 hr)

1:oopm Utility Perspectives and Processes
Discussion oF utility views on current Illinois Power Authority,
backfit issues, including the need Spangenberg
for improvement in the current process
to identify, evaluate and prioritize
safety issues for backfit

2:00 IPE/IPEE (Severe Accident) Ross(AE00)
Discussion of closure status, and use
of methodologies fcr evaluation
and integration of backfit issues

2:30 Regulatory and Backfit Analysos Heltemes (RES)
Discussion of planned imorovements
to NRC internal guidance

3:00 Break (15 min)

|
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limi 10pic Presentation / Discussion

3:15 Rulemaking vs lasuance of-NRC Discussion by NRC Panel

Staff Positions /Guldance for
Backfitting

,

Discussion of audience views /coments
~

on relative merits of each approach

3:45 Backfit Appeal Process Ross
Discussion of experience to date
(plant. specific and generic appeals)

4:00 NRC Panel Discussion and Wrapup Discussion by NRC Panel
Discussion of. followup. questions and-

coments on any/all agenda topics

5:00 Adjourn Workshop
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O AGENDA FOR NRC BACKFITTING WORKSHOP (REGION lii)

J.i t IQRig Presentation / Discussion

9:00am Opening Remarks
Moderator's Comments Conran (AE00)
Welcome/ Introductions Paperiello, R!l!
Opening Remarks Ross(AE00)

9:30 NRC Process for Backfit Review Ross(AE00)
Review of NRC Internal Process
Summary of NUREG-1409
"Backfitting Guidelines"

10:15 Break (15 min)

10:30- Legal Aspects of Backfitting . Ha l,<.4
NRC Perspectives of Issues h (OGC)
Industry-Perspectives of Issues Bishop (NUMARC)

Stenger (NVBARG)

11:00 Bulletins and Generic Letters Berlinger(NRR)
.n. Discussion of process for development
L /; and review of bulletins and generic

letters with illustrative examples

12:00 Lunch (1 hr)

1:00pm Utility Perssectives and Processes
Discussion o' utility views on current -Illinois Power Authority,
backfit issues, including the need -Spangenberg-
for improvement in the current process
to identify, evaluate and prioritize
safety issues for backfit

2:00 IPE/IPEE (Severe Accident) Ross (AE00)
Discussion of closure status, and use
of methodologies for evaluation
and integration of backfit issues

2:30 Regulatory and Backfit Analyses Heltemes(RES)
. Discussion of planned' improvements
to NRC internal guidance-

3:00 Break (15 min) ;
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Ijpa Igpiq Present at ion /Discunign

3:15 Rulemaking vs issuance of NRC Discussion by NRC Panel

Staff Positions /Guldance for
Backfitting
Olscussion of audience views /coments
on relative nierits of each approach

3:45 Backfit Appeal Process Ross
Discussion of experience to date
(plant-specific and generic appeals)

4:00 NRC Panel Discussion and Wrapup Discussion by NRC Panel
Discussion of followup questions and
coments on any/all agenda topics

5:00 Adjourn Workshop

O

O
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NRC PROGRAM AND ACTIVITIES ON

' BACKFITTING

Denwood F. Ross

Deputy Director

Office for Analysis and Evaluation

of Operational Data
i

!

NRC/ Industry Backfitting Workshop

October 15, 1990

Ramada ilotel O' Hare, Rosemont, IL

|
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OVERVIEW OF BACKFITTING |

0 Background |

0 Backfit Rule

0 NRC's Program and Process
|

- Plant-specific applications

- Generic applications

O Perceptions of Licensees

O Recent initiatives

[

0 Future Staff Activities
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; BACKGROUND,

O Backfitting~.is the. decision. process by which the NRC decides whether to impose new
.

requirements on nuclear power 1icensees.

0 Backfits are. expected to occuriand are an inherent part of the regulatory process.

O Backfits are imposed only after-a formal, systematic review to assure.that changes are

justified and suitably defined.

- Necessary'for public1 health and safety, common defense and security,

- Ensure comptiance with rules and commitoents
.1

- Cost-Justified substantial'.' safety improvement ]
1

0 Backfit. process.is imposed on the NRC to provide for order, discipiine and

predictabiIity and optimal utiiization of staff and Iicensee: resources.

_- _ -. ..--_ . - - . - . - -_ _ = .



._ _ _--___

.-s: g-
{V ' - '4Q'

s, .

.

BACKGROUND

1

O There are'two different types of backfitting.
'

t

Plant-specific backfsts are applicable to one facility only.-

-- Proposed backfits are handled in accordance with a specific staff procedure

(Manual Chapter 0514). <

Generic backfits are applicable to more than one facility.-

-
.

.

-- . Proposed backfits undergo review by the Committee to Review Generic
;

Requirements (CRGR), which makes recommendations to the Executive Director ,

! !

for Operations (EDO). ,

|

0 These backfits will be discussed separately because of the difference in the way they

are reviewed and imposed. j

,

"

!

:
t
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AECD RESPONSIBILITIES IN MONITORING OF PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFITS

0 Director of'AEOD assigned oversight of plant-specific backfit process.

O Assure adequacy of regional and office backfitting procedures.

O Conduct training on plant-specific backfitting for staff and industry.

!

1
0 Inform licensees.of NRC program and procedures (e.g., Manual Chapter 0514)

|

! O Conduct annual-assessment of office and regional programs for implementation of NRCf

program controls.

- Reviews all staff or industry identified plant-specific backfits.

- Review office procedures and selected records of inspection reports, notices of

violation, confirmatory action letters, and licensing actions.

|
- Interview regional and office staff on understanding of the program.
- Obtain industry feedback on the backfitting process. j

!

|
_ _ _ _ _

_ . _ _ _ .
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BACKFIT RULE

O Backfit Definit [ ion
- Modification of or addition to

'(a) systems, structures, components or design of a facility; or

(b) ~the design-approval'or manufacturing license for a facility; or

(c) the procedures or organization required to design, construct or operate a
,

facility- j

- which may result from
~

(a) a new or amended provision in Commission rules; or

(b) imposition of aLregulatory staff position that is either new or different

from.a previously applic'ble staff position ja
,

- Imposed after

(a) issuance of a construction'permitx

(b) six months before docketing of the operating license applicationxx

(c) issuance of the operating. license

xxx(d) issuance of the design. approval for standard plants '

x CP. issued after 10/21/85

xx CP issued before 10/21/85

some certi ficates and permi ts are subject to more stringent rulesxxx

i

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ a . . _ . . _ ,
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BACKFIT RULE

|

0 Revised backfit rule (10 CFR.50.109) has been in place since 1985

- Provides' specific guidance for backfits.

- Provides for management control and accountability.

|

0 1985 rule was vacated by U.S. courts in 1987.
i

- Not clear that costs could not be considered in establishing or enforcing

adequate protection of the public health and safety.
,

I

|

0 Clarified rule was issued in 1988 - upheld by court.

- Backfitting shall always be required if necessary for adequate protection.
1

,

Costs not considered when backfitting is necessary to ensure adequate protection-

or when Commission defines or redefines adequate protection standard or to ensure

compiiance with Commission rules or Iicensee commitments.

O Applies to generic and plant-specific actions.

1

0 Regulation is based on the fact that each plant, as initially licensed, meets a
then-acceptable level of safety -- an adequate protection standard.

|
:

|
|

|

)
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BACKFIT RULE

O Applies only to power reactors.
,

O Applies'only to positions or requirements impo_ sed on licenses.

Not actions which are optional:'or voluntary.-

O Appiies to al! mandatory changes.-

- Reductions of requirements have'been troublesome.

O Does not apply to requirements imposed by laws passed by Congress.

O AlI backfi ts require a documented justi fication.

O No cost benefit analysis required. for 'the following:

- For.compiiance with Iicense, rules or written Iicensee commitments.
'

- To ensure adequate protection.

- When defining or-redefining what constitutes adequate protection.

0 .Has been applied since effective date of rule (October.21, 1985).

O Does not apply to requests for information.

- _ -- - . . - _ . _ - _ . - _ - _ .
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REQUESTS FOR !MFORMATION

Consrission may require licensee sfetement under oath or affirmation (10 CFR 50.54(f)).O

O Purpose: to determine

Modification of Iicense-

- Suspension of Iicense

- Revocation of Iicense

O Requests for'information are not a backfit, but do impose a burden on licensees.
I

O Covered by a rule (10 CFR 50.54f) and use involves an analysis and justification cf the

burden to be imposed.

O Justification for request includes:

- Definit'on of burden to be imposed

- Potential safety significance of information

O Review; by CRGR required (i f generic).

|

|

|

!

_ _ _ _ _

_ .

_ - _ _ _

- - - - - - - -
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). PRINCIPLES OF PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFIT MANAGEMENT '

j
4

<
,

'

;
i

!
1. ResponsibiIi ty and accountabiIi ty for management controis starts at highest levels in

;*

;j the NRC.
i L

i |.
I1

8' 2. Plant-speci fic backf i ts resul t froen events, revisions or inspections which uncover
i

deficiencies in specific plant design or op,tration.
I

i

i

{ 3. MRC trains staff at all levels in the principles of plant-specific backfit management.
!

;

i !
8

* l

4. Prot.edures have been in place since 1985 !tRC Manual Chapter 0514 applies. Each
1

'

operating office has approved procedures
.; -

. t
*

i ;

'
i5 ;4RC conducts an annua 4 Rssessment, and reports to Congress each year on backfits I
!i

imposed during that year. I
<

4 ,

! I
i

*

6. There is a centralized, agency-wide record system that documents each plant-specific
{

i backfit in process,_for each plant,.and is used to monitor status. I

I

i
,

l

|- [
;1

'

-. _ . . , - ._ _ ._ __ -_ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ .__ . _ . _ - _ . _ _ . . - . -
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!
NRC MANUAL CHAPTER 0514 '

F

!

,

! MC-0514 covers these activities: "

4

4

'O Responsibilities and Authorities
4

' O identifying Backfits
I

; O Preparing Regulatory (Backfit) Analyses
<

j 0 Preparing Documented Evaluations
[:

0 Appeal Processes |-

I i
,

! O Impiementing Backfits- i
*

!

O Recordkeeping and Reporting
.-

'

O Exceptions to the Process '

I

,
Definitions of 3ackfit lO,

t

O Guidance for Making Backfit Determinations !
'

' |
1

:

!

;

'

.

k

- ----a w y - ,- w -; , , __ _ ____m__._____.____m -__--
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PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFITS

1. NRC stafI members, at alI leveIs, are responsible to identify proposed backfits.

NRC staff completes a regulatory (backfit) analysis or documented evaluation before2.

communicating backfit to Iicensee.

3 Licensees have a right to claim:

- That an action is a backfit

4. Licensees have the right to appeal:

- To reverse a denial of licensee claim of backfit
the criterir

- That an adequate protection or compliance exception does not meet

- To modify or withdraw a staff proposed backfit
- Normal levels of appeal are Region /NRR, EDO

5 Appeals are resolved through meetings and are resolved, if necessary, by EDO.
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GENERIC BACKFITTING

1

4 CRGR Process

4

4

!

O Obj ective is to eliminate unnecessary burdens on licensees, reduce exposure of workers
to radiation in implementing requirements, and conserve NRC resources - while ensuring,

;

pubIic' health and protection.

4

0 Provides single agency-wide point of review for alI generic correspondence requiring
power reactor Iicensee action.

!

i

0 Conunittee is composed of six members -

- Chairman - Director, AEOD (Ed Jordan)
- Member - Deputy Director, NRR (Frank Miragtia)
- Member - Division Director, RES (Brian Sheron)
- Member - Deputy Director, MMSS (Guy Arlotto)
- Member - Deputy Assistant General Counsel, OGC (Janice Moore)

1

Member - Regional Office Division Director (Luis Reyes)-

|

|
|

, - r -r.- a - , -e , .. ,, _ . . . - - , . + .# _-
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GENERIC BACKFITTING

CRGR Process

O Members appointed oy EDO (General Counsel concurs for OGC member).

O Members are individual contributors, and not office representatives.

O Cornmi ttee was established in November 1981.
1

0 Charter estabtished scope, responsibiIities and authorities of Committee.

O Charter established under Cocynission authority and review.

:: : s :: i .
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', TYPTS OF DOCUMENTS TO'BE CONSIDERED BY CRGR .

s
I

i
4

j 0 The types of documents to be considered by the CRGR include the following: i

!
i

.

; 1. Staff papers proposing the adoption of rules or policy statements affecting
:

! power reactors.
t )

|

t

|- 2. Staff papers proposing new or revised rules including Advanced Notices. I

!
,

I ;
.

>

] 3 Proposed new or revised regulatory guides, Standard Review Plan (SRP) sections, [
: -

and branch technical ..esitions

i,

| 4. Proposed generic letters, ami tiplant orders, show cause orders, and generic
,

t

information requests under 50.54(f).
>

>

l

5 Proposed bulletins.
;

.

i4

6. New or revised Standard Technical Specifications. |

j .

!'

7. . Any correspondence to licensees which may reflect or interpret new generic

NRC staff positions.
3

|
'

:

a
- _ . - . -

- - _ - . - _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _
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CRGR REVIEWS '-

i
.

i
t

0 Focus is on" Justification-

Meed'for.requireement - does it enhance safety?-

.

- If not required for adequate protection ov compliance, does it provide a

substantial improvement in safety and is the cost' justified?

i.

4

!

| 0 No prior' review is necessary for items involving emergency action. !

1

! I0 Urgent matters are considered within two days.
.

1 i

!
:

| 0 Rautine items are usually considered within 2 to 4 weeks.

l

i

j 0 Meetings are held at scheduled two-week intervals.
!

- Agendas and background material provided suf ficiently ir= advance to allow

| detailed. review.
i
!

|~

i o items are carefully reviewed on the basis or oral discussion and written

j usti f ication.
4

.

,

i

-- . . . - - . . . - --. .-.. -- -
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CRGR REVIEWS

O Meetings'are closed..

O Comuni ttee rec-nds approval, revision, or disapproval of office proposals to EDO

through formal meeting minutes. ;

O Conunittee can request additional information from staff or industry prior to making

reconumendations.

O A written response is requested from cognizant of fice to report agreement on-

di sagreement wi th CRGR recomumendations.

O Cognizant of fice can disagree wi th CRGR recomunendations, and refer issue to EDO.

O CRGR staff maintains records and prepares .3inutes (AEOD responsibility).

O When action is completed, review packages, presentations and meeting minutes are

placed in Publ ic Document' Room.

i

I

- _ - _ _ . - - . . _. - - -_ _
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CRGR REVIEWS

i
;

O Review packages include the following information:,
,

i
'

- Proposed Generic requirement

- Supporting document justifying.need

Proposed method and schedule.of implementation ~
-

t
1 - Regulatory (backfit) analysis or documented evaluation

|
4

1
- Category of reactors to which the; requirement appties !

I
- Safety goal considerations .'

i

4

-

<
!

:

t

j i.

t

$ '

"

,

!
'

!
,

h.
k

!'
i |

t,

i '

.
.

;.
.

.

i2

.
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EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL CRGR RECOMMENDAT!ONS OR COMMENTS

O Against taking proposed action

- Proposed revision to Reg Guide 1.33 on QA (not justi fied)

- Proposed endorsement of ASME Subsection IWE on inspection of steel containments

(not justi fied)

O Narrowing proposed action

Bulletin 90-01 on Rosemount Transmi tters (narrow actions to specific models)-

- Bulletin 90-02 on Channel Box Bow (narrow actions to re-used channel boxes)

O Strengthening Proposed Actions

Bulletin 89-03 on Shutdown Margin (add training)-

- Proposed final rule on dry storage (add testing)

|

!

O General

- Proposed NURPG 1585 on Implementation of Fitness for Duty Rule (remove all hints

of new requirements)

- Proposal to drop CRGR review of routine endorsements of ASME Code in

10 CFR 50.55(a)(g) (CRGR review should continue)

| _

v ..
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i
EXAM.EES OF BACKFITTING CONSIDERATIONS -

(For itees'Vith Favorable CRGR Recomumendations) I

j- t

:
|.
.

!
" '

ACTION ISSUE BACKFITTING BASIS
'

,

'

,

i
: Proposed rule change (50.61) on New data on reactor vessel Adequate protection {; ,.

!

Icriteria for pressurized embrittlement exception (at some
,

! thermal shock considerations future time)
'

4

d i
-

Butletin 89-03 on shutdown Use of higher enriched fuel Adequate protection

margin in spent fuel pool (PWR's) requires additional measures exception f
i

to ensure shutdown margin ;,
-

!;
I !-
i i

Generic letter 89-10 on testing of capabiiity of Mov's under comptiance exception

motor operated valves (MOV's) design basis accident
i

conditions

;
-

t
F

Genaric-letter 89-13 on service CapabiIity of' service water Comptsance exception I
'

\ \
.

water systems- systems for' design basis !

!
Conditions I

i

,

. - - , r-,--- , w-.' .,. .__y ,y, , , __ , .
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EXAMPLES OF BACKFITTING CONSIDERATIONS

(For items with Favorable CRGR Recommendations)

AC'lON ISSUE BACKFITTING BASIS

Proposed rule change (App. E, Enhanced data transmittal to Cost justified

i

50.72) on Emergency Response NRC during emergencies enhancement

Pota System (ERDS)

Generic letter 90-06 on PORV block Enhanced procedural require- Cost justi fied

valve reliability and low ments for some plants enhancement

temperature overpressure

protection

|

Proposed rule (Part 54) on license Standards and procedures for Not backfitting

renewal license renewal (prospective action)

l

'

Revised regulatory guides 1.35 and Improvements in inservice Not backfitting

1.35.1 on inservice inspection inspection program (voluntary)

of ungrouted tendons

I
-

- g.i __- _ m.
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PERCEPTION OF LICEMSEES

i

0 .The number and overalI tsurden of recent generic comanonications is os' concern to many
; Iicensees_

{ 0 The consideration of cost and schedule impacts are.often thought to be inadequate.
;

!

O The basis for issuing requirements involving backfits is often not clear to licensees.
!
i

0 Licensees believe that use of the backfi t rule is not encouraged.

i
,

O Some licensees fear retaliation if a'backfit claim is filed.
i

!

O The appeal process for backfi t claims is of concern since it may not be indeper. dent,,

1

i.e., involves the same individuals that imposed the requirement.

!

0 Many Iicensees be!ieve that both the NRC staf f and Iicensees could benefit from
i

additional training on backfitting. I
1

!' !
. ,

!

.

V |
|

.- . - - .. _ _ . - .. .- - .-
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FUTURE STAFF ACTIVITIES

O Hold periodic workshops with industry.

O Conduct periodic workshops with NRC staff.

O Examine ways to better consider cumulative impact of new requirements.
|
1

o Consider need for changes to CRGR Charter.

O Consider need for revisions to 50.109.

l

i
f

.

4
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i Denwood'F. Ross
i
:

} Deputy Director ;

li

| Office for Analysis cod Evaluation !
).
1*

|
of Gperat.ional Data !

!
!. t
1

:
4

!-
:

!

,

i
i
!
t

i .

'
t

| .NRC/ Industry Backfitting Workshop- !
L

c

i

; october 15,.1990 i'

.Ramada' Hotel O' Hare, Rosemont, IL'

i
: >

b

I.. ;

t

I

d

:
;
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1- : OVERVIEW-OF SACKFiTTIfeG- i
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1. |
4

_
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,; O Background i

s
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i '

0- Backfit Rulei-

i
!
;-
5 .
l

0- NRC*s Prograns'and Process
!. t

.[<

r>

'

i
f -Plant-specific applications-

i

f ' - Generic applications
t- [
] i

1 !
*

| O' Perceptions of Licensees |; .

i i

!. I
i

t

f. 'O Recent Initiatives
|
!

!
;

|'
O Future = Staff. Activities *

>

!

I
!

|'
!
t-

!-
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-

1

n -
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BACKG8tOUNO

Backfi tting is the decision process by which the NRC decides whether to impose newO i

requirements on nuclear power Iicensees.

O Backfits are expected to occur and are an inherent part of the regulatory process.

O Backfits are imposed only after a formal, systematic review to assure that changes are

justified'and suitably defined.

- Mecessary for pubIic health and safety, common defense and security

Ensure compliance wi th rules and conomitments-

- Cost-justified substantial safety improvement

0 Backfit process is imposed on the MRC to provide for order, discipline and

predictabiiity and optimal utiiization of staff and Iicensee resources.

- ~ - -

- _ _ _ - _ _ . . . . . _

.-- _ -- - -: ,_
_



- . _ _

u #''s'"'" /' #' h.

: i i i

\_1 Q ,) %;\_) |
3

BACKGROUND

;
.

O There are two different types of backfitting.

|

- Plant-specific backfits are applicable to one facility only.

Proposed backfits are handled in accordance with a specific staff procedure--

(Manual Chapter 0514).

- Generic backfits are appiicable to more than one faciIity.

-- Proposed backfits undergo review by the Comittee to Review Generic

Requirements (CRGR), which makes recommendations to tite Executive Director

for Operations (EDO).

O These backfits wiIi be discussed separateIy because of the difference in the way they

are reviewed and imposed.

- .- .-- - _ _ _ _ - - _ . ._ ._.
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AEOD RESPONSIBILITIES IN MONITORING OF PLANT-SPECIFIC SACKFfTS

O Director of AEOO assigned oversigfi of plant-specific backfit process.

l
.

and office backfitting procedures.
.

O Assure adequacy of regional

O Conduct training on plant-speci fic backfi tting for 'staf f and industry.

O Inform Iicensees of MRC progrant and procedures (e.g., manual Chapter 0514).

Conduct annual assessment of office and regional programs for implementation of NRCO

program controls.

Reviews atI staff or industry identified plent-specific backfits.-

- Review office procedures and selected records of inspection reports, notices of

violation, confirmatory action fetters, and licensing actions.

|
- Interview regional and office staff on understanding of the program.

I - Obtain industry feedback on the backfitting process.

|

|
_ _ _ .

' ' '

_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . -
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BACKFiT RULE

O Backfi t Defini tion

j
- Modification of or addition to

(a) systems, structures, components or design of'a facility; or

(b) the design approval or manufacturing iicense for'a faciIity; or

(c) the procedures or organization required to design, construct or operate a

facility

- Which may result from

i (a) a new or amended provision in Conunission rules; or

(b) imposition of a regulatory staff position that is either new or different

from a previousIy applicable staff position
i

,

- Imposed after ;

i

.(a) issuance of a construction permit

(b) six months before docketing of the operating license application " !.

(c) issuance of the operating license- !

j (d) issuance of the design approval for standard plants ::

i

I
: CP issued after 10/21/85 |

!4

: CP issued before 10/21/85 (
!

Some certi ficates and permi ts are subject to more stringent rules !xxx

L

!
,. . - . . . , , - _ . _ . . , _ . . . -
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BACKF3T RULE

.

' Revised backfit, rule (10 CFR 50.'109) has been in place.since 1985.0
;
'

- Provides specific guidance for backfits.
. .

- Provides for management control and accountability.
,

;
p
4

; O 1985 rule was-vacated by.U.S. courts in-1987.

- Not clear that costs. coulc not be . considered- in establishing or enforcing,

1

| adequate protection of: the public heal th and safety.-
; -

i

!

| 0 Clarified rule was issued in 1988'- upheld by court.

.Backfitting shalI always be required if necessary for adequate protection.-

1- _ Costs not considered when backfitting is necessary to ensure adequate protection-

i
or.when comunission defines' or redefines adequate protection standard or to ensure

compt iance wi th Comunission rules or Iicensee comuni tments.

i
i
I.

[ 0 Applies to generic and plant-specific actions.
I

L
i

0 Regulation is based on the f act that each plant, as .initiat Iy 1icensed, seets a

then-acceptable. level of safety -- an adequate protection standard.
:

|

:

. , _, . . _ _ - _ _ - _ _ = _ _ _ _ - _
.
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BACKFIT RULE-
!.

O Applies only to power reactors.

! O Applies ~only to positions or requirements imposed on licenses..
:

- - Not actions ' which . are optional or voluntary.

!

0 .Appiies to alI mandatory changes.-

| Reductions of requirements have been troublesome.-

|

!
O Does not apply to requirements i.mposed by laws passed by Congress.,

i

4

0 AlI backfits require a documented justification.

t

0 No cost benefit analysis required for the following:'

I
i - For comptiance with Iicense, rules or written Iicensee commitments.

- To ensure adequate protection.

- when defining or redefining what consti tutes adequate protection.

i

{ 0 Has been applied since effective date of rule (October 21, 1985).

-

| 0 Does not apply to requests for information.
;

- n ., . . -,- . ~ ., . . - . ~ ._ - _ . . . -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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' REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION |
!

4

'
,

i

i
!,

O Consnission may require licensee state #nent under oath or affirmation (10 CFR 50 54(f)).
|,

i |
L

0 Purpose * to deter 1mine
i !

.. Modification of Iicense I
-

t

Suspension of Iicense |
; -

: L

i -- Revocation of 1icense i
,
'

?
i

i 0 Requests for inf armation are nci a backfit, but do impose a burden on licensees. |

|
'

i,.
"

O Covered by a rule (10 CFR 50.54f) and use involves an analysis and justification of the
;

. ,

burden to be imposed. (,
7
'

i

>

0 Justification for request includes:
i

,

- Definition of burden to be imposed
.

!
- Potential safety significence of information

;
; ;

+

0 Review by CRGR required (i f generic).

:
I

f

| [
. . . . . _ _ _ . . . . . - . _ . __ ._ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . .-
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PRINCIPLES OF PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFIT MANAGEMENT

1. Responsibility and accountability for management controls starts at highest levels in
the NRC.

2. Plant-specific backfits result from events, revisions or inspections which uncover
deficiencies in specific plant design or operation.

3. NRC trains staf f at al s levels in the principles of plant-specific backfit management.
:

4. Procedures have been in place since 1985 NRC Manual Chapter 0514 applies. Each

operating office has approved procedures.

5. NRC conducts an annual assessment, and reports to Congress each year on backfits
imposed during that year.

6. There is a centralized, agency-wide record system that documents each plant-specific
backfit in process, for each plant, and is used to monitor status.

,

- v
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'

NRC MANUAL CHAPTER 0514
I

,

i! MC-0514 covers these activities:

10 Responsibilities and Authorities
:

; O Identifying Backfits

O Preparing RegulaLory (Backfi t) AnaIyses
1

0 Preparing Documented Evaluations

O Appeal Processes !
'

O Implementing Backfits
4

; O Recordkeeping and Reporting
i'

O Exceptions to the Process
:

*

O Definitions of Backfit
,

O Guidance for Making Backfit Determinations

T

1

.

.

. . , , , , ~ . . , _ . . - - m - ,,* %. ,,. -, .,, w., , - . , . ,, w . , , . ..,~.#.-_. , .,
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; PLANT-SPECiFtC BACKFITS

j i;

i ,

1. . MRC staf f members, at al I leveIs, are responsible to identify proposed backIits. Jj.
.c

i

2. MRC staff completes a regulatory (backfit) analysis or documented evaluation before ;
4

communicating backfit to Iicensee.,

;

!' i

1

3 Licensees have a right to claim: '
,

i 1

That an action is a backfit |
-

!
*

,

4. Licenrees have the right to appeal- '

1 - To reverse a' denial of 1icensee ciaim of backfit i
!,;

;, - That an adequate protection or compliance exception does not meet the criteria '

i
- To modify or withdraw'a staff proposed backfit

i. !
- Normal levels of appeal are Region /NRR, EDO !

l
;, !
,

t

j S. Appeals'are resolved.through meetings and are resolved, if necessary, by E00.
r

F
t

I

., _ _ -. . . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _
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GEMFEt I C BACK F I TT I NG

J|

,. CRGR Procass!, -

1 0 ' Objective is to' eliminate unnecessary burdens on licensees, reduce exposure of workers-

to radiation:in impiementing requirements, and conserve NRC resources - whiIe ensuring
public health and protection.

.

O Provides single agency-wide point of review for all generic correspondence requiring
power reactor Iicensee action.

!

O Committee is composa. ' 7 six mesters -
'

- Chairman - Director, AEOD (Ed Jordan)

|
- Member - Deputy Director, hRR (Frank Miragtia)

i. - Member Division Director, RES (Brian Sheron)
: - Member - Deput*; Director, MMSS (Guy Arlotto)
t

: - Member - Deputy Assistant General Counsel, OGC (Janice Moore)t;

- Member - Regional Of fice Division Director (Luis Reyes)

t

' .

!.

i
, ; _ . . _ , _ . ,, _

. . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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'

GENERIC BACKFITTING

CRGR Process

I

!

O Members appointed by EDO (General CounseI concurs for OGC member).

!

O Members are individual contributors, and not office representatives.

|

O Committee was establi 'ed in November 1981.

0 Charter established scope, responsibilities and authorities of Committee.
.

O Charter established under Coimnission authority and review.

_ _ -
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TYPES OF DOCl>MENTS' TO BE CONS IDERED BY ' CRGR

0 The types of documents to be considered by. the 'CRGR include the foilowing:

1. Staff papers proposing the adoption of. rules or policy statemenits affecting

power reactors.
|
;

2. Staff papers proposing new or' revised rules including Advanced Notices.,

3. Proposed new or revised regulatory guides, Standard Review Plan (SRP) sections,

and branch. technical positions.
,

4. Proposed generic letters, multiplant orders, show cause orders, and generic
,

information requests under 50.54(f).

5. Proposed bulletins.

.

6. New or revised Standard Technical Specifications.

i
a

7. - Any correspondence to licenseer which may reflect or interpret new generir.,

' NRC staff positi .u.

. .- .- - - - ,
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'CRGR REVIEWS'-
9

- O Focus is'on Justification:

Need for requirement' . does i t enhance safety?-

,

I f not- required for . adequate protection or compliance,. does i t provide a-

substantial improveeant in safety and is the cost justi fied?

O No prior review is necessary for items involving-emergency action.

O Urgent matters.are. considered within two days. I

1

O Routine. items are.usually considered within 2 to 4 weeks. 1

0 Meetings are held'at scheduled two-week intervals.-

f
- Agendas and background material provided'sufficientiy in advance to allow '-

!
detailed review.. '

,

'

O items are carefully reviewed on-the basis of oral' discussion and written

j us t i f ication.
t

|
J

h

.t
. - _ .-. - - .- . . . . . ~ . . , _ _ . _ - - _ _ _ _.. -
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CRGR REVIEWS

0 Meetings are closed.

O Committee-recommends approval, revision, or disapproval of office proposals to EDO-
through formal meeting minutes.

O Committee can request additional'information from staff or industry prior to making
e

recommendations.

O A written' response is requested.from cognizant Office to. report agreement or

disagreement with CRGR recommendations.

O Cognizant office can disagree with CRGR recommendatinns, and refer issue to EDO.

O CRGR staff maintains records and prepares minutes (AEOD responsibility).

?

1

0 when action is completed,' review packages, presentations and meeting minutes are
,

placed in Public Document Room.

_----
-- - . -
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'CRGR REVIEWS

-

. ,. .-
O Review aackages. include the foilowing i n forma t i on : .. I

,

- Proposed generic requirement
,

- Supporting document justi fying need

- Proposed method an'd scheduie.of'impiementaLion

Regulatory (backfit) analysis or documented evaluation-

- Category of reactors to which the. requirement applies

- Safety goal considerations

;

,

i

.

4 :
,

,

.,.k's j gi , . - - u. .WW_,,-sed *g _ .ii ,.,./
'
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EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL CRGR RECOMMENDATIONS OR COMMENTS

i

0 Against taking proposed action

- Proposed revision to Reg Guide 1.33 on QA (not justi fied)
- Proposed endorsement of ASME Subsection IWE on inspection of steel containments

(not justified)
9

0 Narrowing proposed action

- Buitetin 90-01 on Rosemount Transmitters (narrow actions to specific models)

- Bulletin 90-02 on Channel Box Bow (narrow actions to re-used channel boxes)

0 Strengthening Proposed Actions

- Bulletin 89-03 on Shutdown Margin (add training)

- Proposed final rule on dry storage (add testing)

0 General

- Proposed NUREG 1385 on implementation of Fitness for Outy Rule (remove all hints

of new .equirements)
,

- Proposal to drop CRGR review of routine endorsements of ASME Code in
I

10 CFR 50.55(a)(g) (CRGR review should continue)
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EXAMPLES OF BACKFITTING CONSIDER /*TIONS

(For I tems .Wi th f avorable CRGR Reconenendations) -t

ACTION ISSUE BACKFITTING BASIS

Proposed rule change (50.61) on New data on reactor vessel Adequate protection
,

criteria.for pressurized embrittlement exception (at some

thermal shock considerations- future time)

Bulletin 89-03 on shutdown- . Use of higher enriched fuel Adequate protection

margin in spent fuel pool (PWR's)' requires additional measures exception

to ensure shutdown margin

Generic letter 89-10 on testing of Capability of MOV's under Compliance exception

motor operated valves.(MOV's) design basis accident ;

conditions

Generic letter 89-13 on service Capability of service water Compliance exceptionj

I
water systems systems for design basis

! conditions
!

4 ..
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EXAMPLES OF~BACKFiTTING CONS 1DERATIONS

(For. 'I tems wi th Favorable CRGR Reconenendations) t

<

ACTION ISSUE BACKFITTING BASIS I
__

:1

'

Proposed rule change (App.-E, Enhanced data transmittal to Cost justi fied

50.72) on Emergency Response. NRC during emergencies enhancement

Dat.a System (ERDS)
i

I
Generic Ietter 90-06 on PORV.biock Enhanced proce;Jrai require- Cost justified *

valve reliability and low ments for some plants enhancement

temperature overpressure

protection !

i

r

Proposed rule (Part 54) on license Standards and procedures for Not backfitting

renewal license renewal (prospective action)

Revised regulatory guides 1.35 and. Improvements in inservice Not backfi tting

1.35.1 on inservice inspection inspection program (voluntary)

of ungrouted tendons
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PERCEPTION OF LICENSEES

;

O The number and overall burden of'recent generic communications is of concern to many
licensees.

O The consideration of cost and schedule' impacts are often' thought to be inadequate.

O The basis for issuing requirements involving backfits is often not clear to licensees.

O Licensees'believe that use of the backfit rule is not encouraged.

O Some licensees fear retaliation if a backfit claim is filed.

>

0 The appeal process for backfit claims is of concern ~since i t may not be independent,
i.e., involves the same individuals that imposed the requirement.

O Many licensees believe that'both'the NRC staff and licensees could benefit from

additional training on backfitting.
,

-!

:

9 *
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FUTURE STAFF ACTIVITIES.-

,

,i
' ;

!-
i

! h
I 0' Hold periodic workshops withiindustry. |.

4

i

,.-

. .. .

i' - 0 Conduct periodic! workshops with NRC st.aff.
. ;.

i :.

!- f
i

O Examine ways to better' consider cumulative impact of new requirements. [,

-a,

!'

t'

..
;

.

O Consider need for changes.-to CRGR Charter. |
5

2- t

0 Consider need for. revisions _'to 50.109. i
!
r

Y

?,

t
;

f'

- ?

- - i

!
.

~

;

g L
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IWOWTION NOTI &_8E15'

lif0 RET 1(fl NOTIE DESGlBING APPAPENT DEC[tRING T A EACTOR CfRN4T PtPP SilAFT MD
llTEllER AT TE CRYSTAL RlWR tMIT 3 Pl#1T IN JANUARY ]MI.

,

011ER INf0R% TION NOTICES
INFORRTION 10TICE ISSLE AS A ES!LT T DE SKCIFIC LWIT.

HAD BEDI IS5tED DISCUSSING PEV10liS EACTOR 000UWT PLPP SilAFT FAILUFES.
L.

i

i

_ _.
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IPFORMT10tl NOTICE fB-20

,

I

114'OR% Tim ft) TIE KSGIBIMiMlD Fall _URES IN 191tVRY LOOP ECIRCILATION PtFPS T
BYR]N-JADGON DESIGN DERIGICS BY OkKRS T IUILING WATER PDCTORS IM A FOREIGN

,

,

COLFTRY.
,

litTMtTim NOTICE ISSlED AS A ESlLT & SEVERAL FilATED PH0litTS KOIRRING IN A
mioN anuaY.

1

i

!

!

,

f

5

_ _ _
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1

IT0ffMTION MITIE PS-?)

1

IWORPRTION NDTIE DESCRIBING VD00R PRACTIES IN Wil01 OIANGES TO MOLDED CASE circuli
|

BREAKER Tilt-Q1 RENT ORRACTERISTIC CURVES PERTAINING TO PARTIQLMt BREAFIR TWIS WEE|

P5DE Willl0UT 09NGING llE PART IUTER OF llE BREAKERS AM) WITIDIT AhY SPECIFIC NOTIFICATlal
:

TO TIE QETDERS.

!

IKORPRTION NUTIE ISSUED AS A ESULT OF FINDINGS FRM NRC INSRCIIONS OF EQUIPPDU

vel 00RS. i

I

i

;

9

- - - _
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INFORSTION ND11E S}22

IPFORSTitY. NOTIE DESCRIBING PROPLUG WITil TIE CGTIFICATION & BOLTS, MITS, AND STUDS

FGMISED BY imPDWARE SPECIALLY CRPNf(, IN00RPORATO W LONG ISLND CITY, P0f M)PK.

!!f0RMAT10N 70 TIE ISSED AS A ESLLT T FlmittiS FRM IRC INSKCTICtG AT llE WATEFFORD
SITE NO HARDWA9E SPECIALTY (UPNff.

1

l

I

--_
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IWOR%Timi MTiiE ES-26

|

IE0mRTim 70 TIE DESCRIB1NG iTOBLEMS FOUP0 BY UTILITIES WEN EFTORMI!G ACTIONS EGESTED
,

BY MRC IN A CDERIC LETTER ENTITLED "INSTRMNT AIR StTRY SYSTEM PROBLEFE ffFECTit0
SAFETY-ELATED EQJIPPENT."

CONSIDEP# tF DETAILS
IWORRTION NOTICE ISSifD AS f. ESULT OF SEVEPAL KLAT@ FPOND1S.
FOR TE IWOPfRTim 10ilE iPOVIDED BY KGIR!ft 0FFICES.

-
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O O nv

'INFOR% TION NOTlE 87-28

1 EOR % TION NOTIE G4 COTLETION & AN E00 LONG TEN! STWY T AIR SYSTUI PROBLB1S

INCLilllNG DISQlSSION T SEVERAL SPECIFIC EVENTS.

1E0 RET 10M NOTIE ISSlED AS A ESlLT & AN IN-DEFIH SYSTU% TIC KVIEW W PROBLUti
,

OCClRRING DVER SEVERAL YEARS Willt AIR SYSTD15.

1WORMATION MlTIE WAS FOLLOG BY EOERIC LETTER EQJESTING SECIFIC UTILITY ACTIONS

10 ADDRESS AIR SYSHM PRRD15. COERIC LETTER EQllRED ESPCMSE FRTI EAOi llTILITY.

I

i
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R_L_LETIN 90-01
<

RLLETIN ISSID TO E0ljEST TIET ADDESSEES PIDFILY ll1hTIFY NO TME APPR(T'RIATE

CORECTIVE ACTIONS FOR PEEL 1153 SERIES B, ITIDEL 1153 SERIES D, #0 PTEL 1151
4

PRESSIEE 2 DIPFEENTIAL PESSURE TPANSMITTERS f%NLFACTIMD BY TOSEft1NT TIMT|

PRY BE LEAKT% FILL-Oll.

|
MLLETIN ISStB AS ESlLT T SERIES T Huuum FAILURES T P0DELS 1153 /W 11511
1RANSMITTERS M AFTER EXTENSIVE DISOISSITS Will! 10SDTANT H NUCLEAR tlTILITIES
CONCERNIN ?.E CAUSE & TIE FAILUES, DETECTION T TIE FAILURES, M CMPECTIVE

,

ACTDIS. TRAIGITTER FAlltKS CAUSED BY LEAKING FILL-Oll ARE NDT PFADILY DETEC11D
E IFEREASE llE POTENTIAL FOR CDT0N P0DE FAILIES WilOl f%Y REstLT IN TIE
Attu,1w SAFETY SYSTEM NDI IUFORMING ITS INTENDED SAFE 1Y FLETION.

MLLETIN ISSID (#00R UNLI ANCE JUS!!FIGUlm IN T10 BACWIT RLE - (DEPAL
DESIGN CRITERICM 21,10 ER PART 50, APPDflX A. " PROTECTION SYSTEM RfllABillIY

F TESTABIL11Y," M 10 CFR 50.55A(to (E0;1 RING ilmT PfUTECTION SYSTUG FFFT
;

lEIE-279).
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GDERIC LETTER 88-11

CDERIC LEITEJ ISSLED TO EQES. TliAT LICDtSEES BSURE TEIR OPERATIMAL PROCP#1
INCLtEES HSTING TO VERIFY INSTRMNT AIR WALITY, AIR ACOMLATOR CAPACITY,

VALVE FAILIFE POSITIONS Gi LOSS T INSTRffNT AIR, AW NE0tJACY & PRINTENANCE |

PRACTICES, DOCENCY Pl0EDlEES Af0 TRAINIE.

CDERIC LETTER ISSIED AS PESlLT & AEDD STl0Y IWIGTING PERSISIDiT AIR SYSTB

PRREPS. i

GEERIC LETTER IPPLEMNTED EXISTING EWIPDfNIS BASED W FSAR C0mlTMNTS ON TIE

DESIGN BASIS (U N ilANCE EXCEPTION).

.

- _ -
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CENEFIC LET B E9-10
I

EERIC LDTER EQISD TIET LICDGEES DEVELOP APO IITLDUT IWXPAM TO ASSIE TI'AT
NTOR OnERATED VAL'ES WILL FEWOM TIEIR INTUKD SAFETY FIFCTIONS LMTR COPOIIlUC
ASSOCIATED WITil DESIGN BASIS ACCIDENTS. CDERIC LETTTR WAS HGEL TO EULLETIN 85-("
IN EXiD0 LNG TIE ECUESTED ACTI(?'S TO ALL SffET( ELATID m/s.

GEERIC LETTER ISSED 10 GM10GT TIE EGJIRDUTS & ASE SECTION XI TESTIPU.
ES0LVE EERIC 1SSES 87 NO 11.E.6.1, AND ?%IMTAIN FAlllE FATES T M/s WIPrlIN

ACCEPTAELE LIMITS.

CDERIC LETTER JUSTIFIE9 (N BASIS T OMY INKF Willl 10 CFR PART 50, MTTMIIX A
(GDCS 1. II,18 r,7]) No APPDodX B.
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IWOPnTim NOTICE _8MF
;

!

!

IMORY, Tim t0 TIE DESGIBING FAILUPES IN TIElts W INSTiRFTFTATION FM) CONTHOL All'. FYSTDS
,

AS ELL AS IN REL OIL NO LWE Olt SYSTUS NTAENTLY CMND BY VIEPATim MGCll CAN RD0EP
;

;

,

DOGDICY DIEEL (DEPATORS IKERABLE [

irmMTim MDHCE ISSUB AS A RESULT T SDOAL FDM EWMS AND NMUG :
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I!ERRTION 10 TIE IEXRIBING NPAPENT KGULIE W A EACTOR COnLNR IUF SIAFT IM)
f

IPfYLLER AT llE OtYSTAL river IMIT 3 (UNT IN JANUARY 19fG.
,

I

IEURRTION IUrlE ISSiED AS A ESlLT T DE SRCIFIC CVDIT. UTWR INFGf5TI(fi NDTICES
,

'

HAD IEDI ISSLE DISQJSSIE PFEVIOUS EKIOR GILANT RFP SIAFT FAltlFES.
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ifR)RRTim Wile KSCRIBIPG MlD FAlltKS IN IRIPPP.Y LOOP KCIPGLATION RFPS W
r

;

| BYR]M-JA0G0M DESim DFERIDICED BY RERS T 10lLING WATB IUCTORS IM A F0K10M'
;

CRFIRY.

! INT) RET 10M MOT 1E ISSlED AS A ESILT OF IVERAL KIMD IR]lLIJE Of0lRRING IN A
;
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IEOR% TION NDTIE' 89-71

'

IWORHTION 10TI& DESCRIBING VD00R PRACTIES IN WilOI OIANTS TO ICLDED CASE CIRCUIT

BEARER TIE-QHeiT CHAMC1 ERISTIC CURVES KRTAINING TO PARTIOLAR BEAER TYIIS EE

190E WilM)UT OlANGING TE PART NMER OF TIE IWATRS AM) Will10UT AMf SPECIFIC NOTIFICATION

TO TE QEIGOS.

!
'

IEORHTIGI NOTI & ISSIE AS A ESlLT T Fil0INGS FRM NRC INSECT 10NS T EDJIIMNT
i

VD00RS.
,

!

.

- _ - - . - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ .
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INF'JRWlT10rl NOTIE 89-22_
|
4

|

IMUt% TIT. MITIE DESGIBING P900 LIM WIT 11 llE CGTIFICATION & BOLTS, MITS, AND STUDS
i

:

FlHilSED BY HNOWLE SECIAllY C&PMff, INCORPORATID 0F LONG ISl#D CITY, NM YCM".

lif0R%i10M MITIE ISSlED AS A KSLLT OF Fifi':iG FRM ME 1FSPECTi&G AT TIE WATEFFORD
~

SITE NO HMDWME SPECIALTY CDTNff.,

i

4

4

i
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IWOR9|T10P5 MITlE 10-26.
:

INWRTim IUTIE DESCRIBING PfGLEPIS FOUP0 BY UTILITIES MU RTT0lEING ACTIGtS KDESIG
BY !st IN A GDERIC ETTER ENTITLED "lM51RMNT AIR SIPPLY SYSTEM PRELEFE ffFECTIflG
SAFEIY-ELATED EQJIRUT." ;

I!ERRTION MOTIE ISSLED AS A EStLT OF SEVERAL ELATG PFORIM. CONSIDGtttF DETAILS
FOR TIE IWORRTim 70 TIE PRNIMD BY KG10P.AL QTIES.

!
!

|

!

!

1

[
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IKOR9tT10N MITIE 89-29

|

IWOR1LTIGI NJTIE IESCRIBING DESim P90BLEPl WITil ASEA BROWN IGTRI (ABB) K-LINE CIPOJIT

BEAIDS DEllWRED TO Q!5TGUS PEFORE JULY 1974 41101 GM.D CAUSE BREAER FAILUPES

DURING A SEISrftC EVDfT.
.

IMUMlTION NUTIT ISSLED AS A ESILT OF VENDOR RERET TO NRC REQi! PED BY

10 E R PART 21.
,

,

!
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I

i
;

t

,
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IPFOR% TION NJTIE 87-28

!!FOR% Tim M1 TIE W CDTLETION & AN K00 LONG TEPfl STWY W AIR SYSim IPOBLDS
INCLWING DISEUSSION T SEKFAL SPECIFIC EVDITS.

.

IPFORETim MITIE ISSUED AS A PESILT T AN IN-IU7IN SYSTURTIC KVIEW W PPTLUG
OCCURRING OVER SEWRAL ' FEARS WITH Alt SYSTES.

INFOR% TION NOTI & WRS FRLOWED BY GENERIC LETTER KWESTING SRCIFIC UTILITY ACTimS
TD Audits AIR SY5im FPGLEPS. CDERIC LETTER K0llFID ESTUCE FPm EA01IITILITY.
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PADFIT 0)NSIIUAT10FS IIIAT0ING MLETINS MD GMBIC _ltlltRS

PADFIT IRE PUST E Q)PSIDOG IF CDalC CU?!FICATI&l INWLVE5 OffME IN
NRICABLE KGLATmY STMF 10SITi(N.

EVERY RHETIN OR GDGIC LETTER IS PESENIG TO CKR. CDIEPALLY TGTT'fFIED PY f.
PAO' AGE TIRT INClli)ES ESPORS TO TIE TEQilED CLE5Il0NS IN 10 CFR 50.109.

WAIVm W OG EVIEW W SOE 00GIC Lilius FAY IE CBTAIRD KCALE NO DIANGE IN
STEF FOSITION OR EN KWlEMNT IS IfMJLVED.

CRER METING MIKITES #0 PETERIAL SIIYJTTG FT fPCR KVIDi AE fiEE ITRICLY
AVAILABLE.
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L 11LLETINP8-W_'

'

i

RELETIM ISSIID TD EMEST TIRT litiLITIES WITl! ITILING PftTER KACTORS DGJRE IlE'

. AVAllJBILITY & NEUTE WHATIE IWuutKS AN) IN51fiuTr NTATIIM, APD fBOVIIE

MEUTE GUATOR TMINING 10 ITEVEMT OCOJRKMCE W (KWITU.LFD POEli OECILLATIMS!

RRIE RL IGES T NOWL M NKWRL OPERATION.
'

!

! MLLETIM ISSND AS A ESLT & A SECIFIC APNOR9L UBATIE EVDff IN11CATING
;

TiRT PAST LICDIS1E CKQLATIONS WEFE NOT R11AILE IN DETERIMING T15T A 00PE
,

j,

;

!
WILL BE STNLE INER KL OPERATING CON)1TIONS DURIE A RR CYCLE. FURilOKK,

I

TIE NFLITIEE & lie IDER WS CPEATER TipN PEVIGRY FMRIENCU) FOR IN-MSSE
|

LIMIT CVCLE OSCILLATIONS RRING U.S. SPECIAL STABILITY TESTS, NO FOR FNOWI
,
,

FDPElGI GBATING IUCTOR EVDtIS #0 TFSTS. .

u.

,

RLLET1M SIFPLBUIT ISSIID 10 (1DflDE MVIT10ML IEGTRT!W UNCEIMING P0kTR
OSC1LLAT106 IN BRS NO EQEST KTIONS 10 ENSUPE TilAT TE SKETY LIMIT FOR

:

MINIMM CRITICAL PWG PATIO IS NOT V10_ATEP.
,

) :
>

MLLETIN ISSLED INER CDPLIMIT JUSTlFICATION IN TIE PAOFIT RLE - CDUAL
i

f DESIGI CRilERIGI 12,10 GR PART 50, NTD01X A. "SimtsSICE & EKTOR itME
:

!

1

OSC1LLAT10NS."'

,

! !
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O o o
11LLETIN 90-01

RLLLTIN ISSLED TO ECLEST 11ET ADDKSSEES IWWILY 10GTIFY IM TME ATPIT'RIATE
0)RECTIVE ACTIONS RR FEEL 1153 SERIES B, IT10EL 1153 SERIES D. f@ MRL 119

E9ESSLE E DittutNTI AL PESSlK TFANSMITTERS IW1FAGifED BY KtenNT 111AT
PRY E LEAKING FILL-Oll.

RELETIN ISSLED AS RESILT W SERIES T RJwtui FAILIRS & Pt]DELS 117, ffD 119

TRANSMlllERS E AFIS EXTBSIVE DISOISSitVS Willi R15DTtNT APO MX1 EAR (IIILillES
C0NElWING TE CAUSE & TE FAlltKS, DETECTI0ri T TIE FAlttHS. M ODFFECTM

ACT!GIS. TMtSMITTER FAILIKS CAUSED BY LEAKING FILL-CIL AE N)T PEfSILY KTEGED
NO INCEASE TE POISTitt RR C[MTW P00E FAIDES WIIGI f%Y ESiLT IN TIE
fittuw SAFETY SYSim 70T FBR)RMif0115 INTD0ED SAFETY FLKTI(R.

MLLETIN ISSUED IMIR COIPLIANE JJSTIFICATI(W IN TIE EJOFIT RAE - GMPR.
,

DESICM CRiiER10N 21,10 CFR IWT 50, NRM 11X A. TR)TEETI(W SYSit?! ELIABILITY

M TISTABILITY,* M 10 CFR T.55MH) (T0JIRING TilAT PIUTECTION SYSTUG PTFT

IEE-279).
I
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RESEARCll PERSPECTIVE

l
C. J. IIELTEMES, JR.

DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR GENERIC ISSUES AND RULEMAKING

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REGULATORY RESEARCil i
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Tile NATURE OF IllE DIFFERENT TYPES OF ANALYSES

0 Tile REGULATORY ANALYSIS ASSESSES COSTS AND BENEFITS OF VIABLE ALTERNATIVES AND i

RLCOMMLNDS A PROPOSLD ACTION. A PROPOSCD BACKFIT, IF IT IS A SAFEIY ENilANLLMLNI.
HE0illitES' A BACI; FIT ANALYSIS WillCil ASSESSES COSTS- AND BENEFITS ASSOCIATED Willi IllE
PROPOSED ACTION. OTilER BACKFITS.. ADEQUATE PROTECTIDN AND COMPLIANCE, REQUIRE A [

' DOCIMENTED EVALUATION WillCII STATES Tile OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSE OF Tile BACKFIT AND TiiE
BASIS 20R INV0 KING Tile EXCEPTION. i

;

O IN F.AhY RESPECTS, THE REGULATORY-ANALYSIS, AND BACKFIT ANALYSIS FOR SAFETY
;. EMIANCEMENT BACKFITS, ARE SIMILAR.
,

!
'

O TilEY BOTH REQUIRE AN ANALYSIS IN WillCH Tile VALUE IMPACT OR COST BENEFIT ASSESSMENT IS
Tile CLNTRAL ELEMENT.,

:

'

O UIE BACKFIT RULE APPLIES ONLY TO ' POWER. REACTORS, WillLE REGULATORY ANALYSIS IS i

; APPLICABLE'TO ALL REGULATORY ACTIONS. i

!
'

O Tile BACKFIT ANALYSIS FOR SAFETY EN!!ANCEMENT BACKFITS iS MORE DEMANDING 0F IllE STAFF
I AS ONE IS FORCED TO MAKE A DETERMINATION TilAT: !

I
-

SUBSTANTIAL if:PROVEMENT TO P6BLIC llEALTli AND SAFETY IS ACillEVED: AND :,

!
*

- 'COSIS OF IMPLEMENTATION'ARE JUST!FIED.
- :

!
i-

i,
1

, -- , . . . , 3 ,c ,2 4 ,,. + -
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- Q. O !

A

SAFELY ENil8EEMENI BACKFI'- dYSIS.

_ . .

;

PURPOSE:;

SYSTEMAllC, 00CtEMiTS ANALYSIS OF l'ROPGCED BACKF fi elf'rNION iG DETERMINE WiiETilER
_

PUBLIC I;EALTH ANG SAFETY 0F iOMMON DEFENSE Aki 3CCL'"ITY-

AR" SUBSTANT I ALLY IrVT.'"."- i
'

- :/JSTS OF IMPLEMENTATION.ARE JUSTIFIED
,

'

ELEMENTS:

) - SPECIFIC ODJECT1YES OF DACKFIT
i - ACTIVIIY REG .dED OF LICENSEE
:

-

CilANGE IN ACCIDENTAL OFFSITE RADIOLOGICAL RISK TO PUBLIC
[ -

POTENTIAL IMPACT ON RADIOLOGICAL EXPOSURE OF ON-SITE WORKERS
: - !NSTALLATION AND CONTINUING LICENSEE COSTS
i -

IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL COMPLEXITY /RELATIONSillP TO REGULATORY REQUIRLNINIS
[ - !MPACT ON NRC RESULTS-

!
-- IMPACT OF DIFFERENCES IN FACILITY TYPES

4

- - WifElllER INTERIM GR lINAL ACTION
'
- - OTHER GERMANE FACTORS

;

1

~

!

|

~

,w , ,e,e -

, ey. - - er - w ---c-m- -4 ,e a. ..,
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GillDANCE Il0CilMI NIS IN Sul' PORT OF RLGillAIORY ANAL.YSIS

0 l'EGULA10RY ANALYS!S Gull)ELIFES, NUREG/BR-0058, RLV. 1, MAY 198ti

0 I!iMDB00K FOR V.iLUE-Ir1 PACT ASSESSMEriT, NUREG/CR-35r,8.. DECEMBER 1983

0 1ANDB00K FOR COST ESTIMATING, NUREG/CR-3971, OCTOBER 193fl

|

0 GENERIC COST ESTIMAIES ... ABSTRACTS FROM GENERIC STUDIES FOR USE IN PREPARING
I;EGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSES, NUREG/CR IG27, REV. 1, JANUARY 1988.I

0 0FFICE LETTERS

-- NRR OFFICE LETTER IG, REV. 3 " REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDTLINES,"

MAY 16, 1986

-- NRR OFFICE LETTER 503, DRAFT, " REGULATORY ANALysid 60iuti?NES,"

SEPTEMBER 29, 1989
-- RES OFFICE LETTER 2, " PROCEDURES FOR OBTA;NING REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVIEW AND SUPPORT," NOVEMBER 18, 198F



O O O

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF BACKFIT ANALYSIS

r

!

0 1988 BACKFIT RULE (10 CFR 50.109)

0 BACRFliTING GUIDELINES, ilDRCG-1409, JULY 1990

0 MANAGEMENT OF PLANT-SPECIFIC BACKFITTING OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

(MANtlAL CilAPTER 0514)

O CRGR CilARTER (GENERIC BACKFIT)
,

_



- _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _. .

.

O :El O
-

_

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 10.lMPROVE REGULATORY /DACKFIT ANALYSIS. PROCESS.

.

O ISSUES ARE:BEING ADDRESSED BY Tile STAFF FOR COMMISSION CONSIDERATION.
!

O ISSUES!CONCERNING Tile REGULATORY /BACKFIT ANALYSIS PROCESS WILL BE ADDRESSLD'IN
Pl.ANNED UPDATES T0 Tile FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS.

,

- REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINCS (NUREG/BR-0058, REV. 1). Tills DOCUMENT SETS
'

FORTil Tile GENERAL STRUCIURE, FRAMEWORK, AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING 7 ASKS

NECESSARY FOR A SOUND REGULATORY ANALYSIS.

!
- A liANDB00K FOR VALUE-lMPACT ASSESSMENT (NUREG/CR-3568). TilIS DOCUMENT PRESENTS

'

; A SET OF SYSTEMATIC. PROCEDURES FOR PROVIDING INFORMATION TilAT CAN BE USED IN
'''ERFORMING VALUE-lMPACT ASSESSMENTS IN SUPPORT OF NRC REGULATORY ANALYSES.

- BACKFITTING GUIDELINES (NUREG-1409). Tills' DOCUMENT SETS FORIll Tile PROCEDURES
AND GUIDANCE ON THE BACKFITTING PROCESS.

O A PLAf4NED 2-DAY REGULATORY ANALYSIS IRAINING COURSE.

.

f'

.,



-
-

. ~,
.

'

, , ,.

. CURRENT AC11Vl~lILS |10-IMPROVE REGULA10RY ANALYSIS'PROCLSS -

,

.O UPD11!. 0F REGULATORY ANALYSIS:GUIDELINESE(NUREG/BR-0058. REV. I)-

- ! ISLING :Of"i'.' PES Of E REGilLA10RY- AClIONS REQUIRING REGUI.ATORY ANALYSIS '
-- ADDITIONAL GUIDANCE ONTAPPROPRIATE SCOPE AND LEVEL OF DETAll

,

- EXPAND. GUIDANCE ~0N ALTERNATIVES:AND ALTERNATIVE REGULATORY VEHICLES
- -STRUCTURE GUIDELINESiTO BETTER INTEGRATE:BACKFIT:AND CLGR REQUIREMENTS

'NCORPORATE SAFETY GOAL CONSIDERATIONS
~

-

0 UPDhTl' 0F A HANDB00K'FOR VAlllE-lMPACT ASSESSMENT (NUREG/CR-3568),

;
- RESTRUCTURE TO PROVIDE' METHODS AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION FOR ALL STEPS IN

REGULATORY ANALYSIS
- UPDATE METil0DS AND INF0ftMAT10N. BASES ORIGINALLY PROVIDED. TilESE INCLUDE: .

-- 0FF-SITE PROPERTY DAMAGE
- -- UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS-

-- CONTA!iMENT RESPONSE
-- DISCOUNT RATES
-- IMPACT OF LICENSELRENEWAL

i -- USE:OF INDUSTRY-COST / RISK ESTIMATES
-- TREATMENT OF SUPPLEMENIAL CONSIDERAIIONS

,

|
-- CUMULATIVEcACCOUN11NG OF'PAST AND ONGOING SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

'

TREAlMENT'0F SAFELY-GOAL CONSIDLRAll0NS--

'
- 3DDIT10N OF APPENDIX ON NON-REACTOR' REGULATORY ISSIIES

ADDITION-0F APPENDIX ON iluMAN.FAC10RS REGULATORY ISSUES--

! .

'

.-

_

.-- , , . . . . ~ - _ . . _ . . . _ _ _ _ . .
-

. _



_ _ _ . . - _ _ _ _ _ ___

O O O
!

' REVISION 0F REGULATORY _ GUIDANCE

i

0 PRINCIP, DP :UMENTS BEING REVISED I

:

' - REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES, NUREG/BR-0058, REV. 1
- I.ANDB00K FOR VALUE-IMPACT ASSESSMENT, NUREG/CR-35G8

r

0 ESTIN TED SCHEDULE

- HORK IN PROGRESS AT PNL

! - |:EVISED GUIDANCE ISSUED FOR' INTERNAL REVIEWS
- - - . REGULATORY GlJIDELINES - IST 0 1991

l --- VALUE. IMPACT llANDB00K - 2ND 0 1991
- 1NTICIPATED PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 14TH.0 1991
- TARGET DATE FOR COMPLETION - IST 01992

O

.m. , _ . _ . _ _ _ , __



O O O

!
IIACKFIT ANALYSIS WORKSil0P

!

l-RESEARCil PERSPECTIVE

|

C. J. IIELTEMES, JR.

DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR GENERIC ISSUl:S AND RULEMAKING
l 0FFICE OF NUCLEAR REGULATORY RESEARCil

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SEPIEMBER/0CIOBER 1990

i.
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.

m) G J
.

' Tile NATURE OF Tile DIFFERENT TYPLS OF ANALYSES

'O IllE.Ri:GULATORY ANALYSIS ASSESSES COSIS AND BENEFITS OF VIABLE ALTERNATIVES AND.
HLCOMMENDS A PROPOSED ACTION. A PROPOSED BACKFif, IF IT IS A SAFETY ENilANCLMLNI,

RE0illitES- A BACKFIT ANALYSIS WillCil ASSESSES COSTS AND BENEFITS ASSOCI ATED WITil Tile-
PROPOSED ACTION. 0 tiler BACKFITS, ADEQUATE PROTECTION.AND COMPLIANCE, REQUIRE A

DOCIMENTED EVALUATION WillCil STATES Tile OBJECTIVES AND ' PURPOSE OF Tile' BACKFIT- AND Tile
BASIS 20R INVOKING. Tile EXCEPTION.

O IN EAhY RESPECTS, Tile' REGULATORY ANALYSIS, AND BACKFIT ANALYSIS FOR SAFETY
ENilANCEMENT BACKFITS, ARE SIMILAR.

O TilEY BOTH REQUIRE AN ANALYSIS IN WlilCll. Tile VALUE IMPACT OR COST BENCFIT ASSCSSMENT IS
Tile CLNTRAL ELEMENT.

O lilE BACKFIT RULE ' APPLIES ONLY TO POWER REACIORS, W!!!LE REGULATORY ANALYSIS IS

APPLICABLE TO ALL REGULATORY ACTIONS.

O Tile BACKFIT ANALYSIS FOR . SAFETY ENilANCEMENT-BACKFITS IS MORE DEMANDING OF TIIE STAFF
AS ONE IS FORCED TO MAKE A DETERMINATION TilAT:

- SUBSTANTI AL If!PROVEMENT TO PUBLIC llEALTil AND SAFETY IS ACillEVED; AND

- COSTS OF IMPLEMENTATION ARE JUSTIFIED.

_



_

_

O O O
'

>

!~

i

i 4

|- REGULATORY' ANALYSIS !,

y

! -i
:0 PUR'0SE: T0 DEVELOP AND DOCUMENT INFORMATION ON IllE- NEED FOR AND CONSEQUENCES OF
"

i

:A. PROPOSED REGULATORY ACTION AND ITS ALTERNATIVES.-

0 ELEMENTS OF REGULATORY ANALYSISi

-

STATE THE' PROBLEM AND DEFINE OBJECTIVES
- DEFINE ALTERNATIVES

- SELECTION OF'ATTRIPUTES-(VALUES, IMPACTS) T0 BE INCLUDED
.,

IN VALUE! IMPACT ANALYSIS l

-. EVALUATE CONSEQUENCES (VALUE IMPACT ANALYSIS) i
- ^ DEVELOP DECISION RATIONALE -i
- DESCRIBE |lMPLEMENTATION I

:

-

! !
I
!

!

I

._- .-- . _
-;.,- . - . , ,-
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7, x ,. \

b D
:

!

SAFLlY ENIIANCEMENT'BACKFITJANALYSIS
1

:

PURPOSE:

. SYSTEMATIC,. DOCUMENTED ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED'BACKFIT MODIFICATION TO DETERMINE WilETilER:

PUBLIC llEALTH AND. SAFETY OR COMMON DEFENSE AND SECURITY, -

'ARE SUBSTANTIALLY IMPROVED

|
- COSTS OF' IMPLEMENTATION ARE JUSTIFIED

ELEMENTS:
'

;
- SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF BACKFIT

4
- ACTIVITY REQUIRED OF LICENSEE
- CilANGE IN ACCIDENTAL:0FFSITE RADIOLOGICAL RISK TO PUBLIC
-

POTENTIAL' IMPACT ON RADIOLOGICAL EXPOSURE OF ON-SITE WORKERS
- '!NSTALLATION AND CONTINUING LICENSEE COSTS

, -

IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL COMPLEXITY /REl.ATIONSillP TO REGULATORY REQUIRLMENIS
- IMPACT ON NRC RESULTS.
- IMPACT OF DIFFERENCES IN' FACILITY TYPES
- WilElllER INTERIM OR FINAL' ACTION
- OTHER GERMANE FACT 0ttS

:
,

I

e

,

. _ . - .- - , . -
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.

'

GillDANCE D0lllMI.NIS' IN SUPI'ORI UF RLGillA10RY ANAL.YSIS

0 l'EGULA10RY ANALYSIS' GUlilELINES, NUREG/BR-00',8, RLV. - 1 MAY 198's

0 ll1NDB00K FOR.VALUE-lMPACT ASSESSMENT, NUREG/CR-3568, DECEMBER 1983-

0 1ANDB00K FOR COST ESTIMATING, NUREG/CR-3971,'0CTOBER 193f1

0 GENERIC COST ESTIMATES . ABSTRACTS FROM GENERIC STUDIES FOR USE IN PREPARING
4EGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSES, NUREG/CR-4627, REV. ], JANUARY 1988.

0 0FFICE LETTERS

-- NRR OFFICE LETTER 16, REV. 3, " REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES."
MAY 16, 1986.

: -- -NRR OFFICE LETTER 503, DRAFT, "RESULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES,"
SEPTEMBER 29, 1989

-- RES OFFICE LETTER 2, " PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVIEW AND SUPPORT," NOVEMBER 18, 1988

'

- - - --
- _ - _ _ _
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:

GUIDANCE.00CilMENIS'.IN SUPPORT._0F BACKFIT ANALYSIS.

0 1988 UACKFITERULE-(10 CFR;50.109)
~

0 .BACkEliTING GUIDELINES, NURCG-1409,EJULY'1990

0 MANAGEMENT-0F. PLANT-SPECIFIC'BACKFITTING OF NUCLEAR POWER FLANTS
(MANtlAL CHAPTER 0514)

1O. CRGR CilARTER (GENERIC-BACKFITl'

- ,-

. . _ . . _ . . . . , - . _ . _ _ . _ _ _- __.. - __ ._ -.~~ _ ~.-. . ._, . .._. . _



O O O

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 10 IMPROVE REGillA10RY/BACKFil ANALYSIS PROCESS

|

0 ISSUES ARE BEING ADDRESSED BY Tile . STAFF FOR COMMISSION CONSIDERATION.

1

! O ISSUES CONCERNING lilE REGULATORY /BACKFIT ANALYSIS PROCESS WILL BE ADDRESSLD IN
PLANNED UPDATES TO Tile FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS.

- REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES (NUREG/BR-0058, REV. 1). IllIS DOCUMENT SETS

FORTil THE GEP.ERAL STRUCTURE, FRAMEWORK, AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING TASKS

NECESSARY FDR A SOUND REGULATORY ANALYSIS.

- 1 IIANDBOOK FOR VALUE-lMPACT ASSESSMENT (NUREG/CR-3568). IlllS DOCUMEtiT PRESENIS

A SET Cc SYSTEMATIC PROCEDURES FOR PROVIDING INFORMATION IllAT CAN BE USE0 IN
''ERFORI:!NG VALUE-lMPACT ASSESSMENTS IN SUPPORT OF NRC REGULATORY ANALYSES.

- BACKFITTING GUIDELINES (flDREG-ll 09) . Tills DOCUMENT SETS FORill IllE PROCEDURES1

AND GUIDANCE ON TifE BACKFITTING PROCESS.

O A PLANNED 2-DAY REGULATORY ANALYSIS TRAINING COURSE.

,

_ _ _ _ _



CURRENT ACTIVilllS 10 IMPROVE REGULATORY ANALYSIS PROCLSS

0 llPDTI:. OF REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES (NUREG/UR-0058, REV. 1)

- * ISllflG Of TYPES OI RLGill. A10RY ACllONS REulilRING REGUI A10RY ANALYSIS
- ADDITIONAL GUIDANCE ON APPROPRIATE SCOPE AND LEVEL OF DETAll

|
- EXPAND GUIDANCE ON ALTERNATIVES AND ALTERNATIVE REGULATORY VElllCLES ,

!
'

- STRUCTURE GUIDELINES TO BETTER INTEGRATE BACKFIT AND CRGR REQUIREMENTS
|

- 'NCORPORATE SAFETY GOAL CONSIDERATIONS
;

!

O uPDIiTI' 0F A IIANDB00K FOR VAlllE-IMPACT ASSESSMENT (NUREG/CR-35G8)
4

- RESTRUCTURE TO PROVIDE MEll10DS AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION FOR All STEPS IN
REGULATORY ANALYSIS

- UPDATE METil0DS AND INFORMATION BASES ORIGINALLY PROVIDED. TilESE INCLUDE:

-- 0FF-SITE PROPERTY DAMAGE
-- UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS
-- CONTAINMENT RESPONSE
-- DISCOUNT RATES

|
-- IMPACT OF LICENSE RENEWAL

-- USE OF INDUST 9Y EOST/ RISK ESTIMATES
-- TREATMENT OF SUPPLLMENIAL CONSIDERA110NS

j - CUMULATIVE ACCOUNTING OF PAST AND ONGOING SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

|
-- TREAlMENT OF SAFELY GOAL CONSIDERA110NS

- .1DDlIlON OF APPENDIX ON NON-REACTOR REGULA10RY ISSllES
- ADDITION OF APPENDIX ON llUMAN FACIORS REGULATORY ISSUES

,

.-

_ _ -
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O O O;

,

j ' REVISION OF REGULATORY GUIDANCE
.
1-

:
'

4

0 PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTS BEING REVISED '
,

;

- REGULATORY ANALYSIS GUIDELINES,- NUREG/BR-0058, REV. 1
- 1.ANDB00K FOR VALUE-IMPACT ASSESSMENT, NUREG/CR-35G8

0 ESTIS TED SCilEDULE

- if0RK IN PROGRESS AT PNL -
- I!EVISED GUIDANCE ISSUED FOR' INTERNAL REVIEWS

-- REGULATORY GUIDELINES - IST.0 1991
-- VALUE IMPACT'llANDB00K - 2ND 0 1991

- 1NTICIPATED PUBLIC COMMENT-PERIOD - 4TH 0 1991'
-- TARGET DATE FOR COMPLETION - IST 0 1992

!

|

.

|

9
. . - . . - _ - - - _ - . . . . . _ _ __. _._ - - - - - ~. _ . _ _ - - . . . _ . -- .
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L ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY
1

. CLINTON POWER STATION
.

. ;.

_

-

! !

.
.

. y- !
-

;
.

IP :
,

.

!
'

:
!

NRC REGION lli BACKFITTING WORKSHOP .

!
i

OCTOBER 15,1990 |
!
!

!
!
!



o o o ;

LIMITORQUE VALVE MOTORS !
|

|SSUE I

o LIMITORQUE INSTALLED NYLON WIRE CAPS !
!

1

CORRECTIVE ACTION !
o IMMEDIATE TEST |

o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS
:

o REWORKED VALVES !

! PERFORMED TWO TESTS ON AGED WIRE CAPS !o
| |

MITIGATING FACTORS i

o WIRE CAPS HAD BEEN TESTED BY LIMITORQUE !

o NO METAL. CONTACT IN FIELD
'

:

; o NO IMMEDIATE IMPACT ON SAFE OPERATION OF THE PLANT

o IP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION !

;

-
4



MOUm

e e e
ELECTRICAL BUTT SPLICES

,

ISSUE
o TESTING OF KYNAR AMP BUTT SPLICES

CORRECTIVE ACTION
o IMMEDIATE TEST

I
o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS

'

o TEST OF AGED SPLICES
o MANAGEMENT DIRECTED PLANT TO REMAIN SHUTDOWN

ALL BUTT SPLICES WERE REPAIRED, REWORKED ORo
REPLACED,

MITIGATING FACTORS
QUALIFICATION CONSISTENT WITH INDUSTRY PRACTICESo

|
o NO METAL CONTACT IN FIELD

| o IP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION

_.



. . .

! Potential Backfit of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 1
.

:

o Clinton Power Station is' committed to the following in Updated ;
;

i. Analysis Report (USAR). j
'

Reg Guide 1.8 Revision 1-

ANSI /ANS 3.1 1978 - {
-

o Nuclear Power Plant Experience Requirements as- |
i stated in ANSI 3.1 - 1978 |

$
0 NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 (incorporates Requirements of Reg Guide 1.8 Rev. !

|
; 2 and ANSI /ANS 3.1 - 1981)

Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements-

; Senior Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements-

o Clinton Power. Station is not required to comply with NUREG 1021 Rev. 6
! ,

.ji

j,

i :
I

: a

!
I

.



O O- O .

!
:

';

4
o NUREG 1021 specifically states " Regulatory Guides, NUREG reports and i

- industry standards are not requirements excepts as required by\ |
commission orders or as committed to'by the facility licensee the |

appropriate revisions should be consulted as referenced in the facility |
FSAR or approved training program. |

. .

o However, the NRC is reviewing Clinton Power Station's License R

. application to the requirements of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6.
1

!

i
i

~

!
'

~

|

i
i

|
i

|
t

- .

!
. - .

_ _ _ .-
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ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY

CLINTON POWER STATION
|

_
i

|

~

i
/

IP

-

NRC REGION 111 BACKFITTING WORKSHOP

OCTOBER 15,1990
.

e
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~

OVERVIEW.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION JUNCTION BOX ISSUEo
1987-88

.

o OPERATOR LICENSING

|
.

&

4

1
.

,



O O. O
INTRODUCTION

1
,

NRC IDENTIFIED ISSUES DURING EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION !

(EQ). AUDIT OF AUGUST 1987 WHICH REQUIRED FOLLOW-UP IPC- !-

ACTION. ~

j
-

.

o NYLON CAPS USED TO TERMINATE INTERNAL WIRES ON !

L.lMITORQUE MOTOR OPERATORS !
. 3

o WIRE BUTT SPLICES

:
- :

|

|
|

!
.

,

__. .



. . _ _ _ . - __ __ .

O O O |
L LIMITORQUE VALVE MOTORS. 1

! !
:
'

. ISSUE .

! o LIMITORQUE INSTALLED NYLON WIRE CAPS l
;

, - i

I CORRECTIVE ACTION - !

! o IMMEDIATE TEST- .

!| -

o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS |
o REWORKED VALVES !.

; i

: o PERFORMED TWO TESTS ON AGED WIRE CAPS ;

! !
'

MITIGATING FACTORS i

: o WIRE CAPS HAD BEEN TESTED BY LIMITORQUE !
: i

| o NO METAL CONTACT IN FIELD ~ ;
: !

o NO IMMEDIATE IMPACT ON SAFE OPERATION OF THE PLANT !
;

o IP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION !
!

. |-

; i
!.

. , . .~. < __. . . , _ _ - - _ _ . - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ --
-



O O O ,

: ELECTRICAL BUTT SPLICES:
'

L

ISSUE -

!
-

o TESTING' OF KYNAR AMP BUTTSPLICES j|

CORRECTIVE ACTION '

o IMMEDIATE TEST
,

'

o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS
| TEST OF AGED SPLICES

|!
o
o MANAGEMENT DIRECTED PLANT TO REMAIN SHUTDOWN3

- o ALL BUTT SPLICES WERE REPAIRED, REWORKED OR |
REPLACED. |

.

-

!
MITIGATING FACTORS |

o QUALIFICATION CONSISTENT WITH INDUSTRY PRACTICES :1

o NO METAL CONTACT IN FIELD
o iP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION |

!
.

~ '

: .

~

i

. . .- . . _ _ . - - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ ..



o O O

Potential Backfit of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 .

o Clinton Power Station is committed to the following in Updated
Analysis Report (USAR)-'

! Reg Guide 1.8 Revision 1-

ANSl/ANS 3.1 - 1978-

.

Nuclear Power Plant Experience Requirements aso

| stated in ANSI 3.1 - 1978
L

1

NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 (incorporates Requirements of Reg Guide 1.8 Rev.o
2 and ANS!!ANS 3.1 - 1981) ,

|

|

- Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements
Senior Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements

j
-

Clinton Power Station is not required to comply with NUREG 1021 Rev. 6o

\ -

.

. , '
' e g

g .

*
,

.

*
.

.

'b
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@ O O

,

} NURiEG 1021 specifically states "negelatory Guides, NUREG repods ando
industry standerds are not requirements excepts se required by i
commission orders or as committed to by the facility licensee the
appropriate revisions should be consulted as referenced In'the fscCty
FSAR cr approved training program.

J

However, the NRC is reviewing Clinton Power Station's License |c
1app!!cstlen to the requirements of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6.

i

.

8
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.,' " ' - '''
-

'



_

O O O
ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY

CLINTON POWER STATION

i
.

--

NLy
|1p

i

NRC REGION 111 BACKFITTING WORKSHOP

OCTOBER 15,1990
i

i
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O O O'

OVERVIEW:

i

i

i

| o ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION JUNCTION BOX ISSUE
1987-88

-

;

:

o OPERATOR LICENSING
,

:

I !

i
!

| !
! ,

I I

i

I ?

! !
4 !

! I

I

|
!4

; !

i I

i

;

! |
1 i
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i
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! o o o
INTRODUCTION

!
i

NRC IDENTIFIED ISSUES DURING EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION
j (EQ). AUDIT OF AUGUST 1987 WHICH REQUIRED FOLLOW-UP IPC
| ACTION.
|- .

' o NYLON CAPS USED TO TERMINATE INTERNAL WIRES ON
LIMITORQUE MOTOR OPERATORS

! o WIRE BUTT SPLICES

!

:
|

|
1

i

i

|
i . - . - -- _- - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - _ _ - . _ _ _. _. .. - _. _. _. _ - - -

: O O O i
L LIMITORQUE VALVE MOTORS !
! !

; !

; ISSUE |
| o LIMITORQUE INSTALLED NYLON WIRE CAPS !
L i

!

| CORRECTIVE ACTION
| o IMMEDIATE TEST |
|
i o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS
:

i o REWORKED VALVES

; o PERFORMED lWO TESTS ON AGED WIRE CAPS
! l

! MITIGATING FACTORS
i o WIRE CAPS HAD BEEN TESTED BY LIMITORQUE
!
! o NO METAL CONTACT IN FIELD
!

'

; o NO IMMEDIATE IMPACT ON SAFE OPERATION OF THE PLANT

o IP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION I
e r

!'

!!

, >
>

t
. _ -



____ __ _ _ _____ -_ ___ _ - - - -_ . -_ - - _-

| O O O :

ELECTRICAL BUTT SPLICES
i

ISSUE !

| o TESTING OF KYNAR AMP BUTT SPLICES !
!
|

!

| CORRECTIVE ACTION
| o IMMEDIATE TEST |
| o ENGINEERING ANALYSIS !

o TEST OF AGED SPLICES
| o MANAGEMENT DIRECTED PLANT TO REMAIN SHUTDOWN
! o ALL BUTT SPLICES WERE REPAIRED, REWORKED OR

REPLACED
:

j MITIGATING FACTORS |

| 0 QUALIFICATION CONSISTENT WITH INDUSTRY PRACTICES |

! o NO METAL CONTACT IN FIELD |

| f,
o IP TOOK VIGOROUS CORRECTIVE ACTION

,

! !
: i

!
:

i
-

t

1 i
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Potential Backfit of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 >

Clinton Power Station is committed to the following in Updatedo
Analysis Report (USAR)

Reg Guide 1.8 Revision 1-

ANSI /ANS 3.1 - 1978-

o Nuclear Power Plant Experience Requirements as
stated in ANSI 3.1 - 1978

NUREG 1021 Rev. 6 (incorporates Requirements of Reg Guide 1.8 Rev.o
2 and ANSI /ANS 3.1 - 1981)

Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements-

Senior Reactor Operator Eligibility Requirements-

Clinton Power Station is not required to comply with NUREG 1021 Rev. 6o

.-



O O O

NUREG 1021 specifically states " Regulatory Guides, NUREG reports ando
industry standards are not requirements excepts as required by \
commission orders or as committed to by the facility licensee the
appropriate revisions should be consulted as referenced in the facility
FSAR or approved training program.

|
'

However, the NRC is reviewing Clinton Power Station's Licenseo
application to the requirements of NUREG 1021 Rev. 6.

.

e

e
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Region 111 - NRC EVENT REPORTING WORKSHOP Agenda

O= = erese"t t' "'o'sevse'o,

9 00am Opening Remarks
Moderator's Comments T. Novak (AEOD)
Welcome/ Introductions NRC Regional Rep.
Opening Remarks D. Ross (AEOD)

9:30 Immediate Notification (10 CFR 50.72) A. Chaffee (NRR)
Overview of purpose and reporting C. Berlinger (NRR)
criteria, NRO use and experience E. Weiss (AEOD)
with 50.72 reporting

10:00 Break (15 min)

10:15 NRC Panel Discussion - Industry
feedback on 50.72 toporting

11:00 LER System (10 CFR 50.73) J. Rosentha! (AEOD)
Overview of purpose and reporting
criteria, NRC use, history and
feedback on 50.73 reporting

11:30 Lunch (1% hr.)

1:00 Current rulemaking/Guldance revision J. Crooks (AEOD)

1:30pm NRC Panel Discussion Industry
feedback on 50.73 reporting

,

2:30 Break (15 min) .

2:45 Safeguards Events (10 CFR 73.71) N. Ervin (NRR)
Overview of purpose and reporting J. Higdon (NMSS)
criteria, NRC use, history and
feedback on reporting

3:15 NRC Panel Discussion Industry
feedback on 73.71 reporting

3:45 Break (15 min)

4:00 Summary Discussion T. Novak (AEOD)

O

. . . . _ _ . .. - . - _ -_
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| O O O'

!
! i

! |

| REGULATORY REPORTING
| REQUIREMENTS |

t

| 'JO CFR 50.72 !

! * APPLIES TO HOLDERS OF OPERATING LICENSES
! * TELEPHONE NOTIFICATION TO NRC OPERATIONS ,

i CENTER |
1 i

| * 1 HOUR OR 4 HOUR REPORTS |
| * REVIEWED BY EVENTS ASSESSMENT BRANCH, NRR

| 10 CFR 50.73

| * APPLIES TO HOLDERS OF OPERATING QCENSES
,

| * WRITTEN REPORT ON EVENT |

| * MUST BE SUBMITTED TO NRC WITHIN 30 DAYS |
'

i * REVIEWED BY AEOD
'

!
4

;.

*
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;

i
:
!

|
:
k

REACIOR EVENTS EVALUATION '
,

i

.

* REPORTING
~'

! i

* PROMPT RESPONSE, WHEN NECESSARY I
!

* CAREFUL EVALUATION FOR GENERIC AND PLANT
.

!

! SPECIFIC SAFETY CONCERNS |
i !
j * ISSUANCE OF GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS, WHEN

|
! APPROPRIATE

|
.

|

i

!
r i

!
'

!
:

a,

|

!
~

.
,

1
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'

pf T Alt S OF 10 CFR 50J2 REPopTING REQUIREMEN*is
,

O -

EVIhTS RECulRlhG DECL ARATION OF AN EMERCENCY CLAS$1FICAT10N () HR)

hCN EMERGEhCY EVENTS (! HR)
TECH SPEC RECUlRED SHUTDOWN i
EEVIATIONS FROM THE PLANTS TECH SPECS (50.54(x))
SER10VS DEGRADATION OF PLANT / SAFETY BARRIERS

- OhANALY2ED CONEITION

- CLTSIDE-THE DESIGN BASIS .

- NOT COVERED BY PLANTS OPERATING 4 EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

NATURAL PHEh0MENA OR EXTERNAL CONDITIONS THAT THREATEN PLANT SAFETY
~

ECCS ACTUATION AND DISCHARGE TO VESSEL FROM VAllD SIGNAL

MAJOR LOSS OF EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPABILITY |
ACTUAL THREAT TO PLAhT SAFETY FROM FIRES, T0XIC GAS RELEASE,

RAD 10 ACTIVITY

- NON EMERGEtiCY EVEh'TS H HR)

O StRiOUS tEGRADATiON TO PtANT SArtTY SYSTtXS rouND wsitt
SHUTDOWh

MAh0AL OR AUTOMATIC ACTUATION OF ESF INCLUDING RPS-h0T PREPL ANNED -

EVENT OR CONDIT!0h WHICH COULD PREVENT FULFILLMENT OF SAFETY
'

-

FUNCTICN - -

- EEktTOR SHUTDOWNS mal,,NTAIN SAFE SHUTDOWN CONDITION ,

- REMOVE RESIDUAL HEAT -

- CONTROL RELEASE OF RADIDACTIVE MATERIAL

- MITIGATE CONSEQUENCES OF AN ACCIDENT
i RAD 10 ACTIVE RELEASES IN EXCESS OF PART 20

TF.ANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED INDIVIDUAL TO OFFSITE MEDICAL FAtlLITY |

.

O
.

I

y - w , re - -v-- . -- ,--.-..---e-,y .-,i--- .- v.c.,.. .,- ,#,,. ---, . ,-. - - - - - r -, , ,
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1

| WEEKLY BRIEFINGS / DISCUSSIONS-

i

o 1:15 P.M. EVENTS MEETING ON TUESDAY !
REVIEWERS PRO KCT MANAGERS, SECTION LEADERS !_

ERANCH CHIEFS INTERESTED IN EVENTS TO BE i
,

,

DISCUSSED |
'

NEED FOR LONG TERM FULLOW OF EVENTS
|

-

ASSI5lWENTS FOR LONG TERM FOLLOW-

'

ARY RUN AND CRITIQUE OF WEDNESDAY MORNING EVENTS-

BRIEFING
,

!

,o 11:00 A.M. EVENTS BRIEFilIG ON WEDNESDAY
,

PRIMARILY DIVISION DIRECTORS AND ABOVE AND jj -

C0ffilSS10NER ASSISTANTS j

ALL IntC PARTICIPATION - REGIONS PARTICIPATE-

BY PHONE

DURATION OF 1/2 !!OUR TO 1 HOUR TYPICALLY |
'

-

BRIEFING VUGRAPHS/ATTENDAllCE LiTr PLACED IN PDR-

.

i.
-

: i

r

;
-

1
'

,

i

i

1

e
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. _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ -

|

| O EVENT FOLR)WUP CRITERIA O i
!

^

!

SIGNORCANT EVENTS

i e DEGRADATION / LOSS OF IMPORTANT SAFtiY EQUIPMENT
| (MULTIPLE / COMMON MODE FAILURE)
! 5

| e DEGRADATION OF FUEL INTEGRITY, PRIMARY COOLANT
! PRESSURE BOUNDARY, CONTAINMENT, AND IMPORTANT
| SAFETY-RELATED STRUCTURES
!

| #

| e UNEXPECTED PLANT RESPONSE TO A TRANSIENT

e MAJOR TRANSIENT,

I
-

i

e SCRAM WITH COMPLICATIONS
:

j e UNPLANNED RELEASE OF RADIOACTIVITY
!
i * OPERATION OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF TECH SPEC

.

!

* OTHER (RECURRING INCIDENTS, PLANT MANAGEMENT OR -
:

| PEOGRAMMATIC BREAKDOWNS)
!

!
! :

'

I
_ ... __ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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NOT CONSISTENTLY REPORTED

Anticipated Emergencies+

|Large Spills*

Inadvertent Criticalities*

Small Water Hammers, Small Fires*

Overpressurization*
,

Potentially Generic Events*

ESF Actuations*

-

.

_.
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O

REPORTING OF
SAFEGlJARDS EVENTS

10 CFR 73.71

.

Summary of Regulatory Base

o Significant Events

-Prompt Reporting /1 Hour

-NRC Operations Center

e Less Significant Events
~

-Record b Log /24 Hocrs
.

-Log to NRC Ouarterly

O



. . . _ _ _ _.

.

~O
HISTORY

Originally Published 1973

e Ma|or Revision on June 9,1987 to:
-Clarify Reporting Requirements

-Eliminate Unnecessary Reporting

-Improve NRC's Data Analysis System

-RG 5.62, " Reporting of Safeguards Events",

|(
,

'

* Revised November 1987
-Clarified Rule Revisions

.

NUREG-1304," Reporting of Safeguards Events" -

e Published February 1988
-Documented Questions Discussed at
September 14,1987, Workshop

O

I



. . _ _ _ _ ._

O 1-HOUR REPORTS

Purpose

* Prompt Notification
-Significant Events

e Safe Operation of Plant (s)

* Health and Safety of Public
-May Warrant NRC Oversight

.NRC Use of Information
'" e immediate Analysis

* Notification to Other Agencies
.

NRC Feedback -

* Oversight if Appropriate
u

* Immediate Generic Communication if
Appropriate

|

* Rule / Guidance Revision as Appropriate

O

. - - - - - _ - - . .
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O LOGGABLE EVENTS

Purpose

* Notification Quarterly
-Less Significant Events

e Safeguards System Effectiveness

'

NRC Use of Information

e Long-Term Analysis

Feedback

e Analyses to Licensees

* Generic Communication as Appropriate ^

.

* Rule / Guidance Revision as Appropriate

e IN-90-13,"Importance of Review and
Analysis of Safeguards Event Logs"

Q

.
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O ON-GOING ACTIVITIES

Revision to RG 5.62

e NUREG-1304

* Incorporate Lessons Learned /
2 Year's Experience

Generic Letter

e Policy Revision

Q * Eliminate Unnecessary Reporting|
.

Responsive to impact Survey

e impact Survey Considered in Revision '

to RG 5.62 and Generic Letter -

O,

-- .-
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Safeguards $ vent Log
Analysis Program

,

10 CFR 73.71
Reporting of Safeguards Events

|

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
Division of Safeguards and Transportation

Joan Higdon (301) 492-0477
__

- _ . -

$
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Safeguards Event Log' Analysis Program

* Analysis of Reported Events

* Use of Event Data by NRC/ Licensees

* Program Results

* New Initiatives

.-
_



_ .
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-
. . . . .
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O O O

Analysis of Reported Events

Categorization of safeguards events*

- Specific failed component
- Type of human error
- Influences by environment |

* Quarterly Feedback Report to NRC and
licensees

I - Statistical data for hardware system /
human error events

- Results of licensee self-assessment
- Identifies factors impacting licensee

reporting

.-
__



O O O

NRC Use of Event Data '

;

* Identify indicators of possible system / program
weaknesses

* Provide feedback to licensees for maintaining
effective safeguards system performance

* Provide input for NRC inspection planning

.-
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O O O
>

!

~

Industry Use of Event Data !
:
;

i

!

!
!

Perform self-assessment of a facility's |*;

1security equipment and procedures4

;
,

;

.
I

l

'
i
I

'

* Compare facility data against industry l

I !

!
:
i

>

|
t

F

b

4
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;

| Program Results
!

! Event logs and feedback data' bases for root cause
analysis performed by licensee and NRC which resultedi

in:
i

j Improved equipment reliability*

! Card Readers-

m

i Computers-

Perimeter detection system-

;

Reduced human error*

| Lost badges-

Badges taken off site- -

- Badges incorrectly issued-

Unsecured door events-

|

|

~

.
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~

:

New Initiatives !
i
;

I

i

! !

Analysis to determine correlations .between event i;

Idata and facility design, equipment and special:

circumstances |

!
.

t

|

Normalization of data !*

!
: ,

Root cause analysis (*

; ;

.
.

.

g .

- - _ _ - - _ _
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!

Region lil NRC EVENT REPORTING-WORKSHOP Agenda q

~ h .I!me Iogg Presentation / Discussion:

9:00am- Opening Remarks
Moderator's Comments T. Novak (AEOD)
Welcome/ introductions NRC Regional Rep.
Opening Remarks D. Rors (AEOD)

9:30 -Immediate Notification (10 CFR 50.72)- A. Chaffee (NRR)
- Overview of purpose and reporting C. Berlinger (NRR)
criteria, NRC use and experience E. Weiss (AEOD)

'

with 50.72 reporting -
_

10:00 Break (15 min)

10:15 :NRC Panel Discussion Industry
feedback on 50.72 reporting

11:00 LER System (10 CFR 50.73) J. Rosenthal (AEOD)
Overview of purpose and reporting
criteria, NRC use, history and
feedback on 50.73 reporting

11!30 Lunch (1% hr.)

! -1:00 Current rulemaking/ Guidance revision -J. Crooks (AEOD)

1:30pm NRC Panet Discussion 3 ndustryi
-feedback on 50.73 report!ng' ,

2:30 - Break (15 min) . .-

-2:45 Safeguards Events (10 CFR 73.71) N. Ervin (NRR)
Overview of purpose and reporting - J. Higdon (NMSS)
critoria.-NRC use, history and
feedback on reporting

3:15 NRC Panel Discussion - Industry
feedback on 73.71 reportingL

3:45 Break (15 min)

4:00 Summary Discussion T. Novak (AEOD)

A
V|

L

. _. __ .- . .. _ . . . .
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50.72 REPORTINGt
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i NRC USE AND EXPERIENCE |
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: .

L Safeguards Event Log
Analysis Program j

'

|

!

i

f I

:

i 10 CFR 73.71 1

; Reporting of Safeguards Events
,

!

!
l

{

:

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards |
.

Division:of- Safeguards and Transportation
Joan Higdon (301) 492-0477

- .. - _ ._

|

. - . ._--:
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,

Safeguards E vent Log ~ Analysis. Program |
a4

'

e

< t

!4

I

Analysis of Reported Events 1
*

Use of Event Data by NRC/ Licensees !: *

; i

! !
J

Program Results*

,

New Initiativesa
;

:
|

:
L

... . . . .



. -_

,

.

Analysis .of Reported Events
|

;

!

Categorization of safeguards events !
*

- Specific failed component

|
- Type of human error '

|
- Influences by environment

|
;

Quarterly Feedback Report to NRC and*

licensees t

1

- Statistical data for hardware system / :

human error events i

- Results of licensee self-assessment
: - Identifies factors impacting licensee !

| reporting
'

!
;!

!
.i

; i
. - .
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NRC Use of Event Data

identify indicators of possible system / programe

weaknesses

* Provide feedback to licensees for maintaining
effective safeguards system performance

* Provide input for NRC inspection planning



O O O

~

| Industry Use of Event Data

:

Perform self-assessment of a facility's*

security equipment and procedures
|

|

* Compare facility data against industry

|

.
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|

Program Fiesults i:

4

i

! Event logs and feedback data bases- for root cause
analysis performed by licensee and NRC which resulted
in:

improved equipment reliabilitya

4

Card Readers-

! Computers-

Perimeter detection system-

'

Reduced human error*

Lost badges-

Badges taken off site-

.

Badges incorrectly issued-

Unsecured door events-

:

.

I
,

- - - . - . - ,..o-s . . _ _ _ _ .._2.m.u..m... m
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New Initiatives

Analysis to determine correlations between event
data and facility design, equipment and special ;

circumstances
c

Normalization of data*

1

Root cause analysis*

!

!
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Reglen ill- NRC EVENT REPORTING WORKSHOP Agenda

h Ilme 1001g Presentation /Diseu 3100

9:00am Opening Remarks
. Moderator's Comments - T. Novak (AEOD)
Welcome/ introductions NRC Regional Rep.
Opening Remarks D. Ross (AEOD)

9:30 immediate Notification (10 CFR 50.72) A. Chaffee (NRR)
Overview of purpose and reporting C. Berlinger (NRR)
criteria, NRC use and experience E. Weiss (AEOD)
with 50.72 reporting

10:00- Break (15 min)

10:15- NRC Panel Discussion - Industry
feedback on 50.72 reporting

11:00 LER System (10 CFR 50.73) J. Rosenthal (AEOD)
Overview of purpose and reporting
criteria, NRC use, history and
feedback on 50.73 reporting

11:30 Lunch (1% hr.)

1:00 Current rulemaking/ Guidance revision J. Crooks (AEOD)L

1:30pm NRC Panel Discussion Industry
feedback on 50.73 reporting

2:30 Break (15 min)

-2:45 Safeguards Events (10 CFR 73.71) N. Ervin (NRR)-
- Overview of purpose and reporting J. Higdon (NMSS)
criteria, NRC use, history and
feedback on reporting

3:15 NRC Panel Discussion Industry
. feedback on 73.71 reporting

3:45 Break (15 min)

4:00 Summary Discussion T. Novak (AEOD)

O'
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50.72 REPORTING :
:

1
*

- ,

..
,
~

.

NRC USE AND EXPERIENCE |
.

.

,

!
,

I

a

'

t

!

,

!

~
J

-
_ __ _ - _

i.

_ . ;

i
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!

REGULATORY REPORTING|

REQUIREMENTSL

,

10 CFR 50,72
-

l * APPLIES TO HOLDERS OF OPERATING LICENSES
* TELEPHONE NOTIFICATION TO NRC OPERATIONS

CENTER

* 1 HOUR OR 4 HOUR REPORTS
* REVIEWED BY EVENTS ASSESSMENT BRANCH, NRR

10 CFR 50.73

* APPLIES TO HOLDERS OF OPERATING OCENSES
* WRITTEN REPORT ON EVENT
* MUST BE SUBMITTED TO NRC WITHIN 30 DAYS*

* REVIEWED BY AEOD

\
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!

I

REACTOR EVENTS EVALUATION !

* REPORTING ,
,

* PROMPT RESPONSE, WHEN NECESSARY

* CAREFUL EVALUATION FOR GENERIC AND PLANT
SPECIFIC SAFETY CONCERNS

* ISSUANCE OF GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS, WHEN
APPROPRIATG

.



.

- _ _ _ _ _ ._

LLTlliS OF 10 CFR 50.72 REP 0pTING RECU1REMENij
,

.

O
EVEhTS RECulRlhG DECLARATION OF AN EMERCENCY CLASSlFICATION () HR)

h0N-EMERGEhCY EVENTS () HR)

TECH SPEC RECUlRED SHUTDOWN

IEVIATIONS FROM THE PLANTS TECH SPECS (50.54(x))
SERIOUS DEGRADATION OF PLAhT/ SAFETY BARRIERS

- UNANALY2ED CONCITION

- CLTSIDE THE DESIGN BASIS
- NOT COVERED BY PLAN 15 OPERAT)6'0 g Et ERGENCY PROCEDURES

NATURAL PNEh0MENA OR EXTERNAL CONDIT10h5 THAT THREATEN PLANT SAFETY
*

ECCS ACTUATION AND DlSCHARGE TO VESSEL FROM VAtlD SIGNAL

MAJOR LOSS OF EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPABILITY
ACTUAL THREAT TO PLAhi SAFETY FROM FIRES, T0X1C GAS RELEASE,

RAD 10AtilVITY

p>hCN EMERGENCY EVEh'TS M HR)
\- SERIOUS CEGRADATION TO PLANT SAFETY SYSTEMS FOUND WHILE

SHUTDOWh

MAh0AL OR AUTOMATIC ACTUATION OF ESF INCLUDING RPS-NOT PREPLANNED

EVENT OR CONDIT10h WHICH COULD PREVENT FULFILLMENT OF SAFETY
FUhCTICN -

- REACTOR SHUTDOWN mal,NTAIN SAFI SHUTDOWN CONDITION
- REMOVE RESIDUAL H' AT -

- CONTROL RELEASE OF RAD 10 ACTIVE MATERIAL

- MITIGATE CONSEQUENCES OF AN ACCIDENT

RADIOACTIVE P.ELEASES IN EXCESS OF PART 20

TF.ANSPORT OF CONTAMINATEL INDIVIDUAL TO OFFSITE MEDlCAL FAtlLiTY

.

|

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - ~
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DETERMIN1NG BASIC FACTUAL
INFORMATION

:

* kdormation frorn Utility T;'Jse Notification S=piemented
- tv Infonnation Obtained ty Tc".,#.v..e from Regional Office /

Resident !.w;ers

* Confirmation and Augmentation from Written Report :

* Formal Program for Fact Finding for complicated Events or Events
.

causing significant cc,+34m in Plant Safety

- Incident investigation Team

- Aby.., .;;J Inspection Team

-

..
-
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! EVENT FOLLDWUP CRITERIA I

|
~

|POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EVENTS
!.

* SOME BUT NOT ALL ELEMENTS OF SIGNIFICANT
IEVENT

e NEW OR UNIQUE EVENT (FAILURE MODE, CAUSE,'

OR SEQUENdE PROGRESSION)-
;

\
'

* EVENT WITH POTENTAL GENERIC IMPLICATIONS
;

| (USUALLY INVOLVING A SPECIFIC PIECE OF
! EQUIPMENT OR PROCEDURE)
! .

e AN EVENT WHICH DOES NOT CONFORM TO KNOWNi

: . DESIGN / OPERATION FEATURES .

* OTHER (SUPERVISOR'S JUDGMENT, MANAGEMENT |
!kNQUIRY, RECURRING SYMPTOMATIC EVENTS)

! .

!

.. -. . - - . _ _ _ _ __ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _
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O

REPORTING OF
SAFEGUARDS EVENTS

10 CFR 73.71

Summary of Regulatory Base

e Significant Events

-Prompt Reporting /1 Hour

-NRC Operations Center

e Less Significant Events

-Record in Log /24 Hours

-Log to NRC Quarterly

O

__ __ ____ _ _ _ _ _
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:

.

O
HISTORY |

|
|

.,

Originally Published 19734

e Ma|or Revision on June 9,1987 to: 1

-Clarify Reporting Requirements

-Eliminate Unnecessary Reporting

-Improve NRC's Data Analysis System

RG 5.62," Reporting of Safeguards Events"
'

o Revised November 1987
-Clarified Rule Revisions

NUREG-1304," Reporting of Safeguards Events"

e Published February 1988
-Documented Questions Discussed at
September 14,1987, Workshop

|
'

O

- -._ _ - . .. _ _ . _ _ - _ _



_ _ _ _ _ - - . _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

.

O 1-HOUR REPORTS

Purpose

* Prompt Notification
-Significant Events

e Safe Operation of Plan *~s)

* Health and Safen at Public
-May Warrant NRC Oversight

NRC Use of Infoimation
O' -

* Immediate Analysis

* Notification to Other Agencies

NRC Feedback

* Oversight if Appropriate

* Immediate Generic Communication if
Appropriate

* Rule / Guidance Revision as Appropriate

.

.

.
.

. . - . . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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l

|

O LOGGABLE EVENTS
!

l

Purpose I

e Notification Quarterly
-Less Significant Events

e Safeguards System Effectiveness

NRC Jse of Information

e Long-Term Analysis

O
Feedback

e Analyses to Licensees

e Generic Communication as Appropriate

o Rule / Guidance Revision as Appropriate

* IN-90-13, "Importance of Review and
Analysis of Safeguards Event Logs"

O

- -- _



_ _ _ _ - _ - - _ - - - - - -

N-GOING ACTIVITIESO

Revision to RG 5.62

* NUREG-1304

* Incorporate Lessons Learned /
2 Year's Experience

Generic Letter

e Policy Revision

"*'" '' """* *** 'Y "*P 'ti"*

O -

Responsive to impact Survey

e Impact Survey Considered in Revision
to RG 5.62 and Generic Letter

O
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. O O O i
:

_ _ . _ . _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , . _ .
,

!__ _ _ _ . , - _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _

L Safeguards Event Log ~

i

| Analysis Program |
,

s

i
i

i.

10 CFR 73.71 !
t

Reporting of Safeguards Events {
;

I

!

!

i

! i

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
'

Division of Safeguards and Transportation,

j - Joan Higdon (301) 492-0477 j
__

|

|
. . - -- - - -_ -_
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,

NRC Use of Event Data -

:

* Identify mdicators of possible system / program
weaknenes

i

* Provide feedback to licensees for maintaining
effective safeguards system performance

* Provide input for NRC inspection planning



- - - - - - _ - - - _ _
. .- .. _ _
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;:
.

: Industry Use of Event Data !
!

|
i

!

| |
i ,

j i

! :
. :

! I

! * Perform self-assessment of a facility's !,

security equipment and procedures j;

i i
;<

: !
i !

! !

| Compare facility data against industry |
*

!

! !
: :
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Program Results -

Event logs and feedback data bases for root cause
analysis performed by licensee and NRC which resulted
in:

Improved equipment reliability*

Card Readers-

Computers-

Perimeter detection system ;-

I

!

Reduced human error*

Lost badges-

Badges taken off site |-

Badges incorrectly issued-

Unsecured door events-

,
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REACTOR EVENTS EVALUATION i
t

|t
:

|

i
<

! * REPORTING i
''

!,
i

* PROMPT RESPONSE, WHEN NECESSARY:

!

; * CAREFUL EVALUATION FOR GENERIC AND PLANT
! SPECIFIC SAFETY CONCERNS
;1
~ i

* ISSUANCE OF GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS, WHEN i
; APPROPRIATE '

:

-

!
; i

!

i

|
!

i t
_ ._
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DETAh 5 0F 10 CFR 5032 REPDPTING RECUlREFIN'iS ,

!

: O |-

EVEhTS RECulRlhG DECLARATION OF AN EMERCENCY CLAS$lFICATION () HR)

hDh EMERGEhtY EVENTS () HR)
,

TECH SPEC RECUlRED SHUTDOWN

LEVIATIONS FROM THE PLANTS TECH SPECS (50.54(x))
SERIOUS DEGRADATION OF PLAhT/ SAFETY BARRIERS

- OhANALY1ED CONtlT10h
- CLTSlDE THE DESIGN BAS 15 .

- NOT COVERED BY PLANTS OPERATING 4 EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

NATURAL PHEh0MENA OR EXTERNAL CONDITIONS THAT THREATEN PLANT SAFETY
*

ECCS ACTUATION AND DISCHARGE TO VESSEL FROM VAllD SIGNAL
i MAJOR LOSS OF EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPAllllTY
'

ACTUAL THREAT 10 PLAhi SAFETY FROM FIRES, T0XIC GAS RELEASE, ;

RADIDACTIVITY
t

NON EMI.RGENCY EVEh75 (4 HR)

SERIOUS CEGRADATION TO PLANT SAFETY SYSTEMS FOUND WHILE!

SHUTDOWh
'

MAhUAL OR AUTOMATIC-- ACTUATION OF ESF INCLUDING RPS-NOT PREPL ANNED

EVENT OR CONDIT10h WHICH COULD PREVENT FULFILLMENT OF SAFETY
FUNCTJON .

- EEACTOR SHUTDOWN MAINTAIN-SAFE SHUTDOWN CONDITION

- REMOVE RESIDUALLHEAT'- ;
-

- CONTROL RELEASE OF RADIDACTIVE MATERIAL

- MITlGATE CONSEQUENCES OF-AN ACCIDENT

RAD 10ACTIVf RELEASES--IN EXCESS OF PART 20
| TF.ANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED INDIVltVAL TO 0FFSITE MEDICAL FAtltlTY

!

'

i .

'

LO
L
'

|.

|

_ .- - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . - . - . _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ . _ - _ . - _ _ . _ _ . _ _ - _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ - . . ~ - _ _
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PROBLEMS _ EXPERIENCED WITH 50.72 REPORT 1HG
.

RULE REQUIRES REPORTS ON SOME EVENTS OF MINOR U FETY SIGNIFICANCE

DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF SYSTEMS THAT ARE ESF SYSTEMS

DIFFERENCES OF INTERPRETATION OF RULE

ESF * ACTUATION" ..-

" SERIOUS" DEGRADATION OF PLANT SAFETY SYSTEMS-

UNANALYZED ONIDITION, OUTSIDE DESIGN BASIS-

SENSITIVITY TO EVENTS OR CONDITIONS WHICH COULD PREVENT FULFILLENT OF A SAFETY
FUNCTION

EQUIPENT PROBLEMS THAT COULD LEAD TO C0ft10N MODE FAILURE-

DEGRADATIONS IN EQUlFflENT WHICH BY CHANCE ALLOW FULFILLMEs7 0F SAFETY JL9tCTION-

.

-

i-
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-
.
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.



M EN M au m

EVENTkSSESSMENT
.

CRITERIA FOR EVENT FOLLOWUP

* SAFt: IY-SIGNIFICANT EVENT
..

8. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EVENT

* EVENT NOT UNDERSTOOD

'

* NO FOLLOWUP NECESSARY

.



O EVENT FOL90WUP CRITERIA O
!
:

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS.
.

'

e DEGRADATION / LOSS OF IMPORTANT SAFETY EQUIPMENT
(MULTIPLE / COMMON MODE FAILURE)

!

! e DEGRADATION OF FUEL INTEGRITY, PRIMARY COOLANT
PRESSURE BOUNDARY, CONTAINMENT, AND IMPORTANT !

SAFETY-RELATED STRUCTURES
|

: :

! e UNEXPECTED PLANT RESPONSE TO A TRANSIENT !
|.

! e MAJOR TRANSIENT :
,

.

* SCRAM WITH COMPLICATIONS
|,

i

* UNPLANNED RELEASE OF RADIOACTIVITY -

,

'
,

* OPERATION OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF TECH SPEC, .,

,

* OTHER (RECURRING INCIDENTS, PLANT MANAGEMENT OR -

PROGRAMMATIC BREAKDOWNS)
,

!
!

! !
: ;

i'



EVENT FOLLbWUP CRITERIA

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EVENT _S ,

* SOME BUT NOh ALL ELEMENTS OF SIGNIFICANT
EVENT

* NEW OR UNIQUE EVENT , ALLURE. MODE, CAUSE,

OR SEQUENdE PROGREhl'.ON)-

* EVENT WITH POTENTIAL GENERIC IMPLICATIONS
(USUALLY INVOLVING A SPECIFIC PIECE OF
EQUIPMENT OR PROCEDURE)

* AN EVENT WHICH DOES OT CONFbRM TO KNOWNN

. DESIGN / OPERATION FEATURES
.

* OTHER (SUPERVISOR'S JUDGMENT, MANAGEMENT
INQUIRY, RECURRING SYMPTOMATIC EVENTS)

.
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|

Eric W. Weiss, Chief

Operations Officer Section

incident Response Branch

Office for Analysis and Evaluation

of Operational Data

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone (301) 492-9005

|
\
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NOT CONSISTENTLY REPORTED t

;

Anticipated Emergencies*

|!
Large Spiils !

*

!

1

Inadvertent Criticalities !
*

1

Small. Water Hammers, Small Fires !
*

;

Overpressurization*

| 5

Potentially Generic Events*

' ;

'

ESF Actuations i
*

:

!

,

4 - - _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
-
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Eric. W. . Weiss,. Chief I
i :

| '!

| Operations Officer Section :
>
f

| Incident Response Branch !
,

Office for Analysis and Evaluation,

:

4

of Operational Data !

r

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission !

Phone 1301;> 492-9005
|
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NOT CONSISTENTLY REPORTED

Anticipated Emergencies: *

.Large Spills
'

*

inadvertent Criticalities :
=

,.

I
Small. Water Hammers, Small Fires j*

i

Overpressurization*

Potentially Generic Events
|

*

|

ESF Actuations !*

i

f
!
,

. -
. . _ . _ _ - _ _ _
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Requir.ed Oral Reports Are Sometimes

Made To Other NRC Personnel Rather

Than The Operations Center.

s
-
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.

Eric W. Weiss, Chief
,

Operations Officer.Section

incident Response Branch

Office for Analysis and Evaluation

i of. Operational Data

.U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
|

Phonc {301;f 492-9005

i
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NOT CONSISTENTLY REPORTED
:

Anticipated Emergencies*

Large Spills*

Inadvertent Criticalities*

Small Water Hammers, Small Fires*

Overpressurization*

Potentially Generic Events*

* ESF Actuations

-
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Deficiencies Not Always Reported
,

When Found by NRC Personnel.

P
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. . .

Required Oral Reports Are Sometimes'
u

Made To Other NRC Personnel Rather

Than The Operations Center.

s
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O O O

The Potentially Generic Problems Are Not

Consistently Reported Because The

Intent of 50.72 'bl{2}iii isi

Not Understood. The Words

"Alone Could Have Prevented"

Need To Be Explained.
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INCOMING LERs (CY 1989) :
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- - NATURE OF REPORTS - CATEGORIES
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ESF ACTUATIONS.

AREA'OF' INTEREST FOR IMPROVEMENT
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1989 ESF LERs (wzTuour RPS)

. TOTAL LERs: 609 tuss acroarronstrsourronsi
.

TOTAL INVALID *

.LERs wITu SINGLE ESF 432- 325
!

uvAc SYSTEMSi 158 132
:

RWCU SYSTEM: 48 34 :
i
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* MEASURED PARnMETER DID NOT REACn SETPOINT BAND. f
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!LERs wrrn SINGLE ESF
(HVAC - 19891

SYSTEM / AREA No. LERS- INVALID
\

CONTROL ROOM 77 66
GE 22 16

WE 42 37

CE 7 7

BW 6 6
;

REACTOR BUILDING 34 29
f

I GE 5 4

WE 28 24

CE 1 1

BW 0 0
i

|

| OTHER HVAC 47 37

|
|

TOTAL 158 132
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CURRENT STAFF INITIATIVES

NEAR-TERM ;

.: ELIMINATION OF SELECTED ESFS-
-
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ACTUATIONS
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i

LONG-TERM i

!

SYSTEMATIC RE-EVALUATION OF REQUIREMENTS |
.

PROBABLE-RULE. CHANGE.
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