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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. ROSEN:. Good norni ng.

This is the Advisory Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards,
joint Subcomm ttees on Plant Operations and Fire Protection.

| am Steve Rosen, Chairman of the Fire Protection
Subcomm ttee, and al so substituting for Jack Sieber who is
Pl ant Operations Subcommttee chairman who is unable to be with
us today.

On ny right is John Larkins who's the technical
director of ACRS, Mario Bonaco who is the vice chairman of
ACRS, also Graham Leitch a nenber fromthe ACRS, Dr Vic Ransom
a nmenber of ACRS, Dr. Dana Powers fromthe ACRS and Dr. Bill
Shack a menber of the ACRS.

W al so have a nmenber of the ACRS staff with us, M.
West on who's a project engineer with the ACRS, Kendra Bilk and
Mart ha Wi t aker.

W are all very glad to be here. W had an
interesting and exciting day yesterday at Watts Bar, and we
| ook forward to having a fruitful discussion here today.

MR REYES: And we want to wel cone you to Region Il
| know you had a good tour of the Watts Bar facility yesterday.
W would like to nake today better yet.

W have an agenda on the right-hand side of your
folder that we believe is responsive to your request, but as
the day goes along if you find a need for information
different, we will do that.

The agenda that we have prepared has a | ot of actua
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presentation by nenbers of the staff, from managenment, from
i nspectors, resident inspectors. | think you're going to find
it very engaging and direct feedback fromthe people who are
i mpl enenting the prograns.

W would like to just briefly give you a refresher on

Region Il just for a few mnutes -- we're not going to dwell on
it alot -- before we get into the subject matter.
Just as a rem nder, Region Il covers the Southeast of

the United States, it's ten states on the Mainland. W also
cover the Caribbean; the U S. Virgin Islands is al so under our
jurisdiction, and we do have licensees there. No reactors, but
we do have industrial radiography, nedical irradiators, et
cetera, et cetera, so we have a lot of licensees in the U S.
Virgin |Islands.

The region organi zation is typical with other
regions. W have four divisions, three technical in nature who
specifically you're going to hear fromtoday. The D vision of
Reactor Projects and the Division of Reactor Safety are going
to have nmenbers of their nanagenment and inspection staff
present to you today on the different topics, because that's
what's nore relevant to this subcomittee.

A brief background, we have a | arge popul ati on of
licensees. O the 103 reactors in the United States we have
33, so we do have about a third of the operating nuclear
reactors in the country, and nost of them are pressurized water
reactors, but we do have a little bit of a mx in ternms of

vendors.
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In terns of fuel facilities there's nine fuel
facilities in the country; we regulate five of them so we have
half of the fuel facilities we regulate here. W have a
relatively nodest materials |icensee popul ation on the order of
800 give or take a few every day.

But nost of our efforts are in the reactor side of
t he house, so I think that would be relevant to the conmttee.
And we have a | arge popul ation of them about a third of the
units, so the staff that's going to be talking to you have
broad experience in that in that kind of day-to-day activity in
this.

| would like Bruce Mallett, ny deputy, to briefly
talk to you about sone of the chall enges we're working on in
the region froman organi zati onal point of view, and after that
we will nove right into the technical subjects on the agenda.

MR MALLETT: Thanks, Luis.

| would add that the last time you were in Region I

| know Dr. Powers was here, | don't know if Graham was here or
not. | think he mght be the sole person that was here the
| ast tinme.

W have made sone changes since you were here. One
of the concepts we have put into the region is the team | eader
concept, and with the new reactor oversight program which we
have people who are going to tal k about |ater on today one of
the keys to that are teans, and we have installed a team | eader
in each branch to not only |l ead those teans, but also help the

branch i n managi ng the branch.
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W al so think since you were | ast here have |icense
renewal , and several of our plants have achi eved |icense
renewal , and we have special teans to inspect those |icense
renewal functions, and you may hear sone of that later on from
sone of the speakers during the day.

Al so on the agenda | want to highlight one thing.

You had asked for input on what we feel are the challenges,
where we feel we are in the reactor oversight process.

You heard sone of this fromthe Watts Bar |icensee, |
know they're not bashful in giving you sonme of that
i nformati on.

So what we thought m ght be a good way to do that is
to have a spectrumof individuals fromthe inspectors all the
way up to the nmanagers to provide you their thoughts on that
this afternoon, and then allow you to ask them questions, and
" m sure you' re not bashful in asking those questions either.

Luis and | thought it mght give you an idea of the
regi onal operations if we tell you what we think our challenges
are, and these are right out of our operating plan, and we'l|
try to point out sone things that we've done to address those.

They al so are connected if you | ook down the |ist
with the ten chall enges that the chairman gave the agency not
only last year in the agency action review nmeeting, but also
this year at the review neeting.

One of the chall enges he gave us was in hunan
capital, and we have changed that a little bit in area to cal

focus workforce planning on retention and devel oprment of skil
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needs.

W established a strategi c workforce plan here, and
t hat has hel ped us bring together in one area a focused plan on
how we're going to recruit and maintain the skills in the
regi on that we need not only for new business, but also to
conduct the inspection program and operate in |icensing and
reactor areas.

So several years ago a part of that was to develop a
matrix of skills of the people that we need, not necessarily
t hat we have on board, and so we established that |ist of
skills and there were sone holes in it, and that's what we
used then to target recruiting of individuals.

Sone of the individuals you see over here in the
audi ence have been here several years, Billy Crow ey, and sone
of the people have been here just a few weeks, so we have a
whol e ganut of individuals, and part of that is due to this
recruiting effort to obtain those skills.

Qur next step in that strategic workforce plan is

obviously to devel op people, and also to devel op them before

the person with that skill | eaves.
For exanple, if we have an expert -- and, Billy, if
you don't mind I'll use your nane -- like Billy Ctowey in the

materials area, then we want to devel op soneone before Billy
decides to retire and | eave the agency for at |east a year and
maybe two years before he | eaves, rather than wait until he
| eaves and then we've lost that transition. So we believe in

this, we think the strategic workforce plan has hel ped us in
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t hat .

Luis, is there anything you wanted to add?

MR, REYES: No.

MR LEITCH Could you give ne an idea of how many
people are in Region I1?

MR. MALLETT: We have around 200 | think is a good
nunber to use.

MR LEITCH That includes the sites?

MR. LEITCH There's about fifty-sonme resident
i nspectors, and there are sone site secretaries, but they're
only working maybe ten hours a week, so they aren't a full --

MR LEITCH So it's about 200?

MR REYES: |If you include part-tinme enployees it's
222.

MR. LEITCH  Thank you.

MR MALLETT: W at npbst of our sites are now down to

t he nunmber N of residents; we only have N plus 1 at two sites
-- or are we down to one now -- one site.

The second bullet we have -- Does that answer your
guesti on?

MR. LEITCH Yes, it does. Thank you.

MR ROSEN: That N you nean, that's the nunber of
units at the site?

MR. MALLETT: That's correct. W only have one
three-unit site that's operational right now, and that's
Oconee. The other ones are all two or one.

MR REYES: The policy is we have a mni num of two
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residents, and for those units who have three reactors we wll
have three neeting the nunber of units, but if there's only one
reactor we still have two residents there, a m ni mum of two.

MR. LEITCH We have Loren Plisco, our division
director of projects, on the agenda |ater on. He can give you
sone nore information.

And one of the challenges is obviously to when those
people are up for their rotation to get themto a new site, or
get sonmebody there to fill in the void when they have |eft that
site.

MR LEITCH As you have identified here the skil
set needs for different individuals, can you conpare that
t hr oughout the regi ons so maybe there's some cooperative
efforts to identify particular skills that are needed, and if
one region doesn't develop it nmaybe another region will devel op
it?

MR REYES: W're doing a little bit of that. The
agency is putting together a strategic workforce plan, and in
fact they're using outs as an input to that.

One of the discussions is for efficiency and
ef fectiveness should we go in the future to a center of
excel | ence.

Let's take fire protection for exanple. Should we
have a fire protection engineer or two in each region, or
should we create a center, neaning one of the regions will hold
all the skills in fire protection as a nechanismto keep a

| arge group with that skill, and of course you can travel in
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any direction. So we haven't finalized that.

What we do at the present tinme is we share resources.
At the present tinme we have inspectors hel ping Region IV do an
i nspection at the Coopers Station. You may have heard of sone
of the agency activities there.

W hel ped Region I on Indian Point. W do exam ning
of operators in another region, they help us with sone exans.
So we share resources, but it's not part of the integrated
wor kf orce pl an.

At the present tine each region has, is designed to
have resources to do all the inspections, so we would expect,
Bruce and | are expected to have fire protection engineers do
the fire protection inspection, and netal | urgi cal engi neers.
That' s because the design on the region when | talked to you
about the organization is identical, and we all do the same
ki nd of inplenentation. But we do share resources, and the
question into the future is that the best way to do that.

| can tell you specifically on the fuel facilities
which is a smaller nunber, and we have five, that neans sone
regi ons have one or none, and at the present tine there's a
proposal in front of the comm ssion to make a change in that
arrangenent, so maybe the nost efficient and effective way is
to regulate all the fuel facilities fromone |ocation, and then
you can keep criticality expertise, chem cal and nucl ear safety
expertise, and it will be a better approach

And | think on the reactor side we're probably going

in that direction for certain specialties where they're hard to
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get, hard to keep, and you don't need them every day.

MR. MALLETT: One area in particular we have shared
outside the routine reactor oversight programis in the |license
renewal . We have several people that | woul d consider experts
in that area nowin reviewng |licensees' prograns for aging,
and we' ve sent themto other regions.

W have probably done the nost |icense renewal s,

i nspections in Region Il of any region.

MR REYES: Wen a region only has one of those we
share with them our expertise and resources. There's a |ot of
shari ng going on, but not as a design of the organization.
That's what we're questioning now is should we design the
organi zation differently.

MR. MALLETT: The next chall enge area that we have
that we're quite excited about sone of the things we have been
doing is the use of information technology. W changed this
one a little bit. In our viewit ought to be to reduce
operational burden and gain efficiencies, not just to use the
| atest bells and whistles that come al ong.

And we' ve done sone things that we like in that area.
For example, in our operator |icensing where we go out and
revi ew i ndi vi dual an individual candidate's job performance
we're working on, in Chris Christianson's division we're
wor king on using a -- what do you call it, a tablet? -- a
not ebook conputer instead of taking all these pages that you
record candi dates' results on you have it on electronically on

alittle tablet no bigger than about his size [indicating], and
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you carry that around with you. 1It's going to prove nuch nore
efficient than in the past.

We are piloting sonme use of personal data assistants,
PDAs, for inspectors to use on inspection. For routine sinple
t hi ngs you can use a checkoff type thing. W're doing that
both in the reactor area and in the materials area.

And sonmething we just started is use of digital
cameras -- and Luis may want to say something nore about that
-- for the residents.

MR. REYES: One of the issues you'll see later on is
i mprove conmuni cations, and as a nmechanismto inprove interna
t el ecomuni cations the technol ogy today offers you a situation
where you're going to go with a digital canera and take a
pi cture of the conponent, the equipnment, or the situation, put
it in our systemand not only we have it, but we can put in the
i nspection report, and a picture is worth a thousand words, and
a way to comunicate better with the public. So we are now in
the field testing several brand nanmes.

DR PONERS: We got a denonstration of that during
our visit to Watts Bar. It was | thought a terrific
comuni cati on device just within the confines of the site
itself.

MR REYES: It's been very effective. As you know,
we have instructed |icensees to do reactor vessel head
i nspections, and now it's easy when the inspection is going on
t he i nspector can go in and photograph, take pictures, and

i medi ately we have access to a visual description of the
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i nspection and we can share that internally. And we're | ooking
forward to getting the whole fleet of inspectors with that
equi pnent .

MR MALLETT: In fact, some of our residents are
getting innovative. Loren Plisco shared an anecdotal story,
sone of the residents are taking a picture of a materi al
condition that's not what you would want it to be in the plant,
and they're going up to the plant manager and showi ng hi mri ght
on canera "lIs this what you would want in your plant?"

MR. REYES:. |It's faster than paper.

DR PONERS: The one that was described to ne was of
sonme | eakage, and they could take it in the notion picture node
and they could conme up and say "Did you understand that the
| eakage is this bad?", and they could see it.

MR REYES: It is a very effective tool. W're just
doing field testing with several nodels and brand nanes before
we do the big investnent, but we nade the decision to go
forward. We just want to make sure it's a smart deci sion.

MR MALLETT: The other thing we're doing in this
area that's proved very effective for us is we have what we
call docking stations now. Instead of pernmanent conputers on
t he desktop we have a station you can dock it or plug in
essentially your |aptop, and you can take that with you in the
field. 1It's saving inspectors having to take vol unmes and
vol unes of things on paper; now you just have one little CD,
even the regul ations, and just plug it in if you need it, and

that's worked out very well for us.
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The next one | would conbine with the |ast one on
conmuni cation. You know, one of the agency's challenges was to
work on the conmuni cation, and we've done several things there.
One is internally we have our own communi cations plan to help
us i nprove how we conmuni cate not only up and down the chain,
but al so across organi zati ons between the division of reactor
safety that Chris Christianson is the division director of, and
t he division of reactor projects that Loren Plisco who is going
to speak to you later is the division director of, and we've
found that plan is a good tool to guide us through sonme planned
activities to try and inprove in that area.

One of the things Chris's division has done a | ot of
is meet with their staff in small focus groups for a what-
woul d-you-1i ke-to-have changed, and kind of a -- what do you
call it, Mark Lesser, a three-sixty review | guess of where
we' re goi ng and what we ought to do, and that's proved fruitful
for us.

Externally we tried sonething that we're working on
is instead of the neetings we have had just with |licensees at
the end of the cycle, we have targeted sone neetings with | oca
officials, and even a town neeting with Conm ssion D az, so
what we hope to gain out of that is interface with the public
to answer questions not in response to a particular event or
i ssue, but at a tine when you're not in that scenario we find
we get a lot nore candid discussion, and | think it proves to
i nprove the public's confidence in us.

When you're responding to an event in a neeting
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you're always comng fromthe negative side of trying to say
what we did and respond.

The last bullet there is to inprove the use of the
significance determ nation process for after-inspection
findings. | won't go into any great detail on that because we
have Loren Plisco who is going to talk to you about that in his
presentation, and Charlie Payne in the fire protection is going
to tal k about that.

Probably the overall challenge in Region Il is we're
wor ki ng on an up-front plan to determ ne how nmuch time we
shoul d spend on the Phase 11l portion of the significance
determ nation process rather than run the nodel to the sane
time frame so that we don't have cases that are three years old
we can try to have sone scope up front of how nmuch tine do we
want to spend determining is this a white-white or a full white
finding for exanple.

That's the end of our introductory remarks. |f you
have any ot her questions, we'll be glad to answer them

DR POAERS: Sone questions about the prioritization,
your district thinking about prioritization.

You get a bunch of findings in that you say, well,
|"ve got a stack of findings here, |I think they' re probably
green, you know, just |ooking at them but |I've got this other
one that's nore conplicated, and do you set those kind of green
ones aside and work this conplicated one, or is there a queuing
process, or how do you think you would work this thing?

MR. REYES: Well, what we have tried to do, and |
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t hi nk somewhat successfully, nobst inspectors screen quickly out
in the screening process the ones that are not significant, and
| think this afternoon when you talk to them | think you'll get
t hat feeling.

The ones that now have sone significance and then
you're trying to determ ne Phase Il or Phase Ill and all that,
we engage our senior reactor analyst, and basically use all the
resources to help himdo that.

The problemis that they're very resource-intensive,
and specifically in some areas. In mtigating systens it's not
that difficult.

W have been at it -- the technol ogy has been at it
as you know for a long time. Fire protection is very
frustrating. W have the previous problemw th security, and
we end up changi ng our whole security significant determ nation
process, so the areas we're using the risk is fairly new,
they're really resource-intensive and --

DR PONERS: Well, that's basically what |'m asking.
Say you ask your senior reactor analyst who's the one to attack
this, I mean that would go and process one at a tinme. He's got
to figure out which one he picks up.

MR, REYES: Yes.

MR MALLETT: Exactly right.

MR REYES: W're trying to follow the ones we had to
him if you follow what |I'mtal king about.

DR PONERS: [|I'mstill talking when it gets to him

he's got five of them how is he picking them up?
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chronol ogi cal | y?

MR REYES: W have, organizational -w se we have two
seni or reactor analysts, and they have particul ar plants
assigned, so first we divide the workl oad.

And the second one is basically when they arrive. W
try to do them by when they arrive, but what happens -- ['1l
gi ve you an exanple -- you've got a fire protection on one
that's taking all of your tine and we're trying to interface
with headquarters on it.

The second one cones in which is straightforward
mtigating systens. That one gets work and probably woul d get
resol ved nmuch faster than the other one. W've got another one
with shutdowns, in the shut-down node, and it will take us a
year to get through -- and that's a give and take as we go and
have headquarters' hel p.

But they come in sequentially, and one of the senior
reactor analysts is going to talk to you this afternoon, and |
woul d encourage you to explore this further with him But we
have to work by plant between two of them and then they
process them as they arrive.

Renmenber, we're dealing with the site to correct the
safety issue, so the fact that colorizing, risk assigning an
event may take a year or two has nothing to do with the field.
The field has been corrected or conmpensated sonmehow. W do
that right away.

MR MALLETT: The other thing we did which I think

hel ps that process is we had the senior reactor analysts
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reporting to the division director. W changed this year to
have themreport to branch chiefs in Chris' division of reactor
safety. We think that gets themcloser to where the decisions
are made as to which one you work on first.

MR REYES: Right.

MR. MALLETT: And Mark Lesser is going to talk to you
about All oy 600, but he's also branch chief in that division
and may want to share some things.

DR PONERS: | understand. | have no idea what the
right way to do it is. Actually I'mcurious how you're
t hi nki ng about it.

MR MALLETT: We're working on that. W don't have
it solved totally yet.

MR REYES: It's by plants, and then how they cone in
into the pipeline and they get processed, but sone of them get
backl ogged.

DR PONERS: |If Steve would just run his fire
protection subconmttee correctly, we'd have all this fire
protection done real fast; right?

[ Laught er. ]

MR CHRI STI ANSON: Additionally on the SDPs which are
greater than green, we have established a tracking systemfor
them and every Wednesday we have that DRP division and the DRS
division in a norning neeting get together and go over the
status of that to nake sure that everything is tracking okay
and that we understand where it is in the process.

And that's to try to -- we have an internal goal of
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90 days. W don't make it all the tinme on sonme of the
conplicated ones, but that's what we're trying to do on the SDP
process.

MR MALLETT: One of the reasons we did that was we
got sonme cases that were out there a long tine, and we said why
did this take us this long, and in | ooking back we felt that we
shoul d have done a better job up front in deciding how nmuch
effort are we going to spend. But we haven't solved this
t hi ng.

DR. POAERS: Wen you have a chance if you can go
back and | ook at things and say, now, what tools should we have
had to accelerate this process. You know, that's feedback
that's really useful to us.

MR MALLETT: You're going to get that this
af t er noon.

MR REYES: You're going to get a lot of it.

MR. ROSEN. Are you keeping up with the flow of
findings that you have to do these anal yses on, or are you
falling behind?

MR REYES: W were not, and then we established
several things such as the tracking nechanism we talked to the
programoffice. One of the problens is that we're not going to
i nvest any. For exanple we had one that still is not finished
and they're in shut-down, and those resources are down limted
to one or two individuals in headquarters, and so the reason
t he reason why the agency has some particular topics are

l[imted, so we have net with Sam Collins, the director of the
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office of NR, and he understands the situation and there's
changes bei ng nade.

Today we're nuch better off. | think we're getting
closer to the goals that we want to acconplish

Now, one thing | should have said before was while we
were tal king about structure, we're trying to increase the
know edge of all the inspectors on risk, because what we woul d
like to do is exactly what you tal k about, quickly process
t hose that have no significance so we can |eave the Iimted
resources we have such as senior reactor analysts and all that
to only have a handful, so we only have a handful getting to
those that are the real significance, and they don't have to
deal with the other ones that can be di sposed of rather
qui ckly.

So we're sending a good nunber of our inspectors and
managers to the whol e series of courses that the SRAs went to
just as a nechanismto keep those limted resources dealing
with the inportant cases, and be able to use the |arger
popul ation to process the ones that don't have real
signi ficance.

DR PONERS: You will be gratified to know that this
has wor ked, by the way.

MR REYES: |Is that right.

DR PONERS: | was wal king through with your resident
| ooki ng at trains and whatnot, and he was explaining to me how
it was counterintuitive what the risk significance of the

various trains were, and why, and he's very know edgeable in
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ri sk technol ogi es.

MR. REYES: And | don't know if you renenber, we have
an amendnment to the conm ssion that as of Decenber of 2001 we
woul d have every resident go through the early-on training, and
we did that.

And what we're trying to do nowis we're trying to
nudge that up, because we think if the inspectors and their
first-line managers can deal with nost of the flow, the ones
that are no significance, then we can be nore effective with
the ones that are because the senior reactor analyst has a | ess
nunber of issues to deal with, and they don't get distracted
with the ones that could have been handl ed by the staff.

DR PONERS: This was a very difficult risk analysis
to do nentally.

MR. REYES: Oh, yes.

DR. POAERS: And he lined it up for nme very clearly,
and so, yeah, | would say your residents based on that
interaction are getting very know edgeabl e and very
sophi sti cat ed.

MR REYES: It's a very hard goal, | have to tel
you, because we have conpeting interests as you know. But we
are determined to do it, and | think it's paying off.

MR. ROSEN: | think you've got a very l|large problem
here, Luis, in that order to maintain both the external and
internal confidence in this whole process you need to not have
i mportant events that are risk-significant |inger very | ong.

MR REYES: W agree.
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MR. ROSEN: And in that because the input of the
equation is not under your control. The class are going to
have findings, and you can't control how many that is going to
be, so at any given nonent, any given norning you could cone in
and find your nice work plan disrupted by two or three major
findings of the 33 sites in your region.

MR REYES: Yeah.

MR. ROSEN. So given that, if | were in your shoes
what | would want to do is nake sure | keep that backl og
squeezed down real tight so that | don't have the vulnerability
of having a nunber of findings comng in on any given day that
overwhel ns the rapid renedial capability.

MR. REYES: W are relatively lucky conpared to the
other regions. Qur two senior reactor analysts are graduates
from cl ass nunber one, and we have had no turnover, we have had
no turnover in the senior reactor analysts, so what that has
done for us to help us -- and | agree with you -- and that is
that they're very famliar with the facilities, and since we
have them assigned split, and they're famliar with previously-
done risk analysis at those assigned facilities and have hel ped
t hem

But | can tell you ny colleagues in the other regions
have a little nore difficulty, they have had turnover of the
seni or reactor analysts, and being new to the plant, and being
new to the business is just -- it just aggravates the problem
you' re tal ki ng about .

MR. ROSEN: And | would think, though, that the one
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possi ble way to inprove your effectiveness a great deal would
be to lean on the licensees quite heavily in the sense that
nost |icensees have the scope PRAs for at |east three internal
events, and maybe for external events as well, and that your
first reaction to a serious finding seens to nme ought to be a
neeting of your resident, and naybe even the SRA with the
| icensee and ask themfor their take, and then you can conpare
that with yours before you light off independently and try to
create a new wheel .

MR REYES: W're doing sonme of that. Because we
have the SRAs here for a long period of tine and they have
assigned facilities we have a couple of matrixes that we use to
hel p us in this.

One is the nane and the interface for each facility
internms of risk, so we know who to call and who to talk to.
The SRAs can show you that.

The other thing we have done since inplenmentation of
the programis that we have taken each facility in Region I
and devel oped a predeterm ned set of events and cal cul ated the
risk for it. |In other words, at mdnight | pull out this sheet
and Summer had singular tube rupture | already have the nunber,
and the licensee has agreed with that nunber we have
cal cul ated, and we have had a dial-up. So | can tell ny boss,
by the way, we're in this, we're in this bracket. It's not
perfect, but we're in this bracket.

MR. ROSEN: You may not have had that exact event,

but knowi ng what one of the things is you can say that the
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di fference between that event and his event is probably to nmake
this less significant or nore significant.

MR. REYES: Correct. And we can tell them by the
way, there were many malfunctions in addition to the main event
so that as a mnimumthe risk is this, and probably worse, or
hi gher ri sk.

MR. ROSEN. That fact he's very famliar with in the
human performance area with the anchor action technique that's
in some of the successes where you set up operator actions and
you deci de what the risk of a given operator recovery action,
isit likely that an operator will recover under certain
ci rcunst ances, you get a panel of experts together and do that,
and then when you get another event you say how conplicated was
that conpared to the one you just analyzed, so you're actually
using the same sort of technique as used in the success
i kelihood index nmethod, and | think that's a good thing to do.

MR. REYES: In fact this matrix is kind of intuitive.
We | ook at a set of exanples |ike a steam generator tube
rupture, and the nunbers vary fromplant to plant in some cases
significant, and then when we say why and then it gives
i nsights about the plant. Sone of them have added additi onal
makeup punps for operational and safety reasons so they have
extra, they have additional resources that make the changes
significantly. And we have now those insights in a very handy
area available, we'll be glad to share that with you if you're
i nterested.

It helps us a |lot, because we agree with you it is
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very inportant that we handle events and findings in a rather
expedi tious way for public confidence, and we would |ike to get
t he results.

DR SHACK: Wio generated the matrix for you?

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: The seni or reactor anal ysts.

MR. REYES: W took the SRAs, senior reactor analysts
who are assigned to the plants, and we say, okay, let's come up
with a matrix. Say at mdnight on Sunday -- |I'mnot a
practitioner, so | told themat mdnight on Sunday -- | said
when you guys are here and it happens during the day it's easy
for me, I knock on the wall and say come over here and we get
it done.

But the for the worst-case scenario Sunday at
m dnight | said | have to have a nmechanismto talk to the
seni or managers in the agency, and I would like to have an idea
of the zone we're in, howbad it is. So we created this matrix
and then filled the nunbers, and they cal cul ated them and we
actual ly exchange out with the utility, and they know we have
this matrix, and they know we agree in general ternms with the
nunber .

And what | wanted to do too was that | found out that
the utility nmanagement had this problemtoo. W had an event
where -- and what | forced themto do is if plant managers know
| carry that in ny briefcase so now they force their analysts
to give themthe |list of key events and what the risks are, and
so | wanted to force a change in the utility to this risk

nmentality, and we're being somewhat successful with that in
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putting this matrix together.

MR ROSEN. They followed all this through when the
react or oversight process was set up, but the fact that you're
doing these things, and the fact that the Iicensees for their
own health and safety are picking up on it is a very good thing
that the agency and the |icensees are working together to
understand ri sk managenment, which is what we're really doing.

MR REYES: Yeah.

MR. MALLETT: The other thing we're doing which we
have al so preached this, we have an advantage here we're cl ose
to INPO, so we go to all their new I NPO nmanagers sem nars, and
Lui s has been on the agenda, |'ve been on, Loren has been on
there, and we go and we preach this to themthat here are sone
| essons | earned that you ought to have when you respond to an
event, and here are sone issues.

That's been quite effective interchange, and so
eventual ly you get to every manager in their organization wth
that concept. So now we have managers, senior managers deci de
to call us very early as you suggested during an event to just
say, hey, this is where we think we are, where do you think you
are.

MR REYES: It's very inportant | agree to have that
di al ogue.

Ckay. That's all we wanted to talk about in ternms of
t he general discussions. W have a detailed agenda and we're
al most on schedul e.

Do you want to continue with the agenda the way it
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is, and then you let us know when you want to pause.

MR. ROSEN: Let's nove on. W'Il try to get nost of
t he agenda behind us by four if we can.

MR MALLETT: | see people looking at coffee. W did
have a break built in after Mark Lesser's tine.

MR ROSEN:. Let's keep rolling.

MR LESSER Good nobrning. M name is Mark Lesser,
| m Chi ef Engineering Branch 2 here in Region Il, and | would
like to tal k about some foll owup of some of the Alloy 600
issues in Region I, and specifically we'll talk about the
| atest on V.C. Summer pipe crack that occurred in 2000, and
what your status is on followup on Bulletin 2001-01 control
rod drive nechani smvessel head penetration cracking, and the
tenmporary instruction that our inspectors are doing.

kay. The V.C. Sunmer crack followup activities, a
brief refresher, in the fall of 2000 the licensee during their
outage identified a 2 1/2-inch long axial thru-wall crack in a
"A" hot leg weld, and they cut out that section, a 12-inch
spool piece, they cut that out and rewelded it.

Basically they did a root cause evaluation, we did a
speci al inspection. The cause was attributed to primary water
stress that caused the cracking, and conplicated by, or
contributed by high residual stresses fromnmultiple weld
repairs during the field installation, the field construction
of that weld.

DR. BONACA: Did the root cause ever question why

they didn't know of the cracks previously in other inspections?
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MR LESSER  The root cause |ooked into that, and
t hey had done their ten-year 1Sl a few years before that, and
with ultrasonic testing, and --

DR BONACA: They didn't see it? '

MR LESSER They didn't see it, and they didn't see
this crack if it existed, and there's the possibility the crack
did exist at that time, and that basically the equi pnent
there's a possibility that a lost -- well, actually a | ost
coupling, with the ultrasonic it did not have a good coupling
at this particular point on the pipe, and so that was basically
-- you know, we didn't see that. So they felt that that was a
generic probl em

DR. BONACA: There wasn't only that crack, there were
ot her cracks in other nozzles, and they could identify --

MR, LESSER  Yes.

DR. BONACA: -- in the previous inspection the year
before the primal crack, so that crack nmust have been there.

MR LESSER It was there.

DR. BONACA: The reason |'m asking that question is
trying to build some nore confidence in inspections.

MR. LESSER. And there are briefings that are
ongoi ng. For instance, inproved sled design for transducers
that are running along side the pipe wall to reduce the
possibility of a |loss of coupling.

MR. REYES: One of the contributing causes is -- and,
Billy, you just junmp in if we do it wong -- the sled, the

machi ne that runs over the pipe with the sensors, the ol der
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designs didn't have what you would call a shock absorber,
didn't have robotic articulated for the sensors, and it turns
out that this weld in particular which was a wel d made by hand
it was rough, it was rough by today's standards, the sled
actually lifted the sensors over that area, and it's hard to
prove, it's hard to prove it but with today's technol ogy their
articulated sled is nuch nore likely to keep the sensor in
touch with the pipe and the weld in question.

Billy, anything else to add to that? So technol ogy,
| think the new technology is going to assist in trying to
el imnate some of the contributing causes.

MR. CROALEY: Al of themwere simlar, they were al
manual |y wel ded, and the inside surface which the UT transducer
was traveling on was rough, which didn't provide an optinmm
surface for exam nation

MR, CHRI STIANSON: Bill Crow ey was the team | eader
for the special inspection for the pipe crack issue at V.C
Sunmer .

MR. ROSEN: You just said sonmething that interests
me. You said the UT inspection was fromthe inside surface?

MR, CROALEY: Correct.

MR ROSEN. How big a pipe was this?

MR LESSER  29-inch inside dianmeter, 2 1/2-inch wall
t hi ckness.

MR REYES: The biggest pipe you have on site, all of
their main steam

MR LESSER Right next to the outlet fromthe
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reactor vessel, so it's fairly close.

DR. BONACA: That to me though woul d be an essenti al
part of the root cause if | understand it, and al so
conmuni cation with other licensees if it is an issue of
cont act .

MR REYES: And in fact every licensee who did the
i nspection subsequent to that, that articulated sled was in
hi gh demand because nobody wanted to use the old technol ogy,
worry about the sensor not coupling well based on an
i mperfection of the pipe, and all the |licensees are aware of,
one demanded the contractor use the new technol ogy to nake sure
t he coupling was there.

DR BONACA: One |l ast question | have, clearly that
experience shows that the use of eddy current conmbined with
metric [?] is ineffective to identify to a T the existence of a
crack.

I's this being expanded in use, or is it too
bur densone?

MR LESSER | can tell you |I sat in some neetings
where the rule of the industry is taking the lead in working
with NRR staff in the materials reliability project referred to
as the MRP. They're doing a lot of work in where all the Al oy
600 is in the plant first of all, identifying all the
dissimlar nmetal welds, and trying to identify the best
technology to find these, to gather data.

In fact, one of the pieces of data is the foll ow up

inspection at V.C. Summer which they did this |last spring, so
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there's a ot of work going on there between the industry and
t he agency to find what needs to be done.

MR REYES: The problemtoo in testing is that
there's no baseline. The plants have been operating now for 25
years, 20 years, and this was not done during construction, so
you are going to have a lot of indications, we saw that at
Sunmer, and it could be as sinple as a scratch on the pipe fron
construction, or it could be incipient devel oping of a flaw,
and then you woul d have to dispose of all that |arge volune of
information, so there's sone hesitation fromthe industry from
a practical point of viewon if we this then what are we goi ng
to do, is the regular going to inmpose us to stay shut down
until we anal yze every one, so that's part of the exchange wth
t he industry.

DR. BONACA: The reason why | was pursuing it, we are
reviewing |icense renewal s, and they depend so significantly on
the quality of the inspections, so | was pursuing that to see
if you have confidence that they have tried hard to do it
right, or if it was sinply an inspection that was maybe split
up somewhat .

MR REYES: Let ne ask Billy to add to that, because
he's been in the teaminspections for all the |license renewal
i nspections in Region I, and we've done the nost, so Billy, do
you want to add to that a little bit.

MR CROMEY: | didn't quite understand what the
guesti on was.

DR. BONACA: W ask you know are doing the regul ar

=
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I icense renewal s, and we depend on these prograns that include
particularly these kinds of inspections for the |icense
renewal s. As the plants are getting ol der these kinds of
things will be getting nore comon, you rmay get nore cracks
that may expand to open a crack, so the point | was trying to
understand is do we understand the cause of this conpletely,
and can we be confident that when the next |icense renewal
application cones in and they say yes, we have performed in-
servi ce inspections that we can be confident of that.

MR. CROALEY: | think a | ot depends upon what cones
out and what's going on in the industry. W're trying to
under st and what needs to be done to get the best inspection, do
we need to add eddy current. You know, if so, a lot of work
has to determ ne what the acceptance criteria are.

So | feel like with the NRC and the industry together
| ooking at this issue and determ ning the best inspection
nmet hods, you know, we can be confident we're doing everything
we can to preclude passing sonething like this up

MR. REYES: The utilities are very sensitive to this
for a lot of reasons in ternms of having to put the unit out of
service for long periods of tine. W' ve seen a lot of work in
trying to identify it early, and I'mlooking at Billy here, but
we feel confortable with the extent of what they have done, but
this Eddi ker & Tussen [?] is still an issue on the table.

The biggest issue fromwhere | sit is comng up with
an acceptance criteria that the industry and the regul ator can

agree on, because it becones a practical matter once you get
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all the information, what do | do with all this information

DR BONACA: | just have this |ast conmrent to make,
but | just thought of a question. You nentioned the root cause
was TWSC, and it was allowed to propagate right through the
whol e nozzle. That's a long process, and it just goes to the
heart of the issues of |icense renewal because there's a crack
that's going to elongate through a long tinme, and we depend on
t hose prograns for saying yes with confidence, we have
confidence that we can go 20 nore years with that plant. And
we are likely to see sone of these issues crop up nore
frequently now as the plants are getting ol der

MR. ROSEN. What was the agency's response to al
this? If we're getting this kind of finding in nore than a few
questions it could put into question the whol e process.

MR. LESSER: At this point the agency has not put out
any new regul ations or requirenents for that, and there was
sone uni queness in V.C. Sunmer. This was field welding versus
shop wel di ng.

But as | said, we're in the process of |ooking at the
generic --

MR. ROSEN:. Excuse me. Are you saying that this was
the only field wel ded pipe in the region?

MR LESSER | didn't say that.

MR. REYES: On the location of the large line, the
hot legs and cold legs, this was the only one that was started
and finished by hand -- is that right? -- and all the errors

were grinded out. Fromthere on they started the automatic
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wel di ng process on the other |legs at the station.

MR ROSEN: At V.C. Summer.

MR REYES: At this station.

MR. ROSEN: You have 33 plants out there.

MR REYES: Yeah.

MR. ROSEN: How wi despread was that kind of manual
operation? is the next question.

MR. REYES. 1In the early days it was conmon.

MR, ROSEN:  Conmmon.

MR. REYES:. |In the early days.

MR LESSER This was field welded with -- the other
thing was multiple welder errors.

MR. ROSEN. That was the situation that was at the
root cause of this, not PWSCC, which is field-welded, nmulti-
repai red nozzles is comon, so --

MR REYES: Well, the licensees, because we need to
foll ow on your question --

MR CROAMEY: Not all of themwere field welded, not
all the dry netallic welds were field wel ded.

MR. ROSEN: Common doesn't nean all; comon neans
hal f, or every plant m ght have one or two, so that should be
t he focus of what you're thinking about.

MR REYES: Knowing that, the utilities took that
information, and they can tell fromtheir records which one was
what we call a problematic during construction, neaning it had
to be repaired many tines, and grinding, and all that, and they

went in and specifically | ooked at those, and the results we
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have back we haven't seen this again, it doesn't mean that we
won't, but they realized that if you have all these conditions
you are nore likely to have a problem and they have been
| ooki ng at that.

The industry was really taken aback by this his event
because of its inplication, and we have a |ot of PWRs in Region
1, so we have followed this closely.

| guess tinme will tell, but so far we haven't seen
sonething simlar.

MR ROSEN: But | wouldn't take a |ot of confort from
that, because this was just the fall of 2000, and so it's the
sunmer of 2002 and not nuch tinme has el apsed. Wen you think
about crack propagation rates and the kinds of --

MR REYES: And | was thinking of the older units
that are nore likely to experience this, and we have a few of
those here. So far -- they actually |ooked, they went and
| ooked at this situation, and it hasn't shown up. Doesn't mean
we're not going to see it.

MR LESSER  Cetting back to the other cracks that
were found, the second bullet, when they did renove this spool
pi ece and examined it they used eddy current, and they found
other cracks in the unit with eddy current shall ow cracks, and
as part of their extent of condition | ooked at the other | oops
with eddy current, and they found cracks there, generally
shal | ow cracks of the size-length of about a quarter inch to
about six tenths of an inch was about the size.

The |icensee back in 2000 did a structural integrity
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anal ysis that was submtted tot NRR staff who reviewed that and
accepted those flaws as is for one cycle of operation with the
under standi ng that they would go back at the next outage and
i nspect.

And so V.C. Summer's next outage was just this |ast
spring. They did two things. They not only went back and
i nspected, relooked at the "B and 'C hot |egs, but they also
di d mechani cal stress inprovenent process.

This is actually a clanmp that's put on the weld, and
they actually conpress that, squeeze the pipe to try to
elimnate the tensile stresses on the inside dianmeter of the
pi pe.

MR. REYES: What it does, it changes the surface on
the inside of the pipe and the weld there, the starting
| ocati on of the PWSCC.

MR. LESSER: And actually they're using about 20,000
pounds of pressure to actually plastically deformthe weld, the
pi pe about 1 percent and actually get a 1-inch reduction in
ci rcunference of the pipe.

They did this on the "B and 'C hot |legs. W had an
i nspector observe sonme of those activities, and NRC research
al so had their contractor who was on the original specia
i nspection team cone back to V.C. Summer and | ook at the new,
the | ater nondestructive exam nation activities that they were
doing. They inspected 'B and 'C hot |egs before nmechanica
stress inmprovenent and after mechanical stress inprovenent.

DR SHACK: Do other licensees, your BW I|icensees in
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Region Il use MSIP?

MR. LESSER: It has been used in -- yes, it has been
used in the past on BWRs, yes.

MR REYES: This is the first PWR that we know of.
This is the first BWR that we know of that it's been used on

MR LESSER  The eddy current inspections this year
showed good correlation with the results of 2000. There were
no new indications in 'B and 'C' and basically any changes in
l ength that they observed they attribute that to neasurenent
uncertainties and different technologies. And the |icensee
concl uded, and the NRC concluded there was no growth in the
crack length for any of those. There's four indications that
follow, a total of four indications in the 'B and 'C hot
| egs.

And the NRC staff approved V.C. Summer for start-up
for another, one nore cycle of operation, again with the
understanding they will do another inspection at the next
out age.

MR. REYES: This is the best data we're going to have
on eddy current testing on this application, so everybody is
| ooking at it very closely.

DR. BONACA: The other plants out there that find
cracks, they're not doing this stress relief operation, they're
not being conmtted to i nspect every cycle and so on, so we
will see. But you're telling ne that the inspection techniques
are being inproved.

MR REYES: Yeah, specifically for the known causes
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or contributing causes at Summer |ike the articulated sled and
t he position of the sensor, being sensitive about field welds
that had a lot of grinding, a lot of rework, and things like
t hat .

That intelligence, | think Summer brought that to the
light, and we've seen that on the field work.

MR LEITCH Wuld you think that the mechanica
stress inmprovenent woul d destroy sonme evidence of the crack
gromh rate? Wuld they still be able to | ook at these cracks
and get meani ngful crack growth data with the nmechanical stress
i mprovenent ?

MR REYES: 1'Il ask Billy. Billy, do you have a --
Do you understand the question?

MR. CROALEY: We should arrest any crack growth, but
| guess as we continue to inspect these welds in the future we
will find out. |If the nechanical stress inprovenment does what
you expect, you should stop the grow h.

DR. SHACK: In fact, in theory you should be able to
see it easier because it should blunt the crack which neans
your chances of getting a crack tip reflection are actually
i mproved. That's the theory at any rate.

MR LESSER Let me nove on to Bulletin 2001-01,
control rod drive nechani smvessel penetration, cracking and
tenmporary instruction status.

W have been doing the tenporary instruction which is
gathering data and inspecting |licensee activities as they

i mpl enent this bulletin, the bulletin inspections.
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It is being performed by the resident inspectors
and/ or regional experts in nondestructive exam nations. That

nmeans basically the licensee is going to do a visual, pretty

much we' Il have resident inspectors do the tenporary
instruction. |If they're going to be using volunetric
techni ques we will have one of our DRS inspectors do the

tenporary instruction.

The current status, the Bin 1 plants, these were
defined by the tenporary instruction. Bin 1 were those plants
that at the tinme of the bulletin had already had active
cracking. Qur only plant in Unit 2 was Cconee. All three
Oconee units have shown thru-wall cracks, have penetrations.
We have done the tenporary instruction on Units 1 and 3, and
Unit 2 we will do it this fall.

Bin 2, those were plants that were within five
effective full power years of the reference plant, Cconee 3,
and we have done the tenporary instruction on both the North
Anna and Surrey units.

North Anna 2 and Surrey 1 both had cracks that were
repaired. Robinson, we will do the Tl this fall

MR. LEITCH  You said North Anna and Surrey both had
cracks that were repaired?

MR. LESSER: Yes, North Anna 2 and Surrey 1.

MR LEITCH And the other units have been | ooked at,
and no cracks found?

MR LESSER That's correct.

MR LEITCH And how many cracks were in the units
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t hat were repaired?

MR REYES: Wiile he's |looking for that --

MR LESSER |'ve forgot the nunber

MR. ROSEN: W have a special interest in that,
because North Anna and Surrey are currently up for |icense
renewal .

MR REYES: Correct. But they have purchased reactor
vessel heads, and they will be replaced in 2004. W have eight
-- what | was going to tell you while Mark is |ooking for the
nunbers -- we have eight units that have announced head vesse
repl acenents, the three Cconee, Crystal River, and the four --
the two Surrey and the two North Anna.

In fact, going back to our strategic work force
pl anning, starting in 2003 other than Davis Bessie will be the
first region that's going to go into a very heavy schedul e of
spring-fall, spring-fall, spring-fall replacenment of vessel
heads.

Sone of those include cuts into containnent,
containnent will be cut. 1In fact, the top of the containnent
will be cut in sone cases to get themin. So our engineering
resources starting in '03 are going to be very taxed.

MR. ROSEN. It seens to ne this is not a regiona
probl em

MR REYES: No, no.

MR. ROSEN. | nean that's a whol e new ball gane,
cutting into containnents and things Iike that, so it's not

just head replacenment, and you need to get sone input from
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headquarters.

MR. REYES. We've done it before. The steam
generat or replacenent at Surrey, Turkey Point, and Robi nson
requi red contai nment cuts.

MR ROSEN: | don't mean to interrupt. | don't think
one contai nnment cut is not equal to another containment cut.
Contai nment cuts, sone cuts are a specialty art.

MR. REYES:. Yeah, and we went through Surrey one
bef ore when they replaced the two generators, and so we'll have
to go through all that again.

MR ROSEN. To nme it's nore |ike original
construction, and your expertise have to be -- how should | say
-- not as vigorous as they once were.

MR. REYES: Correct. W are very fortunate that we
have people like Billy Crowl ey and others who were in those
days. And our intention, just so you now part of the
strategic work force plan is every one of these activities wll
have an experienced inspector who's done it before, and they
are going to be acconpani ed by a designated person who wil |
have had upon designated to have been through concrete schoo
and all those things, and will be the designated person to take
this --

MR. ROSEN:. Rebar.

MR. REYES:. Yeah, rebar. So we have a very heavy
period of work com ng on because of all the announced reactor
vessel heads repl acenents.

MR LESSER | think to answer your question, North
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Anna 2 had three thru-wall |eaks, and Surrey 1 had two thru-
wal | | eaks.

DR SHACK: |Is Cconee the only one with |leaks that's
been rei nspect ed?

MR, LESSER  Yes.

DR. SHACK: When's the next reinspection conm ng up
for some of these that had | eaks?

MR REYES: North Anna 1 is comng into a full outage
on Septenber, and --

DR. SHACK: Because it was rather surprising you
didn't have nore | eaks.

MR. REYES: In Region Il we don't have anybody in
that situation, but there may be sone in other regions.

There was not | eaks every place. In these eight I
tal ked to you about they basically decided, it's a business
nodel decision, the time out of service for the station and the
cost of doing the NDE and the repairs both from noney and
exposure. In a business nodel the decision is quick, you spend
$10 mllion to buy a new one and get it over with, and that's
why | think you're going to see nore and nore.

DR. BONACA: Most of the cracks were axial; right?
The ones you di scussed.

MR. REYES: You nean the ones that we found | eaking?

DR BONACA: Yeah.

MR LESSER  Sone of them have been circunference,
and sone of them have been axial. Mst of themare axial.

MR REYES: One or two of them




© 00 N o o A~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R PP PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 43

MR ROSEN. Tell me a little bit about what you saw.
Was this popcorn boric acid deposits?

MR, LESSER  Yes.

MR. ROSEN. In every case, or thru-wall cracks? Was
it identified fromthe boric acid deposits, and | ater confirned
by volunetric inspection?

MR REYES: |'mlooking at Billy. The ones that |'m
aware of, the pictures that |I've seen, you have a little bit of
boric acid deposit, you can describe it as popcorn, and we can
get you some of the pictures.

And then the question is where did that conme from
and then you go and do the NDE frominside the vessel head and
confirmeither axial or circunferential, depending.

| think we only had one circunferential, and North
Anna had two. | think that's correct.

MR LESSER  You know, when they visually |ook at the
head with either renote optics or sonething you can see boric
acid crystal around the nozzle, around the four-inch nozzle, if
t hat has been squeezed up fromthe annulus fromthe bottom of
t he vessel

Now, part of the bulletin is they have to be able to
show that in fact there's enough roomin this interference bit
that will nmove up and nake itself known there. Al the plants
may not necessarily be able to show that, and if they can't
show that then they can't call thenselves -- they can't cal
that a qualified visual inspection. They have to -- if they're

in a higher susceptibility category they would have go to in
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and do volunetric inspections.
MR REYES: But the pictures are very telling. |
mean you |l ook at it and right away you know it's boric acid,
popcorn kind of shape, and you right away know you have to go

under neat h.

MR ROSEN: | believe -- and I'lIl ask the other side
of the question -- if it doesn't show that do you know
anyt hi ng?

MR, REYES: No.

MR ROSEN: It could still be going on?

MR REYES: Yes, that's correct.

MR ROSEN: It could be still cracked, certainly it
could be -- not thru-wall, but the next question is could you

have a thru-wall crack and it doesn't show at the surface?

| have exam ned that question several different ways
in several different forunms, and the answer | typically get is
if you have a thru-wall crack it will show on the surface, and
| was wondering what you think

MR LESSER Well, no, | don't believe that's the
staff's position. | believe that you have to be able to also
show anal ytically and with as-built dinmensions that the
interference, the nozzle though the head will in fact expand
when you're heated up and there will be an annulus to all ow
that to travel.

There is sonme thought that, you know, that if it's
too tight you may not see it bubble up there.

MR REYES: | don't know what the answer is to the
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gquestion, but | can tell you what the answer is to the problem
replace the head with different material, and that's what | am
-- you know, as far as | can tell that's why you have eight
vessel heads in Region Il already lined up for replacenent.

' mjust giving you --

MR. ROSEN: If I'm wearing your noccasins, Luis, |
would be a little bit unconfortable about a clean inspection
because it it's clear to me that that crack would not be
damagi ng the head w t hout showi ng boric acid deposits on the
surface.

MR, REYES: Correct.

MR. ROSEN: | have never been fully apprised of that.

MR REYES: You have to use several things that get
you to the confort factor. One is the equation that gets you
tois it alikely situation to be occurring or not, and we
learned -- and I'mno expert on this -- we learned fromthe
French that we may have to nodify our equations a little bit,
but | agree with you. But | think if you do a visual and you
don't have any nore gaps in it, then by analytical you don't
think it's likely either I think you have reason to believe
it's okay.

Now, we have a lot of plants that are not in that
category, and that's why | think you'll see the replacenment of
t he vessel heads, and as far as |I'mconcerned that's the only
answer .

| think you're going to see a lot of replacenent

vessel heads coming up. Once the first ten or twelve get it
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pretty nmuch done and all the | essons |earned are there, | think
you're going to see nore utilities going in that direction.

| have several executives who have told ne that
they're going in that direction, they're just trying to figure
the timng.

DR BONACA: Those are only the ones in the highest
susceptibility category, so the internediate they woul d not
jump to that conclusion yet. | think with the questions that
Steve is pursuing | think that's very significant. One could
say why not have an automatic inspection of all those
internmediate class to get a sense of where you are unless the
decision is made to replace the head, which I don't think is
going to be made for nobst of us.

MR LESSER | think you're right, because the Bin 4
pl ants for exanple, some of the projections show -- corrosion
is a function of time and tenperature, and if they have a | ower
head tenperature the likelihood of corrosion and the corrosion
rate is going to be nmuch snmaller, and some of the nodels are
showing it may be many, nmany, nmany years past their |icense
where they would start to see this, so it will be the ones that
are susceptible first.

MR. REYES: The ones in the top tier are going to go
to the bottom because they're going to put new vessel heads
with new material, and then what used to be in the mddle is
now your top concern as a regul ator

DR. BONACA: | nmean it seens to ne is the opposite

situation. The burden is to denpnstrate that there is a
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concern with the boiler head.

MR ROSEN:. | asked of the MRP, Don Refus, and he
showed ne a chart applying the tenperature, conpliance, and
various things, and he told us how all these points seened to
be consistent with the nodel, the tinme and tenperature nodel,
and | asked himwhat woul d not be consistent with tine and
temperature, and he pointed to a plant, a | owtenperature
plant, or a |owtenperature region on the graph and said if we
get a crack in one of those we'll go back to square one in
designing the system So | think that's what we will be
| ooking for.

And you're right, the picture will change as people
change heads, but it may cone out that those hot |evel, nost
susceptible plants will be rather not susceptible. Even though
they are the nost susceptible in their remaining BW they wll
be rather unsusceptibl e because of their tenperatures.

So then you can go a little bit rel axed except if you
get aa leak in one of those. That's a telltale that says
sonmething is wong with the sinple nodel, and there are nore
factors invol ved here.

MR LEITCH Was there any comonal ity in heat
nunbers of the nozzles having cracks in North Anna and Surrey?

MR LESSER | don't have that information. | think
there's sone site --

MR REYES: | know a little bit about it, the B&W
units. | was told, and | cannot confirmthis, that they were

| ooking at the tube itself, the material for Crystal River,
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Oconee, and Davis Bessie to see if there was a heat of material
was involved init, and | haven't heard the answer whet her
t here was.

MR. LEITCH And | think we heard, if | recal
correctly, that the ones that were cracked at Davis Bessie were
fromthe sanme piece that was common strata, but | don't have
t hat dat a.

MR LESSER  Sone of the open issues still with the
bul l etin, again we have a few plants that we're going to
conplete the tenporary instruction on this fall, and we'll be
all done with that, there are some plants that have not
received a closure letter fromthe NRR NRR is continuing to
review t hat.

And al so how we disposition and docunent the
enforcenent of thru-wall cracks, still we're working through
that to be consistent throughout the region.

And also froma significance determ nation the first
of set of cracks that occurred at Cconee, we considered that we
used enforcenent discretion, the second set of cracks we would
consi der those, but that's still predecision.

And | think we tal ked, we were tal ki ng about vessel
head repl acenents. Oconee is starting with the spring of 2003
they're going to replace Unit 3; Crystal River in the fall of
'03. | didn't put North Anna up there, but North Anna and
Surrey we've got sone indications that they' re planning to
repl ace their heads.

W are planning to go -- the Cconee heads are
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currently, they were fabricated in Japan, they're currently at
the B&W facility in Canada. A couple of ny staff is planning
on a visit of that facility in July along with NRR to observe
basically sone of the fabrication of the heads.

Wth that that concludes ny presentation. Are there
any ot her questions or discussion?

MR. ROSEN:. |Is the head fabrication in your
under st andi ng going to be very much |i ke what we've got now? |

mean is it a straight fit on those nozzl es?

MR. LESSER: | believe so. They would be using Al oy
690.

MR. ROSEN: Are the fabrication techniques still the
same?

MR. LESSER. | don't know a |lot about it, to tell you
the truth. |1'mmaking the assunption it is.

MR ROSEN:. Clearly if that's what we're doing we
want to know a | ot nore about the dinensional fit.

DR. SHACK: O course they will do a baseline
i nspection this tine.

MR. LESSER. Onh, yeah.

DR SHACK: We will get a pre-service inspection.

MR, LESSER. kay. Well, thank you very nuch. Yes.

MR. ROSEN. To come back for a different thing, on
the boric acid inspection progranms, how sensitive do you think
your |icensees are about renoving -- you know, did they |eave
boric acid on susceptible materials? |Is that -- You know,

they did that at Oconee, | nmean at Davis Bessie. Do you know
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that that's going on in your plants that sonewhere they're
| eaving boric acid on materials because they feel it's harnl ess
and they don't want to spend the comand RIMS to get it off?

MR LESSER  You know, that's a good question. |
don't think we've | ooked before Davis Bessie obviously. |
think there's a big difference before and after Davis Bessie
woul d be nmy feeling talking to people, but |I don't think it's
sonet hing that people -- we don't know if they | ooked that hard
at it, and we were relying on their 2002-01 bulletin responses
and then what we do with that.

DR. SHACK: Do you have any feeling for how they
react to tech spec | eakage?

MR, LESSER  Yes.

DR SHACK: Everybody has a one-GPM limt, but what
do they really do, you know, when do they really start to worry
about the | eakage?

MR. LESSER. That's a good question. >From ny
experience, and | think I would probably say generally nost of
the plants nmonitor it and have a baseline unidentified | eakage
that they have seen for a long tine, and when it goes up
there's a bit of a spike well below one GPM even well below a
half to a quarter GPM at some point they say, hey, sonething
has changed in here, let's go in and | ook. They may send
people to go in and | ook-see if they can find sonething.

| think -- you know, ny feeling is that nost of them
are pretty sensitive towards that because they knowit's only

going to get worse once it starts com ng up
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MR ROSEN. Mark, isn't it your experience or the
experi ence of your inspectors that that's not the first
i ndi cation they have of a leak, that the first indication is
typical radiation nmonitoring alarns fromparticul ate or other
sensors in the containnment?

MR LESSER No, | don't know that they're that
sensitive, the rad nonitors are that sensitive to pick up | eaks
at low |l evels about a tenth, or a change in a tenth of a GPM

My experience is that they pick it up, they see
sonet hi ng when they do their three-day unidentified | eakage
calculation is their first sign that somethi ng has changed.

DR. SHACK: When French went through, they wanted to
do | eakage nonitoring on the heads they built a can over it so
they could contain it and then sniff it, so obviously you're
sort of pushing the limts at the kind of |eakage |evels you're
interested in.

MR. ROSEN:. Especially plants that don't have fuel
| eakage probl ens.

MR. LESSER: That's right. That's a big input into
whet her the rad nmonitors will pick it up, absolutely.

Okay. Thank you very nuch.

MR ROSEN: | think that's when our break was
schedul ed. What do you think?

MR. CHRI STIANSON: We were regularly scheduled for a
break from 10:00 to 10:15. |If you would Iike to have a 15-

m nute break we can reconvene at 25 after.

MR. ROSEN:. Yeah, | think that's a good idea. So




© 00 N o o b~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R PP PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 52
we're on break until 25 after ten
[ A brief recess.]

MR CHRI STI ANSON: The next presentation is Plant
Operati ng Experience, Loren Plisco, Director, D vision of
React or Projects.

MR PLISCO Good nor ni ng.

What | would like to do is | was going to give an
overview of plant operating experience in Region Il really fron
an ROP perspecti ve.

"1l give an overview of plant performance show ng
the action matrix, and a sunmery of which cross-performance
i ndi cator thresholds we think here in Region Il, and a sunmary
of our nongreen findings that we've had through the first two
i nspection cycl es.

And then I'm going to ask individual branch chiefs,
they're going to cone up and tal k about some specific -- and |
wasn't going to cover themall, but | picked out sone specific
findings and Pl issues that have cone up that we have run
t hrough the process, and they'll talk a little bit about what
t he technical issue was and how we handled it within the
process.

What | was trying to do is give you an idea of the
ki nds of things that have bubbl ed up out of the programthat
we've had to deal with in the process, the kind of technical
i ssues and the kind of performance indicators.

M5. WESTON: Loren, if | may, do you have in your

packages the printouts for those issues?

=
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MR. ROSEN:. Also, Loren, would you al so indicate how
the regions are doing in terns of not generating fal se
positives in terns of scores on, you know, getting a red when
it really looked to be a yellow. Have there been any Region Il
cases where you said it was yellow and after the regul atory
conference it came out |esser than that, or greater than that?

MR. PLISCO W have had sone. They either stayed
the sane or they were | esser. None of them went up.

MR ROSEN: |I'minterested in those not because it
changed so nuch, but because clearly there was sonme | ack of
under st andi ng of the actual circunstance that got rectified in
t he process, and that's inefficient, and it's sonething we need
to work -- | don't think you'll ever get a hundred percent on
it, but you need to work to minimze that.

MR PLISCO Well, two of themspecifically we're
going to talk about. | think Kerry is going to tal k about both
of them W had one in security which is another issue.

MR. ROSEN. Well, those are flags for us about sone
process issues that -- you know, nothing against the people,
but it's the process issues |I'mafter.

MR PLISCO And they weren't issues of new
information, they were really issues of assunptions, or nodels
that were used, and then in the discussion with the Iicensee
there was agreenent to either use a different nodel, or
approach in the nodeling.

MR. ROSEN: And the | essons-|earned process was then

generated which puts that in the front end so the next tinme
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t hat kind of thing comes up you don't end up in that sane
pl ace.

MR REYES: W'Ill show you one exanple particularly.

MR, PLISCO And Kerry actually has two he's going to
talk about. One is a Surrey diesel issue which the SDP
anal ysis came out higher, and after the reg conference it ended
up a little way. And then the Sumer-Watts Bar issues, the
sane thing is true. And there's a different story on each one
of those and why that ended up --

MR ROSEN:. |I'minterested in |earning provision for
the staff.

MR PLISCO The other point | wanted to make is that
when | show these summari es the good news and bad news about
the rank oversight process is it's nore real tinme than the
When you | ook on the Wb site, and you | ook at sunmaries of
where the plants are that's as of a certain tinme frame, and if
you |l ook a nonth later, you know, on a day-to-day basis it
changes, which is good because then we have sone current
information rather than SOP you | ook back 18 nonths when you
| ook at the nbst recent SOP it was really whole information
real tinme.

MR. ROSEN: You're giving a plant that's really
solved a |l ot of problens a very bad report.

MR REYES: Two years later you'll see it's --

MR. ROSEN:. Two years later, right.

MR PLISCO But it has caused a few comunication

difficulties, since it is a noving target and there's a | ot of
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information out there, and what's on the Wb site is typically
updated quarterly where the plants are action nmeasures, where
it really can change daily if a new finding comes up, or a new
finding it changes their status, which has been a new
conmuni cation issue we've had to deal wth.

And 1'll show you an exanple on the first slide.

This is a sunmary of where we are nationw de. This was as of
March 31st, the first quarter, and that's what's currently on
the NRC s Wb site.

In Region Il you can see we don't have any plants
that are in the degraded cornerstone or above.

MR. ROSEN: This says you need to be in an even-
nunber ed regi on.

MR PLISCO And | was going to wal k through that
this is a snapshot. W have actually had two plants that have
been in the degraded cornerstone; they're out of it now, and
you're going to hear sone of the discussion when the branch
chiefs tal k about that.

Qconee 1 has been degraded cornerstone and they are
currently out; Farley 2 was degraded cornerstone and they're
currently out. So as | said, it's a noving target. If you | ook
back historically we have had plants in these categori es.

And the same for regulatory response. R ght now we
have three plants, that's Cconee 1 and Surrey 1 and 2, and the
branch chiefs are going to talk about the specifics of the
reasons why they're in there.

But we have had about el even plants that have been in
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and out of that category through the first two inspection
cycl es.

DR PONERS: You have no idea how rmuch nore
ent husi astic | am about your headi ngs, your colunmms than
col ors.

MR. PLISCO And these are what we try to use in the
public neetings when we're trying to communi cate to get away
fromthe col ors.

DR. POAERS: Because those conmuni cate, whereas your
colors don't. This tells you what you're doing, and the colors
just don't.

MR PLISCO Any questions on this overview of where
we are and where the rest of the regions are?

MR LEITCH This is as of the end of March?

MR PLISCO March 31st, that quarter. And it's
updated -- we update the matrix that's on the Wb site at the
end of the quarter.

MR LEITCH The fact that Davis Bessie is not in the
unaccept abl e performance colum --

MR PLISCO Al that neans is it hasn't been
resol ved yet.

MR LEITCH That's still in the pipeline.

MR PLISCO The final finding hasn't been issued yet
as of March 31st is what it neans.

MR LEITCH | think that's one of the issues,

t hough, that we were tal king about that were related to public

comments. |If you showed the public that slide and said this is
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as of March 31st | think they would expect to see one in the
unaccept abl e performance colum, or maybe that's not where it's
going to wind up, but it's unacceptable to ne, though.

MR RISEN: | think they're through with draw ng
concl usions on --

MR LEITCH They're not, that's the point. \Wat |I'm
saying is if you showed this in a public forumit doesn't
exactly instill public confidence when you see there's no
unaccept abl e performance.

MR PLISCO And that was the point | was trying to
make, it's a snapshot at the end of the quarter, and you really
have to | ook at other information to find out where you really
are. And we have an exanple we're going to cover today in
Region 1I1. We actual ly have plant in the degraded cornerstone
as of last week. Harris went into degraded cornerstone. W
issued a white finding | ast Thursday that gave them two
mtigating system cornerstones which puts themin the degraded
cornerstone, and CGeorge is going to talk about the technical
i ssues that put themthere, but in fact this just happened | ast
Thursday. So it says zero, but we have one now.

MR REYES: In tw weeks, June 30th when the next
quarter rolls over it will show that.

MR PLISCO It will show that, yeah, sure.

This is a sunmary for the Region Il plans where
i censees have crossed the Pl thresholds during the first two
assessnment cycl es.

MR. ROSEN: That's inpenetrable for ne.
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MR PLISCO | was going to explain that.

The colum on the left are the cornerstones. It's
initiating events, mtigating systens, barriers, energency
pr epar edness, radi ol ogical protection, occupationa
radi ol ogi cal protection, public, and physical protection, the
seven cornerstones. | was trying to get it all on one slide.
"' mqguilty.

MR ROSEN. It's just alittle to short for ne.

MR PLISCO [|'maguilty.

And as you can see, nost of our activity has been in
mtigating systens. That's where a |lot of our inspection
effort is focused.

In the Pls there were a |ot issues especially early
on with interpreting how to do that performance indicator, how
t hey collect the data, what counted and what didn't count, and
there's actually ongoing work that the program office has in
place to try to address sone of the problens that were in that
per formance i ndi cator.

But as you can see in the first cycle we had five
crossed thresholds in that performance indicator. W' re going
to tal k about sonme of those when the branch chiefs tal k about
the specific issues, they will give you sonme exanpl es of the
ki nds of things that cross thresholds and why they cross the
t hr eshol ds.

One | wasn't going to speak too nmuch about when the
branch chiefs talk is in the barrier. W did have three cases,

you can see two in the first cycle and one in the second.
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Those were RCS | eakage issues, and that's been interesting fron
a public confidence-public comunication issue. That PI
threshol d, the white/green threshold is only 50 percent of the
tech spec limt, so you can have a plan as a white issue that
t hey can continue to run, but the problens are still there.
That's been a little bit of a comunications issue.

W respond, we do extra inspections, and they still
haven't even reached the tech spec. But that was one of the
Pls that had a | ot of debate early on, should we have a
performance indicator. That was a discussion of making sure we
had sonet hing that showed the public where our plants were as
far as what their system | eakage was, and that was the
t hreshol d that was picked.

And that green-white threshold was really intended to
be | think a 95 percent outlier threshold, and that's why they
pi cked the 50 percent. But we do have problens in risk
conmuni cation with the public on why the agency is responding
when they haven't even reached the tech spec.

MR. ROSEN. Remind nme, is that a 50 percent of
unidentified or identified?

MR, PLISCO It's identified, 50 percent of
identified | eakage.

In a couple cases there was val ve | eakage, a packi ng
| eak, or a pressure seal type |eak that exceeded the 50 percent
of the tech spec, and that drove that into the white threshol d.

| also want to nmention since January 1st we haven't

had any new, this is all we've had since March, two inspection

=}
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cycles and the current one that we started January 1st.

The next, this is inspection findings, the nine green
findings that have been issued during the first two assessment
cycles, and again you can see nbst of our activity is in
mtigating systens.

W' re going to talk about all the specific issues
that are listed here, the six mtigating systens issues, and
t he one physical protection issue. That was a Farley issue
that Steve is going to tal k about.

And as | nentioned, we've had a one new finding, that

was the issue at Harris, and we'll tal k about the technical
issues related to that. It was a foreign material issue at
Harris, and that was a white finding in mtigating systens. It

was just |ast week we issued that.

M5. WESTON: Let me ask you a question. The first
quarter 2002 had a yellow, there were none in this region, but
you're showi ng the end of the year, not first quarter 2002.
Any particul ar reason?

MR PLISCO Well, what we're trying to depict on
here is conpleted cycles. The January one just started. |
nmean it will go through Decenber. And | nentioned what has
changed the first couple nonths in the first quarter, but |
didn't show it on here because it really had only been three
weeks.

MR REYES: |If you see the dates at the top, we
deci ded, the agency decided to change what we call the cycle of

assessnment to end-of-year, end of cal endar year, so the
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headi ngs are different because we as an agency shifted to the
year cal endar

MR PLISCO This year is going to be a full cal endar
year inspection cycle. W did that to sort of bal ance the
wor kl oad in regions of the assessnent cycle, to get out of the
fiscal year because our workload in the regi ons when we did the
assessnents at the end of the year was laying on top of the end
of the budget year, and appraisals, and everything el se, and we
shifted to a cal endar year cycle for the inspection program

MR. ROSEN: Now | understand what you're doing here.

My corment is really about tell ne about the ones
that shifted fromyellow to white, really about the inspection
part.

MR. REYES: Those are the exanpl es we have.

MR PLISCO W'Ill talk about sone of those.

Any questions from an overvi ew standpoint? The

branch chiefs will talk about some of the specific finding

i ssues.

MR. ROSEN: You know, | do have an overvi ew comment.
Let's just go back one slide. I'ma little bit slower than you
are.

Just | ooking at the pattern of findings of mtigating
systens, not in the other place --

MR REYES: You nean why? |Is that the question?
Wy ?

MR ROSEN:. No. | don't even know how to fornul ate

the question. It just seens so narrow.
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MR REYES: W have taken a hard | ook at that. |If
you get another region you'll see a different spread. For
exanmple, in Region IV they've been having a | ot of energency
prepar edness kind of findings, and if you do that table for
Region 1V you'll see yellows and whatnot in NEP.

W have taken a | ook at our program and the program
of fice comes and takes a | ook when there's a difference in
terms of the population or findings fromthe regions to try to
see is there sonething that's being told here, and we haven't
been able to correlate it either, so if you have an answer
we'll work on it because we think it's hard to nmake sone
correlations in sone of the other areas, but we don't have an
answer why one region will have a different spread than another
regi on.

MR. PLISCO And we have findings of other regions,
but none that have crossed the threshold.

MR. ROSEN: Well, clearly mtigating synptons, that's
the readi ness of the plant to deal with transient actions.
That's really inportant.

DR. POAERS: It's also the area that you woul d hope
that the NRC i nspectors are focusing nost of their attention
on.

MR. ROSEN: True. And why is his region so good and
all the other places have only one finding.

DR. POAERS: Well, again, you don't want to get too
excited about a small sanple.

MR ROSEN: True. Al |I'mexpressing is nmy --
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MR REYES: W have | ooked at --

DR. POAERS: It seens to nme nmuch nore inpressive to
me actually as being the fact that we actually get findings in
the colors other than green out of the system at about the rate
that we kind of anticipated we woul d get themthe system was
set up. | think that's the real take-home |esson at this stage
in the experience with it, because experience is just too short
to start drawi ng patterns and concl usi ons.

MR REYES: To give you one thing that ny bosses have
done, and they have net with INPO, the senior managers neeting
bet ween NRC and I NPO, and they have asked INPO to take their
pl ants, group them geographically |like the regions, and | ook at
t he rankings that they give them |INPO 1s, 2s, 3s, and 4s.

There is a correlation, there is a general
correlation. W at the agency are trying to nmake sure that in
fact we're inplenenting all the prograns the right way, and we
have exchanged with the other regions to do inspections to try
toif we're doing things differently and all that, and --

MR ROSEN. | think it's the right thing to do, and
|"mtrying to sit here and say now suppose that you came back
with no correlation how would you react to it, and are we being
overly confident when we see there's a correl ation.

MR REYES: Right. And it just --

MR, ROSEN. And it's a small sanple.

MR REYES: But I'mjust trying to note we have asked
t he sanme question in trying to find out other ways to nake sure

that we are --
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MR. ROSEN: | nean | think you have to do that, I
think it's unavoidable, but | don't think I would expect
anything to come out of it until you have |ike five or six
years of experience, and especially at first when you get a big
perturbation you |l earning, |icensees |earning, everybody

| earning, definitions kind of floating a little bit, things

i ke that.

MR REYES: 1'Il give you an exanple. There's a
randommess on the barrier, those three -- on the barriers is
the PI what |I'mthinking about -- it basically was equi pnent

that started | eaking, and for a while we had three units, three
di fferent conmponents and they just started |eaking, and the

pl ant eventually shut down and replaced the whole -- there
doesn't seemto be a relationship there. W probably don't see
any for a while, and then we have three.

MR ROSEN: | nean that's exactly what we're trying
to do is get sone indication. The telling thing is if you
could in doing the root cause analysis you found that there was
sonething deficient in their corrective action programthat was
leading to this. If you don't, then you say, well, fair
enough, and then it eventually works its way out of the rolling
aver age and what not .

MR PLISCO And we did find that in one case. It
was a -- one of the rack system Pl hits was North Anna, they
had a rack and system and system bypass val ve packi ng | eak.

| think when our inspectors went back and | ooked at

it they didn't have a programto replace the packing.
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MR. REYES: That was a real problem

MR. PLISCO It had been in there fifteen years or
sonething. That's what the probl em was.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, that's what you wanted to do. |
mean it works, score one for the -- take a structuralist view,
Steve. Quit taking the rationalist view This is a
structuralist program

MR ROSEN:. | ama rationalist with structural
t endencies; you are a structuralist with rational tendencies.

[ Laught er. ]

MR REYES: | just wanted you to know that we raised
t he same question, the agency senior nanagenent raises the sane
questions all the tinme naking sure that we're not m ssing
sonet hi ng.

MR ROSEN: Yeah, | think you need to pass sw nderize
[?] and | ook at the patterns, but not draw too nmuch fromit
ri ght about now.

MR. PLISCO  Some people would al so say, especially
for the inspector findings, if you laid on top of that how many
hours were spent in each of those categories the bulk is in
mtigating systens, so some people would say that's where you
spend your hours, that's where you're going to define the
i ssues.

DR PONERS: And where thou | ooks thou will find.

DR LARKINS: The nore you conpare DIE for mtigating
systens, how does that rack up?

MR. PLISCO | don't know the percentage, but we have
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sone inspectors here and | think they can tell you nost of the
areas that they look at is in mtigating systens, when we | ook
at mai nt enance and operation --

MR REYES: The real significance is there, so it
t akes you there.

MR PLISCO  Steve.

MR CAHI LL: M nane is Steve Cahill, I'ma branch
chief over the Southern Conpany plants. | took over that
branch right before even the ROP, so | have been with them al
t hrough this cycle.

It started out well when we entered the ROP Farl ey
had all green performance indicators and we were in the
| i censee response band, but very quickly just a couple weeks
into it we had an issue cone up, and that was their first
status for the Pls, it was the first quarter of the cal endar
year with data they submtted at the end of April

They wound up having a white performance indicator
that affected both units. It was on emergency AC power on
availability, and it crossed the white threshold.

DR LARKINS: Excuse ne. Both units where?

MR CAHI LL: Everything I'mtalking about it just
Farl ey.

That's in the mtigating systens cornerstone, and as
the slide says the cause of it going across the line was fault
exposure hours. They were doing sonme 18-nonth surveillance as
it failed, and it was a |ong-duration surveillance, and so the

fault exposure hours at that tine were T over 2, and nine
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nonths at a tine those added up very quickly.

W wind up for our process we told themwe were
coming in and do a supplenental, and we had our resident
i nspectors do our supplenental inspection 95001 which basically
is just verifying their root cause, and they come up with the
appropriate corrective actions.

W | ooked into that and concl uded they adequately
addressed that. And we al so had a regul atory perfornmance
nmeeting with themfor the first white in the regulatory
performance colum. It was just a nmeeting with nmyself and the
pl ant manager .

The Pl returned to green about a year later, so that
in and of itself was not that significant, but when we go on to
t he next one very shortly after that -- and this was actually
sonething Luis took a lot of pride in -- in the next period,
the first period, basically the second quarter of cal endar year
2000 Farl ey recogni zed that they had a | ot of issues going on
with all the speed work, and in this case the PIs called heat
renoval , and they had had sone surveillance failures, they were
havi ng sonme fault exposure hours they already knew were adding
into their Pl calculation, and they had a performance problem
that lingered for a while.

Basically they knew beforehand that their data
submttal was going to cross that white threshold. And this is
data they were not supposed to submit until July, so we engaged
early on this. They basically admtted that it had crossed the

threshold, and we initiated our process.
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This also -- this only affected Unit 2, but it also
is amtigating systens cornerstone, so knowi ng that the white
Pl would be in that mtigating systens cornerstone two white
Pls constitutes a degraded cornerstone.

The root causes of this were also pretty nuch
simlar. W went and -- we started out doing -- there's a |ot
of comment thenes, preventive nai ntenance and mai ntenance rul e
[imtations, so we started out doing our suppl enment al
i nspection 95002 on this. Again, we were letting the residents
do it.

And the difference between the first suppl enental,
the 01 we did versus the 02 was it |ooks at their root cause
and their corrective actions, but it takes a broader scope of
it and al so | ooks at an extending condition, how broad is this
probl em

And when the residents finished that phase of the
i nspection they cane up with a couple of commopn thenmes in the
mai nt enance rule limtation.

And so we wound up doing this inspection in two
parts, the proposed and actually inplenmented a second part of
the inspection with a DRS, division of reactor safety
speci alist going in and | ooking at their maintenance rule
i npl emrentation. So we actually show two separate inspection
reports for this one inspection.

Agai n we concluded that Farley's perfornmance in
addressed the root causes and devel oping corrective acti on was

accept abl e.
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Also in the course of this after the residents had
concluded their portion of the inspection, but before the
specialists came in we held for our action matrix a regul atory
per formance neeting, and Loren actually chaired that. It was a
hi gher | evel when the action matrix was the integrated
cor ner st one.

This was a public nmeeting where we basically
initiated dial ogue with Farley's plant nmanagenent on what the
i ssues were.

And after we conpleted those suppl enental inspections
and did our performance neeting that conpleted our actions for
the integrated cornerstone and the action matrix, and that PI
also returned to green in the first quarter of cal endar year
2001.

In the fall of 2000 we had another Pl that crossed
the threshold. This was the initiating events cornerstone that
was the Unit 1 on the plant power changes Pl, so the fact that
it was in a different cornerstone I think interacts with the
other one, so it was basically a single white Pl in isolation,
so we went in and did the sane IP that we did the first tine
around which is our I P 95001.

The cause of this Pl crossing the threshold -- and
this is another one that they knew they were heading this
direction and initiated dialogue with us, they were being very
open and up front -- they had a | ot of cooling tower problens.
Those aren't sonething that we would normally focus nuch

i nspection resources on, and Farley had not focused a | ot of
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their resources in maintaining them so they actually had
portions of their cooling tower collapse, and they wound up
t aki ng si x unpl anned power changes in this year period the PI
cal cul ates, and four of those were directly due to the cooling
towers.

And their obvious corrective action plan out of that
was they're doing a whol esal e cooling tower replacenent. They
have not inplenented that. They did short-termrepairs, but
they will be replacing their cooling towers next year

MR PLISCO They're just the old wooden style, just
col | apsi ng.

MR. ROSEN: How old are they now?

MR CAHI LL: They're original.

MR. REYES:. Yeah, 30-some-odd years. These are | ow
profile mechanical drive cooling towers, and their sides are
made out of wood, and wood and water for 25 years gets you into
troubl e.

MR. CAHILL: This was a fairly easily-understood
issue, so we elected to have the resident do the supplenenta
i nspecti on.

MR REYES: They knew t hey needed to do the work, but
t hey delayed it, and they made sone assunptions, and it didn't
turn out that way.

MR PLISCO But again | think this is a success of
the ROP. This is an area where we may have handled it
differently in the old program You know, cooling towers, BOP

we really wouldn't have said nmuch. But now with the inpact of
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| ooki ng nore at risk, and the power changes, and transients
they had to do sonething to fix it.

MR LEITCH Interesting you bring it up. W heard
yesterday that Watts Bar took a scram several nonths ago due to
a cooling tower fill problem It's kind of the same type
situation.

MR CAHILL: One issue that came up a little with
this point, Farley was very sensitive that they had crossed the
t hreshol d, and obvi ously wanted to get back to green, so they
wer e preplanning several down powers in the future for any
future cooling tower problens, and they were trying to make it
so that they wouldn't have to take future Pl hits.

Basi cally once they crossed the white threshol d they
started | ooking very closely at the criteria and maki ng sure
t hey understood them and could do everything possible to nake
sure they didn't have to take future hits. So there was a | ot
of di al ogue between us on letting things just fall where they
may versus the fresh views of managi ng the PIs.

MR. ROSEN: When the licensees nowreally start
t hi nki ng about these PIs and start managi ng their way around
the Pls to nme what | see is not -- this is not managi ng the
indicators; this is really managing the risk because they end
up doing things that result in no unplanned power changes, or
fewer of them and that is not just managing indicators.
That's nmanaging the real stuff. That's what | like to call
chi cken, not feathers. It matters.

I think the behaviors you see out of this systemare
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the ones we intended to pronote.

MR REYES: | think that the exanples we're show ng
you, and we share the view, is that the ROP has really
hi ghl i ghted issues that perhaps may not have been hi ghlighted
before, but nore than that, it has changed their behaviors, or
rei nforced certain behaviors, and you see the plants com ng out
of the white PIs and white findings and go to the green, after
doing a review and changing the way they do business. So it's
been successful .

DR. POAERS: Surely you're not suggesting, Steve,
that we're managing the culture of the plant.

MR ROSEN:. They're managi ng their behavior, and
behavior is a part of culture.

MR. PLISCO | do have to say we did have sone
di scussion with Farley. What they did after they had sone of
t hese cooling tower cracks is their original procedure had been
to do down powers of nore than 20 percent, and after they hit
the threshol d they changed their procedure to do 19 percent
power reducti on.

MR. ROSEN: That sounds a lot nore |ike feathers than
it does chicken.

[ Laught er . ]

MR REYES: But eventually -- you know, that was
short-term managenent controlling the PlI, but eventually they
realized they had to nove up the whole project on fixing the
cooling tower, and they actually did some tenporary repairs

t hat solved the short-term problemawaiting for the material to
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do the full scope.

MR ROSEN: | woul d suspect that at |east the staff
have enough sensitivity and sophistication to be able to detect
the difference between feathers and chicken, and to make your
vi ews known when you think that they're fooling around with the
feat hers too nuch

MR. REYES: W do.

MR CAHI LL: And the residents are invaluable in
that. They're the ones that are seeing this firsthand.

MR REYES: Because they actually sit down on the
neeti ngs and deci de where the discussions are going on, and you
know ri ght away.

MR ROSEN: And it gets painfully obvious to the
|icensee that that's not what you intended, that's not the
behavi ors you were intending to pronote, so they don't wan to
be in that circunstance.

MR REYES: No, they don't.

MR CAHILL: This Pl quickly returned to green in the
third quarter of 2000 as sone of those first down powers fel
off the rolling one-year wi ndow that they | ook at.

So at the end of the cal endar year, or actually the
first quarter of 2001 none of these PIs were in the white band,
they were all in the green which -- the reason |'m nentioning
that is because the next issue we had was a white finding in
t he physical protection cornerstone.

This was actually started in July of 2000, we did an

OSRE about it, and prelimnarily we said three out of four the
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drills that they had failed, but at that point we had a | ot of
issues with the protection SDP, and basically that SDP was, or
the significance determ nation process was in |inbo, and we
were really hamstrung in noving forward, so these were put in
abeyance for a while while the SDP got finalized, and it wasn't
until the spring of 2001 that we really had the SDP finalized
so we could nove forward on this.

MR MALLETT: Steve, you mght clarify, nove forward
on what we did with the finding. They proceeded to fix the
i ssue.

MR. CAHI LL: The performance i ssues that cane up,
t hey took i mmedi ate corrective actions on those.

The findings were apparent violations, they were just
basically held open until the spring of 2001.

Qur first look at that was in June we sent thema

choice letter saying that this |ooked like a potential yellow

finding.

MR. ROSEN: You called that a what?

MR CAHI LL: A potential yellow finding.

MR ROSEN:. You said a choice letter?

MR CAHILL: We sent a choice letter. |It's basically
a --

MR ROSEN: | know. | just hadn't heard that term

You can choose to have a regul atory conference, or you can
choose not to have one.
MR. REYES.: You're right. That's what we call it,

it's a choice.
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MR CAHI LL: They obviously elected to come in in
July of 2000 when we had an enforcenent conference.

MR. ROSEN:. Enforcenent conference, or was it a
regul atory conference?

MR CAHILL: It was both.

MR ROSEN. Isn't there a difference between a
regul atory conference and an enforcenent conference?

MR REYES: This is in the transition, so we had to
have two ki nds of neetings. But today we woul d have a
regul atory conference.

MR. ROSEN:. Ckay.

MR. REYES:. In those days we were nopping up old
i ssues and new i ssues, so we had both.

MR CAHI LL: Basically at the tine of the choice
letter Farley realized that this yell ow would overl ap, would
backdate to July 2000 when the OSRE was because that was on a
timely finding, and that's why it would show up in our action
i ssues, and that would overlap with our degraded cornerstone
that | tal ked about earlier, performance indicators. So even
t hough it was a year later we were processing this the
backdating of that thing to the tine of the finding would
overlap, and that could constitute nmultiple degraded
cor ner st ones.

Farley's efforts to work on this physical protection
finding obviously escal ated accordi ngly, but there were
mul ti pl e degraded cornerstones that would have been the sane

type of inspection that Cooper is getting now and that |ndian
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Poi nt has gotten

So anyway, we had this enforcenent conference in
July, and a lot of issues came up, but the drills -- basically
two of drills were invalidated fromus processing the SDP. One
for some artificialities, and one was basically we did not
comply with the design basis threat on the way the drill was
conducted, so it wasn't valid for the OSRE conduct guidelines
we have now.

You asked before about ones that canme out high. CQur
final decision which we issued in August was this was a white
finding. A lot of that, the SDP for physical security is
fairly subjective, you have to make programmtic assunptions to
be able to take it fromwhite to yellow, and w thout having
that |arge a nunber of drill failures we couldn't use the
| anguage that was in the yellow finding SDP, so it was issued
as a white.

Therefore, that unit of the cornerstone really did
not interact with the degraded cornerstone we had before, it
constituted a degraded cornerstone all of itself. Actually it
was a white -- excuse ne, a white finding on the physical
protection cornerstone, so we did a supplenental inspection in
Novenber of 2001, and we had a regul atory performance neeting
whi ch again was a neeting between nyself and the plant
managenment in Decenber of 2001. And that has closed our book.

So right now Farley is back in the |licensee response
colum, and all their performance indicators are green.

MR REYES: | think you're going to find out on the
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ot her exanples that colors were changed as a result of the
regul atory conference. A lot of the changes had to do nore in
t he subjective areas of how the colors are defined, so we
talked to the yellow security, and when we tal k about anot her
one | think you'll see that there are certain processes -- if
it's a mtigating systemit's straightforward, and then there's
others that are not as precise, and | think you will see nore
col or changes.

I f you do your work up front well, you only should
see changes on those that are nore subjective.

MR. ROSEN. And as you get nore experienced with
this, and the |icensees beconme nore experienced in interaction
with the resident | think before the finding is even witten
you can get the facts in line that have bearing on how you
judge the matter at hand so that you can probably say, okay,
now, these are the facts, this is what really happened, and
you' re both shaki ng your head yeah, that's what really
happened. Now, given that, that fits over here, right? and you
can say yeah, | think it does, and you can jointly agree having
agreed on the facts that this is where it fits and it's a
yellow, or it's a white, or it's a green

So |l think it's all a matter of |earning how to use
the system and |I'mvery encouraged by what | see.

In fact, | think there's another use for it all that
seens apparent to nme and that you' ve thought of already is this
concept of comng in and out of findings, in and out of white.

At the nmonent you're doing that, you see a finding of white,
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and you | ook up and down the colum and across the matri x and
see if there's anything el se so you can put it in the right
pl ace on the action matri Xx.

But in retrospect as you build nore and nore of this
record you can | ook back and see for a given plant it's been in
and out of white a lot of tines, you can do a cal cul ati on of
what percentage of the time it's had the white, or two whites,
or whatever, you can | ook back at the track record that even a
plant that's doing a |ot of that should be of some nore concern
t han one that maybe had an isol ated case, or one that's always
coming in and out of white in the various areas you've got to
start draw ng some concl usions there.

MR REYES: W do that.

MR CAHILL: | forgot to nmention when it was up there
before, we had planned do to a foll owup OSRE after we issued
the white finding in August 2001, we had an OSRE schedul ed for
Sept enber 20001. That got cancel ed for obvious reasons, it was
schedul ed the week of Septenber 11th. W were going to do our
suppl emental , and the scope of that was going to be determ ned
on the results of that OSRE, and since we didn't do the OSRE we
went in and did a broad-scope supplenmental inspection just to
verify how they had addressed the performance i ssues associ at ed
with the white finding.

MR LANDIS: M nane is Kerry Landis, |I'mthe branch
chief for Branch 5 which is the Virginia power plants and V.C
Sunmer Pl ant.

I"mgoing to shift ny coments a little bit to
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address the focus that you identified of why the changing
color, and also the | essons |earned fromthat.

W had at V.C. Sunmer a fairly straightforward event
where operators failed to follow surveillance, failed to open a
di scharge valve to the energency feed water system the
turbi ne-driven energency feedwater box feed water, and | ocked
it in the closed position thinking that it was open, and the
i ndependent verifier cane through and did not verify that the
val ve was open. Did verify that it was |ocked, of course.

So that condition existed for 48 days, and the NRC
did a Phase 3 SDP cal cul ati on using the ask-human-error work
sheet which is pretty much the static human error conditioners,
and came up with a yellow, and we issued the letter, choice
letter for that.

The licensee cane in, and right before they cane in
we understood that they were going to use a nore dynam ¢ human
error rate predictor nodel THERP, and we didn't have really the
expertise to be able to go through that in detail prior to the
regul atory conference.

W did listen to it, and subsequent to the conference
we did take their full calculation, THERP cal cul ation, had an
i ndependent review of that, and agreed with themthat it did
nore accurately reflect the dynamc ability of operators to be
abl e to recogni ze the condition and to recover energency feed
wat er .

That ended up lowering the probability alnost in

hal f, which dropped it right down into the white zone.
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MR REYES: And that's the point | was trying to
make. |f you calculated just for the out-of-service tinme for
the turbine-driven auxiliary water punp you woul d have cone
into yellow, and all that nade it change back to white was how
do you nodel the recovery, how early it was corrected and have
recovery, and | personally wal ked down this systemand this
val ve.

W probably have half and half of the staff agreeing
t hat we should give themas nuch credit as we did or not, but
the point being is that you are going to get to a regulatory
conference with a color on these subjective areas and these
areas where you have to nmake an estinmate, your best estinmate of
how qui ckly can they identify the paranmeter, how quickly they
actually reach the component, find it, which is |abel ed good
l'ighting, inaccessible and recoverable.

MR ROSEN. Good lighting in the station bl ackout
condition for this punp; right? Was this punp turbine driven
off feed, it's intended for cases where you have no off-site
power and no on-site power.

MR REYES: This valve is --

MR. ROSEN:. Because the lights are going to be out in
this case, so you could have --

MR REYES: | walked, | clinbed, and I touched this
valve, and it's not as easy, and | did it personally | know
what you're tal king about, | took ny tine and went down there.

But my only point is, and I'"mnot arguing if the

nodel is right on recovery or not, is that you are going to get
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t he situations where you get yellow, and when you nodel the
recovery you rmay come down to white, gives themnore credit
than you originally did. So I'mnot sure we'll ever get out of
the situation where we go to a reg conference and we don't
change the col or

MR ROSEN: No, | don't think you will, but | think
in this case the |l esson | earned m ght be that in a case like
this you really ought to use THERP right out of the box, not
use sinplified nodel if you suspect that the operator's dynamc
responses will change the result dramatically.

MR REYES: | think we both |earned, the |icensee and
us we both | earned.

MR LANDIS: What do we now, Walt? He did the
anal ysi s.

MR ROGERS: Well, we don't just use the THERP ri ght
out of the box. W use whatever given the nodel that we're
using to develop the risk inmpact problem we will use that
met hodol ogy.

The V. C. Summer case was an excell ent case because it
essentially established how we do business. W went in using
the ASP. However, coming out there we said if we used the
licensee's full-stroke nodel then we'll use the sane
nmet hodol ogy that they used that worked on nodeling ot her
operator actions, recovery actions which in their case is
THERP. So we'll draw the THERP, we'll do that. W use the
SPAR nodel as the nodel that we're using, then we would use the

SPAR and the work sheets to devel op, so now we have a | evel of
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consi st ency.

That's what V.C. Sunmmer produced is our nethodol ogy
that we would use to go into the regul atory conference.

MR. ROSEN: |'mnot sure we're conmunicating just
yet, and | think it's inmportant that we do.

What |'m saying is that you have a circunstance |ike
this where it's the outcone -- an inportant docunment |ike the
color on it is going to depend on how well you nodel sonething
i ke a human recovery action.

Then you ought to know that pretty early on, and you

ought to say we can fill out the ASP work sheets, but it's not
the right answer for this. W really ought to be -- And we'l|
do that, but we're not going to base -- we shouldn't base our

determ nation on that, we should say after the determ nation to
use ASP, but if you use a nore accurate nodel or a nodel that
takes into account both factors you get this answer, and then

| et you nake the decision which one do you want to use.

| don't think you should be blind to that, you
shoul dn't be in any kind of rote node. You should be using the
best tools available is what |'m suggesting.

Do we not agree or --? | nmean it's okay not to
agr ee.

MR. ROGERS: | think you've got to | ook at what al
you're using to draw your insight and apply the appropriate
know edge.

If you | ook at the two HEP work sheets it pretty much

uses the sane factors.
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MR. ROSEN: The sane performance shape.

MR. ROGERS: They have them they may have themon a
different set of weightings and how they're done, and when you
-- | mean we knew going in that this would be the -- and this
was our test case on the protocol that we would use from here
on, and if we were to go to V.C. Sumer and have anot her
per formance deficiency that we have to anal yze and we're going
to anal yze the human recovery action we'll know where to start.

MR REYES: And | think -- | understand your point,
and what we have seen is we have seen nore and nore responses
to the choice letter saying no, we agree with you, Regul ator,
it's white or whatever, and we don't think it will be fruitful
to have the neeting because we share with them here's your
cal cul ati on or assunptions on how we got to it, and we see nore
and nore of that, and it's the up-front work -- | agree, is
this the right thing to do.

MR. ROSEN. It seens to ne it's the right thing to do
is to do nore work up front to get it right, and that's nodels
that you can agree on, and rather than it's a fal se positive or
a fal se negati ve.

MR. MALLETT: But regardl ess of what color you cone
out with, it's also inmportant what we said earlier today is
that we deal with the issue and get it fixed.

MR ROSEN. Onh, yes.

MR MALLETT: | don't want to give you the inpression
that we were waiting on that.

MR RCSEN:  No.
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MR CHRI STI ANSON:  Walt Rogers is one of our region's
seni or rep anal ysts.

MR LANDIS: You really hit the | esson | earned and
captured both of these that I'lIl go into for the next event
here al so, but the |lesson |earned is any tinme you have
variations in the application of the risk nodeling we need to
understand that it will either have the sane risk nodel THERP
or we're going to get into a varying condition on core damage
probability calculation here at Surrey we need to do the same
thing as the licensee, or at |east understand the difference
and what inpact it has.

DR. SHACK: | certainly don't agree that you have to
do the same thing as the licensee. | nmean | think you have to
under stand what the licensee did and how t he nodeling
assunptions affect the outcone, and then you nmake a deci sion.

I mean | would hate to see a procedure that said,
okay, the licensee did it this way so we've got to do it this
way.

MR. REYES: No, we don't, but we try to make sure
t hat they understand how we did it, and we ask them how do you
do it and what assunptions you use. |It's inportant that we
cone up with an answer which is the right answer, and the
di al ogue is always helpful. | think you'll find out we do a
| ot of that up front.

I think sonmebody did a review of the different
regions and the final determ nations versus the prelimnary,

and we were cl oser than nost.
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DR SHACK: Especially in something that's affected
by human error nodeling there is no right answer.

MR REYES: That was ny point.

MR. ROSEN: But in sonme nodels don't they take into
account the safety factors quite as well as others, and things
i ke operator stress and --

DR SHACK: | think it's very inportant to understand
that the outcome is very conditional on your understandi ng of
human error probability without declaring that this nodel is --
you know, because we'll bring CGeorge here and we can -- How
many days do you want to debate the issue?

MR, ROSEN. | want to find out what his problemis.

MR PLISCO Walt is very good at briefing us on -- |
nmean | think this case canme, it was right on the line, it was
right ont yellowwhite line, and he told us ahead of tine is is
what's going to make the difference in the call on this.

And there's other cases where it doesn't matter, it's
in the mddle, and even if you argue about it it doesn't
matter.

MR REYES: This is a good point. Comng to this
nmeeting, going through the nmeeting we knew exactly what the
di scussion was going to center on, and what the decision was
based on, and so it was not -- we knew it could go either way.

MR. ROSEN:. That's why you get the big bucks to nake
t hat deci si on.

MR REYES: They do the heavy lifting, | get the

credit for it, but Walt and the technical staff and nanagers
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did a very good j ob.

| knew before we entered the neeting exactly, Boss,
this is why and this is the zone where we're going to have to
make the agreement on. They called ne in the neeting tried to
get that.

DR. POAERS: They're doing a good job of making you
| ook good is what you're saying.

MR. REYES:. Yeah. And we want to keep it that way.

[ Laught er . ]

DR. POAERS: Let me ask you a question a little bit
phil osophically. Just the point you made, you know, you have
t hese findings cone out of Phase 2 and they go into Phase 3 and
maybe we'l|l get a change in color. Are you very concerned
about that? | nean it doesn't -- sonehow it just doesn't
bot her me very nuch, because | kind of expect things to change
colors, especially on the front end of things, but maybe you
have nore experience on that.

MR REYES: M experience is not |like the other
regions', so I'll speak frommy experience.

W have a small nunber of situations where the col or
changed, and they all have been in the yell ow and white zone.
So the outside, the concerns with the public perception that
you go to red, and then you go to white, and those kinds of
t hi ngs, we haven't experienced that.

In the cases that we have gone to a regulatory
conference to try to discuss one of those, we ahead of tine

know that the answer is going to be based on which assunptions
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and which areas are being debated, and | personally don't have
a concern in having a small nunber of the situations have to be
changed because of final --

DR. POAERS: |If you feel like you're comng into
t hese conferences with a good understanding of howit's going,
it could go either way especially when you' re close, | nean |
think it can change color all it wants to. That's what |
wanted to hear.

MR. REYES: And we see nore and nore lately, and |
think we're just better at it, both the licensee and us, nore
and nore agreenent up front and deciding we won't go to the
neeting, there's nothing else to do, we agree on the col or of
the risk significance, and so we see nore and nore of that.
| think it's going to get better

MR. PLISCO W have an exanpl e com ng when Ceorge
talks on Harris. W just had a reg conference a coupl e weeks
ago. They agreed with the violation, they agreed with where we
were, and that wasn't even a point of discussion. They just
wanted to tell us what they did for corrective action.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, and as the process matures sw ngs
are not going to be so wi de.

MR REYES: Oher regions don't have the sane
experience, they have had relatively significant variations on
all that.

MR ROSEN: | think Region Ill has had some. | think
we were told that yesterday at Watts Bar, they did a study.

MR REYES: Yeah.




© 00 N o o A~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R PP PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 88

MR MALLETT: But part of that is what we tal ked
about earlier, this change we're trying to incorporate is how
much tinme do you spend, how nuch effort do you use. You have
to be careful that you don't trimit too short that all your
answers are going to change.

DR PONERS: | nean | really |like where you' re com ng
from You're saying if | understand specific colors really
don't matter, and as long as | understand where I am1 think
that's far nore inportant.

MR. LANDIS: The next was a white finding at Surrey,
and in April of 2000 the Nunber 3 EDG |l ubricating oil silver
concentration began to increase indicating that the piston pin
bearing surface had excessive wear -- well, that it was having
wear. They didn't know that it was excessive until later.

After successfully conpleting nonthly two-hour full-
| oad surveillance runs in April of 2001 the Nunber 3 EDG was
i nspected, and the piston pin bearing surfaces were found
severely degraded in seven of the twenty pistons.

Now, in March of 2000 just prior to April here they
had switched in all three EDGs, and for a two-unit facility
t hey' ve got three EDGs, Nunmber 3 is the swing EDG and they had
switched the engine oil froman Anbco oil product to a Chevron
oi | product, and when they did that they didn't know, and the
i ndustry was not inforned that there was nodification in the
chem stry to renove a chlorinated conpound that would allow it
to be nore cohesive to the netal, to stay on there |onger.

The reason it was renoved was nore for hazardous
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waste reasons. So they didn't understand that inpact, and so
right after that silver concentration began to increase, and
there is a normal increase in silver concentration as nornal
wear occurs.

The vendor had indicated that they could go up to 1
ppm of silver concentrate --

MR. ROSEN: Wi ch vendor was that, by the way?

MR. LANDIS: This was --

MR. ROSEN: This was which di esel manufacturer? |
assune that's what you neant by that.

MR LANDIS: Yes. |It's the diesel, and Fairbanks.

MR MALLETT: General Modtors, wasn't it.

MR. LANDIS: No, no. EMB. W were conparing two
different -- Fairbanks Morris is at North Anna, and EMD is at
Surrey, and we were trying to conpare the two all along, so
it's EMD these were.

MR, REYES: Correct.

MR. LANDIS: Now, the vendor recommended that they
only had to watch it above 1 ppm so above 2 ppmsilver they
needed to take sonme action, but it wasn't inperative, it wasn't
an urgent thing you had to shut down the diesel.

Wl |, they did, they reached above 2 ppmlate in
2000, and in the next few oil sanples in early 2001 it
confirmed that it was above 2 ppm

So they took it down, and took a look at it, and it
was pretty devastating danage to the piston wist pins area.

It had --
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DR BONACA: \What about the other diesels?

MR. LANDIS: The other diesels, they then went in and
checked those, and there was sone m nor damage on one of them
alittle wear on the other, so it was a commopn node issue and
that f factored into the PRA cal cul ations.

They ended up replacing all 20 power packs in all
three diesels, and changed out the oil to a different oil.

As it turns out, that oil, the new oil doesn't have
t he chl orinated conmpound either, but they think that it wll
have better cohesion characteristics.

DR. BONACA: So the change risk was very small, but
what if they had run those three diesels for an extended period
of tinme?

MR. LANDIS: That's where -- you're getting to the
very point that was the difference in the calculation. W
issued a yellow finding, a prelimnary yellow finding, and that
was based upon the fact that the diesel f considered, Number 3
was considered not to be able to carry out its intended safety
function for the full 24-hour mssion tinme. And there was
really no disagreenent with the |icensee on how t hat
cal cul ati on was arrived at.

Then very late in the game just prior to the
regul atory conference they proposed taking advantage of --
total probability is the sumof the probability of initiating
event of loss of off-site power for less than two hours plus
the probability of core damage for initiating events where the

| oss of off-site power |lasts for |onger than two hours.
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Now, the reason for the two hours was every nonth
t hey had been testing these diesels and, frankly, we were
absol utely amazed that the anount of danage that was on Nunber
3 EDG it had just passed a surveillance and ran full |oad for
two hours. So when they --

MR REYES: The length of the m ssion was the only
guestion, could you survive --

MR LANDIS: They separated the 24 hours into two
hours, and then the remaining 22, and so they took advantage of
the fact that there are nmuch | ower nunber of |oss of off-site
power events where you cannot recover in a two-hour tinme frane.
And that ended up lowering it down to a white finding, and we
concurred in that.

MR. ROSEN: This process is so nmuch nore robust than
what we used to do, and we actually get down to tal ki ng about
the real type of issues, in that sense it's nuch nore robust.

MR. REYES:. Instead of the anpbunt of noney of a
penalty in the neeting you tal k about --

MR ROSEN: You talk about this. This is the way it
shoul d be done.

MR LANDIS: And we clearly agreed with themthat
this calculation nore accurately reflected the real core damage
probl em

MR MALLETT: And because they didn't want to get
into this it also forced themto | ook at how do they change
their detection nmethods, change the threshold | ook so they

don't get into this risk issue in the future, which is the
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right thing to do.

MR. ROSEN: Your point about the consequences of
managi ng ri sk rather than managing indicators, it may |ook |ike
t hey' re managi ng indicators, but if you pick the indicators
they right they're managing risk

MR. REYES: Now the old analysis and the fresh ones
are different.

MR. ROSEN. Right.

DR. RANSOM A curious point on that, though. You
woul d think that there are applications where these diesels
were running constantly and there woul d be experience with
oils, and so why did they change an oil |ike that w thout
verification that an oil change for that kind of oil would be
satisfactory?

MR LANDIS: Al of themit turned out were
i ndependent, all of these oils, all three, and they changed to
a Mobil oil after this. Al three of them were reconmended by
all the vendors, and were determ ned that they were okay. | t
just turns out that the EMD because it doesn't have forced-fl ow
oil at the start is alittle nore critical to oil cohering to
t he bearing surfaces.

MR. REYES: Sone designs of engines have pressurized
oil injection at the start, and others don't, so the wear at a
dry start, a drive path start is nore in sone diesels engines
t han others, and EMD this particul ar vintage does not have the
pressurized oil injection for start.

MR ROSEN. Is this worthy of an information notice?
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MR PLISCO In fact, it's immnent to be issued,
exactly. We reviewthe final draft.

MR REYES: |Is that kind of finding an issue that it
gets spread throughout the NRC?

MR. REYES: The whole industry. W wll send a
notice out to the whole industry.

MR. LANDIS: The report was issued days afterwards
whi ch has the details init.

MR REYES: Now, the utilities are faster than we
are. W draft it, we have to go to headquarters and all that.
They are ready, the |licensee already send this on what they
call note pad through INPO, so it's already out. W' re going
to issue it.

DR. BONACA: Sonething equal to the question that Dr.
Ransom was asking, this disturbs me sonewhat over the past ten
years, | mean how many troubl es have been in diesel generations
resulting fromuse of new gaskets or -- |If you go back to
revi ew what happened and you | ook there are many diesels that
t hese i ssues would potentially cone across failure associated
with this, so that's a good point anyway that you're raising.

MR ROSEN. W get common cause of failure there
very, very rarely, but it has an inpact. It should have an
i mpact on a lot of people's PRAs because as they go through the
update they're going to have to start thinking about the comon
cause of failure of diesels on the basis of these events,
that's right.

DR. POAERS: |'mnot worried about their PRAs, | just
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want their generators to work.

MR. PLISCO Charlie is liking this, because it's
eating up his time on fire detection.

MR. REYES: And now he's going to bring us back to
schedul e.

MR DESAI: Good norning. | am Binoy Desai, | amthe
acting branch chief for Branch 1 which covers Duke Power
plants, and when |I'mnot acting |I'mthe senior resident at
Robi nson.

Cconee had two white findings. Basically the first
issue was failure to adequately consider design inputs to
assure the design basis was translated into specifications,
drawi ngs, procedures, and instructions.

What happened specifically was that the high pressure
i njection punp could not be relied upon to operate using the
spent - f uel - pool - backup- operated water supply follow ng a
Category F-3, F-4, or F-5 tornado.

The key here is that the spent fuel pool is the
backup, it's not your first line of defense which is the water
storage tank, and it's also not a tech spec system

The second issue was failure to pronptly correct
tornado mtigation procedures to ensure the station aux service
wat er punp could be aligned in 40 mnutes follow ng a design
basi s tornado.

And this also is a second line of defense, it is not
the primary aux feed water punp that you would rely upon.

Bot h of these are non tech spec systens, two white
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findings. There was initially a supplenental inspection 95001.
Fol | owi ng the second finding there was a suppl enent al
i nspection 95002, and the key thought that | want to | eave you
with here is that the supplenmental inspection concluded that
the licensee tornado mtigation strategy was deficient as
opposed to just individual issues related to the two violations
if you will.

Li censee corrective actions both planned and
conpl eted include a conbination of procedural as well as
har dwar e changes that are forthcom ng.

MR. PLISCO One of the unique issues about the
second finding. The issue was really their corrective action
program They had identified this issue and put it in their
corrective action system

The technical issue had sone risk significance, and
they did correct it. This was kind of unique because we found
this in one of the problemidentification and resolution
i nspections and their backl og of corrective action issues.

MR. ROSEN: | have been thinking a | ot about Davis
Bessi e these days, and thinking about corrective actions that
didn't get corrected and have been there for a long tine as
being things that are paid nore attenti on now.

MR LANDIS: Al right. Thank you.

MR. MacDONALD: | am George MacDonal d, the acting
branch chief this week for Branch 4, the CP&L plants, and one
of our sites, Harris, has had some white findings, we've had

t hr ee.
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The first one regarding the charging/safety injection
punps, they have a three-punp design, and this particul ar
fail ed bearing was the swing punp and the charlie punp which
can act as either the al pha or bravo punp at any one tine.

There was concern there which was identified during
oil sanpling that they had a failed thrust bearing as they do
recogni ze, and when they finally conpleted the risk analysis
this itemturned out to be white. The color did not change in
t he eval uati on process.

And this was NRC-identified by the residents, and it
led to a tech spec violation.

The second itemis a fire protection finding as
identified by DRS during their teaminspection. Basically
we' re tal king about therno-lag being used as a boundary wall in
t he bravo switch gear room separating al pha and bravo train
circuits between the bravo switch gear room and the al pha cabl e
spread room

Basically the test there was supposed to indicate
that this material was a three-hour barrier when it fact the
test did not denonstrate the full three hours.

Wien we did the evaluation for the risk this item
turned out to be white. It was a difficult evaluation, but
when we did the final color the final color did not change.

Qur nost recent finding which Luis indicated we just
sent out last week is an FVME, or formmaterial exclusion issue.
A piece of rubber, it's about five inches by twenty inches,

about 3/16 of an inch thick was identified during a nmaintenance
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activity on one of the contain sunp suction val ves.

It's hard to tell, but this is one SI-310. This
represents the recirc sunp suction pipe com ng through two
valves into this header that goes into the section of the RHR
punp.

This is a normal line fromthe RAST here, this is the
normal line fromthe loop, so this is a dead piping that never
gets any flow unless you actually have to use the recirc sunp.

They were doi ng body to bonnet work during the
refueling outage on this valve, and when they did that they
found a small tie wap next to the valve, the mechanic |ooks in
and al so finds a snmall piece of rubber, and further with an
i nspection mrror and a flashlight they find this |arger piece
down there by the el bow.

And what that wound up being, that represented a
pi ece of rubber that 60 percent of the inpeller section eye.
It's a closed inpeller, so we determned that it would not be
chopped up, would not flow through the punp. So with 40
percent of the flow available to you this thing would not
function for a large break | ocus, and sone of the medi um break
| ocus. Therefore we wound up with a white condition with this
punp.

So basically in the RHR punp al pha only was affected;
bravo did not have any material like that, and it would only be
in effect during the continual recirc node, it would not have
any flow in that line under any other conditions.

When the |icensee went back to do a root cause
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anal ysis they concluded that it was a problemw th historica
wor k practices and poor work controls and poor nateri al
exclusion, but they could not find definitively when it was put
in there.

There were five different opportunities. Mbst
likely 1991 they were in there doing a punp inpeller
repl acenment and punp replacenent activity, and this material is
used as a cushioni ng bel ow when you set the inpeller down on
the floor, or parts on the floor, and that's when they think it
nost |ikely introduced, but their root cause analysis team was
never able to fully pinpoint when it went in. That is the nost
likely tinme.

And again this represented our second finding. The
first issue has already rolled off the action matrix. The
suppl ement al inspection for that issue on the charging punp is
conpleted, and that's cleared the action matri x.

The fire protection issue supplenmental inspection is
ongoing now, is still open, and this issue we're doing the
pl anni ng process now for this.

DR POAERS: Let me ask a question, how thoroughly
hey subsequently checked the |ines.

MR. MacDONALD: We wound up | ooking at that with the
residents at the site. They wound up running a video camera in
all the piping. They very thoroughly checked that out, and
it's pretty well described in the LER

MR. REYES: The licensee was not allowed to start up

until they did a thorough inspection.
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MR. MacDONALD: |If one piece is in there, they're
i ke nuns they cone in pairs.

MR REYES: That was the assunption, if one piece is
there there may be others, let's |ook at the whole system

MR. PLISCO They did find sone other pieces here and
there, smaller pieces.

MR. MacDONALD: Right, there were some snaller pieces
identified. Al the RHR piping was checked all the way back to
t he sunp, the USC was inspected as well. They found sonme tiny
stuff in sonme of the spread |ines, but nothing of the nagnitude
of this.

MR. PLISCO This is the kind of thing we | ose sleep
over, because it's a latent condition, the surveillance would
have never picked it up. It was just a catch, you know, the
mechani ¢ just | ooking down the pipe is the only way it was
caught .

MR REYES: Actually the mechanic did an outstandi ng
job. If you see what they saw at the begi nning when they
opened the valve fromthe little tie wap and the little other
pi ece, and then decide to | ook further into the systemthat
deci sion i s what saved the day.

MR. MacDONALD: They had to get around that corner.

MR REYES: So in our correspondence to the utility,
even though we had a white on all that stuff we acknow edged
t he worker's behavi or because that's the way you want it, and
it actually --

DR BONACA: Wy didn't surveillance give an
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indication that it was being done --

MR. REYES: There's no flaw ever on this pipe unless
you have an accident, and you go to recircul ation.

MR. MacDONALD: That's right, go to recirc swtchover
So a very uni que situation.

MR REYES: So a very unique situation, but no
probl em

MR LEITCH So the exposure tinme in this kind of a
situation then goes back to 19917

MR. MacDONALD: | think we used a year; right?

MR, PLISCO | think we just did a year.

MR. MacDONALD: We just used a year, the previous
operating cycle.

DR BONACA: That tells you sonething about the
standby systens, too, by the way.

MR. REYES:. W're at a decision point. W have
anot her section, it's 11:37, fire protection. Do we keep on

goi ng, or take lunch now and cone back, whatever you prefer

MR CHRISTIANSON: | would like to introduce Charlie
Payne who's the acting branch chief for the Engi neering
Branch 1, Division of Reactor Safety.

MR ROSEN: | would like to do fifteen mnutes of it,
and then we'll conme back to the rest of it. Let's get started
at |east.

MR. PAYNE: Good norning. As Chris said, | amthe

acting chief of Engineering Branch 1 which has the
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responsibilities for fire protection here in Region II.

| al so happen to be the team | eader for fire
protection which is a new position that we have here. | have
basically the upper side responsibility of day-to-day
operations for the fire protection inspection program here.

| would like to cover in this presentation what we
have done so far in Region Il, successes and chal |l enges, and
where we're going.

Qur inspection teans consist of three to four
i nspectors. W have generally one operations/ mechani cal
i nspector, one electrical inspector, and one fire protection
engi neer.

They' re now goi ng onto two-week on-site inspections.
Qur first one is actually going to take place next week, we are
doi ng our preparation this week, and will do the first week
next week at Crystal River

The intent of that is to -- well, our scope is going
to be the sanme, but we're going to spend nore time foll ow ng up
on the issues that we had and trying to resolve themont site
so that we don't cone away with a bunch of unresolved itens
that we have nore difficulty trying to close out once we | eave
the site.

MR CHRI STIANSON: The initial year, within the |ast
two years we were doing this inspection as a one-week
i nspection versus two weeks, and we're just shifting nowto a
t wo- week i nspecti on.

MR. PAYNE: That's correct.
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And we do follow inspection procedure 71111. 05T whi ch
is the triennial. W do six facilities a year and rotate
t hrough them and we're just finishing up our first round this
year, so beginning this fall we are going to be starting to
| ook at each site for the second tine.

Sonme of our successes are that the |level of know edge
has inproved. CQur inspectors are getting --

DR. BONACA: Excuse ne. | assune do you nean a site?

MR. PAYNE: A site, yes.

DR BONACA: So that you cover all sites in the year

MR. PAYNE: Yes, sir. W have eighteen sites here in
Region I, so we do six of thema year.

As | was saying, our inspectors are getting nore
famliar with the fire protection inspection process. Qur
teans are getting good. W are trying to use nany of the sanme
peopl e on each inspection. W do rotate people around to
br oaden our bench strength if you will, and also to plan for
the future as people cone and go to nmake sure that we have
sonmebody qualified to handl e these inspections.

And that's one of the reasons for ny position as team
| eader is to try to coordinate this better. 1t's an inportant
i nspecti on aspect.

W al so have been coordinating our schedules with the
licensees. We try and do this nore in advance of our periodic
nmeeting here in the region to discuss what inspection
activities that we have.

W know that we're going to have to do six
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i nspections that year. W know which facilities are due to
come up for that inspection, so what we want to do is plan that
out up front, and then coordinate with the |icensee and make
sure it's conpatible with their schedule and their personnel
availability, and then we'll have a schedule pretty nuch fixed
when we're ready to go see the licensee at the beginning of the
next cycle and all those details are worked out.

MR LEITCH This program seens to roll al ong
routinely in a well-established program and frequency, but ny
guestion is do you have enough flexibility to be responsive to
unusual situations. | guess |I'mparticularly concerned about
have repl acenents in containment have to be cut, or steam
generator replacenents, again sonetines necessitating
cont ai nnent openi ngs.

| guess when a plan reverts into alnost a
construction kind of an activity can you augnent your
inspections at that tinme, or is that primarily the resident
t hat does that?

MR REYES: W have two engi neering branches here in
the region, and they're split by areas of expertise, so in the
exanpl e you brought in it would be conpletely different group
of individuals that would inpact on Charlie's workl oad.

He has a certain workload to do, so let's take the
exanpl e of a plant replacing a steam generator vessel pad and
t hey have to cut the containnent to do all that, we will use
t he other engineering branch that has a netallurgical, the

structural, and civil concrete, the NDE to deal with that. It
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woul d be separated under fire protection

MR LEITCH |I'mthinking about the fire protection
i ssues associated with that. |In other words, are they going to
maintain the fire protection systemin service? |s there going
to be sonme kind of an augnented fire watch rounds, things that
you woul d do at a construction site?

MR REYES: Typically that would be handl ed by the
resident in ternms of fire watches and things like that. If
it's conplicated enough, we'll ask for help.

MR. PAYNE: That's right. Generally speaki ng what
we're looking at is the big picture of the programthat they
have.

MR. ROSEN:. But you have to recogni ze sonet hi ng
different is going on. Construction was difficult and
conplicated, but there was no spent fuel; operations is
difficult and conplicated, but there's no cutting into the
containnent. This has got both. You're cutting into the
cont ai nnent, you've got |ots of construction people on the
site, and there's lots of transient conbustibles, and you've
got spent fuel.

MR REYES: W' ve done it several tinmes because as

you may know a | ot of steam generator replacenents require

that. 1I1t's a big challenge, I'"'mnot undermning it, it's big
challenge. It requires a lot of resources, a |lot of our
resour ces.

MR. LEITCH It's a challenge in a |lot of ways, but I

just wanted to be sure that sonebody is thinking about the fire
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aspects of that chall enge.

MR REYES: Typically the fire headers are not out of
servi ce, because the way the equi pnent woul d be brought into
cont ai nnent even though you cut it it will be in the area where
t he regul ar equi pnent hatch is | ocated. They just put a
superstructure next to it to lift all that.

So you have, what you do have is you have nore
cutting, nore wel ding, nore transient combustibles. That
typically the residents handle as part of the day-to-day
because the transient conbustibles and the wel ding you have to
be there. | nean you have to be there, so the residents are
nore into the work permts, the hot work permts, the
noni toring, the wal ki ng around, nmaking sure, and then fromthe
operations point of viewthe unit that's not running, the unit
that may have this situation going on, the control roomvisits,
the first ventral cooling, et cetera, et cetera. That's nore a
day-to-day kind of thing.

Now, if they get real heavy they ask for help and
we'l'l supplenment it.

MR. ROSEN: And they're doing CAD wel di ng again, and
t hey probably haven't done that in a long tine.

MR. REYES: But for that we'll have sonebody fromthe
regi on who has --

MR. ROSEN:. Lots of the CAD welding is done properly
of course, but also the fire protection issue --

MR, REYES: Yes.

MR LEITCH The plants are very vulnerable to fire
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when those construction activities are going on, transient
conmbusti bl es --

MR REYES: |If you look at it, nost of the events
happen there when you have transient conbustibles and a | ot hot
work, a lot of welding and a | ot of sparks.

MR. ROSEN: And a | ot of new people, and contractor
organi zati ons.

MR MALLETT: But you are right, with the program
where we have a | ot of teans planned using up a |ot of
resources throughout the year, we do have to we find put nore
time in the planning -- | think Charlie would agree with that
-- up front for these big things |like steam generator tube
repl acenments, or things that we're going to -- Because
ot herwi se you get all your people used up, and woul dn't have
themfree to | ook at those.

MR REYES: That's a good point. Typically a project
in an event like that, we'll call that a project, we'll put
sonmebody in charge, we'll have a | ayout when all the
i nspections are going to occur, they overlay over the |licensee
schedul e, and we deci de al so how many hours we're tal king about
for all the specialties, because a scenario |ike you're talKking
about covers all the specialties, concrete, NDE, fire, health
physics. It's an effort in itself, but we want --

MR. ROSEN: In an operating plant.

MR REYES: And another unit running.

MR ROSEN:. Well, I'mnot just tal king about that, 1’

tal king the spent fuel pool and --
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MR REYES: Yeah. Well, | guess they were counting
two other spent fuel pools, two other reactors, and the progran
woul d be cut up, and in that even if there's nore cross-
connection -- the older units have nore cross-connection, so
you coul d, your construction activity could inpact the other
ones. The newer units are nore islands in itself.

MR ROSEN. It's a real challenge, | really think
you' ve got a challenge on your hands to be -- the licensee
obviously froma regulatory standpoint it's sonething new from
t he agency.

MR. MALLETT: And this team|eader, | make a plug for
that in Chris's division, and Charlie mentioned it, this
concept we think is helping us put nore attention to that plan.

MR. ROSEN: Have you done steam generator
replacements in Region I1?

MR REYES: Ch, yeah.

MALLETT: Oh, yes.
ROSEN: Have they had to cut the containnents?

REYES: Yeah.

25 35

ROSEN:  So it's been done, you' ve been through
this before, so it isn't quite so new

MR REYES: Yeah. Qur problemis not been there done
that, it's that the people who are very good at it are going to
be retiring in the next two or three years, and they have done
it in construction, they have done it on the first wave of
steam generator replacenents. W think we're going to see a

second wave, and --

=}
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MR ROSEN: And vessel head replacenents which wll
constitute a whol e ' nother wave.

MR REYES: Correct. So our problemis in strategic
wor kf orce planning to now hire new netallurgi cal engineers, and
new structural engineers, and all that, and then train them and
have themfollow with the nore experienced people this activity
for the next wave.

MR LEITCH Fireis alittle like safety, | guess.
Because you haven't had a lost-time accident doesn't nean
necessarily that you have a good safety program and | guess
"1l just caution that because we've repl aced steam generators
and head contai nments and haven't had a najor fire doesn't
necessarily nean that you've got a good fire protection
program

MR REYES: W agree. W have stopped activity at
the site. W have inspectors coming in, and people are
wel di ng, and there's solvents or sonething near by, and they
have raised it to the |icensee managenent right away, and
stopped activity.

W agree with you, it's amazing --

MR, LEITCH It's the nentality, too, sonetines of
the craftsmen coming in when they're on a construction activity
is different than the maintenance activity.

MR REYES: Correct. They're only thinking of what
t hey' re doing, and not what the inplications it may have around
t hem

It's a challenge, and | just want you to know we're
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sensitive to it, nostly we deal with the on-site people because
you have to be there watching it, because just because you have
a hot water permt, and the person has been instructed, and
t hey gave hima bl anket to hold that, that doesn't nean they're
going to use them so you have to be there.

MR LEITCH  Exactly.

MR PAYNE: kay. Continuing, some additional
successes | think so far in our programis that we have been
i nvol ving the resident inspectors in our program

There's a twofol d purpose of that. One is that
they' re doing inspections as Luis said on a daily basis, they
have their own inspection procedures that they're follow ng as
part of that, and we feel that involving themin our program
they learn a little bit nore about what fire protection is, and
then can bring it back to the site and use it on a day-to-day
basi s.

And the other thing is that it hel ps suppl enent our
teans to get nore operation experience, allowus a little nore
flexibility in scheduling our activities so that we can support
the emergent activities that m ght be happeni ng.

MR. LEITCH Are we still holding associated circuit
anal ysis in abeyance in these inspections?

MR, PAYNE: Yes, we are.

MR. LEITCH Associated circuits are inportant.

MR. PAYNE: | understand we're getting close, but
it's still like another year.

MR. LEITCH.  Anot her year.
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MR. PAYNE: They're helping to come out with

sonmething at the end of this year as far as a re guide, or a

new reg.
MR. MALLETT: Wen you say they, Charlie --
MR. PAYNE: |I'msorry. Headquarters is --
MR. LEITCH Is there a task force working on that?

MR PAYNE: Yes, there is, a task force, and based on
the | ast counterpart neeting that e had which is ny l[ast point
is that we had that week before last as a matter of fact when
we di scussed associated circuits, and they were saying that the
task force plan is to have a draft guide out on the street by
the end of this year so it can go out for conment, then
i mpl enent ati on next year.

These neetings are | think very fruitful for us. It
allows us to get together quarterly with the other fire
protection engineers in the other regions, and also with
headquarters we do quite a bit of training, |earning about
associated circuits, different types of fire barriers, and the
i ssues associated with each of those itenms, and discuss the
probl ems that each of the regions have comng up so that we,
one, can be aware of themand see if there's a simlar type of
problemin our region when we do our inspections, and also to
share the | essons | earned that we have.

MR. ROSEN. Do you plan on attending the NEI Fire
Protection Forumin Seattle in March?

MR. PAYNE: Yes, nyself and ny fire protection

engi neer are planning to go.
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MR REYES: |1'mglad he knew;, | didn't. But | mean
we try, you'll find that we are pretty active in all the
t hi ngs.

MR. ROSEN: | think in building a know edge base and

dealing with your issue of training and know edge preservation
it is an opportunity.

MR REYES: |In fact, we're actively |ooking for
another fire protection engineer because Jerry Weisman who is
sitting back here who's our expert is not as young as he used
to be, and also he's very know edgeabl e, and down the road we
know that we're going to need to replace him so our strategic
wor kf orce plan has already identified that skill, and we are
actively going to recruit sonebody so they can cone on board
and spend sone tine.

DR. POAERS: | would recommend that you sone tine
attend one of these fire protection information foruns just --
you know, even for a day you will find them-- just how
val uable they really are as a comuni cation device in this
area. \Wen the opportunity arises, don't hesitate to actually
-- and in a day you can get a feel for what's going on at these
neet i ngs.

MR ROSEN. It's a very dynam c neeting where the
industry, and the staff, and insurers, all can really talk
about what's going in fire protection.

DR. POAERS: | have just found them personally to be
well worth the tine.

MR. REYES: Good. That's good insight for us,
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because when we nake those decisions sonetinmes we really don't
know.

DR PONERS: | nean you don't have to attend every
time, but just to get a feel for what goes on. Then you get
some i dea of what kind of the people fromthe region should be
att endi ng.

MR PAYNE: Okay. Next is the challenges that we
have, there's many of themthat we are trying to address. |'m
trying to highlight a few of them

The first one is the |licensing basis for many of
these plants are difficult to understand. What we have been
finding is that when we | ook at the SERs that have been issued
in fire protection and conpare that to their programthey don't
al ways mat ch.

W're finding that the standard |icense condition
that all the facilities have allows themto nodify their fire
pl an, or their protection program and sonetinmes they nodify it
t hi nki ng that they have that latitude when in fact they should
have conme to us for an SER, licensing agent's change.

Someti mes they have submitted changes and gone ahead
and changed their program and we never issued an SER that said
it was okay, so trying to resolve that has nmade it difficult
sonetinmes for us to decide where the issues are with the
findings that we conme across in our inspections.

As we nentioned, too, our know edge base in fire
protection resides in a few people. W are trying to expand

that, we're training our staff to becone fire protection
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experts. They're by no means going to be as know edgeabl e as
Jerry is, but we want themto be able to take on sone of the
role and responsibilities that he's doing on the inspections
and let Jerry be resident expert if you will to help resolve
t he issues.

The SDPs are not easy to work with. | think that's
pretty well known. There's a |ot of debate about what is right
as far as conditions, frequency, what a barrier is worth, how
much credit to give to the fire brigade, and we cannot -- we're
trying to cone to grips with that, and I'll talk about that on
a future slide about what we're coming with in the SDP.

Nonet hel ess, they're not tinely right nowin the fire
protection area, and we need to work towards that.

MR ROSEN. What did you say, they're not tinely?

MR PAYNE: They're not tinely.

MR. ROSEN:. The resolution of the fire protection
issues is --

MR REYES: 1In a significant determ nation process.

MR. ROSEN. Region Il's experience as well as the
other regions is you're not resolving these things in a tinely
way i f that nmeets your standards for tinely --

MR. REYES: It doesn't, and you get into a | ot of
argunent with the licensee, internally first with the staff on
t he assunptions, and then with the licensee, and it's --

DR. POAERS: Well, the thing starts off with
hypot hesi ze a fire scenario, zip for guidance. Wat am!]

supposed to do here.




© 00 N o o A~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R R P PP PR
~ o OO W N P O © 0 N O 00 W N P O

Page 114

MR. REYES: And that's what happens, and there's a
| ot of subjectivity and a lot of views onit, and by the tinme
you get through the whole process it's taken a long timne.

DR. POAERS: It's an area that really deserves a | ot
nore attention, and we've got the go-ahead to focus sone
attention on this. Wen the | PEEE insights cane out and showed
those risks -- | don't have to believe them but that's what we
have -- that says the research and the NRR shoul d be putting
sone resources on this hel ping these guys out with some things
other than this m sh-mash that they've filed right.

MR ROSEN: | think | heard that they're working on
the SDP trying to address sonme of these issues.

MR REYES: There was a neeting -- was it |ast week
or the week before --

MR PAYNE: Qur first neeting was near the end of
May, right after our neeting w th managenent.

MR REYES: But with the SDP itself, there was an
internal nmeeting. |Is that right, Walt?

MR. ROCGERS: Yes, and the end of May. There's
anot her one in July.

MR MALLETT: We've got two people to attend that
neeting. That's how commtted we are in this region to get the
better SDP

MR ROSEN:. Did you say in this neeting?

MR. PAYNE: That wasn't -- it had nothing to do with
the National Institute of Standards. They just |let us use

their facilities.
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MR. REYES: |It's a nice neeting room

DR POAERS: But what |'m concerned about is that
we're trying to patch this thing, and we just don't have fire
protection on the sane kind of technical basis that we do for
mtigation systens and initiating events and barriers, and yet
in any kind of risk prioritization that you do you take |IPE
insights and you take | PEEE insights, and this is about the
same. And so it just deserves nore -- | nmean it's not you
guys's problem you're the victins, not the problem here.
You're trying the fix the problem and the other resources are
bei ng di sper sed.

DR, LARKINS: | think first of all I was just
curious, you said in some cases SEs hadn't been witten where
t he anendnent had been sent down or something. |Is that because
of a backlog issue, or is that --?

MR. PAYNE: That's one of the issues we're trying to
resol ve with headquarters.

MR REYES: But the |licensee went ahead and nade the
changed wi t hout the NRC giving approval .

DR LARKINS: | heard that.

DR. POAERS: It's a big confusion in the way things
were done, and what we've witten to the |icensee about their
Appendi x R prograns, and the wording is just not clear, and so
the licensee takes one set of assunptions, the staff takes
anot her.

The big problemis nobody really knows what the

plant's design basis is. For the pilot prograns on this
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triennial inspection it was costing the typical licensee a
mllion bucks to sort out his design basis, and that's getting
ready for the inspection because it's --

VOCE In fire protection.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, fire protection design basis
because it would spread all over the place, and spread over the
years, and the guidance conmes in file cabinets, not in reg
gui des.

MR. PAYNE: Sone of the |icensees have been taking
i nspection reports where we say sonething in there and then
say, okay, we condone sone change in their licensing basis, and
it's --

DR PONERS: Well, that's what's happening in the
associated circuit analysis is they go back and | ook at the
hi storical record, and sonme guy permtted sonething sone place,
and therefore you don't have to do this in the associ ated
circuit analysis.

MR. ROSEN: Let ne ask you, you've got a couple nore
slides and we'll be through them W'Il conme back to fire
protection if you need to after the break.

MR PAYNE: So you would like to go ahead?

MR ROSEN:. Yes, go ahead and finish up.

MR PAYNE: kay. The fire barriers, it's your
poi nt, sir about the nunbers. W don't have a good feel for
what some of the nunbers are. They're based on old criteria
for determning what's like a three-hour barrier, and the

| i censee doesn't necessarily install this barrier the way it
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was designed and tested, and so they're taking credit for it,
and then later finding out that it may not last for the three
hours that they're intending.

And then when we get into the SDP trying to decide
whet her they get any credit at all for this barrier, whether
it's determined or not if it's three hours or not, and as a
result they think they need to get sone credit for that
barrier, and we're saying they ain't gonna get any.

MR REYES: That's a big issue with the industry,
because -- it really nakes no sense because when we give them
no credit it basically says the material is not there, all you
have is air, and they say, no, we have retardant materi al
there. It may not be in the perfect configuration that was
tested, so we cannot assure you it's three hours, but it's nore
than zero; it's somewhere in between

DR PONERS: And they're right, of course.

MR REYES: | happen to agree themthat --

MR. ROSEN: Your problemis how nuch to give them
Do you give themone mnute, ten mnutes or --

DR PONERS: Well, you go to the other problemis the
regul ation, when it's an Appendi x R plan the regul ati on says
three hours, it doesn't say two hours and 55 mi nutes, it says
t hree hours, and you get hanstrung by these things.

The branch technical positions | think then you can
start tal king about two hours and 55 m nutes, but Appendix R
plans it's three hours or it's nothing.

MR PAYNE: And that gets to ny next point which is
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I11.G 2 and their interpretation of what's a three-hour
barrier. They're m xing and matching the different
requirements of 111.G 2 which is the protection of the
dedi cat ed shut down system

Sonetinmes they don't provide the protection of
suppressi on, but they have the one-hour barrier, the one-hour
barrier and 20-foot separation, but they don't actually mx
t hat way.

Also we're starting to see themstart to substitute
manual operator actions for sone of the criteriainlll.G 2.
and that's becom ng nore preval ent of a problem

In other words, for exanple they determ ne that
Kaowool isn't a three-hour fire wap, so they take off the
Kaowool and then say we're going to use operator actions as a
substitute for that. That's not sonmething that's allowed in
1111.G 2, I11.G 2 doesn't tal k about --

DR. POAERS: That's not one of options.

MR PAYNE: And what they're arguing is that, well,
it doesn't say we can't, it just says this is what --

DR. POAERS: It's pretty explicit about saying you
have to do one of three things.

MR. PAYNE: That's our position.

DR. POAERS: It doesn't seemlike one that's subject
to a lot of interpretation.

MR PAYNE: Okay. Next, operator decisions to
initiate the fire procedure. The |licensees are taking the

position that the best place to operate the plant fromis the
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control room and we agree with that, but when things start
happeni ng and you have a fire you start getting spurious
actuations, they don't always want to inplenment the fire
procedure because the fire procedure tells themin no uncertain
terns you need to go to the renote shutdown panel and start
t aki ng acti on.

DR. POAERS: Don't we have a real reputation on that
just out of the Cconee incident? You know, why did it take
them so long for Cconee to shut down because the control room
woul dn't operate according to what we know about fires.

MR PAYNE: Well, they're pointing to their |PEEE

DR PONERS: | said Cconee, San Onofre is what |
neant .

MR PAYNE: Ch, okay.

DR. POAERS: They sat around, the guys handling the
fire were saying we want to spray water on this, and the guys
in the control roomwere saying "OCh dear, oh dear, oh dear,"
and yet it's been in the innunerable information notes and
bulletins that say in electrical fires in nuclear power plants
spray some water on it, because otherw se you can't put out a
cabinet fire, it just reignites on you every time you |let the
air in.

MR. PAYNE: Also we're starting to see sone issues
wi th gaseous fire suppression systens, CO2, haylon. Primarily
it's not being installed the way the manufacturer designed it.

| nmentioned the manual operator actions.

For the future here one of the things that we want to
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work on is inproving our skills, including the better use of
risk insights. W're not as proficient in that particul ar
area. W rely heavily on VIt and Rudy's abilities. W want
to bring that nore dowmn and at a | evel to our inspectors so
that they can do their job.

DR PONERS: One thing that has helped | think is
this new reg guide that they put together on the fire
protection area.

You know, it used to be all this stuff is spread out
all over the place, and nowit's all in one pretty readable
docunent .

MR. ROSEN: That's 1.189?

DR POAERS: Right.

MR. PAYNE: Also again we're assigning nore
i nspectors to our fire protection inspections to increase our
bench strength.

One of the things that we are going to need to
address is future inspections are going to start |ooking at
areas of less risk, which by default nmeans that the |icensee is
not going to have as many significant issues with that, and why
are we inspecting sonething that's less risk significant.

And as we go through eventually we need to cone to
grips with what are we going to do in the future when all the
really high-risk areas have been inspected other than | ooking
at nodifications that have been nade.

MR ROSEN:. Well, now, this is an inportant point.

Just because you' ve | ooked at high-risk areas before, now
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you're saying we should go | ook at |less risk significant event
and then sequences and areas and not pay attention to those. |
don't think that's a good i dea.

MR. PAYNE: No, I'mnot saying that, but |I'm saying
that the licensee is going to say, well, you have already
| ooked at this area before, why are you | ooking at it again.
You know, we need to be intelligent about what we're doing
here, and it's possible that you may get into that nental
f ramewor k.

MR. ROSEN: But | think what we're dealing with here
is a dynamc situation. You can have it | ook great when you go
in froma fire protection standpoint, and tonorrow it could be

transi ent combustibles all over the place if sonebody nakes a

m st ake.

So | don't think we should be thinking we've got to
cover all the areas. | mean you need to keep on thinking about
risk.

MR MALLETT: | think also what Charlie -- correct me
if I"'mwong -- what they're looking at is they go back the
next time and nmaybe pick a smarter sanple than you picked the
first time, it doesn't have to be as broad perhaps, you can
pick it smarter fromwhat you | earned before.

MR ROSEN:. | can give you ny insight which is that
what counts here is as Dana Powers was saying is the risk of
fire to core danmage frequency, and that's the issue. You're
not | ooking at equi prent protection for the balance of the

pl ant so you can protect the licensee's investnent, that's not
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your job. That's their job, and they'll do it as well as they
can in that area

What we've really got here is the protection of the
public health and safety, reasonabl e assurance of adequate
protection. Risk of fire core damage you can see is the issue,
and it's concentrated is in those risk-significant sequences
and areas. That should be your focus.

DR. POAERS: And it would be if | had great
confidence in the risk anal yses that say, okay, here are the
inmportant fire areas. | don't think |I have that confidence
that those are so well identified, so |I have sonethi ng about
saying let's expand and use our understanding to deci de what
areas we're going to inspect. So I think we still have a ways
to go before | start putting all ny eggs in a PRA basket in
this area.

DR RANSOM Along that |ine when you tal k about fire
barriers, are they applied in a determnistic fashion or a
probablistic fashion?

DR PONERS: They are enornously determnistic.

DR. RANSOM That seens to be a weakness.

DR. POAERS: Well, you' ve got sonme problens with
that. But | nean you have two kinds of things. You' ve got
barriers that have prescribed anbunts of time to them and they
either work for that tine or they don't.

And then you have virtual barriers, and the typica
anal yses fires do not propagate fromone area to the next by

fiat in risk analyses. | nmean it's just the way the risk
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anal yses is set up.

DR. RANSOM | guess what | was thinking is a barrier
that might be deterministic for three hours obviously probably
has some faults in it, cracks and things |like that that make it
propagate nore relative than that.

DR PONERS: And probably things that are three hours
will actually last |onger than three hours. | nmean it's -- but
you don't have a wealth of data here to handl e things.

Then you' ve got the problem of what is your
conbustible series, and in an FSAR world the conbustible
wording is pretty well specified. That's usually not the
problem it's usually the transient conbustible that changes
t hi ngs.

MR ROSEN. It's not ny favorite thing to agree with
Dana Powers, but | will bow to the superior know edge in this
area in one respect, and that is that you can have a fire in a
nonri sk-significant area, it can propagate to a ri sk-
significant area under certain circunstances, and one of those
ci rcunstances, the kind of circunstances |'mthinking about are
ki nds of things that were reveal ed during the San Onofre,
unexpect ed connecti ons between |lines or sonething |ike that.

And so | want to tenper ny earlier remarks in | ooking
only at risk-significance sequence and risk-significant areas,
you've got to go beyond that to those places that coul d inpact
the risk significance sequences in these areas should a fully-
devel oped fire develop in those other areas.

MR PAYNE: | think that's all | had to tal k about on




o o0 A W DN P

Page 124

this slide.

MR ROSEN: | would like to have a recess now,
begi nni ng now, and be back at 1:15, and we'll pick up with any
i ssues anybody wants to talk about in the fire area. |If not,
we'll go on to security.

[At 12:33 p.m the lunch recess is taken.]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON

MR ROSEN: Are there any additional questions on
the fire protection area? Shall we proceed with the security
i ssues?

DR PONERS: | think I"Il just reiterate that if you
can identify tools that you think should be devel oped out of
the research program-- and | think that's what M. Rosen is
particularly interested in trying to get the research program
directed to hel p address sone of these issues, and so you guys
are on the front line so you probably have sonme good ideas on
tools that would really help, either your inspection force or
about the senior reactor analysts who are going to have to get
involved in this and have limted VRA capabilities in this
area. Things like that, | mean at any tinme they can identify,
and you can feed theminto his -- Steve's going to prepare sone
recommendations for the research programin fire protection.

MR. ROSEN: W will have a neeting in Septenber whose
topic is entirely fire research.

DR PONERS: So fromthat | think he had sonething to
contribute, and it would be really useful to get that because |
think there are some real practical needs right now that the
research program coul d be addressing and helping a |ot.

MR. ROSEN: Any suggestions along those |ines you can
send to Dana or me, or both, and it would be very hel pful.

DR PONERS: It |ooks Iike they' ve got sone pretty
good people in those research prograns, and so if we can give

t hem sone idea on how to true up their activities and
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directions are nost useful to you, and I think we'll get some
good results out of it.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: Qur next topic is security issues
in the region. Anne Boland is the branch chief for the plant
support branch, she has the health physics inspectors, the

radi ati on protection program plus the security program she

manages.
DR. POAERS: Anne, did you draw a short straw at sone
poi nt ?
M5. BOLAND: Sone days | think so.
[ Laught er. ]
M5. BOLAND: |I'mrelatively new as the plant support
branch chief. However, | think | can give you sone

per spectives on how well we've done in security, how we conduct
busi ness, and where | see sone of the chall enges.

Organi zationally I"min our security function in the
Di vi sion of Reactor Safety, and as Chris indicated ny branch is
t he pl ant support branch.

Staff-wi se we have two qualified i nspectors, one
whi ch is unavailable at this particular point in tine. He's
been called up in the reserves and is in --

DR. POAERS: He's working security big-tinme now.

M5. BOLAND: Yes, at Dobbins Air Force Base, and he's
been called up for about a year, so we're really not sure --
he's been called up basically since right after Septenber the
11t h.

W have one inspector, upward nobility inspector in
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training, and we recently got a contractor who was an ex-
security inspector for us to conme back under the dua
conpensation rule, so that's been a trenmendous help for us.

DR. POAERS: What's an upward nobility inspector? nd

M5. BOLAND: It's a person who -- Ken sitting right
back there -- he came out of our HR group, and it's a
devel opnental position basically which took a person who was a
nonsecurity, noninspector type and developing him | think
you've been in the group, what, about a year and a half?

KEN. That's right.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah, about a year and a half devel opi ng
addi ti onal experti se.

And then we have one regional inspector who's an HP
i nspector who's cross-training in the security area. W just
started that -- we just began that within the |ast couple of
weeks.

So that's kind of where we're at in staff.

Overall 1 think our mission is probably pretty self-
expl anatory. W inspect the nuclear power reactors for
conpliance with regulation in risk-significant areas on the
ROP, and to determ ne and verify that they can protect against
t he design basis threat.

And 1'll go through what our baseline inspections
program enconpasses in a mnute.

In case you're interested, there is also security
i nspectors located in the division of nuclear material safety

and saf eguards, or nuclear material safety.
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They are responsible for inspecting the fuel
facility, Cap 1 facilities and Cap 3 facilities. That is not
within our division, that is in another division, but we
coordinate with thempretty nuch on a regul ar basis on security
i ssues.

W al so manage and i npl enent the security plan with
respect to the control of safeguards information. That is
pretty much done totally within our group. W devel oped the
security plan, we audited against it, and we assure material is
properly controlled up here in the region and at the resident
sites.

A significant effort these days is supporting
headquarters in program devel opnent activities. As |'msure
you're aware, there's a lot of actions going on with respect to
top-to-bottomreviews of the security program regulations,
order devel opnent, et cetera, and we to the extent that we can
will resource standpoint. W think it's not only beneficial,
but we really need to be a participant in that process w th our
field experience.

| mpl ement post-9/11 activities. This also takes a
substantial amount of time of mine and ny staff's efforts, and
"Il talk to this alittle bit nore, but there's a nunber of
activities that are ongoing just froma daily activity
standpoi nt on nonitoring what |icensees are doing, |ooking at
potential threat and suspicious activity assessnents and
reports that we get fromlicensees.

And then the | ast one along those sanme lines is
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i nformati on assessnent team participation. Chris is a nenber,
| *m menber, and we have one ot her menber of ny staff who
participates on the I AT, which is the threat assessment
conponent of the NRC. | don't know if you know of Burt Warren
and that group in NSIR, but we work closely with them basically
eval uating incomng information fromthe |icensees on
suspi cious activities, et cetera, to determ ne what kind of
followup mght be required fromthe agency, and whet her that
i nformation constitutes any kind of credible threat.

W | ook to licensees to make that initial
determ nation, but we do also take a | ook at that information.

MR. LEITCH W' ve heard some information in the
public press and the nmedia about a threat to nuclear plants
around the July 4th holiday. |Is there any substance to that?
| mean is there such a warning that's gone out to the plants or
anything like that?

M5. BOLAND: W did issue an advisory to our plants,
and basically what we indicated is that the NRC did not have
any information to support those news reports.

MR REYES: W actually issued an advisory to clarify
all the noise that we have heard. W have no specific credible
information that will say July the 4th a nuclear power plant is
of concern.

July the 4th nationwide is of concern, but we
specifically have issued an advisory because there was a | ot of
news nmedia information, and the |icensees really needed

clarification.
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M5. BOLAND: | think we did that in the nei ghborhood
of about three weeks ago, three or four weeks ago.

The baseline inspection program | have outlined
essentially the procedures that we use under the ROP for the
basel i ne i nspection program They include behavi oral
observation, escort responsibilities, detecting individuals who
are having aberrant behavi or, substance abuse, nental kinds of
aberrant behavi or issues.

Access control, this procedure primarily focuses on
personnel search requirenents, access requirenents into the
pl ant for people and bionetrics, and then al so vehicle
sear ches.

MR REYES: Hopefully you saw sone of that yesterday
at Watts Bar.

MR ROSEN: Yes. It was very encouraging.

DR. POAERS: You know, they have an active control
program they have |ots of gates and guards.

The issue still conmes down to insiders during
shut down oper ati ons.

MR REYES: The commission right nowis westling
with the policy -- | think you' re tal king about access during
outages prior to getting your thorough background search -- |
t hink you're going to see a change in the policy.

| can't predict, but I have tal ked to enough
conm ssioners that | think you' re going to see a significant
shift on that and that policy. Howit's going to be

i mpl enented | don't know. It's clearly a big change for the
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i ndustry, the industry is going to have to change the way they
do business, so | don't knowthe timng, but it's clear to ne
the comm ssioners are gearing up to make one of the changes.

DR PONERS: The outages could be interesting is what
you' re sayi ng.

M5. BOLAND: And the temporary access issue has been
around a while, and | think in the near termwe' re going to be
dealing with that.

DR. POAERS: You said you didn't know the timng, you
said this fallout is going to be interesting. Are we talking
about that kind of immanency?

MR. REYES. Yes, short-term

M5. BOLAND: Very short term

MR REYES: Very short term

M5. BOLAND: Access control searches, | nentioned
t hat . The first two are annual inspection requirenents.

The third procedure is response to contingenci es.
That's a triennial inspection procedure which basically
i nvol ves assessing a licensee's strategy for actually
responding to an event, |ooking at the target set analysis,
| ooki ng at weapons denonstrations and weapons qualification
training, training of the guard force, et cetera, and that's an
every-three-year requirenent.

Also we have a requirenent to review all the physica
security plan changes that conme in to determ ne whether the
licensees are allowed to nmake certain changes to their plan

wi t hout coming to the comm ssion for approval, as long as those
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changes don't decrease the effectiveness of the plan, kind of a
5059 sort of thing. W do an evaluation of those changes to
determne if in fact they decrease the effectiveness.

The ISFSI facilities, we have a second inspection
procedure for that. |If an ISFSI is |ocated inside the
protected area it's assessed consistent with the site security
plan. This procedure applies only to those | SFSIs which are
not located within the primary protected area.

O course the OSRE inspections, and then perfornmance
i ndi cator program we do the verification there. W have three
performance indicators in security, one related to equi pment,
one related to fitness for duty on personnel reliability, and
one related to access authorization. So we do that on an
annual basis as well.

MR LEITCH One thing that | notice that's kind of
uneven as you go fromsite to site is procedures for getting
into the protected area are pretty standardi zed, but the
procedures for getting into let's say the owner-controll ed
area, particularly parking |lot areas and things of that nature
are very, very uneven.

W were down into Watts Bar yesterday, and at the
perineter point the bus was searched, but yet there are other
sites where it seens like it's a wave and you drive into the
parking | ot.

| guess one thing that concerns ne is even though |
know that the protected area perineter is far enough out that

like a truck bonmb or sonmething like that couldn't, you know,
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based on the present design basis could not damage vital
equi pnent, a great deal of harm could be done to the industry
froma public relations viewpoint if soneone was to, you know,
get sone kind of an explosive device in the parking ot of a
power pl ant.

Are we planning to do anything at the owner-
control |l ed area perineter?

M5. BOLAND: | can't give you for safeguard reasons
the details, but the answer is yes. | think the ICMs, the
i nner conpensatory measures that were inplemented or inposed on
licensees via order will do some of that, and there are various
stages of inplenentation.

MR. REYES:. The easiest way to answer is the review
on the DVT will get to the point you' re nmaking, w thout getting
into detail will get to the point you're making.

MR LEITCH | understand.

DR. BONACA: These procedures are pretty nuch the
sane procedures that you had before Septenber 11th; right?

M5. BOLAND: Not in the owner-controlled area.

MR. REYES: Not in the owner-controlled, exactly.

M5. BOLAND: That is correct, and |'"mgoing to talk
to you about what's coming up. But, yes, these are procedures
that were in place prior to Septenber 11

MR. REYES:. That's everything we al ways had.

M5. BOLAND: You're going to see -- kind of trailing
in on the question there, you're going to see sone variability

in CCAs --
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MR REYES: Owner-controlled areas.

M5. BOLAND: -- owner-controlled areas al so having to
do with the configuration of the licensee's site.

MR REYES: Sure, yeah.

M5. BOLAND: And, you know, their determ nations on
where they need to nmake certain searches and things like that,
SO you're going to see a little bit of that potentially.

But | think that we continue the reassessnment and the
order inplenentation will bring sonme consistency to that,
hopeful Iy sone increased consi stency.

The baseline inspection program immediately
foll ow ng Septenber the 11th it was suspended. Froma security
st andpoi nt we were focusing on the post-9/11 response
activities, dedicating nost of our staff to that effort, and
they did suspend the programuntil Mrch 1st of 2002.

And at this point with respect to the baseline
i nspection programonly the expectation is that we w |
conmplete 60 to 80 percent of those procedures that | just
di scussed by the end of the cycle.

And then this -- | have annotated the record over
here. This last bullet is incorrect, and you may want to --
basically the OSRE programcertainly was in effect prior to
Septenber the 11th. It was suspended foll ow ng Septenber 11th,
and the reason for that was really because of that high-threat
environnent, and the determ nation of whether it was really
appropriate in that environment to be dedicating those

resources to a drill activity. So if you wouldn't m nd, please
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annotate your slide, and | apol ogi ze for that.

M5. WESTON: What is the increase in the resources
that needs to be dedicated to this after Septenber the 11th?

M5. BOLAND: W are in the process of -- well,
headquarters has given us a tenporary instruction, a draft, to
tell us what the inspection effort is, and so | don't have
refinenments for you on exactly how many people that's going to
take to do that.

MR REYES: Let's explain that a little bit.

Si nce Septenber 11th the agency has changed its
processes, and we had to dedicate our staff to that versus the
routine program and it included now we have direct reports
fromthe |icensees on suspicious activities, and they get
processed all the way through Anne and to ne; | get now reports
that | never got before for obvious reasons.

The increasing workload we can't size it now because
t he new procedures, you were asking about the follow up on the
orders are not finished yet, so we can't tell what that
wor kl oad is going to be.

What we had in the past was a delta, and that delta
because not hing had taken off conplete we have the baseline
program we're going to establish again that we always did, plus
the post-9/11 orders inplenmentation review, and that still is
bei ng sized, that's still being prepared.

M5. BOLAND: We're still evaluating exactly what we
want to |look at and follow up, and exactly what resource is

going to be needed to do that.
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MR, CHRI STI ANSON:  Prior to Septenmber 11th our
basel i ne program was roughly about 2 to 2 1/2 FTE

MR REYES: For this region.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: For the region, right. And we're
still figuring that out.

MR REYES: It will be nore than that.

DR. POAERS: It's a good bet that it's going to be
nore than that.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah, it is, and we're trying to plan
for that.

MR REYES: W're trying to size that, and the other
thing is you don't need the sane skills for every inspection
activity we tal ked about here. Access control, review of
records, and all that, you don't need the sane skill as you do
with strategic nockup attack on the plant, et cetera, et
cetera, so not only is the volune an issue, the volune FTE
nmeani ng of resources, but the skills profile of what we're
going to do in the future versus now So we don't have a good
grasp of that yet.

M5. BOLAND: And some of that probably won't cone out
of the security group, there's an energency planning conponent
to that follow up, and al so an operational conponent to that
followup, so it will be an integrated effort. W don't have
the full picture yet on exactly howit's going to work.

| think Loren touched on a couple of these issues
this norning. Just to kind of give you an idea w thout talKking

specific sites of the kinds of issues that we have identified
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about |l ast year, | think the first one Loren did talk about in
detail this norning was a white finding having to do with OSRE
performance at one of our sites, so unless you have a specific
question | won't go into that any further.

W have identified a potential generic issue which we
have di scussed with headquarters and are | ooking at drafting
generi c comuni cation on involving for-cause testing, and
specifically this has to do with whether or not |icensees are
requi ring mandatory testing of enpl oyees who are involved, have
a human performance issue that results in an accident that
causes a personnel injury.

The regul ations are pretty clear in that regard, but
| think we've seen sone different interpretations about sone
our |icensees, and so we have initiated the process to try and
get that communicated, and | think they are factoring it into
future rul emaki ng.

W have had sone issues, again wthout going into
speci fics, sonme historical issues on intrusion detection systen
coverage, and in fact two of those issues recently went through
our backfit process, which was an experience for ne having only
gone through that twi ce, those two tinmes, but it was an
interesting process, but both of theminvolved IDS and whet her
or not they were in conpliance with their physical security
pl an.

DR. POAERS: You said your backfit procedures --

M5. BOLAND: The agency's backfit procedures.

DR. POAERS: So you do a regulatory analysis, and --

=
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M5. BOLAND: Actually it went through the Region |
backfit panel, we nade a decision it, and it did not have to go
to a regul atory anal ysis.

MR REYES: W have internal procedures.

DR POAERS: You provided staff.

M5. BOLAND: Yes.

Control of safeguards information, we have been
extrenely -- not that we weren't before, but extremely
sensitive to this whole area post-9/11, and we have had at
| east an issue at one site involving control of safeguards
i nf ormati on.

Personnel searches, these were issues that were
actually identified pre-9/11 on having to do with the adequacy
of searches of individuals comng into the protected area, and
then also the | ast one was an i nadequate conpensatory neasure
for out-of-service equi pnment which was identified pre-9/11. So
the majority of these issues are pre-9/11 issues.

DR. POAERS: Let's tal k about conpensatory neasures.
An incident at a plant, it happened not to be in this region,
if I can renmenber correctly detection equi pment at the boundary
fail ed Saturday night. The plant manager says, oh, well, 1"l
post a guard there and then on Monday I'Il call the guy that
fixes these things and he'll come and fix it. He still gets a
finding on this, puts it in one of the corners. But should he?

He's installed a conpensatory neasure here, he's had
an equi pment failure -- a diode went out or sonething |ike

that. Should that count against himsince he's --
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M5. BOLAND: It gets rolled into the PI

DR. PONERS: Yeah, | know,

M5. BOLAND: Upon identification if they take
adequat e conpensatory neasures the only inplication there is
it's factored into the PI.

DR. POAERS: That's not an only, that's a
significant, though. Should it?

MR REYES: |If their equipnment is out of service for
so many hours there is a significance to it. | don't know --

DR POVNERS: Yeah, but they know it went out |ike
i mediately, it just went out, so there was no time in which
t hey were vul nerabl e.

M5. BOLAND: Right.

DR PONERS: Ckay. And they instituted a
conpensatory neasure very quickly. | nean it was an obvious
conpensatory neasure, they put a guy there to watch it instead
of a canera there to watch it. Should that count against thenf
| mean | will admt if it had been out for five hours, no
guesti on.

The argument putting it on there is sonething did
fail with this. It happened to not be sonething with
mai nt enance where one of these electronic things that just dies
on you and no one actually knows why they die, they just die.
But the question here is one of fairness in clicking that
per formance i ndi cator.

M5. BOLAND: Well, | think one of the principa

pur pose of the performance indicator is you nonitor the
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equi pnent reliability, and we | ook for trends on, you know, are
they seeing simlar kinds of failures, is there some issue here
t hat needs to potentially be addressed.

So it's giving us nore of a heads-up so to speak on
ensuring that that equipnment is being reliably maintai ned and
functioning. | don't knowif that is --

MR REYES: | don't know if it's fair or not, but
"1l tell you the next tine on Saturday he's going to call the
mechanic to fix it.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, as a matter of fact he's going to,
but he's irritated at having to do that.

MR REYES: | know, and the agency -- |'mnot saying
it's fair, but the agency takes that position. The agency
right or wong takes that position that this nunber of hours is
significant, and we know there may be occasions where it's not
fair.

DR PONERS: It's expensive. It strikes me as this
is nmore a financial decision than it is one of security because
he had done everything. He was never vul nerable, he
conmpensated. Now at this point if he wants to make a fi nanci al
decision | can pay this repair technician $5,000 to conme out
Saturday night, or | can pay him $200 to conme out Monday
norning, it seens |ike we ought to |l et himmanage the machine
t hat way.

MR ROSEN. It's not as sinple as that, though,
because now the guard is tied up watching this.

DR POAERS: No, brought in an extra guard. There
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was not a guard there.

MR. REYES:. Yeah, because by the security plan he's
responsi ble for it.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, he had to bring in an extra guard,
and that he can do very quickly; it's cheap

MR. REYES: They're on call, and actually they
usual | y have nore than they need.

DR. PONERS: Yeah.

MR. REYES: | don't know, we do sone things that are
not fair.

MR. ROSEN: Nobody said it was going to be fair.

DR POAERS: Well, we ought to nove in that
di recti on.

MR, ROSEN: | agree.

DR PONERS: No, | don't have an answer to this. |
was just interested in howto view these sorts of things.

M5. BOLAND: Post-Septenber 11th activities, | have
al ready alluded to sone of this:

Provi ded 24-hour security coverage in our |RC and we
were basically there thinking -- | don't renmenber the exact
date, but well into Decenber on 24-hour coverage.

DR POAERS: You're going to have to rem nd nme what
| RC stands for.

MS. BOLAND: |nstance response.

MR REYES: Qur energency center. |If you have sone

time, we have a very good one here.
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M5. BOLAND: Manned with one manager and -- well,
there wasn't the increased response i mediately foll ow ng
Septenber 11th, but in the long termwe have 24 hours a nanager
and one menber of the security staff to handl e ongoi ng issues.

Sone of the things that we were doing in the center
i nvol ved coordination with Iicensees on how they were
responding to advisories, we had input to advisory devel opnent,
responding to incomng information fromlicensees, and

noni tori ng what they were doing as well.

Conduct ed and coordi nated Phase I, IIl, and II]
audits. | think this maybe follows onto one of the questions
about, well, if your baseline inspection programwas exactly

i ke what you were doing pre-9/11, one thing that has been
added onto that is as the advisories cane out, particularly the
Oct ober 6th advisory, we did what we called audits agai nst
t hose advisories, and they're called Phase |, Il, and |11l
audi ts dependi ng upon what conponent of the audit we were
| ooking at -- pronpt actions or additional actions.

And essentially the security staff, the resident
staff, or the project engineers went out and | ooked at how
i censees were inplenmenting the advisories, and to al so
identify whether we had any concerns in how they were
responding to those advi sori es.

| AT event reporting and followup. | have already
mentioned that to you. That's taking a substantial anount of
effort on our part at this time because we have asked the

| i censees under the advisories to basically report any
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suspi cious activity to us.

W are getting a wide variety of reports of, you
know, public citizens seeing soneone that they didn't think
| ooked |i ke they should be there, or taking a picture, or doing
sonet hing of that nature, and we're basically getting invol ved
in maki ng our managenent aware, assessing it to see if we need
to do anything in the imrediate term and making sure that the
appropriate groups in NRC are informed of that.

MR REYES: |In addition to that we're adding to that
intelligence, our intelligence such as is that al so happening
at conventional power plants, are you seeing peopl e approaching
and taking pictures and asking this question at a conventi onal
power plant and we have another situation very simlar at a
nucl ear power plant.

So there's a lot of nore tracking of issues that's
taking our time that didn't exist there before.

M5. BOLAND: There really is.

DR POAERS: We got several reports from Watts Bar
about a suspicious group in there yesterday.

M5. BOLAND: Yesterday?

DR POAERS: You m ght get several.

MR. ROSEN:. But not really threatening because
t hey' re aged.

DR POAERS: And they were nechani zed.

[ Laught er. ]
M5. BOLAND: We're also responsible for interface of

work with |aw enforcenent. M staff who are the three guys
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back there, on the back row back there, do followup work with
| ocal | aw enforcenent, and our office of investigations works
with the FBI, so we work with themto information on things
t hat are going on and responding to sites.

Again, this is just another bullet, but it has taken
a substantial of regional effort is to support the headquarters
progranmatic initiatives.

|'msure you're aware of top-to-bottomreview of a
programthat's underway which includes a | ot of conponents to
it. You know, you're |ooking at regul atory changes, order
devel opnent, inspection procedure devel opnment on how to inspect
against the orders, et cetera, et cetera. So we devote a fair
amount of tine to that.

DR PONERS: Let me ask you a question on that. W
have handl ed a | ot of cornerstones, your being one of them

M5. BOLAND:  Un- huh.

DR PONERS: In all these other cornerstones -- or
not all of them but many of the other cornerstones you see
this drive toward anal ysis, quantitative anal ysis,
confrontational tools and whatnot.

This cornerstone persists in being a |argely manpower
subj ective intuition and experiential -based anal ysis. What do
you think about that?

M5. BOLAND: You're tal king SDP?

DR. POAERS: |'mthinking about just the way they go
about analyzing things. | mean twenty years ago we did fire

protection all based on experience and judgment.
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Now we actually do sonmething called fire risk
assessnent, certainly fire hazards anal ysis, mnmuch nore
conput ati onal work, fire propagation nodeling, and things |ike
t hat .

Here you're still largely working based on
experience, standards, intuition and whatnot. 1Is that a good
thing, or is that a bad thing?

M5. BOLAND: Well, fromthe standpoint -- we are --
we don't have nodels, we don't have sophisticated nodeling and
t hings of that nature, but as far as we are pulling in the
reactor analysts to help us in making our decisions |ike for
what scenarios we run during an OSRE

DR PONERS: Yeah, you do your vital site five-point
anal ysis, primry anal ysis.

M5. BOLAND: Right. So we are pulling in that kind
of insights into how we are trying to evaluate the |licensee's
strat egy.

As far as long-termwhat the plans are going to -- |
think I"minterpreting your question nore upon to performance
eval uati on as opposed to how you inspect agai nst behavi or al
observation access control kind of things.

DR POAERS: Even in your own observational technique
you' re depending on a guy |ooking at sonething and saying this
is out of the normof what | would expect fromthis individual,
you know, sonmething is wong here, and that's based on judgnment
and whatnot, and then those are often very delicate tools to

anal yze t hings.
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On the other hand, it's very subjective, and rmaybe
sonmeone' s performance is actually just as aberrant, but he's
real careful not to do it in front of anybody that's watching
hi m

MR REYES: And that's why ny answer is we wish we
had a nodel that would tell us, but if you taken up security
what you're protecting agai nst you' re protecting agai nst
aberrant behavi or, abnormal behavior, whether it's an insider
or an outsider. None of the scenarios we dreamup a nornma
human being will do, so you're now working with abnornal
you're protecting agai nst abnornmal behavi or from an i ndi vi dual
or group of individuals with a choice of weapons and expl osives
and all that, and |I'm not sophisticated enough to cone up with
sone ideas on how to nodel that, and | think that's the problen
it cones into, and | think how you really do it is by defining
t he design basis threat and saying the nost |ikely you' re going
to have is --

DR PONERS: The problem | have with -- | nean ny
main reaction to this design basis threat since we're
reexam ni ng design basis threats nowis | say, gee, design
basi s has been so wonderful for us in the reactor safety arena
by all nmeans we should continue it here.

| mean TM was a positive denonstration that design
basis accidents really are a very, very restrictive sort of
view on the world, and what you try to dois -- | mean once you
have design basis threat you're really good at protecting

agai nst that threat which you will never see, because there

=
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wi Il never be a design basis attack on you, an exactly design
basis attack on a facility.

And your vul nerability when you focus on a design
basis threat of course is you have no capacity to respond to
the small deviations fromthat, or even |arge deviations from
it.

So maybe the whol e concept of design basis threat
needs to be abandoned in the security area just as we've had to
essentially abandon it in the reactor safety area.

| mean it seens to ne that we were thinking about it
before we got hold of sonething that did not serve us very well
in the reactor safety.

M5. BOLAND: | don't know what formwe're going to
end up with, whether it's characteristics, whether it's --

DR PONERS: \Whether they use their ideas to pursue.
One of the things | do know is that when we anal yze Air Force
facilities for integrate attach, which is much |ike your OSRE
exerci ses we don't have design basis attacks, and we do do
quantitative analysis of it.

M5. BOLAND: While | can't really get into the design
basis of even the current one as to what it includes, but --

MR REYES: W've got a briefing on that.

M5. BOLAND: Ckay. Clearly licensees have
conpl ained int past with the OSREs on the variability and
expectations, and | think it's fair to say you have to define
what the paraneters are, whatever formthat takes, and then

ensure that the licensees can adequately protect that.
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Now, what formthat takes and how you do that but,
you know, licensees call it OSRE creep, they believe we weren't
hol ding themto a consistent standard. The standard has got to
be the right standard.

MR LEITCH There's also a dividing line I think
whi ch the agency is still trying to grapple with, a dividing
i ne between what's the responsibility of the |licensee and
what's the responsibility of the agency.

M5. BOLAND: You may have a design base threat, and
t hat may not --

MR. LEITCH And that's where it's really happening.

DR. POAERS: That's nade wel| above ny pay grade,
"1l tell you that. That's a political decision. That's why
we pay the conmm ssioners big bucks to decide that.

| mean the challenge in the OSREs it seens to nme are
twofold. One is is the evaluation subjective, and then since
it's a high rate of failure the guy nakes sone anendnents
whet her those nodifications and changes have in fact addressed
the problemand nmade it so that he would succeed if reran the
exercise is al so subjective.

It's a highly-subjective area, and the question is
should it continue to be a highly-subjective area, and | don't
know t he answer to that.

I think I"'mlike you, | haven't got a clue how to do
it any other way. But | think it's worth asking the question.

M5. BOLAND: The second to last bullet here, one of

the ongoing things is we're nonitoring |icensees' deploynent of
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resources on a weekly basis.

DR LARKINS: Is there alimt on the nunber of hours
security people can be on shift? because |'ve heard that
they're working 72/6 since 9/11, and it seens |ike that would
have a potential inpact on their ability to perform

M5. BOLAND: Right now there's no regul atory
requi rements that cover security with respect to overtine.
They're not typically -- and I'll say typically because every
tech spec is different -- but typically they are not covered by
t he technical specification on overtine.

| know that there are sone initiatives --

MR. REYES: In Region Il | can tell you, I won't say
all, but nost |icensees have recruited additional guards
because they realize that what appeared to be a tenporary
situation is going to becone a permanent situation, and it
takes a while to train these individuals, and I won't cone up
with a nunber, but there is a nunber | can share with you in
private about how many guards have been added to each station,
and it's substantial, because of the |ong hours and
conpensatory tine.

DR POAERS: We got sone nunbers from Watts Bar.

MR REYES: kay. You got that. GCkay. |In Region II
al nrost every plant has added about that nunber in addition to
what they had before because of that issue.

DR LARKINS: It seens like it ought to be sonething
that's looked at in ternms of reliability or --

MR ROSEN:. Absolutely. W have to think about what
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we' re expecting these people to do.

MR REYES: It's in the plate.

M5. BOLAND: And we have our residents have their
eyes and ears open for any issues along those lines that arise
that they see, and they get back to us.

MR. REYES: W had sone feedback after Septenber 11
not imrediately, it wasn't |ong those issues did surface.

M5. BOLAND: And | think our licensees are actively
trying to --

DR PONERS: Figure out how they can afford all this.

MR LEITCH M inpression is that there's -- as we
speak there's alnost imediate relief. 1In other words, sone of
the people that were hired are just beginning to cone out of
the training pipeline now, and | was talking to a |icensee | ast
week who by July 1st really expects sonme significant relief to
this problem which admttedly has been a difficult issue for
several nmonths, but it should be comng to an end.

M5. BOLAND: Several of our licensees | know in our
routine interactions with theml've heard June, July, you know,
maki ng changes, having additional people. 1've heard the sane
thing froma couple of folks.

Lastly, and | may not have characterized that exactly
right, | said rise in allegations. | would say a rise in
i ssues raised by public citizens relating to security. Sone of
themdon't nmeet the definition of an allegation, but we still
answer that person, respond to that person, but we have post

9/11 -- | think it's kind of tailing off a little bit now -- we
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had a marked increase in people calling in with various things,
some nore generic in nature that we would send up to
headquarters to have themincorporate into their review, sone
that were very site-specific.

And it's a challenge -- Excuse ne.

MR. ROSEN:. O course without telling us anything you
can't tell us, to me that set of words nmeans sonet hi ng about
the plant staff itself saying that there's sonmething w ong.

And you used sone words that led ne to believe we're
dealing with external, these are outside the plant, not
internal. 1'd like you to clarify that.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah. W sawthe -- | would say we saw
arise in things comng frommenbers of the public. W have a
fairly consistent workload in the security arena anyway in the
al | egati ons area.

But we did get sonme concerns, you know, wi thout
getting into the specifics of the sites and everything from
menbers of the plant staff asking many of the same questions
t hat nenbers of the public were asking, or -- and we saw a
little bit of this post order -- because of the order being
saf eguards and the provisions of the order people didn't quite
understand totally what's going on, so they'll say "Ch, | saw
this change, and it doesn't nake sense to nme," or "Am| sure
that it's, is it okay." They don't understand what all is
going on and why. But we still follow up on that.

And it's limted in the answer we can give them All

we can say is --
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MR. REYES: W have the sanme problem we can't give
them the specific answer.

M5. BOLAND: Right.

MR REYES: But we will say this is in conpliance
with the NRC order, it is a change that is endorsed and
required by the NRC

MR. ROSEN: And you tell themthat while we want to

answer your question we can't give you the full details.

M5. BOLAND: And we try to explain that to them

MR. ROSEN: Yeah.

MR REYES: Most of them understand.

MR. ROSEN. Most of them understand that.

MS. BOLAND: So it's a ness.

DR. POAERS: | would say that generally a nenber of

the public thinks nore things should be secret than what really
are. | mean | think they think nore things are classified than
what are really classified, as a general rule.

M5. BOLAND: Future challenges. | think we've pretty
much touched on sone of these.

I nspection followup on orders. W're still working
on that trying to al so determ ne what resources it's going to
take to do that in total, how we need to do it.

Participation in the agency policy decision-making.
Vul nerability assessments. A lot of this has not been
finalized, but we have been discussing with the industry, going
out and doing table-top exercises force on force, the kinds of

drills in the long term --
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DR. POAERS: Let me ask you about table-top
exercises. There has been criticismof table-top exercises in
just about every place that they're used.

M5. BOLAND: Right.

DR PONERS: What do we have for a quantitative
denmonstration that table-top exercises are in fact a useful
exerci se, yield neaningful results.

M5. BOLAND: Quantitative?

DR POVERS: Yeah.

M5. BOLAND: | don't have that answer, if there is
one.

You know, it's a tool that we utilize in the
i nspecti on process.

DR PONERS: And when we do that, and we do it in a
ot of areas. | nmean it's not just in the security area.

Tabl e-top exercises are used for emergency planning and things
i ke that.

But the question is since it has been heavily
criticized, not only individual table-top exercises but
globally the whole strategy, what theoretical or experinental
foundation do we have for thinking that it's any useful tool?

MR REYES: Let ne give you ny view from observing
t hem

DR POVNERS: Ckay.

MR REYES: And | don't knowif this is a sufficient
good answer, but in ny view what they do is they actually

engage the security workforce and the |icensee, because it
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i ncludes the operations departnment and all that stuff, when you
sit down across the table and you have a nockup of the
facility, and you sinmulate, and you say you have so many
intruders this way, and so many intruders that way, how woul d
you strategize to stop this particular attack, it makes you
t hi nk t hrough what you will do in that particular situation, so
if you ever encountered that at |east you would have been
wal ked t hrough and thought through.

Where | think licensees have the problemw th is when
we end up grading them or saying, oh, we added three nore
ni njas over here, you know, and | understand that there's
subjectivity in the |ack of perhaps defined rul es of
engagenent, but the exercise in itself | think it has a
positive effect in that you have thought through this, and at
| east the ones that | observed nmy view was a success. |'m not
sure the licensee would agree with that, but it was a success
fromthe point of viewthat you have now security and
operations working through the nental process of if you are in
this situation howwill you term nate or m nimze the inpact on
t he station.

That particul ar exercise to ne has a value. Wether
it's worth all the --

DR. POAERS: It's like I was sent off to managenent
training school they said, eh, the class itself is not as
terribly inmportant that you have time to think about sonething
about this job of managenment, or this job of security, or this

j ob of energency preparedness, whatever it happens to be is
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where the real value is comng, and that's what you' re saying.

MR. REYES: Yeah.

DR PONERS: It gives everybody a chance to think
about it.

M5. BOLAND: And they're fairly -- | nean they get
down to times, seconds. You know, it allows you to get a big
picture view of their strategy.

And then many tinmes during our OSRE programs we use
the information we gathered fromthe table-tops to | ook at the
actual response in the denonstration.

MR. REYES: W basically say show ne.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah.

MR REYES: And we actually execute it.

DR PONERS: This is an interesting one to put in our
research pallet to prove what the value of these things are.

MR. ROSEN: Not a fire protection.

DR POAERS: Lots of things aren't fire protection,
St eve.

MR. ROSEN: | know, but those are the things we're
here to tal k about.

DR. POAERS: No, it's not, not exclusively.

MR REYES: | have to apologize. | have a call that
| cannot skip, and I'Il be right back.

MR ROSEN. Al right. W're going to take a break
anyway whenever you're done.

M5. BOLAND: |I'mreally done. The |ast one was

devel opi ng, retaining, and obtaining staff, and that's really a
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function -- we've had sonme | osses in our group. You have the
reserves, retirement, go into the utility --

DR PONERS: If you weren't to nmean to them --

M5. BOLAND: Yeah. That was before | cane.

[ Laught er . ]

MR LEITCH | have a question about the authority of
the guard force, and I guess I'munder the inpression, | don't
know if it's correct or incorrect, but there's variability fron
state to state as to what the authority of the guards -- Well,
l et ne explain by exanple.

Suppose you're at the protected area boundary and
sonmeone shows up ready to smuggle in a hand grenade or
somet hi ng, and you detect that. Do you just send the person
away and say |'msorry, you' re not allowed in with your hand
grenade, and in the neantine call the |ocal police and hope
they get there in tine, or can you physically restrain that
person, and does that action vary fromstate to state, and
should it? |Is there sone federal action required in that area?

M5. BOLAND: | think the issue is the use of deadly
force varies fromstate to state, whether they can use deadly
force to protect the property.

Certainly if their being is being threatened they can
use -- if that's the real question, that varies fromstate to
state is the use of deadly force. And | know that that's on
the table with headquarters and they're |l ooking at trying to
have regul atory action to try to --

DR PONERS: It's a Senate bill.

=
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M5. BOLAND: Yeah, and | know NER i s devel oping a
white paper, | heard that a couple of weeks ago, on their
position on it, but it's going to take federal |egislation.

MR LEITCH Ckay. | just wasn't sure, and it just
recently came to ny attention, and I'mglad other folks are
aware of it.

MR. ROSEN:. How does your response answer this
guestion? You answered on deadly force.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah.

MR. ROSEN.: Wuld it take deadly force? 1 don't
think so. It could, but it wouldn't necessarily. Essentially
t he guard needs to say please sit down here, and enphasize the
word pl ease, and --

MR LEITCH And if the guy with the hand grenade
says |'mout of here --

M5. BOLAND: | think as far as their constraints it
only is the use of deadly force constraints, to ny know edge.

MR. ROSEN: So you can do anything except shoot the
guy.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON:  Unl ess he's protecting hinself.

MR. ROSEN: Unless he's protecting hinself.

M5. BOLAND: Yeah. |If he's protecting hinmself he can
use deadly force.

MR. ROSEN: You can handcuff the guy, for exanple.

M5. BOLAND: | believe so.

MR CHRI STIANSON: |1'mnot sure that that's the case

in every state.
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M5. BOLAND: | believe so. | don't know. | can try
to get you an answer there. | don't believe that there are --
you know, when you start tal king about the owner-controlled
area versus challenging the PA there may be sone issues there
as well as to what they could really do |ike out at the edge of
t he owner-controlled area, then the threat to the plant is not
as increased.

But certainly they have the capability to respond. |
can get you an answer.

MR. LEITCH  You' ve answered ne enough that | know
that the issue is on the table --

M5. BOLAND: It is on the table.

MR LEITCH -- and that further action is under
consi der ati on.

DR. BONACA: Right now they carry a weapon.

M5. BOLAND: Yes.

DR. BONACA: So they nmust have procedures of the
condi tions under which they can use the weapon. |Is it only in
sel f defense?

M5. BOLAND: Their ability to use deadly force -- and
| want to stick to what | can really answer -- has variability
fromstate to state. But they do have response weapons t hat
can be used.

DR. BONACA: Sure.

MR. LEITCH Once you're inside the protected area,
but the --

M5. BOLAND: The real issue is outside.
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MR. LEITCH The real issue is to repel them you're
rejected fromthe protected area.

M5. BOLAND: And we do talk to the security staff
about the use of deadly force when we do our inspections.

| can get you a further answer on that if you need
it. But it is on the table.

Anyt hi ng el se?

DR LARKINS: In your last bullet there, are you
| ooking for journeymen security experts, or do you bring in
younger folks and train themin this area?

M5. BOLAND: We nost recently brought in a contractor
who clearly is experienced, came out of the Air Force, and then
multiple years with the NRC

But at this point any hiring | would be | ooking for
woul d be an experienced security person, because we're already
| ooki ng at cross-training soneone el se from another discipline,
so | would be | ooking toward security experience.

DR. LARKINS: The reason | was asking is | was
recruiting for the agency, and several of the universities have
prograns with people in security enforcenent.

M5. BOLAND: Really the area that | see as being the
greatest area of need is soneone who has experience with
strategy, vulnerability assessnent, you know, sonebody who's
done that for a living.

Do you know anybody? Just ki ddi ng.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: That concl udes the security

i ssues.
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On our schedule we're scheduled for a 15-mnute
br eak.
MR. ROSEN: | wanted to ask about that. Do any of
the nenbers feel they want to have one right now? |If not, I'm

fine to go on. You can take themone at a tinme if you want to.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: Do you want a short break, like a
ten-m nute break?

MR ROSEN:. We'll continue. Recognizing that a | ot
of the nenbers have to | eave at four, | think what we'll do is
just keep on going.

MR, CHRI STI ANSON: Ckay. The next section will be
t he Reactor Oversight Process Roundtable. Let's have the
participants sit at the table here.

[ Partici pants are seated.]

What we envisioned for this roundtable is that we
have assenbled a collection of a regional inspector, two
resi dent inspectors, a senior reactor analyst, basically two
branch chiefs, and then a division director, and what we wanted
to talk about is their personal views of the revised oversight,
reactor oversight process. And this is not necessarily the
agency's views, this is nore their views of how they see the
process.

DR PONERS: Do you want to take this one off the
transcription?

[ Laught er . ]
MR CHRI STIANSON: | just wanted to nmake that clear.
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Let ne introduce everybody for you.

Steve Cahill, he's a branch chief fromreactor
proj ects;

Bi noy Desai who was here earlier, he's an acting
branch chief, and he's here as a senior resident for this
di scussi on;

Chuck Qgle is a branch chief, he's also the acting
deputy division director of the DRS right now

Bob Schin is a senior inspector in DRS;

Scott Freeman is a resident inspector; and

Rudy Bernhard is a senior reactor analyst.

Do you want to go first, Bob.

MR SCHIN:. Good afternoon. As | was introduced, |'m
Bob Schin, 1'ma senior reactor inspector, division of reactor
safety.

| have been a regional inspector with the NRC out of
the Atlanta office for fifteen years, and nmy experience is
primarily inspecting operations, engineering, and occasionally
ot her types of inspections.

Currently I"'mprimarily doing SSDI and fire
protection inspections, and occasionally half a dozen other
types thrown in. So that's basically what ny experience is.

| want to give you a little disclainer in that
preparing for this the way the ROP works is that my inspection
schedule is made out |like a year in advance, and it's one
i nspection right after another, so | had very little tine to

prepare for this, and so that's why | spent very little tine.
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| didn't go check with all the other inspectors and
see what they thought; | didn't check with these other guys at
all to see what they were going to say. It will be a surprise
to ne today what they say.

MR. ROSEN:. You're doing exactly what we want ed.

MR SCHIN. I'mglad that's what you want ed.

DR PONERS: Your off-the-top-of-the-head coments
are probably the nost val uable to us.

MR. SCHIN. Ckay. Good.

MR. PLISCO Wiat's scary is you had the |east tine,
but you have the nost slides.

MR SCHIN. That's right.

[ Laught er . ]

MR SCHIN. Anyway, first off | wanted to start out
with the new program and |I'mjust going to explain it as seen
from my perspective as an inspector, not the overvi ew nunbers
or what anybody else is |ooking at, but as a traveling
i nspector out of the region | see sone benefits to the ROP.

First, it can inprove public safety by allow ng
findings for issues that m ght be very inportant to safety, but
not clearly required by a licensing basis. In other words, we
can have findings without violations. W're not limted to
show ne the requirenent as before.

MR. ROSEN: You just have to be naki ng commopn sense.

MR SCHIN. Right, and you have to show that there's
saf ety inportance.

In other words, the regulations that we have and the
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i censing basis are not perfect at these sites, there's holes
in them and this allows us to get at those holes. \Were
there's a public safety issue we can address it.

The second thing is that it encourages inspectors to
focus on nore safety-significant issues by providing a
rationale and a nethod for just wal king away fromi ssues that
are not so inportant, that have mnor safety significance. So
| think that's inportant.

Next | have sone chal |l enges, and of course the |ist
of challenges is nore than what | said | saw for benefits, but
let me put it in perspective.

Whenever you start a new program a big programit's

not going to be snmooth. There will be bunps in the road, and
there will be glitches, and we had sone, and we still have sone
out there.

So sone things | think were done reasonably well with
this program W had a trial period, we got nost of the big
bunps out of the way, but we didn't get themall out of the
way, and there are still sone out there, and I would like to
focus on those.

First | noticed that the ROP creates a backl og of
unresol ved itens that get untinmely resolution. W have -- when
we come up with an issue it can be unresol ved now for both
i censing basis issues which we had before, and additionally
for safety significance questions, which is new So we have
twi ce as many reasons to have somet hi ng beconme unresol ved, and

sonetinmes particularly with safety significance since we
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haven't ironed out exactly how to handle that well. It takes a
long tinme sonetines to resolve sone of these issues. So that's
a problem W're working on it. Maybe over tine it wll get
better, hopefully.

Another thing is that |I notice that findings can
present a potential negative inmpact on inspectors. There is a
| ack of guidance and tine allowance for resolution of issues
once you have an issue.

W tend to nake these inspections schedules a year in
advance, and we're schedul ed for one inspection after another,
and that timng works out fine if there's no findings. But if
you have a finding that times cones out of your hide, you've
got to address it, and it's hard, particularly if there's a
finding that could be potentially nore than green, or that's a
contentious issue, and you now have nore reasons to have
contentious issues with the safety significance as well as for
the licensing basis, the criteria.

So that's one problem Sonetinmes you can feel as an
i nspector |ike, gee, |I've got so many i ssues on ny plate, such
a backl og, and peopl e are naggi ng ne about what are you going
to do about this one, and why is this one getting overdue, and
in the nmeanwhil e you're out on inspections, and you kind of
think, gee, | can't afford to have any nore findings.

MR ROSEN. It's a very, very bad thing.

DR. LARKINS: The URI is the sanme as your open
i nspection in the past?

MR SCHIN. Right.




© 00 N o o b~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R PP PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 165

MR. LEITCH  And so now you just categorize it as
di fferent.

MR CHRI STIANSON: I n the past unresolved itens were,
t hey were unresol ved because we had to determ ne what the
enf orcenent requirenments of the issue were, or we had ot her
i ssues that we had to get additional information to rmake a
regul atory determ nation.

These can be unresol ved, aside from being an
enf orcenent issue can be unresol ved based on what the
significance of the issue is. They're basically the sane.

MR. SCHIN. Any other questions on that?

Okay. | notice that the ROP is nore difficult for
i nspectors. You get challenged fromthe licensee first on
what's the requirenent, and then second what's the safety
significance, and the safety significance part is sonething
new, and people don't have enough training or understandi ng of
it. We need probably better guidance training, exanples, and
encouragenent in that area

And then underneath that there's a | ack of sharing of
good findings, inspection report witeups and SDP anal ysis.

One problemis when you get into a new program
generally to have things -- it's always going to be bunpy, but
to have things run as snoothly as you can you need a | ot nore
comuni cati on back and forth, up and down the chain, and we're
| acking in sonme of that.

W don't see out in the field good exanpl es of

i nspection report witeups on findings of how the SDP Phase 2
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was wor ked through, and all of that stuff.

DR. POAERS: One of the suggestions to address that,
you know, what's the experience -- what's the good experience
t hat other people had if we had an inspectors convention in
whi ch inspectors fromthe regions would all get together,
various regions would get together for three or four days maybe
in which they would essentially share what they thought were
good findings, and difficulties, and chall enges, and things
i ke that.

DR LARKINS: They used to do that sem annually,
sonething like that, and it would go fromregion to region, and
all the resident inspectors and seniors would get together and
share experiences. 1|s that not --

MR PLISCO W still do that, we do it twice a year

DR PONERS: But that's within the regi on?

MR PLISCO Wthin the region. There's only ever
been one nationw de neeti ng.

DR. POAERS: Yeah, this would be a nationw de thing.
| mean it would be everybody because the problemis it's a
smal | sanpl e problemthat you' ve got within any one region.

MR SCHIN:. One thing that we don't have that we
could have is if there are good findings and witeups and
i nspection reports where you have to basically explain how you
went through the SDP Phase 2, Phase 3, everything related to it
now with this new nanual Chapter 0612, you know, somebody coul d
review those, there are findings out there, and pick sone good

ones and send them out to everybody and say here are sone
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exanpl es of some good ones and types of things. W don't do
t hat .

One thing that's notable is in our manual Chapter
0610, 0610*, and 0612 there are no exanples, no inspection
report witeups. | nmean every inspector when you give him
sonething new to do the first thing he says is show ne an
exanple. W haven't done that, we don't do that.

DR. POAERS: It's the sanme way with everybody on
sonet hi ng new.

DR LARKINS: Let nme ask another question. then.

There used to be a group called the TAG training
advi sory group for training for residents, and base inspectors,
and requalification. |Is that still happening? because that was
t he group that woul d take conments from regi ons about nodifying
t he courses, naking the courses nore friendly, inspector-
friendly, and al so consistent with the needs.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: The training advisory conmttee
has been suspended. What we just inplenmented in the |ast nonth
or two nonths is that you have a brand new i nspection training
program 1245, and that programhas a built-in process to
provi de feedback to routinely evaluate the program update it,
and we just inplenmented that programbasically in the m ddl e of
April .

And so we're in the first phases of that new program
whi ch is hopefully going to address sonme of these issues.

DR. LARKINS: | used to be on the TAC, that's why |'m
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MR SCHIN. Another thing | noticed was | went
t hrough the advanced PRA training, the training courses that
all the senior reactor analysts go through during the | ast
couple of years, and | noticed that it's not inspector
friendly.

The first course is P102, probability and statistics
for PR, and that one is notorious | guess, and ny conment is --

DR PONERS: It's not ACRS friendly either.

[ Laught er . ]

MR SCHIN. You went to it?
DR PONERS: | went to the syllabus on the thing.
[ Laught er . ]
MR SCHIN. | comrented to the instructors there, you

know, this is terribly disorganized, you have different terns
of different places, it's taught by guys who are good in math
and they get lost in the mddle of a big equation on the board,
and so -- and it's not all, it doesn't follow the formula of --
the TTC does a good job of organizing training, and they have a
certain format, but this is totally opposite, different from

t hat .

So | asked them what -- you know, and the instructors
acknow edged that, yeah, this is not good, so | said "Wll, why
don't you fix it?" and they said "Well, we need to get noney
fromthe NRC before we can fix it," so | guess there's a hol dup
t here.

One thing that they've done is nade it instead of

bei ng a one-week course they've extended into a two-week
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course, but still the training materials are the sane.
M5. WESTON: Is this a contractor-taught course?
MR SCHI N: Yes.
M5. WESTON: Ckay, because we have one in-house al so.

MR ROSEN. If the utility tried to do what you' ve
described in their training programthe National Acadeny for
Nucl ear Training could Iift their certification.

MR, SCHIN. |I'msure you got feedback from people up
at headquarters that go to the course, or | don't know if any
of you have sat in on it, but it's a good exanple of a bad
cour se.

And one problemis that it's the first course, you
have to take that before all the rest, it's a prerequisite, and
it kind of inhibits people, discourages people.

DR PONERS: Well, on top of that | mean the probl em
is one of notivation, that you take this chaos and probability
of statistics, there isn't a clue what you're going to do with
it later, so you don't know what parts are inportant.

MR SCHI N. Right.

DR. POAERS: Then you take the other part, but you
were so confused on the other thing you can't figure out what
inthe world they're doing with the nunbers here.

| mean it shoul d appear as, okay, we've done sone of
the sinple things now, we're going to do nore conplicated
things, and in order to do nore conplicated things we've got to
understand probability and statistics in nore detail, and tie

it nore to where it's going to be used, because otherw se |
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nmean it really was sonebody trying to synopsize one of the
classic texts on probability and statistics rather than
t hi nki ng about what it was actually going to be used for.

MR SCHIN. Right. You could probably take half the
stuff in that course, throwit out, focus on the other what's
important, and lay it out in an organized manner --

DR PONERS: No nore than half.

MR SCHIN. -- nmake it easier. You take a sonewhat
difficult subject for sonme people and we just nade it ten tines
as difficult with that course. It doesn't need to be that way.

And | think the way we're headed we're planning to
use that course a |lot nore, you know, send a | ot nore people
through it.

The next itemis that | noticed that inspectors don't
seemto get feedback on ROP self-assessnents. There is
sonet hi ng described in the manual chapter that there are
periodi c self-assessnents, and we don't get nuch feedback on
what's going on with the program what inprovenents are being
made, that type of thing on a routine basis.

DR. POAERS: They produced a pretty nice report on

t hat .

MR SCHIN. 1Is that on a Web site or sonething?

DR PONERS: Executive paper. |It's actually a pretty
nice report. It's not half bad. W should just nmention to

themto get out to the inspectors, they would like to see it.
And there's another one coming out. So | mean that's

why we're here, we're gearing up for our input.
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Just giving everyone the report doesn't sound |like an
enor nous chore to ne.

MR PLISCO It's about this thick [indicating].

DR. POAERS: Yeah, but there's an executive sumrary
on it that's five pages long that's pretty good.

MR. PLISCO Bruce is listening, he's taking notes
back there.

MR SCHIN. The next bullet | have is that | notice
that |icensee PRAs | ack standards and quality. They contain
nore errors than the FSARs.

On sone of these SSDI inspections | picked out -- you
know, we'd go on an inspection and we'd | ook at PRA as well as
the FSAR, tech specs, design basis docunents, et cetera, and |
actually found a nunber of errors in the PRAs, and that's not
surprising considering the lack of requirenents and the |ack of
review that they've had.

But we seemto be basing nore and nore on these PRAs,
and | notice that our inspection program does not include
i nspector review of PRAs for accuracy, and this is sone
opportunities to inprove the PRAs.

In other words, if we included it as one bullet in
the SSDI inspection procedure to check the PRA and is it
consistent with the plant design, and does it have errors in
it, the licensee -- ny original feedback fromthe |icensee
where | | ooked at their PRA, they were a little upset, why am|
| ooking at this, there's no requirenents to have it, you know,

and | said, well, if | find an error it won't be a violation
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then. So | give you that information for whatever you want.

MR. ROSEN: You told the licensee here's the error,
and you pointed it out to their person who was responsi bl e.

And what did that person say other than why are you | ooking at
t hi s?

MR. SCHIN. No, no, they gave ne feedback on it, they
handled it very well. They wote a form their own type of
corrective action form It doesn't go in the official
corrective action program because there's no requirenent to
have it, so it's not a condition adverse to quality. But they
have their separate programand fornms for the PRA and for
errors that are found.

MR. ROSEN:. Conditions not adverse to quality go in
sone corrective action program

MR. SCHIN. Right, but --

MR ROSEN: It didn't go in there?

MR SCHIN. No, the plant did put themin their
regul ar corrective action program

MR ROSEN: Putting things in your corrective action
systemthat are found by whatever source that are not up to
your standards is the way to inprove your circunstance, and the
best plants do that.

Yes, Dana.

DR PONERS: |'mjust going to rem nd you here
there's quality, and then thee's PRA

[ Laught er . ]

MR. ROSEN: For the record since we're off the record
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|'mgoing to say that nost PRAs have all the docunents, and the
ones that are not as good as the others are being peer
revi ewed, and the peer review process is quite robust, and that
process is inproving PRAs around the country.

So even though Dr. Powers is joking about it, | don't
t hi nk he neans the exact phrase he used.

DR. POAERS: Well, what Dr. Powers is definitely is
suspi cious of is that the peer review process does not address
t he issue raised here, which is how does the peer review
ascertain that the docunent called a PRA in fact reflects the
plant as built and as operated. |It's just not happening.

MR ROSEN: | would not agree with that judgnent.

Let's go on to the next one.

DR BONACA: One thing that comes back to nme is from
the previous slide, inspectors get no feedback from ROP self-
assessnment. W need to wonder how can we have the ROP self-
assessnment w thout interest from--

DR PONERS: It seens to nme the sel f-assessnent has
got to conme fromthese guys from now on

DR BONACA: That really strikes me as sonething that
we have to be careful. | nmean your feedback here is critica
of self-assessnment. These are inportant observations, and sone
are struck by the fact that there is this --

DR. POAERS: Well, | mean the senior reactor analysts
and the inspectors are the guys that are going to be able to
gi ve the best assessnent.

DR BONACA: Right.
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DR PONERS: Maybe not this first time around. You
know, | grant this first time around, the first assessnent they
had to do it within the community that had been working on it
and things like that, but in the future --

DR. BONACA: You al ready have two.

DR. PONERS: Yeah, but after this the future one -- |
nmean the guys at headquarters that put together the ROP
shoul dn't be involved in the assessnment any nore, it's the guys
that |ive and die on the thing it seens to ne.

MR PLISCO A couple points too | want to nmake. A
| ot of the data cones fromthe region, we provide it.

DR POAERS: Sure. O course.

MR, PLISCO W collect it, our inspectors collect it
and we provide it. The branches do a quarterly collection of
the data, and we send it. So a lot of the data they use to
anal yze we give them

And as | said, we did have a neeting |ast year. M ke
Johnson who was the current at the tine came and gave a two-
hour presentation on where they were on the sel f-assessnent,
and what the results were at that point, because it is a noving
target.

DR. POAERS: Well, | think that's all appropriate,
but we're getting to the point where we've gone through a | ot
of devel opnent effort. Now we're heading for a steady state,
and | think this small cadre doing the self-assessnent is not
the right way to go any nore. The guys that have to live with

it should be doing the self-assessnent.
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MR, CHRI STIANSON: In the inspection process the
procedures thensel ves are often providing feedback on the
specific procedures, and they get fed into the process, and the
procedure will get changed or nodified based on what those
i ssues are, and we have seen that happen. Those things cone
back responsive to it.

DR. POAERS: This is a subject we should definitely
should bring up with the comm ssion on this, you know, as part
of our reporting to them And, you know, this is inportant
stuff, and the way we go about it --

MR MALLETT: | would add to that, though, that the
di vision of reactor projects along with the Chris
Christianson's division of reactor safety, they hold neetings
you bring in your senior residents and resident inspectors --
Is it twice a year?

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: Twi ce a year.

MR MALLETT: -- to not the routine resident
i nspector neeting, but a special neeting to talk about what are
the | essons | earned fromthe oversi ght process, what do we need
to fix, and how do we do that.

| thin, Bob, you all submitted that one time so far,
and | don't know what your plans are for doing it again.

So there are other self-assessnents besides this
overall self-assessnment. | wanted to nake sure you have an
under st andi ng of that.

MR- SCHIN. But one thing is, you know, in any week

hal f the inspectors aren't here, so when we have a neeting a
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| ot of people miss it. |It's good to have sonething |like on a
Web site where you could take a look at it.

What we do when we have the nonthly regional
adm ni strator neetings, put out information, then we put a
summary on the Wb site.

MR. MALLETT: Bob is right, we are sending that
f eedback back to the inspectors.

MR, ROSEN:  Go on.

MR SCHIN. Okay. Let nme continue. One thing that I
noticed early in this inspection program the ROP -- this is
back in 2000 and 2001 -- is that when | was | eading different
i nspection teans |icensees were comng to ne, and obvi ously
they didn't understand what we were doing different, and they
wer e concerned about what are we doing, what's this ROP, what's
going on here, we don't know, and so | put together a little
presentation that | gave at sone of the sites to try to fill in
t he comuni cati on gap.

W also were trying to pronote better communi cation
with Iicensees, with the public, et cetera, so |I thought okay
maybe this will help, and | drew sonme sinple thing up and
reviewed it with ny branch chief and division director, and
then | presented this at sonme of the sites, and was surprised
at how nuch interest that | got. | nean | got a roomfull of
people that were interested in listening to this. Even a site
vice president cane to one of them They were just really
wanting information on what in the world are we doi ng.

But basically |I said, okay, on these engineering-type
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i nspections, the SSBI, and fire protection inspections, first
we | ook at the design of the plant in the office, we prepare
for at least a week in the office and we're | ooking at ri sk,
and the PRA, the IPEEE. In fact, we're |ooking nore at risk
than what we used to as far as selecting what we're | ooking at,
how we're going to look at it. W |look at the FAS, our tech
spec design basis docunments, SERs, fire hazards anal ysis, et
cetera, all these things in the office.

Then the second week we go to the site, and when we
get at the site we | ook at actual conditions that we can find
there, the installations in the plant, walk it down, |ook at
drawi ngs, cal cul ations, test conpleted surveill ance,
mai nt enance history, corrective actions, all these type of
t hi ngs.

One feedback that | got fromthis one site vice
president, he says, you know, you guys conme here to the site to
see everything you're looking at it and it |ooks exactly as
before, | don't see anything different. This is what you used
to |l ook at before. And that was true, that part is true. |
said yeah, you're right, we ook at risk nore on the front end
and you don't see that because that's before we get here.

And then on the back end as we cone up with potenti al
i ssues or differences between the FSAR or the SERs and what we
see in the plant, the cal culations, and the draw ngs, et
cetera, then we have to evaluate that, and this is where risk
cones in.

MR. ROSEN: You're two slides back. You junped
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ahead.

MR. SCHIN. There it is. Ckay.

This is where risk cones in again, and we | ook at to
see if there's performance issues based on risk, or
nonconpl i ances based on requirenments. Now, the nonconpliances
are the sane as what we did before, but the risk part is
relatively new, and then we said, well, what's a perfornance
issue. They were very interested in that.

So we made up a definition. This was, you know, |ike
a year and a half ago, and in fact the NRC had no offici al
definition until a few nonths ago when we cane out with that
Chapter 0612.

MR ROSEN:. Does it |ook anything |like the one you've
got there?

MR SCHIN. Actually it does, it's not nuch
different. The words are a little different, but the neaning
i s about the sane.

MR. ROSEN. That's not a bad definition.

MR SCHIN. Well, what we said was a perfornmance
issue is where the licensee did sonething that they shoul d not
have done, or that they failed to do sonething that they should
have done that resulted in an increase in risk, that that was a
CDF.

MR ROSEN:. O it doesn't work.

MR SCHIN. Right, or it doesn't work.

But in other words clearly if there wasn't a

requi rement, there was sone basis for determ ning that they
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shoul d have done sonething, they got an operating experience, a
f eedback that they should have responded to, or there's sone
i ndustry standards that they should have adhered to, that they
shoul d have known better type of thing.

MR. ROSEN: The only thing | would add to that
definition that if the licensee did sonething that they
shoul dn't have done, or failed to do sonmething that they shoul d
have done that resulted in an increase in risk delta CDF alert,
or increased an uncertainty.

VO CE: Yeah, that's a good point.

MR. ROSEN: And nade where they are in Bruce' s place
| ess certain by failing to do sonething, but that's another
di nensi on you mght want to think about.

VO CE: W haven't got there yet. W have a hard
time handling a change in the CDFs.

MR SCHIN. At this point we mght have a hard tine
di scussing that with the |icensees w thout sonething, sonme kind
of gui dance that we can show t hem

DR POAERS: There you've got no help at all to give
the |icensees who typically do an uncertainty analysis as part
of their PRA, and certainly none of the other docunents that
you're | ooking at today really address the issues of
uncertainty.

MR SCHIN. Rght. So that's all | have.

MR. ROSEN. Bob, | think that's great stuff, Bob, |
really congratul ate you on doing that. |'m sure your manager

is |istening.
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DR PONERS: He woul d have overwhel ned us if we had
given hima week to think about this, wouldn't he.

MR, CHRI STI ANSON:  Scot t.

MR FREEMAN: |'m Scott Freeman, and |'mas he said a
resident inspector. |'mat the Cconee site which | guess you
all talked a little bit about this norning.

| have three different screens listed up there. |
want to start with the second one, the inspector procedures
al l ow good planning time. Wat | see as the programis set up
to do is go through the nodules, and it gives you a chance to
prepare for each individual inspection as you go through

And by that | mean you can pick out the itens you
want to |l ook at by going to the daily neetings, reading the
corrective action docunents, touring the plant.

It's also said to give you a chance to revi ew
procedures and drawings to be able to conpare, and so when
you're out there | ooking you know what you're | ooking at. That
part | like.

Also | like the quarterly reports. They free up a
ot of time to be allowed to inspect, whereas when we were
doi ng the six-week inspection period before we spent a |arge
chunk of the inspection period witing the report fromthe
previous one, so | think this quarterly report is a good thing.

Also the top bullet there, the process is geared for
| ooking at itenms that are inportant to your coordinators. Bob
talked a little bit about that. Ckay.

The challenges | want to talk about were related to




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N NN NN NN P P P R PP PP PR
~ o b W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 181
the planning part. A of things can interrupt the planning
time, takes you away fromresearch into the draw ngs and
procedures and all, and what happens when that goes on is that
| think the inspections aren't as thorough, because you still
have to get a certain nunber of sanples done. Wat happens is
you either have to | ook at a corrective action docunent and
followit, something that happened at the plant and foll ow up
on it, and there can be sonme val ue added there if you | ook at
sonething different than what the |icensee had, like if the
| icensee responds to a problem and the inspector doesn't agree
with it he can get sone val ue there.

But what's mssing fromthat is it's taking away from
t he concept of |ooking where they don't. Wen you can | ook
ahead and plan by reviewi ng procedures and drawi ngs you can
actually look at things the |icensee doesn't want you to | ook
at. | think there's a lot of value in that.

And the other thing that can happen is you get up
agai nst a crunch where you still have to get the sanpl es done,
and you haven't had enough tinme to really conpare, you just
kind of go out and | ook at something that you picked up from
the norning neeting alnost just to get it done. | don't know
if there's a lot of value in that, so that's a concern | had on
chal | enges.

Things that affect the planning time, |'ve got six up
there, but it's really two blocks. It's travel and then all
t he ot her things.

Now, the travel has increased because staff
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reducti ons are going on. Less nean neans nore travel because
t he inspectors still have to support the other yearly
i nspections like the SSDIs that Bob nentioned and those ki nd of
t hi ngs.

Travel is often needed to help inspectors devel op and
mai ntain objectivity. Wat that does is it takes tine away
fromresearch and i nspection planni ng, because even when you
get back you have you have adm nistrative-type things you have
to do to get back in the flowof it. So that was one conment.

The other itens there, these yearly inspections,
al | egati ons, Phase |IIl SOP support data, and supporting the
risk analysis takes a lot of time, especially if you get into a
conpl ex i ssue.

Assessnents, managenent visits. Now, those things
are all necessary, and | understand that they do have an i npact
on our pl anning.

So that was my chal |l enge there.

DR PONERS: There's a fundanmental rule that no
problemis so bad that it can't be made worse by a little
managenent attention

[ Laught er . ]

MR. FREEMAN: This one up here, maintenance rule
inspections are a little different to ne than the others
because they are geared at | ooking at failures and trying to
find out how the |licensee categorizes them and from ny
experience there's a long tine lag in between there, so it

requi res keeping track of them as they happen so that you can
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cone back and |l ook at themlater. That's what that neans.
That's a pl anni ng chal | enge.

That's all | had to present.

MR. ROSEN:. Ckay.

MR. MALLETT: | did want to add on the nanagenent
visits, not as a defense but just to |l et you know, we enbarked
on this programto nmake sure that the managers -- we have
al wvays had branch chiefs go out on the site visit, and we have
al so enbarked on senior managers going to the site, and that is
an inpact, sonmething we have to review, but we believe that
putting nore enphasis on going to the exit nmeetings for this
new programto nmake sure we have direct insight as to what the
issues are. That's paid off for us a |lot.

W don't have as nuch interaction as we used to have
before the SOP program One of the things it did was give us
interaction with the |licensee nanagers and residents, so now
this is a way of forcing us to have those interactions.

It's an inpact, but | think it was a necessary one.

MR FREEMAN: They're beneficial, but they are an
i npact, a bal ancing act we mai ntain.

DR. LARKINS: Are there any issues that have cone up
in inplenenting the maintenance rule, or is it now things |ike
configurati on assessnent maybe nore than a particul ar piece of
equi pnent out at a tinme. There's a section in the -- | don't
recall exactly, but in a maintenance report that --

VO CE: A-4.

DR LARKINS: Yeah, A-4.
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MR DESAI: If | may, there is sonmething called the
risk meter that | think a lot of licensees have gone to that
manages on a day-to-day basis based on -- you know, they have
plan for Train A, Train B, this week it's Train A, and the risk
i s managed by planning it out such that all attenpts are made
to not take out equi pnent simnultaneously.

MR. ROSEN. That's based on the PRA nodel.

MR. DESAI: Based on the PRA nodel. And then if you
have things that come up that were not planned then put into
that risk meter and the risk nmeter chart is recal cul ated and
visibly posted at least at the site that I'"'mat, and also |I'm
finding out at Duke sites that that is discussed quite
frequently. So that is part of the planning process.

MR. CAHILL: There's also a contrarian view, | nean
there's a wi de spectrum

It really depends on the licensee's | guess buy into
t he concept of this. W have sonme |icensees that were |ike
that before A-4 even cane into effect and was a requirenent
they were doing this essentially anyway because it was just
good managenent practice to do it.

And we have other licensees that have never |iked the
mai nt enance rule fromday one, don't believe in it, and have
been reluctant to inplenent any parts of it, waiting until the
| ast possible mnute.

And we have licensees that, you know, that lay out a
schedul e for the week, but it's very rudi nentary, and when

t hi ngs change or they change the tinmes or sonething they don't
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really robustly go back and | ook at it and, you know, they
don't let the operators ness with it. They say it's a
di straction, the operator says we'll allow sonme other group to
do it which is not real tine.

So there's a still w de spectrumof how |icensees
handl e t hat.

DR. BONACA: There is an explanation. There's a
requi renment that you take nore than a certain nmenber of the
poi nt of the service there are risks associated with that.

And al so | ooking at the risk of not managing the
ri sk, especially for the reason to further criterion about how
much you can allow your CDF to up, but certainly many utilities
have been using certain criteria self-inposed to assure that
there is some rule that they follow. You're telling nme that
this is not really truly accepted?

MR CAHI LL: Yes. There are certain |licensees that
made an investnment in good tools for their people that can do
this online real-tine and the right people -- when | say the
ri ght people the operators because they're the ones that take
t he equi pnrent in and out of service -- have access to it.

There's other licensees that don't have this
computerized, they still rely on a matri x.

There's other licensees that are not really doing
this real-tine, they lay out a schedule for the risk report and
they evaluate that |ike three weeks ahead of tinme, and then
they don't really --

VOCE Isn't there a requirenment in 5065A-4 to
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assess the managenent program nai nt enance - -

MR CAHI LL: We have had nunerous findings in the
area, but they very often screen out as mnor because there's
no consequence to them | mean very often the |licensee does
not factor in that this punp broke on Tuesday when they weren't
pl anning that, and they don't evaluate that, but when you | ook
into it usually the significance is if it breaks --

MR. ROSEN. There will be a tinme when it's just the
wrong conbi nation when you'll be able to --

MR. CAHILL: Many of us have been giving |icensees
t he nessage that you got away with this one this tine, you
know, there was no consequence --

MR. ROSEN: The boss that didn't hit you.

MR. CAHILL: -- but the framework you've set up could
allow a big one to violate A-4, and then --

DR BONACA: That notification am| to assune was
somet hing very specifically placed in as an expectation, and
mai nt enance rule particularly on the fact that, you know,
they're fooling around with --

MR. CAHILL: It's like any rule you have, there's
certain degrees of conpliance. You can have m nima
conpl i ance, you can have full enbracement of it, up and beyond.
That's what I'mtrying to point out.

MR. ROSEN: Can you give nme a characterization in
Region Il of whether you think half of the plants have fully
enbraced the nodern techniques, or a third, or 10 percent, or

what's it |ike?
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MR. CAHILL: | would guess the mgjority. As | said,
there's --

MR ROSEN:. Wen | asked that question at Watts Bar
yesterday | didn't get a particularly enthusiastic response
t hought .

MR. CAHILL: | used to be a resident inspector at
Watts Bar.

MR. ROSEN. Can | get an answer to ny question? |
asked the question about what do you think characterized the
region in terns of are half of themor nore doing nodern risk
nodel ?

MR CAHILL: | would say greater than half.

MR MALLETT: It would be greater than half just
based on ny perceptions. One of the problenms we have with the
TVA facilities is the risk nodel they use to develop their |IPE
is not real conducive to doing ten-mnute evaluations as far as
-- you know, south Texas has the sanme kind of nodel, but they
ran 10,000 iterations to come up with a solution, whereas TVA
can run it in three days, so they don't enbrace it to the
extent that another utility who has a nodel that's easier to
use enbraces it, and they are nore the exception in Region Il

The TVA facilities in their initial iteration were
using the risk matrix as opposed to using any sort of
cal cul ati on tool.

DR BONACA: The issue to ne is very inportant
because it is truly certainly significant because they're

changi ng the configuration of the plant. You are taking the
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liberty to do it, you know, at will just because they have a
need for pulling out equipnent which really was not supposed to
be through that. Those plants were not designed to do on-Iline
mai nt enance.

And this is really inportant, this is an issue that
has potential for having true probl ens because of the way
they're pulling out equipnent w thout understandi ng what
t hey' re doi ng.

And so | still worry about, you know, conpliance and
your opinion with A-4 in energency planning, and |I'm not saying
it's not inportant, but it's nore |like, you know, do you do
what you said you will do. You are not getting there on a risk
significance, and | think that really troubles ne.

You know, | have an insight a little bit from past
experience, | thought Region Il had sone exanples of this is
pl ace, and you're telling ne that they haven't.

MR. ROSEN: No, they do. Some of the plants are
doi ng wel | .

MR MALLETT: W have a whol e ganut of plants and
using risk to take equi pnent out of service for maintenance or
what ever, and sonme of them are very good, the |atest nodel, and
some of themare still down in this nmanual node | guess we're
consi dering them but they all have sone tool.

| don't want to | eave you with the inpression that we
have plants that don't have a tool. They all have sone tool
for considering risk

MR ROSEN. Well, they have to neet A-4, but the
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guestion is what are your standards for not witing a finding
against A-4, and you need to look in the mrror and decide
whet her you m ght not have hi gh enough standards.

| say that collectively for the whole Region I

MR. PLISCO And the tools in it too, we have pl ans
t hat have elected to not even go into A-4. You know, the
exception about you don't have to do the analysis if you want
to take out one train, they have decided we're never going to
do that, we're not going to even go there. |It's a sinmplistic

approach, but it's conservative. Sone have elected to do that.

MR. ROSEN:. |If they can stay open doing that, nore
power to them

MR, MALLETT: W raise it with them It's just a
guestion of whether you should raise it as a finding.

DR. BONACA: You nmean within the neanings of tech
specs?

MR PLISCO Yeah, there's a statenent in A-4, |
forget what the words are, sort of when you get to go do the

analysis if you only take one trainit's with in the AOT, you

don't need to -- and sone have elected that that's as far as
we're ever going to go, we're not going to -- you know, unless
sonething -- | nean sonetines things break, but as far as for

pl anni ng pur poses --
MR ROSEN:. Wsat do they do then when they' ve taken
one thing out and another train, the sane train, then they're

in 303. Right? | mean they have to shut down possibly,
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dependi ng on the tech spec, and they have no argunent for, you
know, coming in and saying they haven't changed their tech
specs with an all owed outage tinme because they don't know
anyt hi ng about risk, they haven't cone and asked the NRR to
change, give thema new set of tech specs that will recognize
this risk.

So they're sitting there with two things out of
service. The only conclusion is get that thing back within
what ever is allowed by the tech spec, they're prepared to go to
node 3 or whatever the tech spec requires.

MR DESAI: See, a lot of tinmes it doesn't have to be
t he redundant conponent that's raised causes the risk go up
It could be sonething that you really didn't even think of.

MR MALLETT: Also | don't want to | eave the ACRS
with the inpression that we're not addressing this issue with
these licensees. W do, it's just that the | everage we use nay
not be an enforcenent letter or nonconply. W do address it
with them and hopefully they' Il take the nmessage and go back
t o managenent and in sonme cases they'|l|l keep delivering that
nessage to them

MR. ROSEN: You said greater than half?

MR MALLETT: From ny perspective greater than half.
| mean | have the outliers in there for the nost part.

DR PONERS: | used to be mai ntenance branch chief
for the baseline inspection prograns, and it's probably
adequate to say that nore than half of the sites here in Region

Il conply with the intent of the maintenance rule in the sense
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they integrated their maintenance rule into the regular design
change process for the nmaintenance processes, whereas the ones
we have -- so these people are later, and that's okay, legally
okay.

Those peopl e have not gotten the bang for their buck,
probably haven't gotten the value out of it, but it's legal to
do it that way, and that's a big thing I think with the
mai nt enance rul e today because the performance RA. Like Steve
nmenti oned you can have an evaluation that is not very good, but
it doesn't cause sonmething from an enforcenent space, our
space, and there's very little we can do. So right now the
mai n control itself because it's performance based they can
have these procedures, we may not follow their procedures, but
it doesn't violate the rule itself. There's very little we can
do except tal king about it, so today the maintenance rule
itself is not the easiest rule to enforce on those sites that
won't take the intent of it, they need to let it alone, the
intent is very difficult to get those people to neet the
i ntent.

MR, MALLETT: | would add that all of what is in
Region Il based on our inspections conply with the maintenance
rule. We just believe they're walking a fine line in doing it.
That woul d be ny experience.

And you're right, we do need to keep our eyes on the
ones that are wal king that fine line.

MR. CHRI STI ANSON:  Bi noy Desai is the next senior

resident to talk about his perspective of the ROP.
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MR. DESAI: | guess | want to just take that part of
managing risk a little bit forward.

My resident asked nme one day if they should, or
rather we shoul d be inspecting a risk |like we inspect ALARA,
which is as | ow as reasonably achievable, and | don't know the
answer to that. Anyway, | don't know whether we're going there
some day or not.

Wth regard to risk, | guess sonmething --

DR. POAERS: | raise an interesting question. That
is an issue, are we going as |ow as reasonably achievable in
ri sk basis as a direction.

MR. ROSEN. |Is that a question for ne?

DR. POAERS: You understand these risk things, you
understand Ri sk 102.

MR. ROSEN:. | think the answer to your question is
t hat nanagenent has to nanage many things, including ALARA, but
it also has to manage risk, and so it finds a level of risk
that's confortable.

And there's two kinds, at |east two kinds of risk.
One is financial and the other is nuclear safety, safety risk
to the public health and safety as well as to its own safety.
In many cases those are the sanme people, the people who work at
the plant are the sanme people who |ive around the plant.

So managenent finds a level of risk that it is
confortable with, and manages to that level, and | think that's
sonetimes is -- it's not exactly in the ALARA concept, it's a

| evel of risk that managenent is willing to accept.
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It's clearly way bel ow what's required, what's
all oned by the tech specs, much [ ower than that.

DR POAERS: Recognizing that it's lower, it's
reasonably achi evable. ALARA is achievable.

MR- ROSEN: | don't think the concepts are exactly
anal ogous.

MR DESAI: You see, the way we look at risk is it's
not just planning, but even if their high risk itemis planned
or a conbination, there are certain precautions that go with
wor ki ng on that particular punp that the maintenance crew has
to have a certain brief, nake sure have double verification
before they touch that fuse, or that, you know, whatever it may
be. And that's what nmanaging risk is to nme, not just planning
that you don't take these two components out, but if you have
to the planning associated with the job has to be nuch nore
robust and so forth.

The other inpression | get, and it's a little bit
hard, is sonetinmes | feel that it's nore risk-based as opposed
to risk-informed. In other words, we find ourselves in a box
nost of the time, especially in processing SDPs or resolving
issues that it's really not risk-informed, there is no
managenment or any reliance on your visceral feelings about an
i ssue because this is what the risk conmputer is giving us, and
this is what we have to live by. So it's nore risk-based as
opposed to risk-inforned.

| think | have simlar thoughts that ny coll eagues

have shared here. The ROP forces inspectors to focus on
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safety, so it gives us a little nore credibility.

Fi ndi ngs are safety-enphasi zed over conpliance.

It has all owed or enabl ed inspectors to get involved
in areas that we potentially could not have | ooked in the past,
such as fl oodi ng.

There was an issue of manhol es at Brunsw ck, and
there was sonme safety-related cables within the nmanhol es that
were found to be danmaged, and it required substanti al
corrective actions on the part of the |icensee.

MR ROSEN: Wiy you woul dn't have been able to get
into that before? danage to safety-rel ated equi pnent.

MR. DESAI: This is nore in terns of the ROP. The
attachment or the inspection procedures specifically asks us to
do that.

The PI program has, you know, it obligates the
licensee to report quarterly, | think has shifted sone |oad
fromthe inspector to the licensee, so | think that subtle
aspect as well in terns of our tine.

Provision for filtering out mnor violations, they're
not docunented, no |licensee response required, so | think it
has worked well for us as well as the |licensee.

On the negative side the sanme things, issues higher
t han green taking excessive tine to resolve, or for that matter
i ssues that were thought to be higher than green which may turn
out to be green later on are also taking in fact nore time to
resol ve.

Time limts on inspection hours that are charged
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associ ated with an attachnent, but there does not appear to be
any time limt on a post-identification. You know, once your
i nspection is done you've got tons and tons of hours to ad
nauseam di ssect the issue, but you only have this nuch tine to
i nspect the issue.

| think Bob Schin nmentioned the nonstandard PSA, you
know, Oconee versus Robinson. You know, we may not be counting
simlarly.

And then the prelimnary SDP that the inspectors do
may not be the best way to handle it, and | don't know if any
of you have gone through the manual Phase 2 SDP eval uation t hat
the inspectors are required to do, so if you haven't it nmay be
just for hunor's sake maybe worthwhile to do it.

| don't know what it would take for us to have a
sinpl e programthat we coul d use.

DR LARKINS: | thought we heard earlier today that
this prelimnary screening, that the inspection was to help
separate out the wheat fromthe chaff early on and provi de sone
prioritization of those things to focus on. So you're saying
that this is not a worthwhile effort?

MR DESAI: No, it is a wrthwhile effort. The
outcone is worthwhile, but the process that we go through is
cunbersome | guess is what |'m saying.

MR ROSEN: If you can't push this thing through that
nunber two screen, you try a couple of times here, try here,
and here, turn it sideways and try to push it through and it

won't go through, and you just say that's too hard, put it over




© 00 N o o b~ w N PP

N N NN NN NN P P P R R P PP PR
~ o OO W N P O © 0 N O 00 W N P O

Page 196
there, and then go the SRA. | think that was really the
intent, wasn't it?

MR. MALLETT: That's not the way it works.

DR LARKINS: The SRA is overloaded with stuff. He
won't accept something unless he has it on a piece of paper.

MR DESAI: There's a way around it which is through
hook or crook make the issue yellow, and they will junp to it
ri ght away and --

[ Laught er . ]

DR. POANERS: This is called safety culture; there's a
way things are supposed to be done, and then there's the way
you get business done.

DR BONACA: | have a question. Wat happens -- it
| ooks at each issue as an SOL event, so for exanple you may
have an issue that is significant, but assume that it is the
third or fourth time that the same kind of condition happens,
the corrective action problemof the plant that identified it
as very significant would cause evaluation fromthe stand why
does the failure progress that continual issue. But the

significant identification process would say you shoul d, you

know, we don't nelt the plant, we're not killing anyone, and so
it's nothing. How do you feel about that? | mean how do you
deal with it? | nmean you clearly have a way to -- how do you

f eel about that?
MR. DESAI: Well, let ne take a shot at it. Wat
t hat woul d perhaps inply, and this is what inspectors do, is

that we're no longer dealing with that issue now, we're | ooking
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at licensees' overall corrective action process, and that does
not give us a lot of faith in |icensees' corrective action
robustness to solve a real issue that may cone up. That's how
-- that's one approach to handling that, and perhaps having
some | everage over the licensee.

MR SCHIN. Let ne try to also -- there's a |lot of
situations where there may be repetitive issues or multiple
issues that all could affect the same mitigation strategy or
event or sonet hing.

And the truth is we don't, the process doesn't tie
all those together, we don't -- if we have multiple issues that
rise to nore than green, however the action matrix does tie
themtogether -- | nmean it counts nmultiple whites as if it were
an entire level, so that's one place where they do get tied
t oget her anyway.

But the answer is, and even if we have an issue
that's repetitive we |look at, we tend to ook at -- ny
understanding is we | ook at the safety significance of the
i ssue separate fromthat they failed to correct it, and you can
run that through the SDP

The significance, the lack of corrective action
doesn't -- at least in the past didn't go through the SDP.

That was one of those noncol or findings, and they struggl ed
with that.

DR BONACA: But for exanple assunme that that they
are the bottomof the line, and they go through the process of

you find that there's no safety significance, but another
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m sal i gnnents, if you have a nunber of events |like that then
one of themw Il be nost significant, it keep your CPF very
hi gh, or | ook very high. See, that's not any nore are we
tal king about a corrective action program sonething about the
fact that there was m salignnent can be in fact very
significant, and if you have a facility that repeatedly falls
into that kind of situation we see sone of it because our
procedural issues, alternative issues are suddenly you' ve got -
- you know, that's the problemthere about the fact that we're
not capturing that.

And the last question | have is if you have your
choi ce woul d you put that personal direction in significant
process or not, or would you handle it outside of that?

MR SCHIN. You're right. Right nowif we have ten
val ve m salignnments and none of themis significant it doesn't
becone a significant issue.

MR. REYES: Let ne add to that. W have a plant just
like that. That's where | get involved because it becones a
managenent issue.

W have a vice president here telling me about how
the trend is going, the root cause analysis, what are the
contributing factors, and all that, so in this country you know
not |ike other countries we do not have rul es on managenent
i ke the United Kingdom has, the French, and others, but that's
what happens that it becones -- | agree with you, it becomnes
beyond the risk exanples, it becomes a high-level issue for

managenent .
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DR. POAERS: Luis, you recognize that when you have
the vice president in here for coffee and you tal k about
posi tioning that has an inpact.

MR REYES: It's not for coffee.

DR PONERS: It has an inpact. |It's regulation.

MR. REYES: And that's exactly how you have to dea
with it when it conmes to this consistent --

DR BONACA: But even froma peeristic [?]
perspective there nuch nore frequency event, you know, what
happens of msalignnments they would be effectively in the
peeristic assessnent if you have a hi gher CDF.

So if you ook at it as an outside event the PRA is
telling you it's not significant. |If you look at it as a
frequently-repeated event you could nodel that in PRA and say,
ah, because it is in fact sonething that this facility happens
on a high frequency there is a CFF frequency is higher. Right
now t he significance, of course it doesn't do that, it doesn't
take into account that.

MR REYES: W are being questioned by the conm ssion
what does the sea of green nean, and it gets to your point that
if you have a lot of green findings is that, what is that
telling us, and that question is on the table right now |
can't tell you what the answer is going to be fromthe program
point, but it has been raised how do we deal with a sea of
green, how do we deal with a lot of --

DR. POAERS: Can you live with success, or is it

fooling you and it's not really success? In the area of
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findings green is not synonynous w th good.

MR REYES: That's right.

DR PONERS: In the translation, and it's something
that gets forgotten all the tinme, and when you're col orblind
you really hate colors, because green is no good in the area of
findi ngs.

MR. CAHILL: One aspect of the ROP to go back to your
original question, if you get individual findings that are
greater than green | evel you could basically aggregate those to
a cross-cutting issue. It's not the nost effective nechani sm
because it doesn't have much teeth with it, but if you had the
exanpl e you tal ked about, and we've had siml|ar ones and
started down that path, the msalignnents for exanple if it's a
human perfornmance root cause for each one of those that's not
bei ng addressed that is one of the predeterm ned cross-cutting
i ssues that could affect nmultiple cornerstones, and if you have
i ndi vidual findings of greater than green then you can take
t hose at assessnent tine and roll themtogether and devel op a
cross-cutting issue to nore facilitate what Luis was getting at
to tackl e that head-on and manage it.

It doesn't address, it doesn't put it back into the
SDP and cal cul ate a change in nunbers, but -- " msorry.

MR. BERNARD: There is an inspection we perform al so
where we take a | ook at how well the utility has handl ed the
corrective action on all the green findings, so we go into the
problemidentification resolution, it gives us an opportunity

to identify the things we're tal king about al so.
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DR. BONACA: \When you do the evaluation you do an
analysis of the facility --

MR. BERNARD: Wen we're | ooking at findings, we have
t he opportunity to bring up things like the performance when
we're evaluating the findings, we put that in the report, and
than at assessnent tine those get |ooked at |ike we tal ked
about .

MR. CAHILL: And anot her point, though, the way the
ROP deals with that it has prevented a | ot of abuses because
havi ng been an inspector in both processes | knowin the old
days when we had things that repeated i nspectors were very,
very prone to roll those up and bunp themup to a nuch higher
| evel, so we had stuff that truly even if you could do the risk
nunbers |ike you would like to do still would not be risk
significance if they happened every day at the plant, but we
could make a mountain out of that nolehill, and so the current
threshol d doesn't really address that, it has reduced the
abuses.

DR. BONACA: Now, the licensees today that take those
events and put theminto the corrective action program do you
track for exanple what they recogni ze repeat events? Do you
| ook at that corrective action and how they're dealing with
that, and their closing these issues? It's not easy for you
to --

MR CAHILL: |If there is a license, an LER a
licensee report, or if it was related to a finding that we had,

or even if it was a license finding those would be in our
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system and in the inspection that Rudy alluded to we woul d
| ook at how they addressed all these, we would roll it up then
and see.

MR. ROSEN:. A place where your resident could go find
out what's going on in repetitive stuff is to go to what they
call in sone places a managenent review conmmittee, or it's
called a condition review group where three or four of five key
department managers sit there and | ook at today's condition
reports, the ones that canme in, and get a sense of what they
are worried about in that corrective action program

| mean that's right at the heart of the beast. |If
you go in there and the resident spends sonme tine at those
nmeetings | think that would be very productive.

MR MALLETT: Qur resident inspectors do that. In
fact, they also will have through sone systema way of saving
some of those issues for the problemidentification resolution
i nspection to be | ooked at, to follow up on.

MR. ROSEN: You don't want to rem nd them of that
corrective action system but you do need to --

MR MALLETT: That's a way of polling the system

MR. ROSEN. -- -- to be nobnitoring, that's your job,
and that's a good place to be, get the big bang for your
i nspecti on hour buck.

MR FREEMAN: That was ny point earlier about
pl anning. You need to be, the resident needs to be there every
norni ng | ooking at the corrective action docunents. W could

have an i ndependent | ook at them and going to the neeting, and
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if you don't do those in a routine manner then you can track
t hese things and --

MR. ROSEN:. Keep your finger on the pulse, and you
start seeing the sanme things they're seeing.

MR. FREEMAN. That's what | was saying planning is
i mportant.

MR. CHRI STIANSON: | would Iike to have Rudy Bernhard
tal k about the SRA's perspective.

MR. REYES:. You've told us you want to go to four
o' cl ock, so we have 45 m nutes for two topics, so at your
pl easure we can go ahead.

MR. ROSEN. Forty mnutes for Rudy, and five mnutes

for you.
[ Laught er . ]
MR. REYES: | have been talking all day | ong.
MR ROSEN: Wy don't we go ahead and nove on, and
then we'll cone back and ask for comments.
MR. BERNARD: | passed out a little comedy relief.
It's interesting, | only had to insert one word in this. |

just put the word "risk” in front of infornmed. Everything else
was already the same way. But there's a |ot of w sdom here.
Once again, this topic is ny perceptions. |'mone of
the original SRAs that the agency made, and there was a conment
earlier that let's get sone comments back fromthe regional
guys because they weren't part of putting together the program
but I was up with Dr. Mallett helping to structure the original

ROP, so | do have sone idea of fromwhence it cane.




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N NN NN NN P P R R R P PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 204

And to me risk infornmed really is meaning that risk
is another input into the nanagenent process and the deci sions
that are made, and it should be a tool that's used to nake sure
correct decisions are made in a consistent manner, but it is
just a tool.

I nconsi stencies and a lack of trust in the tool can
result from m sapplication of the tools. | have already heard
some talk earlier today addressing sonme of ny pet peeves with
tools, so we'll get to those in a few m nutes.

Ri ght now we've got a tool that's shown itself to
work fairly well on internal event nodels where the deficiency
results fromthe |Ioss of function for a well-defined period.
You' ve got a punp that's out there that's broke for fourteen
days and six hours; we can do that risk analysis provided you
want to know what the effect is on internal CDF

If you want to start |ooking at the external nodels
t hen you' ve got some probl ens because there's inconsistencies
in howit was developed fromsite to site.

But fortunately about 80 percent of the SDPs we | ook
at -- and it's not the ones that are out there for a year
waiting to get solved -- 80 percent of the ones we | ooked at
were franking out in maybe four hours or five hours, sonetines
fifteen or twenty mnutes if we could just use a sinple risk
achi evenent in order to get the answer.

But it's not that 80 percent that gets solved while
we're on the phone that get the attention, it's the ones that

get extended over a year. So froma positive side the way
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we' re doing SDP works pretty well 80 percent of the tine.

It doesn't work as well for sone of the other cases
with | ess well-defined boundary conditions, and those are the
cases where, gee, was the diesel really functional or non-
functi onal .

W have indications that, you know, the bearing m ght
be going bad and they didn't take the right action, and then in
hi ndsight it did go bad later, but what is the real performance
deficiency that we're analyzing, is there actually a guarantee
that this thing is going to go to failure, or is there a just a
likelihood this thing is going to go to failure, and if there's
a likelihood what percentage do you want to assign to it.

| used -- fire comes to mnd as an exanple. W punp
all kinds of assunptions into our fire analyses, to assign a
probability to the initiating event frequency of a fire, what's
the |ikelihood of getting a hot short, gee, |'ve got an
analysis that says if you get a hot short within three to
fourteen mnutes it's going to go hard ground.

Well, that's a change of condition, it mght have
made the val ve go cl osed, and naybe when the ground val ve goes
back open you' ve got all these changes of states you're | ooking
at .

What percent of the roomis involved in the fire?

How effective is the fire brigade? Wat circuits are invol ved?
|'ve got sone anal yses |'ve done where we have to assune that
the fire is engulfed in flame to the extent that they have to

go renotely and turn on fire sprinklers, but the next
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assunption is this circuit over here doesn't get burned up,
because what | want to do is | want to get to a point where |
damaged that in another way because that was a performance
deficiency. It wasn't a fire, it was sonething as a result of
the actions of fighting the fire.

Anot her thing that drives nme nuts is what human
actions do you assign to the human error probabilities in a
fire brigade. | nean you' ve got HRA stuff with the guy in the
control roomrunning the procedure. Wat's gonna happen when
this guy is out in aroomthat's getting testy and there's
snmoke everywhere, how likely is he to follow all those actions.
We don't have any guidance on that at all.

So really what you've got is you don't have any of
t hese things very well defined with respect to cal cul ati on of
actual ri sk.

What we have is we've got a lot of fire studies that
have put bounty val ues on these, or best guesstimates on these
t hi ngs, but when you're trying to determ ne with conservative
being as close to reality as you can get as far as ri sk space,
not assumi ng the worst -- you know, conservative and PRA
spaces, how close to reality can you get, and |I've got to go
ahead and take a base case and subtract that from sone
deficient condition | come up with this delta, and |'ve got
t hese huge uncertainties frequently what I'"'mdoing is I'm
com ng up with point estimtes where the uncertainty band is up
to two orders of magnitude higher than the nunber |'m

delivering to managenent for themto make a decision on. Ckay.
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And this is the nature of the process we have. So
t hese are kind of sonme of the things that are -- well, when you
start going and trying to find those assunptions that's where
the time comes in. You're going to spend a good while trying
to get all the state of the art data out on what these nunbers
are and try to apply themin nodels. And that's where, you
know, whether we're |ooking at what the Iikelihood of a
nonsei smc pipe breaking in a seismc event at the plant that
was never designed to, and we have sone output fromit, those
nunbers aren't readily available. So we spend a good bit of
time trying to research that, and we end up devel opi ng backl ogs
on things that are approaching state of the art in the
cal cul ati ons.

And that's where we're running into problens. 80
percent of the tinme we're knocking these things out in good
time. The rest of the tine it's tough.

And then once again the other point, we're only
passing point estinmates, we are not doing the uncertainty
anal yses associated with them

And so one way to do that would be instead of telling
everybody to calculate the uncertainty the other way to | ook at
it would be to say, gee, if | have a CDF nunmber and | subtract
it fromanother CDF nunber, and then | go ahead and | drive
that through to come up with a LERF process the uncertainties
associated with LERF are going to be higher than the CDF. When

| subtract the two ny agency goals are on the order of
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magni tude | ess than they were for CDF, I'mdealing with either
the mnus 6 threshold on CDF, ny work was either the mnus 7, |
know ny uncertainties are going to be even higher, so |I'm
dealing with -- I'"'mlooking for 1 either to the mnus 7 and
|'ve got a plus or minus either to the mnus 4 on ny
uncertainty ternms, and Engineering 101 tells ne you shoul d not
be using that nunber to base deci sions on.

So if you conbine that with the thoughts we had
earlier on the nodel tendencies, the uncertainty associ ated
with the different nodels and the assunptions that the utility
uses for their nodels with 1200 to 3500 basic events, or the
internal NRC nodels with 650 basic events with the SDP with 35
basi c events, and you end up finding the uncertainties can
frequently drive the answer, and the assunption can drive the
answer .

There is also a perception that has cone up recently
where the Phase 2 SDP sheets, people are expecting those things
to come up with the real answer, and back when this system was
put together those were supposed to be a screening tool to
el i mnate a whol e bunch of stuff comng to the SRAs because you
can't | ook at every deficiency.

MR ROSEN: W really don't know the answer is plus
or mnus a factor of 10, 000. It may be 10, 000.

MR. BERNARD: What we were trying to do was just use
that as a screening tool, but now there's people that seemto
want to use that to cone up with --

MR. ROSEN:. You're asking too nmuch of the Phase 2
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sheet s.

MR. BERNARD: Once again, look at the Iimtations of
the tools, and if the tool is not precise enough to give you a
nunerical answer we can still come up with some great insights.

You know, you |l ook at the fire anal yses, they've
still got sone good insights that tell you where to go tighten
up, where to go look at stuff. |If you want to go | ook for
LERC, we can conme up with insights that tell you certain
conponents are real inportant, and if you go out you ought to
be concer ned.

But if you' re not appropriately using the tool and
| ooking at the limtations of the tool when you set your
criteria and thresholds | think there's danger.

So let me sumup real quickly. | think |I've really
basically said it that if the air bands are too high use risk
insight, not the risk nunbers, and depend on other input into
t he managenent process.

And the other word of warning is | heard sonething
earlier that indicated steady state in the process, and ny
t hought there is that small increnental changes are a | ot
better than step changes, and then a period of stagnation until
anot her step change is required.

So the caution would be is that we should not be
| ooking for steady stake, we should be |ooking for a process of
continuing inprovenent on this, and its tools are devel oped
t hat have | ower uncertainties, and you can find application for

t hem go ahead and incorporate the use, don't be afraid to nmake
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changes.

That's all | have to say.

MR. ROSEN: | think this panel has been very, very
useful. I'mjust delighted to hear what you guys are thinking.

MR. REYES. [|'mnot sure we're done yet.

MR, ROSEN: Luis, you're up, or your --

MR. REYES: W have a little bit of managenent view
of this.

MR ROSEN:. We'll get the rebuttal.

[ Laught er . ]

MR REYES: | think you're going to find that | agree
with them

MR OGLE: |'m Chuck Ogle, I'ma branch chief in DRS,

and Steve Cahill who's the branch chief and Warren are going to
add sone conments, too.

But | think you will find that managenent generally
has, or shares sone of the sane feelings that inspectors do.

If you'll look at the slides on the positive we have
tal ked a | ot about risk significance, |ooking at the right
t hi ngs.

To build on sonmething Binoy says, it's better as a
manager to be in a position, it increases your credibility with
the |icensee, with the public and the inspectors if you're
arguing that, hey, we're |ooking at sonmething that's inportant.

One of the other products that |I've seen conme out of
the ROP, and Scott did a good job tal king about this, is

pl anni ng. W' re doing a lot better job planning for




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N NN NN NN P P P R R P PP PR
~ o O W N P O © 0O N O 00 W N P O

Page 211
i nspections, we're doing the up-front work. It was a consci ous
decision as part of the ROP. As part of the roll-out of the
ROP we expect the inspectors to do a |ot better job planning,
and | think it leads to better inspections.

| don't think we're where we want to be yet, we still
have a |l ot of distractions, but |I think it's good. W know, or
t he inspectors should know that they're being held accountabl e
to acconplish what's in the nonthly inspection procedures, and
t hey have to plan that, plan ahead to get these things done.

One of the things that has not been di scussed by the
inspectors is that there's now an enphasis that is different
t han before on sticking to the inspection procedure.

On the ROP, part of the roll-out for that was, hey,
we expect the inspectors to acconplish what's in the inspection
procedur e.

Bef ore what we had in the old inspection procedure,
or the old inspection process | think was a ot |ooser in terns
of what inspectors did and what they were charged to do.

Now there's nore, they need to do these various
i nspection procedures, they need to do a sanple size of three
of these, and six of these, and four of these, whereas before
when | was an inspector you went out and you | ooked at
sonet hing and you sort of figured out, well, what was the
cl osest thing that you could charge your tine to.

And | think that gives managenent sonme confort that
at least to sone degree that there is some consistency in the

i nspection programas it's applied across the different
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utilities in the region.

You know, there are obviously different capabilities
in inspectors, different interests, different curiosity |evels,
but | think now knowi ng that we have at |east some baseline and
that we're sticking to the procedures that we feel better that
the things that we think are getting done are getting done.

MR PLISCO W used to say we net the intent of the
procedure, and that could nean a lot of things. And now
there's a lot nore rigor to it.

MR ROSEN: Any utility that told you that, you would
have a | ot of questions for them

MR PLI SCO  Yes.

MR OGLE: And the final point | would like to cover
on the positive is dealing with the findings, and the
i nspectors tal ked about that, and | think that the NRC al ways
has done a good job, at |east this region has done a good job
on the big deal

If a big deal cones along we had a process, you know,
we knew how to proceed fromAto Bto C, and we did a real good
job of it.

| always when | was an inspector felt very
unconfortable with the things that were not a big deal, and
t hink the ROP, one of the major strengths of the ROP is that it
gives you a nethod to look at it, any itemthat comes up, or
nost itenms that cone up, and say okay, this is why it's not
i mportant, or this is why we should proceed this way.

So | think it should for inspectors give thema
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little nore confort that, hey, there's some process that they
decided not to follow up on, and a year fromnow, or a year and
a half fromnow they're not going to get a big inquisition as
to why they didn't nake a big deal out of it. So I think
that's a real strength.

MR CAHILL: It nakes it easier for us as a branch
chief dealing with inspectors that there's a clear criteria.
Before it was find sonething that was a violation of sone
requi rement, but the nmessage you're really trying to send was
sonewhere el se. You got the violation to hang your hat on, but
you can go with sonme ot her aspect.

Now it's you' ve got to | ook at the regul atory aspect,
you' ve got to look at the risk aspect, they are two well -
defined arenas, and if you can't force sonebody to do that then
we drop it. It makes it a |lot easier for those things that,
you know, was the inspector's pet peeve in the past that he
coul d make sone regulatory tie to it, but there was obviously
no ri sk what soever

Now we can say it, there is no risk, that this is
m nor, we're not going to pursue it. It nmakes it a |ot easier
for the managenent/inspector interface to cone to a fina
concl usi on that everybody agrees wth.

MR ROSEN: Just getting through the day.

MR. OGLE: kay. On the concerns of the areas that
are not so rosy, we tal ked about this -- Rudy warned up to this
-- all the SDP tools were not ready and still aren't, and I'I|

say no nore than the fire protection SDP was not. |'ve had
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personal involvenent in that, that's nore than enough.
The feedback process. part of the ROP was a feedback
process. Hey, inspectors, you go out, you do these inspection

procedures, you see sonething that doesn't |ook right, wite up

this form send it in, and we'll put it in the process and
we' || nmake things better.
Wl |, inspectors are very good. If we tell

i nspectors to bring us a rock they will bring us a rock
they're very good at that. And if we want a blue rock they're
very good at bl ue rocks.

And they went out, and they brought --

DR PONERS: [If you can define it that way.

MR, OGLE: Well, that's managenent's problem

But they wote a |ot of feedback forms, and they went
into the process, and they didn't conme out right away, and |
think we | ost sonme credibility with the inspector. You know,
we prom sed sonething the we didn't deliver

You know, there's a |lot of other things that were
going on at the tinme, but | think we lost a lot of credibility
with the inspectors witing these things up, and | think they
becane somewhat cynical and said, hey, you know, why bother
trying to get these things changed, it's not happening. But
we're starting to see that noving through the process a little
better.

| haver had the distinct advantage of being both I'm
projects and DRS here in the region during the ROP, and ny

observation is that the inspectors in DRS are not as well
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prepared, or were not as well prepared as the DRT inspectors

were for the inplenentation of the ROP, and | don't know why.

| don't know if it's the amount of inspections, | don't know if
it was the focus, | don't know who was invol ved, but | think
we're catching up, | think we're doing nore in DRS to do a

better job, but | think there's definitely a dichotony that
exi sts.

Anot her concern | have is processing -- Rudy again
tal ked about this, and it was talked a little bit about during
the fire protection thing -- are these nodel s correct when
we' re naking these decisions. |Is it green, it is white, is it
yellow, is it 10 to the minus 7, is it 10 to the m nus 5th.

You know, there's assunptions, we've not verified
these things, there's |large uncertainties and, you know, we get
in these discussions about powers of 10 and it's like what's
the foundation for all this, do we know that it's true. And
it's somewhat disconforting at tines.

W tal ked a few m nutes ago about what about things
that don't fit into the risk nmanagenent, things that happen
over again. Every inspector that's sitting in this room can
tell you about things they have seen that don't | ook right, and
t hat bother them but if you try to put themin the ROP they
may not fit. Wiat do we do with those? Right now we don't do
a whol e heck of a lot with themunless they rise to sone |eve
that we're really concerned about.

| tal ked about the benefits of sticking to the

i nspection procedure. One of the downsides of sticking to the
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i nspection procedure is inspector initiative.
It used to be that it was a very prom nent of the
i nspection programto go out and follow your nose. |If

sonmething didn't |look right, you went out and you | ooked at it.

And now we have a nore prescriptive process. W have
a safety culture here, we believe in it, you know, we enphasize
it with our inspectors, but | have a question in ny mnd what
do we give up when we have a very prescriptive process that
says give nme three of these and six of these, and what does
that do for individual inspector initiative.

W' ve shifted froma node of go out and inspect, and
bring us back issues, and tell us what's going on to, okay,
acconmplish this and then bring us back issues. So there's a
subtl ety there that I'mnot sure what we're getting for

And we have already talked a little bit about the --
Bob did a good job tal king about the docunentation guides. W
have procedures on how to run inspection reports, but if
sonmebody wants to go copy what's it supposed to | ook |iKke.

It's frustrating.

Do you guys have anything el se you wanted to add?

MR CAHI LL: Just two things | wanted to add.

One is a point | didn't make clear when | was talking
about Farl ey before, but one of the successes of the ROP is it
allows us to engage on the docket as the regulator in areas
that we really couldn't before based on the |licensee's

per f or mance.
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Renmenber the first three points |I tal ked about with
Farley were all performance indicators, they all got those
white performance indicators based on their own perfornmance,
and it allowed us to engage them on the docket, have public
nmeetings, and | think effect sone val uabl e changes at that
site.

And | didn't make clear in nmy presentation before,
but one of the common thenmes that |inked all of those
performance indicators was Farl ey's phil osophy on mai nt enance
rul e i mpl enentation and system engi neers.

System engineers is the sinple point to tal k about.
Their previous vice president did not believe in system
engi neers, he thought they were a waste of overhead, that
desi gn work shoul d be done by design guys, and operators were
t he system engi neers.

Consequently, there was not anybody that owned the
systens like a traditional system engineering role, and nobody
was on top of these things. Hence the cooling tower coll apse
probl ens. There was nobody that was really on top of those
t hi ngs waving the flag that these things are really in bad
shape, we need to do sonethi ng.

And those other issues were all, that thread was
t hrough all of those. Now Farley has system engi neers for
virtually all their systens, they actually hired a | ot of new
folks, and | guess didn't readily admt it, but saw the m stake
that they had made in the past.

But that was an i ssue we had known for years before
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the ROP. W knew that Farley didn't |ike system engi neers, and
t hey woul d assi gn peopl e as system engi neers basically paying
lip service to it, but not really neeting the intent of it.

So this allowed us to actually take sonething we knew
was not quite right, but really could never do anything in
regul atory specs with it before, now we got to do sonething
about it.

MR. ROSEN:. It was reveal ed through performance
i ssues, their performance.

MR CAHI LL: Yes, got themright there. | nean they
dunped it in our I|ap.

One negative thing that | see with the ROP, and we
touched on it a little bit before talking with Dr. Bonaca, it
has taken away the ability to take a broad programmatic | ook at
t hi ngs, you know, | ooking at these repetitive issues, or you
get a lot of different data points, and it nore alludes to what
Chuck was tal king to before about inspector initiative.

You know sonething is not quite right, you' ve got a
ot of different data points and it spreads across the board,
but you don't have sonething that's truly risk significant.

In the past we used to lunp those together and nake
somet hi ng out of those, and sonetines that was warranted, but
we don't really have that ability -- we sort of do now if
things rise to a certain threshold as we nentioned before about
cross-cutting issues, but we don't really have that ability to
take that broad swath and put things together until they rise

to a certain threshol d.
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But on the flip side like | mentioned before that was
al so pretty abused in the past.

MR ROSEN:. Yeah, | think it m ght have been, but I
t hi nk you do have that ability, but you haven't seen it yet
because it's too early in the inplementation for the region,
for the whole country.

But | think at some point when you get six, eight,
ten quarters then if something snells |ike a duck, |ooks |ike a
duck, waddl es, you can go in to Luis and say this is a duck
and here's why, and he has the ability to put things together
on a managenent |evel even though no two things hook together
just exactly right.

In other words, I"msaying built into this process
over tinme, longer tinme scales than they're tal king about here,
you will begin to develop an ability to make those ki nds of
connections and take actions with them | hope.

MR CAHILL: In the past you could do it nore out in
t he open on the docket. That goes on quite frequently, and we
do exercise that now, but it's a difference in the way it was
done.

MR ROSEN:. | take your point.

MR PLISCO The only comrent | wanted to add is it
hel ped our comuni cations process with the public and with the
i censees, because | think our communications are cl ear because
of the risk focus. It's easier for us to describe why we're
involved in an issue, why it's inmportant to us and our

docunentation. | think that's hel ped us in comunicating the
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i ssues.

One side benefit we've seen, and a lot of this I got
fromfeedback fromthe resident inspectors, is when we changed
t he docunmentation threshold of what's in the report and then
the filters that we have now for issues that get raised up in
our inspection reports one of the things we didn't anticipate
was a |lot of licensees now are nmuch nore receptive of the
| ower -l evel issues and the feedback they get fromthe resident
i nspectors because they now no | onger have to fight about
whether it's going to be in the report or not, or what the
agency is going to do with it.

Now t hat we have this well-defined threshold nmany of
t he resident inspectors have told nme that when they go to the
licensee and there's a |ower-1level issue, sonething we cal
mnor that's not in the report, the utilities are actually nore
receptive with those issues and put themin their corrective
action progranms and address them because they don't have to
deal with all the peripheral stuff that used to happen in the
pr ocess.

MR. ROSEN: And they don't have to deal with
licensing inplications. They've just got another solid input
about sonmething they can correct in their plan. That's a good
t hi ng.

MR PLISCO But that was sonething we didn't
anticipate, but that's been a side benefit.

MR ROSEN: | would say nore than a side benefit, a

si ngul ar benefit.
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Anyt hi ng el se anybody el se wants to say? No?

Lui s.

MR REYES: | just want to close here on schedule. |
hope that the presentation by the staff was to your
satisfaction. W nade sure that none of these individuals are
shy, and they bring to you a uni que perspecti ve.

Let ne just give you a perspective. |'ve been doing

inspections for the NRC for the |ast 25 years, so | can give a

Vi ew.

The revi sed oversight programis the best inspection
programthat | have been involved with. It's not perfect, and
we still have sone challenges. W talked this norning or

t hrough the day of the significance determ nation process.
Especially we have put a ot of work in security that seens to
be much inproved. Fire is still a challenge we need to work
out .

| think the staff presented to you sone issues that
still need to be addressed. Sone if it is tool limtation.
Sone of the tools we have right now the technology is not there
yet, but in ternms of overall | think this is the best
i nspection program | have worked with going back 25 years. It
has allowed us to do sone certain things that we just couldn't
do before.

Now, | think it's working this well because the
performance of the facilities also in those 25 years | have
seen a big change in the performance of the facilities, and I

just don't think we could have had this process twenty years
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ago.

But the timng is right, | think the performance is
there, the tools are there. | think our sophistication of
dealing with issues has inproved.

W do have sonme roomto grow, we're still sending
peopl e to school, and sonetinmes we have difficulty talking with
Rudy and getting every word of it, but it is going in the right
direction and overall is a very good program

Now, you heard today all the roomfor inprovenent we
have, and we will continue to do that.

| guess in ternms of closing | hope the neeting was
informative and your visit yesterday. | want to invite you
again. | would Iike you to visit sone of the other plants, or
cone here to the region. W |like the exchange. W actually
t ook back sone feedback fromyou. W have quite a few things
that were very beneficial; it was very beneficial to us that
you cane here to visit.

For those of you who would |ike to see our emergency
center afterwards if you have tine, we will be glad to show you
that facility. W use it on occasion; we used it a lot after
Septenber 11th. W do use it a lot during the sumer season of
because hurricanes, we have a | ot of coastal facilities, so we
spend a |l ot of week ends there nonitoring the situation, but we
would like to invite you to see that.

MR. ROSEN:. Luis, could | ask some questions? not
just for you, but for the whole staff, overview kinds of things

about the ROP
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The first one is do you think that it will continue
to inprove performance of the fleet of plants in the region?
Coul d you address that in ternms of the best plants, and maybe
t he not-so-best plants.

MR. REYES: | think overall it will for a couple of
reasons, and |I'Il speak for the Region Il plants. These
comments are based on ny one-on-one interface with the
utilities we deal with; I can't tell you nationw de.

But the utilities we deal with are in this business
for the long term and they understand that their actions,
decisions, inplications are for the long term

| think a good exanple is that nost of the plants
t hat have licenses renewed or are in the |icense renewal
process are in this region. | think that speaks for itself.

The ROP | think is a perfect programfor plants that
are performng very well and the licensees are willing to | ook
at things for the long term and what it allows us to do is not
only do the routine program but for those issues that we
t al ked about where managenent has to get involved, when | have
to get involved, it's nuch, nuch easier for nme to convey the
regul ator's concern, our perspective on the issues, and | think
t he answer to your question is | believe yes, that the plants
will continue to inprove, and this programallows us to do
t hat .

A coupl e of things that happened early on in the
program and it was a plus to the |icensee and to us to sone

extent, but we have had white findings on issues that are not
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covered by the regulations, and the |icensees have taken action
to inprove their situation at the plant on a white finding that
we couldn't issue a violation on because you couldn't have a
nexus through to the violation, so it was a situation where we
have identified risk-significant issues that resulted in
hardware identification or changes in the processes at the
pl ant that under the regular traditional process we couldn't
even touch them

MR. ROSEN: You couldn't connect it to conpliance.

MR REYES: Correct.

So based on those experiences | think this wll
continue to help us inprove.

MR. ROSEN. Do you think that goes for the best
pl ants and t he not-so-best plants?

MR REYES: | think so because what turns out to be
is that quickly you find out when the plants that are not
perform ng as high start getting white findings, perfornmance
indicators that are white and it's very visible, very visible
not only to the public, to the financial community, to the
conmpany executives, and it gives a pronmi nence that was not
there before, and it forces individuals who becone outliers to
nove further.

Now, you have to have a conpany that is in business
for the long termand has that kind of vision to get that drive
t hrough, and for the Region Il plants | will say that that's
been our experience that we have quickly seen plants that we

showed to you through the day who have had white findings and
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white performance indicators rather aggressively nove into
resolve the risk issue and resol ve the performance.

W have had a positive experience here. | don't know
what all ny colleagues will tel you about that, but for this
subset of plants, about a third of the plants in the United
States, | think it will be very positive.

MR, LEITCH Luis, let me add one thing. | think
also a key we tal ked about at times today, and the key is to
not be stagnant but to always review are we doing the right
thing, and that's a key thing we're doing in this ROP that we
were not always doing in the old program we're eval uating
conti nuously are we | ooking at the right thing, what do we need
to change. You have to keep that in the process to deal with
t he changi ng environnent.

MR REYES: A good point. And we get a |lot of
feedback fromthe staff, you heard sone of it today, and we
take it back and try to address those areas that need fine
t uni ng. No question with such a massive program a change
it's not going to be perfect out of the starting block, and we
still have some issues to work with.

But | think the staff has been very good in giving us
f eedback where we need to change, and the programoffice for
that matter, | think nost every place we have engaged themt hey
have been responsive. W would all |like to have it done
tomorrow, but the reality is that you can only work on so many
t hi ngs, but we have had a positive response fromthem on our

suggestions. W have seen sone changes in the programfromthe
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begi nni ng.

We are working on sonme pilots to nake nore changes in
the program W didn't have time today to tal k about the
consol idated radi ati on protection inspection, but felt that
t hat was an area where we made the switch we were still making
t oo many inspections for radiation protection, they were not
wel | coordinated, et cetera, et cetera. W have devised -- as
perm ssion fromNRR to try to do sonething el se. W have put a
programtogether, a pilot in about six plants, and we're
getting ready to provide our results to the programoffice to
consi der some changes in that direction, so think Bruce has a
good point that we always need to continue to work in making
this better.

MR. ROSEN: Could |I ask one last question. This is
really the last, and it's the hardest.

You know we all are struggling with the Davis Bessie
situation, and we don't have the full facts in yet, and there's
a nunber of staff efforts and other efforts to | ook into what
really went on there.

The worry we have, or | have is that it wll
continue, the ROP and other processes will in fact continue to
i nprove performance in general across the board, and | think
t hat was your answer to my question.

W worry that it's not suited for identifying really
declining performance in every case. Sonmehow this Davis Bessie
situation alarns us that something is wong with the ROP.

Somet hi ng happened up there, but we don't know what it is, that
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all the indicators didn't go red or yellow |long before this
happened, and there wasn't an effort to head it off, and so we
got into a situation we don't ever want to repeat.

So | knowthis is not a fair question because you

don't have all the information, so how can address -- can you
even try to address -- and |I'Il accept an answer, |'ll take
your answer that you don't know yet and we'll cone back to

that, but I'mreally worried that the ROP is not the place to
identify really declining performance where a plant for sone
reason gets off into the ditch and doesn't even know it.

MR. REYES: W have always through the years, through
the 25 years |'ve been doing this worried about that, and in
fact through history we have had sonme oversights, and | don't
know -- there's five or six different revi ews ongoi ng by
di fferent groups on Davis Bessie from Congress to our own
processes, so | think we need to wait to learn a little bit
about that.

But 1'm not quick to conderm the ROP. | think there
are sone elenents in the Davis Bessie situation that how we
inplenmented it, and I"'mtalking to you from23 years ago | was
a resident inspector at Davis Bessie, the first one ever, so |
have seen this vessel head inits early stages of operation
when it was brand new.

But | think we need to take a hard | ook at how we
implenented it. 1'Il give you a good exanpl e of sonething that
it dawned on ne there's a change, and I'm not sure we have

conveyed that to the staff real well.
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For example, the performance -- and this is one of
t hose uni ntended consequences -- the performance of the plants
have i mproved so nmuch, and 1'l|l speak for the plants in this

region, we have plants in this region that either |oad fuel for
18 nmonths or 24 nonths, and they actually breaker to breaker,
and we have no access to a |ot of conponents, a |lot of parts of
the plant, and then they go down for three weeks and they cone
back up, and again run for a year and a half or two years.

MR. ROSEN:. This is good.

MR REYES: Yeah, this is good, and that's an
uni nt ended consequence. |It's one of those things that we need
to reflect on, we need to reflect on this for the three weeks
in question do we give enough direction and access to the staff
to concentrate on those conmponents that will not be avail able
for the next two years for exanple.

So | think they're going to have a | ot of |essons
| earned out of Davis Bessie, but | wouldn't throw the program
away because through the years | have been through things |ike
t hat where we needed to strengthen or reinforce how we execute
t he program

But | think the programhas a |ot of good, a |ot of
good, and those things that need reinforcing | think we need to
wor k on.

But the exanmple | just gave you on only two or three
weeks for the staff to go and get to places they couldn't go,
if we don't allowthat, if we don't nake the program do that

there's sonmething there you could m ss.
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DR. BONACA: One thing we discussed this norning was
V.C. Sunmmer, and then we tal ked about Cconee. The way | see it
is for 25 years we've focused on active conponents, it has been
the heart and soul because we have the failures there, we have
the m salignments, we have |learned in the past 25 years, 30
years, and now we begin to see a different kind of stuff com ng
up, you know, and Davis Bessie is another one, and that's
really nore tied to the quality of the inspection, and the fact
is these plants are getting older. And so | think the question
that Steve is asking is very inportant in the sense that |
t hink the programas we have it is valid. The questionis is
there sonme el ement m ssing there that should focus al so on
sonet hing new that is happening in the industry now because the
plants are getting ol der, and should there be some Pls that are
focusing on long-lived passive conponents that we are now
certifying to operate for 60 years on |icense renewal

MR REYES: You just rem nded ne of sonmething. 1In
the Summer case the actual thru-leak, the best analysis is that
it started very early on in the cycle. 1t was not there when
they started up officially. The flaw obviously had progressed
to at least two and a quarter inches, but it happened early on
in the outage and it was not until the next refueling outage
when they could visually inspect it. So | agree with you, and
| think the programis real good, and we need to take a hard
| ook at things such as Davis Bessie and aging materials, short
wi ndows of tinme for access to conponents by the inspectors,

things |i ke that where we can strengthen the programand --
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DR BONACA: | understand. Wat we have to renenber
now, Davis Bessie cane close to be a nuclear accident, it was
for us an awaking call on active conponents, a val ve stuck
open. The fact was the equi pment was behaving so predictably
in every fifty actuation on that PRB had one stuck open. Boy,
can you be nore precise than that.

And we woke up and we did sonething, and now Davi s
Bessi e coul d have been a new type of accident that we did not
expect was com ng.

MR REYES: | think that the program has a | ot of
good attributes, and we just need to fix little things that
perhaps we're not strong at.

MR, ROSEN: | would like to thank you all very much
for your hospitality and for the very val uabl e and useful
presentations.

M5. WESTON: Steve, | have a question before you shut
down for the day.

Luis, you indicated that the color findings had a
prom nence that had a positive inpact. Wat are your thoughts
about the possibility of the elimnation of the red and yell ow
colors in the performance indicators because the thresholds are
so high that you would take regulatory action before you got to
t hose.

MR REYES: |If you go back to the formation of the
programearly on in the stages we didn't have a red, but we had
very strong feedback frompublic interest groups that they felt

t hat was necessary that we show them We may never use them
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but that we had, that the program show that at a given point in
time the regulator will take such action as shutting down the
pl ant, and we said yeah. | nmean we understand, we know we can
t ake the action, we have taken it, | know | have authority in
things like that that we could issue the orders and do that,
but fromthe public interest groups' point of view they wanted
unacceptabl e region | guess you want to call it in the reds,
and very strong feedback, and that's how we got into it,
basi cal |y stakehol ders.

But | don't feel | need it to take action because
"1l take action way before the red, but that's not the
perception on the outside of the agency, and therefore | think
it's needed if only for that feedback.

M5. WESTON: Even if you kept the red and yellow in
the SDPs and on the action matrix and elimnated the
performance indicators --

MR REYES: | think you need to keep them

MR. CHRI STI ANSON: A point on that. Regardless of
whet her you have one color, three colors, four colors, you're
al ways going to evaluate as we tal ked about earlier today this
prioritization of the risk. You' re always going to have that
in your mnd of how significant is this, regardl ess of whether
you have a color to match it up with. So you still would have
that in your bailiwck to go forward and deci de what action and
how soon you shoul d take that action.

MR. REYES:. Public interest groups are very

interested in this right-hand side of the yellow and the red to
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be there visibly, and we can understand that.

MR ROSEN. Okay. Any further questions, coments?

DR PONERS: One question, Luis. First of all, this
has been trenendous, far beyond ny w | dest dreans.

Second of all, | think maybe in the future we woul d
like to cone back. Up to now we've been picking the plants
based on our understanding. |If we were to come back, would it
be fair to call you up and say what plant do you think we
should visit?

MR REYES: 1'Il be glad, and then I'll ask you what
specifically you want to see. Do you want to see a particul ar
area well executed, a particular area not so well executed? and
"1l be glad to give you ny insights on that.

DR. POAERS: | think we would want to see the plant
that you would want us to see, and to see the things that you
want us to see so that we can have this kind of nore coll egial
di scussion in the future rather than just stock presentations,
because this is unbelievable.

MR. REYES: GCkay. It was our intent for you to get
t he unedited version of the staff perception, and | hope you
got that inpression. | didn't even see the viewgraphs, to be
honest with you. This was intended to have that open and
honest exchange, and |I'm always -- just give me a call, |I'm
glad to do that.

DR. POAERS: See, up until now we have been pi cking
the plants based on a strategy, and we've executed that

strategy. Now we would like to have you help us on the
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much tinme goi ng down wal ki ng,

Gve you a little extra work,
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see. You've got too

wal ki ng down pl ants.

MR. REYES:. Thank you.
MR ROSEN. Al right. Thank you gentlenen, Luis.
[At 4:00 p.m, Wednesday, June 19, 2002 the neeting

was concl uded. ]




