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PROCEEDI NGS
(8:32 a.m)

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Good norning. The
nmeeting will nowcone to order. This is a neeting of
t he ACRS Subcommittees on Plant Operation, and | am
John Si eber, Chairman of the Plant Operation
Subconmittee, and of the Reliability and PRA
Subcomm ttee, of which George Apostol aki s i s Chairman.
O her menbers present today are Mari o Bonaca, Peter
Ford, Thomas Kress, G aham Leitch, Steven Rosen, and
Bi I | Shack.

The purpose of this nmeeting is to discuss
the reactor oversight process as it relates to the
Staff Requirenents Menorandum SRM which directed
that the NRC Staff, with i nput fromthe ACRS, resolve
t he apparent conflicts and discrepanci es between
aspects of the ROP that are risk-inforned; for
exanpl e, significance determ nation process, and those
t hat are performance-based; for exanple, those that
are based on the performance indicators. Maggal ean
Weston is the Cogni zant ACRS Staff Engineer for this
neet i ng.

The rules for participation in today's
neeti ng have been announced as part of the notice of

this neeting published in the Federal Register on
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5
Decenber 27th, 2002. A transcript of the neeting is

bei ng kept and wi |l be made avail abl e as stated in the
Federal Register notice. It is requested that
speakers use one of the m crophones avail abl e,
identify themsel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
and vol une so that they may be readily heard. W have
received no witten comments from nenbers of the
public regarding today's neeting.

George, do you have any conmments?

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: No, thank you.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Okay. So now we wil |
t hen proceed with the neeting, and Ron Frahm of the
Staff from NRR may begin.

MR. FRAHM  Thank you, John. Good
norning. As John nentioned, |I'm Ron Frahm fromthe
| nspecti on ProgramBranch withinthe O fice of Nucl ear
Reactor Regul ation. Also, as John said, we're here
today to discuss the SRM dat ed Decenber 20th, 2001,
and to go over specific concerns that the ACRS
identified during our previous briefing on Septenber
9t h.

| hope everybody has a copy of the agenda.
And if you notice on the agenda, |'m not here al one
today. W have several staff menbers, cogni zant

experts in their areas, to join me in ny briefing
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today. These inportant nmenbers of the ROP team

i ncl ude Don Hi cknman. He'll discuss the Reactor Safety
Pls. M. Doug Coe will discuss the Reactor Safety
Signi ficance Determ nation process issues. W also
have Roger Pedersen to di scuss Cccupati onal Radi ati on
Safety. Steve Kelenmentowi cz to discuss Public

Radi ati on Safety, and Randy Sullivan to discuss

Emer gency Prepar edness issues.

|"d like to point out that in the interest
of inproving the ROP, we actually have an all day
Mtigating Systens Performance |ndex Pilot Program
Wr kshop goi ng on today, as well, downstairs in the
Two White Flint auditorium and it poses alittle bit
of a problemfor us in balancing staff between this
briefing and that neeting. And one of the key pl ayers
is Don H ckman, who |I've convinced to stay with us
until 10 or 11 today to support all the Pl questions,
but after that he'll need to go to support the MSP
Wor kshop, so if we could focus on the PIs as soon as
|"mdone with ny briefing, that would hel p.

Going to the first slide, we've identified
four specific issues fromthe Septenber 9th briefing
that we'd like to focus our discussion on today.
First, we'd like to sumrari ze our approach for

addressing the SRMthat John quoted regarding risk-
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i nformed and performance-based el enents, and | wll
di scuss that first this norning. The second and third
i ssues on this slide were specifically identified
during -- I"'msorry, not in the briefing, but in the
February letter 2002. The risk-inforned performance
i ndicator thresholds for the initiating events and
mtigating systens cornerstones will be discussed by
Don Hi ckman during the Reactor Safety Pl discussion,
and t he assessnent of concurrence findings i ssue will
be di scussed by Doug Coe during the Reactor Safety
Signi fi cance Determ nation Process di scussion.

You had enphasi zed on Septenber 9th that
you'd |l i ke to see actual exanpl es presented to you by
t he cogni zant staff nmenbers i nthese areas of greater-
t han-green findings, and that's why we've presented
t he agenda the way we have, to have the right people
here to address the questions in their areas, so a
significant portion of today's presentation is to
di scuss these greater-than-green exanples and their
bases across several cornerstones. And we are
prepared to discuss the seven exanples that were
attached to our Decenber 19t h paper, and a few ot hers
to hel p denonstrate the basis for their threshol ds and
our resultant regulatory response.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Are we going to
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di scuss the inspection nmanual that was sent to us a
coupl e of nonths ago?

MR FRAHM Would that be the draft ROP-
basi s docunent ?

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah.

MR. FRAHM We're prepared to discuss it.
We weren't specifically going to go through item by
item but as issues cone up, we'll --

CO CHAl RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: Because | have
a few questions.

MR. FRAHM Ckay. |If you could hold those
off, 1'd appreciate it.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Sure.

MR. FRAHM And | actually do have
addi ti onal copi es of several of the docunents that we
have sent over. W sent over the draft ROP-basis
docunent, and | bel i eve we handed several of those out
again this nmorning. | don't have any nore copies of
those, so | hope everybody has one.

Second was the NEI 99-02 Perfornmance
| ndi cat or Gui dance. | have several additional copies
here, as well. And probably nost inportantly was our
| etter on Decenber 19th that summarized all the
i ssues, and gave our response to you all in witing.

And that' s essentially -- the briefingtoday is pretty
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much designed after this paper

Movi ng along to the staff approach and
plans to address the SRM | actually have a backup
slide in your package that has the direct quote from
the SRMin case we need to go back to that during the
briefing to clarify our discussions today. And I
want ed to poi nt out that we intend to address thi s SRM
i n our upcom ng Annual ROP Sel f - Assessnment SECY paper
that's due to be issued by the end of WMarch.

I'"d like to reiterate sonme of the key
di scussi on points provided in our Decenber 19th
response. In the devel opnment of and the continued
refinenment of the ROP, we've used perfornmance-based
t hreshol ds based on appropriate regul atory response,
and we' ve incorporated risk insights to the extent
t hey were avail abl e and applicable. The ROP
regul atory framework includes seven cornerstones of
safety, and our regulatory response is based on the
action matrix with equal weighting to Pls and
i nspection findings across all seven of these
cornerstones. In other words, we treat a white as a
white, and yellow as a yellow, regardless of which
cornerstone those i ssues cane out of, and whet her t hey
were Pls or inspection findings. W perform

assessnment reviews on a continuous quarterly and
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annual basis for all plants and regul atory acti ons are
t aken on performance deficiencies as they are
identified.

W recognize fromthe start that these
threshol ds would |ikely need to be adjusted as we
| earn | essons after some run tine of the ROP. W
continue to adjust these PI and SDP thresholds to
ensure a consi stent regulatory response, and several
of the exanples we're going to discuss today
denonstrate that.

W al so face the continuous challenge to
assure that the ROP neets the conpeting objectives of
remai ni ng predictabl e, understandabl e, risk-infornmed
and objective in neeting the four strategic
per formance goal s of maintaining safety, increasing
public confidence, increasing efficiency and
ef fecti veness, and reduci ng unnecessary regul atory
bur den.

MEMBER FORD: Your conti nui ng adj ustment.

MR FRAHM Right.

MEMBER FORD: Do you review these Pls on
aregular basis |ike quarterly or yearly, and then see
i f they need changi ng?

MR. FRAHM We essentially review the

program conti nuously, and we do an annual wrap-up of
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Lessons Learned throughout the year, so we do an in-
dept h revi ewevery year, and we publi sh an annual SECY
paper .

MR FRAHM Ckay. Howis it deci ded when
you | ook at these whether there is a consistent
regul atory response? |'mnot quite sure what you nean
by "consistent"” here. |Is it consistency between the
ROP and the SDP, or is it consistency anong the
various colors? |'mnot sure what --

MR. FRAHM [It's both.

MEMBER FORD: It's both those things.

MR. FRAHM The goal being, when you get
to the action matrix, you want to treat a white as a
white, and a yellowas a yellow. They're all treated
equal ly regardl ess of where it's comng from so
that's the balance we're trying to maintain.

MEMBER FORD: And how is it you decide
whet her they're i nconsi stent or not? Do you have sone
criteria?

MR. FRAHM | don't know t hat we have any
specific criteria, but you can identify outliers --

MEMBER FORD: So it's an expert judgment
ki nd of thing.

MR. FRAHM [t's an expert judgnent, and

there are a few outliers in certain areas, and we'l|l
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actual ly be di scussing sone specific outliers we've
identified, and what we plan on doing about it |ater
t oday.

MEMBER FORD: Ckay.

MR. COE: | could add to that just a bit.
Consi st ency, anot her way of tal ki ng about consi stency
of our response is that a 95-001 i nspection, whichis
pronmpted in the |icensee or the regulatory response
colum of the action matrix is typically between 16
and 40 hours of additional supplenental inspection.

MEMBER FORD: Ckay.

MR. COE: Ckay. A 95-002, which is
pronpt ed by t he next col unm over, is typically between
40 to 240 hours of additional inspection. That's a
fairly wide band, but there's that kind of
flexibility. And then the 95-003 inspection is
typically, in our experience has been anywhere from
1,500 to 2,000 hours of suppl enmental inspection. That
is, of course, the nobst substantial of the
suppl ement al inspection procedures, so regardl ess of
whet her the Iicensee arrives at that columm of the
action matrix by either Pls or SDP results, those are
t he responses that we give, and that's one neasure of
the consistency that we try to give.

MEMBER FORD: Thank you.
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MR FRAHM [It's a way to focus our

resources on the nost safety significant issuesinthe
plants with the nost significant problens.

MEMBER LEI TCH: One thing | noticed in ny
review of the NRC Wb page daily, it turned out that
t here' s announcenents of neetings the NRCis goingto
have with |icensees. And on the sanme day, it just
happens, and it just contrasted for nme the kind of
i nconsi stent, perceived inconsistency that concerns
nme. There were two pl ants, each of whomhad two white
findings, and the NRC response seened to be the sane.
They were setting up to have a neeting with the two
plants, and that's what this announcenent was about.

One of the plants, | think it was Peach
Bottom the area was energency planning. And there
were two issues there, each of which had generated a
white finding. One was an inadequate critique of a
drill, and the other was a failure to declare the
energency within the required 15 m nutes. Each of
t hose generated a white finding. That was one plant
and one reaction.

The ot her plant | think was Brai dwood, and
exactly the same reaction, two white findings, sane
NRC response. But at Brai dwood, the problemwas an

auxiliary feed-water punp that fail edto operate under
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certain circunstances, and the other was a fail ure of
their corrective action programto properly correct a
problemw th the safety-rel ated valve. |'ve forgotten
the details of it, but it just seenmed to ne as |

| ooked at those two cases, and it just happened that
they were on the same day so it contrasted themin ny
m nd.

Here we have two plants, each with two
white findings, and we' re sayi ng, | guess, what - that
the safety significance of those things is nore or
| ess the sane? Because in ny mnd, it didn't seem
that they were.

MR COE: | would say that what we're
trying to say is that we believe that our |evel of
response to those issues should be approxi mately the
sane. And we'll have some nore exanples like that.
And then this, of course -- your point is well taken.
It's the crux of the di scussionthat we're having here
today. And we hope, at least | hope that success at
the end of the day cones fromour ability to give you
a better understanding of why we think that those
kinds of differences, if you will, are still
appropriate in terms of howwe respond and react. And
al so, to acknow edge that we don't think that we have

a perfect process yet, and we're going to continue to
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adjust those thresholds, if we see, or if we believe
t hat, you know, our | evel is not appropriately matched
to the significance of the issue.

MEMBER LEI TCH: |'m not saying that the
enmer gency pl anning i ssues are not significant, but it
seens to ne that -- just in thinking about this, it
seens to nme that the level of significance there is
much | ess than the | evel of significance with probl ens
with these safety systens.

MR CCE: | understand.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Particularly one rel ated
to, first of all, a drill critique. |In other words,
| guess the situation -- and | don't understand al
the details, but it seened to nme that they had a
drill. The licensee perfornmed a critique. The NRC
felt that sone issues had been mssed in the dril
critique that the licensee hadn't picked up, so it
seens tone it's an inportant issue, but it's a level
or two renoved from the safety system not working
properly.

MR SULLIVAN: | can speak to that, if
you' d like to take the tine to do that.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Yes.

MR. SULLIVAN. |I'm Randy Sullivan. [|'m

t he Energency Preparedness guy, | guess. But the
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i ssue of the critique | suppose is clearer to subject
matter experts than it would be to, you know,
observers, |earned observers. But we changed our
process drastically in ROPin energency preparedness.
Per haps you' re aware, but in the previous program we
woul d nmake dozens of individual judgments on the
performance. W woul d publish those. W woul d speak
to themin public nmeetings. It would go in the
report. The critique nmay catch sone of them it may
not. We would publish themall.

Under the new program there's a
per formance indi cator system which captures failures
and successes of the nost risk-significant areas of
EP, and that's the nunber that you see published, the
DEP PI. W backed-off on our inspection. W
ref ocused our inspection programto |eave individual
performance out of our inspection program That' s
now the |licensee's purview, and we rely on the PI
And we nade some ot her changes that | won't bore you
with. So when we see the licensee mscall a Pl hit,
t hey declare a success when it was a failure, it has
a greater significance than just m ssing sonething in
acritique as you'rerelating. So in other words, it
brings into question the efficacy of the Pl val ue.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Ckay.
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MR. SULLI VAN: And t hat nmeans we have the

wrong inspection program |If we can't trust the Pl
val ue, then we're doing the wong inspection, so we
ask the licensee to do a root cause analysis to see
what went wong with their critique, so that we can
make sure we trust that nunber, because we | ook at
maybe 10 percent of the opportunities in that PI.
Maybe | ess, it depends on the program So when we
catch a Pl being called "wong", a success when it was
a failure, that brings into question the value of it,
and hence, we want the root cause analysis on the
critique process.

Now i s that the same PRA significance as
a broken val ve that was not found? | mean, maybe not,
but the i ssueis, our inspection programisn't |ooking
at what it should beif we can't trust that nunber, so
it's kind of interlinked.

MEMBER ROSEN: Wel |, notw thstandi ng t hose
useful remarks about the energency preparedness
indicator, | think what Graham s point was, was not
real |y answered by Doug. The question that was really
posed is, is it the intent of this programto nake
simlar colors nean the sane risk-significance, or is
it the intent of this programto nmake simlar colors

nmean t he sane action by the NRC? And | think it's the
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latter --

MR. FRAHM Cdearly, it's the second.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- not the forner.

MR FRAHM Right.

MEMBER ROSEN:  And since it's not the
former, any attenpts by us to try and rework the ROP
to make the colors equal in risk space will be
changi ng the program since that's not its intent.
And that's the difficulty I've had all along with
this, that it is true that a white is a white, and a
yellow is a yellow, and all colors are equa
regar dl ess of which cornerstone they come from as you
said before. But that's only in action matrix space,
not in risk space.

MR FRAHM Right.

MEMBER ROSEN: And we need to keep that in
our mnds all thetime. Andthis is the confusion you
got into, it sounds to ne |iKke.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  But there is a
problemw th that. The way | understand it, and from
Doug's reply and the di scussion that followed, the
factor that determ nes, the el ement that determ nes
equi val ence is the response. Gay? W |ook at two
situations and say well, we would respond the sane

way. We do sone investigation that woul d take about
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16 hours or whatever; therefore, they're equival ent.
But doesn't that go against the whole idea of risk-
inform ng the regul ati ons?

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  Yes, it does.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: It preserves
responses, prior responses and adjusts the col ors.
Wel |, the whol e ideaof risk-informngtheregulations
is to have a response that is conmensurate to the risk
level. And | agree with M. Rosen, that has been a
problemwi th ne fromthe beginning, trying to
under st and why these colors are equivalent. And
certainly, failure to critique a drill is not of the
sane saf ety significance as unavail abilities of safety
systems and so on, so we have a fundanental issue
here. Are we going to use the response as the
criterion of equival ence, i nwhichcase, we arereally
deviating fromthe idea of risk-informng the
regul ations, or are we going to use sone ot her
criterialikerisk to establish equival ence, and then
adj ust our responses to the risk |level?

MEMBER ROSEN: It seens nuch nore
intellectually satisfying to ne --

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: And chal | engi ng
though. This is really a nore challenging --

MEMBER ROSEN:  Yes, it is.
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MEMBER KRESS: It's extremely chall enging

because if you're going say fromgreen to white area,
it's alnost inpossible to determ ne the risk
significance of that. Now when you get up to the red
area, |'msure you probably can, but that probably is
the only threshold, in ny mnd, that you can actual ly
establish the risk significance of. So you're stuck
with not being able to do what we want to do, and
t hi nk you have to then fall back on performance-base
inthe sense that your thresholds are set by people's
judgnent. And that's where | think we're having a
probl em

MEMBER ROSEN: We live in the real world,
and being pragmatic is inportant, but to-- if we are
bei ng pragmatic and not -- and thinking that we're
really being risk-informed, | think we're confusing
ourselves. And | think it's -- the central el enent
that we're discussing here has confused the ACRS for
sone tine. And | think the staff has been pragmatic
about trying to run the ROP in the way they're doing
it now, but we need to deal with this froma
fundanmental point of view.

MEMBER SHACK: Yeah, | nmean | have a
fundanent al di sagreenent with you. And | don't think

t hat | ooking at the risk significanceis the right way
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tolook at this. Thisis arisk-informed process. W
are trying to assess |licensee performnce, you know.
That's howwe get into this red/yellowthreshold at 21
scrans. |f you only | ook at the risk significance of
that particul ar performance indicator, you know, you
can run it until hell freezes over. It certainly
tells you sonething about the performance and the
attitude of that licensee |ong before you get to the
risk significance. And to me, that's what this
programis about, is assessing performance. |It's not
a safety, you know, a safety status thing. W' re not,
you know, clicking off, okay, this plant is now at
five tines ten to the mnus four, you know, bing,

bi ng, bing. You want to know sonet hi ng about -- and
George, of all people, M. Safety Culture H nself, |
nmean, you know, that's really --

CO CHAI RVAN APOCSTCOLAKI'S:  And a cul tured
man, of course.

MEMBER SHACK: That's, | think, part of
what we're -- you know, we're incorporating things
like the EOP. You know, they may not have the sane
risk significance in the PRA, but they tell you how
the |icensee's attitudes are, his questioning
attitude, his response. There's alot of these things

intheresponse that | don't think -- you know, that's
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ny problemwth setting -- the risk informed, to ne,
shoul d be in the sel ection of paraneters. |'mnot all
sure |li ke Tom that you can really set the threshol ds
in a neani ngful way by |ooking at the risk

signi ficance of the nunbers.

MEMBER KRESS: And | agree with you
conpletely. And | think you have to fall back on j ust
what is our experience, what is our judgment on
setting these thresholds. And I think it's a rea
mstake to mx inin this matrix, here's the
per f or mance- based ones, and here's the risk-based
ones. | think that's a m stake, and that's where get
t hese big nunber scrams. W ought to just stick
strictly with perfornmance.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  And | fully
agree with both of you. | think I nentioned earlier
- no, I'mserious. |If you renenber, there were two
fundamental problems | had with ROP fromthe
begi nning. One was this consistency of colors, and |
wote sonme comments in the letter. The other one
whi ch | proposed here, and of course, it was killed
i medi ately, was that the action matrix m xes
i ndicators that are based on performance with

i ndicators that are based on risk, with indicators
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that are based on regulatory requirenments. And
propose that we separate -- now that didn't go very
far, but | think we're com ng back to it now.

| agree that it's a performance i ssue, so
why then should several of these indicators be based
on delta CDFs? Wsat kind of performance is that?
VWhat does it tell nme about performance? Wy woul d the
-- you see, on the regulatory limts, maybe there is
a point that, you know, if you are above by 25 percent
of what the allowed | eakage rate is, that tells ne
somet hi ng about your performance. But the risk thing
with the fundanmental program being what we have
identified here, that we are changi ng one par anet er at
atinme, | think we have a problem

Now mmy experience in simlar issues, you
know, in another life, trying to fornul ate deci si on-
maki ng problens, is that the nost difficult part of
that is assuring consistency anong your attributes.
And here, we're just going over it and say well, gee,
you know, the regulatory response would be the sane
so, you know, all whites are the sanme. GCkay? So it
seens to nme that we have two mmj or probl ens here,
maybe t hree.
One is, we have to decide what the

criteriaw !l be for equivalence, and it could be sone

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

24

| evel of performance, deviation from normal
performance and so on. And again, as you know, there
is the issue of generic versus plant-specific and al
that. And second, whether in their action natri X,
it's not a conpletely independent issue, performance
and ri sk should be separate. And the thirdinnyis,
you know, Davis-Besse. I|I'mreally disturbed by it.
Now nmaybe t here i s anot her study goi ng on,
you know, how t he Davi s-Besse incident would affect
the ROP, but | just don't see how we can cl aimthat
this is a successful programwhen | read in the
Chai rman' s speech somewhere recently t hat Davi s- Besse
was green before we found out what was going on. |
nmean, | just don't see how we can say that. Are we
| ooking at the right things? W really have to put
t he i ssues on the table.

And again, | really have to make this
clear. | don't want to sound like I'mcriticizingthe
staff. They have done a trenendous job given the
pressures they had to produce sonet hi ng, you know, of
this magnitude in the time that was given to them
But it seenstonme that it's therole of this Advisory
Conmittee to raise these intellectual issues and the
foundational issues. It's not our role to ask, you

know, detailed questions, although we do that
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soneti mes too.

MEMBER BONACA: | think one other problem
has been for us that in setting the thresholds, an
attenpt has been made to give it al npost a risk-base.
You know, it takes that many trips to come to, you
know, degradation fromten to the mnus five and on,
so | think this took us all in the perspective that
this was a conpl ete, you know, risk-informed process,
and | think only later when we discussed it that we
brought up the issue of it is risk-infornmed in
general, but not specifically. It's not risk-basedin
any way, and real |y shoul d be a perfornmance process as
is. And | think, you know, maybe that's one thing
that should be clarified by the staff, to what extent
t hese threshol ds have to be, in fact, quantified. You
know, that creates a full confusion, | think, by the
time, you know, if we commt to doing so. This
quantification of howmny scrans it takes to degrade
fromten to the mnus five to ten to the mnus four.
| mean, when you attenpt to do that, you put us on the
road to believe that this is a true risk-informed
process, and then we try to apply those kind of
criteria everywhere else, and we find these
di sconnects, of course, because youdidn't really nean

to do it that way. And | think that clarification
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woul d hel p.

MR FRAHM \Well, that's really what the
first bullet onthis slideis getting at, is that the
t hreshol ds are perfornmance-based, and we use risk
insights to the extent that they're avail able and
applicable, so not every -- for instance, energency
preparedness. There's not a quantitative val ue you
can have for those thresholds. It's strictly
per f or mance- based, and based on what we've |earned
over the years. \Wat nakes sense to an expert, to a
panel of experts.

MEMBER ROSEN: It could be quantitative.
If all had Level 3 PRAs, could we then not quantify
even t he EP?

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Well, a critique
of the drill | don't know.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  First of all, | agree
whol eheartedly with the way that Steve descri bed what
the issue is. On the other hand, there are other
factors that | think cone in, you know, when you talk
about energency planning. A lot of that comes -- is
apolitical issue. It comes fromlocal jurisdictions,
the states and public confidence. |If public
confi dence says | want out of here, | want you to tell

me when we go, and so that becomes -- that gains nore
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significance in the entire schene of things, as
opposed to sone punp or sonme valve that's
mal functioni ng. Al though both are i nportant, one has
nore risk significance than the other. And if you
cast everything in ternms of total risk significance,
then | think that -- and try to work it as a
mat hermat i ci an or an engi neer would work it, | think
that's where you cone up with the problem

On the ot her hand, when you say | want the
colors and the performance indicators, and
significance determ nationtoindicate what | woul d do
under these circunstances. | have a |licensee who has
done this. Howdo I respond to that? And use that as
t he basis to set agency action, then | think that you
have a process that satisfies agency goals. But when
you go back and say that it's risk-based, you can't.
And there we have Bill Shack's argunent, there is
el enents of risk information that are factored in. On
the other hand, this is not a risk-based process, in
nmy opinion.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: But what you
just said |l think is not so consistent. You said you
are using the action of the agency to determ ne, you
know, what the col or should be. And then | ater on you

said, now!l will use the ROP to determ ne ny action.
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| mean, that's a little bit inconsistent.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Wl |, but it nakes
consi stency fromtinme one to tine infinity

CO- CHAI RMAN Sl EBER:

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, but the --

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  And that's what the
process is all about. You know, you woul dn't need an
ROP if you had a |licensee and only one person
commtted --

MEMBER KRESS: The trouble is that is the
t hreshol ds can converge on just about any numnber.

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  That's right.

MEMBER KRESS: | nean, you don't have a
way for it to converge on what you think is the right
nunber .

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | think we all
agree, | think, that the threshol ds cannot be risk-
based. And that the phil osophy here is to | ook for
perfornmance issues.

MEMBER SHACK: Actually, | think the
chal l enge -- the performance indicators, it seens to
me, aren't as nuch of a problem You know, we can
argue over the yellow red thresholds, you know.
Those, to me, aren't even a practical problem You

know, you're not going to get there. The one | have
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the nore difficulty with is the inspection process,
wher e you focus everything on the SDP, which is risk-
based. And | have a harder time comng up with an
alternative way to evaluate, and yet, | don't
particularly like the answer that | get to, that |

| ook at each individual elenment and | ook at its
signi fi cance whi ch, you know, seens to ne have all the
intell ectual problems | have when |I | ook at a scram
system and | say okay, you can scramuntil this
particul ar indicator gets ne into deep doo-doo in ny
- you know, and | don't like that. Yet, when | get to
t he i nspection process, | don't have a good
alternative neasure of the significance.

MEMBER KRESS: | think one thing that
woul d help along that lineis to quite | ooking at each
of these things as individual elenments and think of
t hemas a whol e bunch of things that together make up
t he performance.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: | thought they
wer e doi ng that.

MR COE: That's what the action matrix
purports to do.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  They are doi ng

t hat now.
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MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, but what you do

t hough, is you go --

MEMBER SHACK: It integrates that at a
very high | evel

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.

MEMBER SHACK: You' ve screened out so much
bef ore you get there.

MEMBER KRESS: You' ve screened out a | ot
bef ore you get there. And the other thing you do is,
you go in and you try to deci de whether these are
common cause findings or not. And that's where |
t hink you're going wong. That's a lot of judgnment
i nvol ved there, and | think you should automatically
al nost assune they're common cause, and just treat
themall as set things that you look at. And | think
that m ght help. It doesn't solve the whol e probl em
but that woul d hel p.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, what's
wong with having a two-pronged approach? One woul d
be based on performance as it is defined by the PlIs,
and another one will be a natural extension of the
acci dent sequence precursor programto | ower | evel s of
risk. The ASP now | ooks at significant events, and
publ i shes, you know, events that go to core danage

frequency of ten to mnus three or sonething
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t hereabout. What this is doing nowis extending that
to lower |evels, and says what we found in this plant
creates a delta CDF of ten to the mnus five or four,
and we may want to do sonmething about it. But let's
not mx that with the performance part, which is
sonewhere else. And | don't see what the conpelling
reason is for us to have a single action matrix. |
just don't seeit. And |l don't thinkit's revolution.
| think a lot of the work has al ready been done.

MEMBER ROSEN:  And in fact, your point
about the workshop that's going on contenporaneously
with this neeting; there, the risk-infornmed and the
ri sk-based parts of this programare noving forward
with an inprovenent, in ny view, of the main thought
about for the performance indicators. W don't have
any simlar kind of inprovenents bei ng t hought of that
| know of in the performance-based side, so these
t hi ngs seemnaturally to be noving on separate tracks
t hat we sonehow have gl ued together. And every tine
we have a problem it's about this gluing process that
doesn't seemto work for us. Its artificiality keeps
com ng through in our reviews.

MR COE: I|'dlike to offer just another
t hought here, because a | ot of what we're di scussing

revol ves around a presunption that performance-based
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and risk-informed are sonehow really separate and
distinct. And what we're tried to do, | think, at a
hi gh level kind of philosophically is, you know, the
Pls, for exanple, are neasures that are countable. |
nmean, a good performance indicator is sonethingthat's
relatively objective, and you can count. That's
performance, and when it's possible to do so, we try
to set the threshold in a manner which reflects our
under st andi ng of the potential risk significance, and
that's risk-inforned.

In the SDP arena, you know, we've got
everything that's -- every inspection finding starts
with a performance deficiency. That's perfornmance.
W nmake that conclusion that there is a deficient
performance aspect that has had sone inpact on the
plant's, you know, ability to function, and to
mtigate, so forth. W nake that decision right up
front, and then we proceed again to risk-inform what
t he i npact has been.

Utimately, it's all trying to becone nore
predi ctabl e and nore objective, and that was what we
were trying to achi eve over and above what we had in
the earlier program And the point that was nmade
earlier about risk-based versus risk-inforned is an

i mportant one, and it's been the subject of
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consi derabl e debate and di al ogue within the staff.

The Commi ssi on has spoken on that, and has
| aid out adefinition, but it hasn't hel ped very nuch,
and perhaps it can be inproved in the future. But
what | would offer is that risk-inforned is a
spectrum and | don't think there's a clear dividing
line. This is a personal view now, that there is no
clear dividing |line between what's risk-infornmed and
ri sk-based. | think there is a spectrum of being
ri sk-informed, and nmuch of that variation in risk-
i nf or med depends on howwel | t he deci si on st akehol ders
understand the assunptions that are built into that
risk evaluation, and to the extent that they can
accept those assunptions as being legitinmte and
adequat e representatives of the situation that's in
front of them So, you know, at the extrenme you coul d
say that a risk-based outconme i s one i n which a nunber
is produced, and a nunber is, therefore, used by the
deci sion makers w thout further exploration of the
assunptions that stand behind that nunber.

| would say that that sort of is a

definition, a working definition that I would use as
ri sk-based. And | submit that that's not our process
in any event, that our process is risk-inforned, and

we can di scuss where we are in the spectrum of being
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ri sk-inforned, but | would submit that we have a ri sk-

i nformed and a performance-based process to t he ext ent

that we can bring those things together, so | would

just offer that as a thought because it gets to sone
of the points that are bei ng made.

MEMBER SHACK: It seens to me part of what
we're trying to do with this process is to pick up
what the PRA msses. And the PRA is very good at
| ooki ng at the effect of the design, and what happens
when equi pment goes out of order, the effectiveness of
procedures. It's not very good intelling youis the
organi zation prone to having |l atent errors. You know,
does it have a questioning attitude when t hings aren't
exactly the way they are, and you're trying to
rationalize for why, what happened. And however we
risk-informit or risk-base it, PRAis never goingto
tell us about those kinds of things, and so focusing
our process too much on that | think m sses the other
part, and that's the part that |I'mworried about.

MR COE: As are we. And because the
earlier conment about the Davi s-Besse | essons | ear ned,
i ndeed are having an i npact, or will have an i npact to
sonme extent on the reactor oversight process. W've
been gi ven a nunber of things to think about and | ook

at. And the phil osophy, of course, was in order to
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beconme nore objective, we | ook at the things that have
actually occurred that we can count, we can neasure,
we can anal yze to sone degree, and represent that as
sone kind of an inpact on the public's health and
safety risk. And where we can't do that, we establish
some comrensurate | evel s of response so that we woul d
react in a way that we think is appropriate, and we
acknowl edge that there is a difference there. But
ultimately, those three crosscutting areas get tothe
-- one of which is the safety consci ous work
environnent, gets to the point that you' re making.
The assunption originally was that if
there are problens in that area, they will revea
t hensel ves through things that we can see, and the
expectati on was that we wouldn't get the nost
significant thing that we see right away.
Now perhaps if we, and this is

specul ative, perhaps if we'd had nore opportunity
under the reactor oversight process with plants |ike
Davi s- Besse, we m ght have started to accunul ate sone
i ssues that we were beginning to see at the | ower
| evel s before we saw the big one. And | guess we can
specul ate, but that's all it is.

The point is, is that that was an ori gi nal

presunption of the ROP design. It may change over
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time as we continue to reflect on the | essons | earned
from Davi s- Besse, and we're doing that.

MEMBER BONACA: To what extent does the
i nspection process revi ews cause the root cause
eval uations at different plants?

MR COE: Well, that is the focus of the
suppl ement al inspections. Wen you |ook at the
i nspection procedures that | referenced earlier,
you'll note a strong enphasis on exam ning the
i censee's root cause of failure, and we nmake a
judgment, an assessnment of that in those suppl enenta
programs. Since there has been an issue that has
risen to sone |level, sone threshold that we believe
further involvenent on our part is necessary, that
i nvol venent goes to t he adequacy of the | i censee's own
corrective action processes.

MEMBER BONACA: Because often tines, |
nmean, you know, if you really go through themand you
have a degraded process, you find that there are
| atent issues built right intothe -- for the process
which are not identified by an adequate root cause
process, so I'mtrying to understand how you do that
I i nkage, and how nmuch the NRC is | ooking into that.

MR CCE: Yes, sir. That is a focus,

suppl ement al i nspecti on.
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MR FRAHM | n addition to the

suppl ement al inspection, we have a corrective action
| ook built into our baseline inspection program as
well, at all sites, and that's continuous. That's
built into each inspection procedure, and we al so do
a periodic in-depth review of every licensee's
corrective action program

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But the probl em
Wi th root cause analysis is that thereisn't really a
uni versal ly accepted definition of what is a root
cause. And, in fact, it would be interesting to go
and pi ck up sonme of the AIT reports that the staff has
prepared after sone serious incident, and where the
staff identifies problens with a |licensee, and see
whet her earlier root cause anal ysis nentioned t hose.
For exanple, if youreadthe Davi s-Besse i nvestigation
report, they talk about | think isolation, of the
staff of Davi s-Besse not appreciating experience in
other facilities. | think the questioning attitudeis
very astute, but |I'mnot sure.

I just can't imagine that an engi neer
doing a root cause analysis for a | esser instance
woul d go down to that level, so | don't know how ruch
val ue these root cause anal yses have if we have not

identified what the root cause is. Wuld these go --
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| mean, ny col | eagues here who have actual | y wor ked at
the facilities, would these anal yses go down to
organi zational issues? Probably not.

MEMBER BONACA: Not necessarily.
Sometimes they do, but | think that typically, you
know, if you have problens, for exanple, in
mai nt enance, the way you do things, and they may
result in conmon cause probl ens because you do the
sane, you know, kind of mmintenance on a reactor
cool ant punmp or some punp, and then you do it on the
ot hers, and then you find that you have root cause
eval uations that really don't go deep. They'll ask
t hose questions you cannot trace back to the
mai nt enance process what shoul d have been traced at
that level. That's really where you begin to see
signi ficant probl ens, and potential cascadi ng effects
in common cause, so that's why | was asking --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Sonebody ought
to look at it.

MEMBER BONACA: Yeah, because | nmean, when
you have then a significant problemat the plant and
you get on the root cause process, and you begin to
i nvestigate, you find superficiality in so many of
them And you're saying how cone you didn't ask this

question. And, you know, there is people who are
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becom ng specialists in | ooking at those root cause
eval uati ons and | ooking at, you know, this staircase
as you call it, the why staircase. Wy did you stop
here? Wy didn't you ask t he next question and so on?
And | think, you know, maybe | ooki ng i nto that process
gi ves you sone insight. You'll know ahead of tine
what the culture organization is what potential |ate
i ssues are.
MR COE: | agree.

MEMBER ROSEN: The di sconnect that we have
today on the table in front of us is that you said
that you did use all our skills in |ooking at Davis-
Besse's corrective action process, and yet
presunptively if that had been done, one would say
corrective action process at Davis-Besse i s not
working well. Therefore, we have a problem| ong
before we had the material defects we found on the
reactor vessel head. And so that's the part that
doesn't work for ne, and says yeah, we were | ooki ng at
Davi s- Besse's corrective action process. Wll, then
it seens like it ought to have found the |ack of
guestioning attitude across the board, and these
corrective acti on docunents that weren't acted on, and
all the other things that were | ater, that have becone

known. Sol'malittle troubled by the idea that the
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ROP i s okay, we don't have to do anything with it
because we did | ook at corrective action at Davis-
Besse. Well, if you did, then we got the wong
answer .

MR. FRAHM |'msure there will be severa
| essons | earned fromthe Davis-Besse recomendati ons
fromthe task force that we'll incorporate over the
next year.

MR. COE: That's right. W' re not saying
the ROP is okay necessarily, that it can't sustain
conti nued evol utionary i nprovenent. That's certainly
part of our objective, and we will be | ooking at how
we can inprove relative to Davis-Besse. And | think
that the corrective action, or | should say the
probl emi dentification and reportinginspections that
we do at plants can continue to inprove, and the
manner in which we can seek out and find these nore
pervasive problens in |icensee corrective action
prograns, | think there's nore to do in that area.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKIS:  Are we at some
poi nt goi ng to address the i ssue of performance versus
risk? | mean, we raised the issue, but |I don't hear
any response.

MEMBER ROSEN: | think we should in the

letter, if we wite a letter --
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CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, ' masking

t he staff whether they plan to say anything about it.

MR COE: The point that | nade just a
nonment ago regarding the -- we believe that we have a
per f or mance- based and ri sk-infornmed program that
there's an appropriate nelding of those concepts in
our program

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | see.

MR CCE: Isreally our -- trying to help
you under st and wher e t he phi |l osophy was, where it cane
from and howwe're applyingit. 1t, of course, is up
to you to decide whether or not you'd like to offer
your, you know, recomendations to do somet hi ng
different.

MR. FRAHM And as the day goes on and
everybody does their parts of the presentation, |'m
hoping that it becones nore clear. And if we need to
revisit this later in the day, we could do that, as
wel | .

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Okay. One | ast
guestion before we -- we're still at the slide. |Is
it, on the action matrix colors that talk about two
whites or a yellow and so on, how often are these
used? How often do you find that you have two whites,

or is it the overwhelmng magjority of cases you have

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

42

one white, and you take action and that's it?
MR. FRAHM Well, there's -- | don't have
t he nunber off the top of my head, but there's been
several instances where we've had nultiple whites.
CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Multipl e whites.

MR. FRAHM  Sure.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  And t hese were
due to the fact that you are carrying over some
i nci dent for several quarters, or inthe sane quarter?

MR. FRAHM Well, with PIs the results are
what they are, they' re indi cators of performance. And
when a Pl changes quarterly, it could go on or off the
col or threshol d.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Right.

MR FRAHM But with the significance
determ nati on process, once you cross the threshold
and get a white issue, for instance, it stays white in
t he assessnent process for at |east a year.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Right.

MR FRAHM Up until the corrective
actions are satisfactory, and a few other criteria
that we go by.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: So you may have
two whites because of this fact.

MR. FRAHM Right.
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CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: | nean,

sonet hi ng happened in January, and sonething else in
Septenber. But to get two whites in the sanme quarter

M5. CARPENTER: | can --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah. o ahead,

pl ease.

MS. CARPENTER Ckay. |'mnot sure --
this is CGndi Carpenter fromthe staff. There is a
backup slide, Ron, nunmber 32, where the corner | don't
know t he answer to that, but over the year we know
that for six -- for 2002 we know that two plants
reached t he degr aded cor ner st one, whi ch woul d nean t wo
whites in the sane cornerstone.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKIS:  Did you say
slide 33?

M5. CARPENTER: Slide 32, right.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: 32.

MS. CARPENTER: The backup sli des.

MR. FRAHM And we'll get that up on the
screen here.

M5. CARPENTER: The regul atory response --

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Oh, you nean

NOw.

MR FRAHM Up here. It's in your slide
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package. W're trying to find it.

M5. CARPENTER No, |'msorry. But what
that slide would showis that for those plants that
had two whites that co-existed in the same
cornerstone, that would put theminto the degraded
cornerstone. And our slide for | ast cal endar year for
ROP 3 is showi ng six plants reached the degraded
cor ner st one.

Now t here were a nunber of other plants
t hat reached regul atory response -- at |east one
white, or maybe two whites in different cornerstones,
whi ch woul d be the 30. But two in the same
cornerstone would be six for |ast year.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: But this is due
to the fact that you are carrying over a color for a
period of tine.

M5. CARPENTER: Right, for four quarters.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S: For four
gquarters, and I was wonderi ng whet her you can get two
whites or a yellow in one quarter.

MS. CARPENTER  You coul d.

MR. COE: Yes, they don't have to initiate
t hat same quarter.
M5. CARPENTER: Ri ght.

MR CCE: If you have a white inspection
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findinginthethirdandit is residing in the action
matrix for four quarters, on quarter three you m ght
have a Pl pop up as another white on that quarter
That plant is in the degraded cornerstone.

MEMBER SHACK: | think what Ceorge is
| ooking at is the nunber of times you actually have to
deal with a simultaneous, you know, that quarter --

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTCOLAKI S: Yeah, the third
quarter.

MR. FRAHM Two new i ssues showi ng up at
t he sanme quarter

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Wl |, Grahani s
exanpl e was one of that type, two issues in the sanme
cor ner st one.

MEMBER LEI TCH: | don't have the tim ng of
those yet. There were two white issues, but | don't
have - -

MR. FRAHM It certainly coul d happen, and

| msure it has happened, but | don't have a specific

exanpl e.

M5. CARPENTER: Roger has the --

MR. PEDERSEN. Yeah. This is Roger
Pedersen of the staff. ['Il be talking to you a

little later on about the Cccupational Radiation
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Saf ety cornerstone. The exanple that we're using
there in ALARA actual ly was two white findings in the
same outage, the sanme inspection report. And we
recently conpl et ed enf orcenent action for Davi s- Besse
for the Radiation Protection issues at Davis-Besse,

and those are going to be two white findings in the

sane outage, as well, so it does happen.
MEMBER BONACA: | just have a question
before you -- we at some point talk about the issue

that Dr. Apostol akis brought up at Davi s-Besse,
nmean, the i ssue of you do have a cornerstone which is
called barrier integrity and, however, it didn't pick
up Davi s-Besse before or after. The issue that maybe
what you have to | ook at is the inspections and the
quality of inspections. | nmean, I'mtrying -- |I'm
westling with that issue -- for exanple, |'m
westlingwth the issue, should | see the V.C. Sunmer
event where they m ssed their | Sl existence of cracks
as a failure of barrier integrity?

MR COE: Yes.

MEMBER BONACA: Ckay. And then how woul d
| skill my inspection process to pick up those kind of
i ndi cations? And the reason why |I'mworryi ng about
that i s that Davi s-Besse i s anot her exanpl e of that in

a way, and to what extent does the ROP get involved
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into the inspection process? W have shorter and
shorter outages. That's going to be probably a pl ace
where you are going to have repeat events of this
nature. Unless you look intoit, you' re not goingto
see it. And I'mtrying to understand to what extent
the staff is |looking at this issue of using the
barrier integrity as a neans of nonitoring these kind
of situations.

MR COE: Well, we do have an inspection
procedure that | ooks at in-service inspection
activities that the licensee perfornms, and nuch of
that inspection is perforned during the outages when
the i nformati on becones available to us. W sanple a
nunber of different packages that the |icensee has
ei ther done repairs or done testing, ISl testing. And
so there is a basic el enent of our baseline programto
| ook at that.

Now we nodi fied that procedure after
| ndi an Poi nt tube rupture, because it involves, you
know, the steamgenerator tube integrity inspections,
as well. And it looks like it'll be a focus of our
attention for -- after we reflect on the Davis-Besse
| essons | earned, so you nay see sone additional
changes to that procedure. But that is an el enent, an

i mportant el enent of our baseline program

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

48
MR. FRAHM Okay. |If possible, 1'dreally

like to get through these next two slides, and get
over to detailed Pl discussions, because as |
mentioned earlier, Don H ckman needs to |l eave us in
the not too distant future. But actually, a |lot of
our di scussion over the past several m nutes has been
on this third bullet, where we're conpeting with
certain goals within the ROP. And a good exanple is
if you're trying to get as risk-infornmed as you can
possi bly be, you're |osing sonme of the

under standability, some of the public confidence
because they just, you know -- the peopl e who are deep
in the process may understand it, but those who are
| ooking from you know, just a general public

per cepti on standpoi nt, they m ght be m ssing the boat,
soit's avery careful balance. And we struggle with
each change we make to the process.

And the last bullet just points out that
we recogni ze that the ROP is not a perfect process.
We think it's a very good process, and we do conti nue
to make inprovenents through our self-assessnent and
f eedback processes, and we continue to have
interactions with our stakehol ders, including the
public, our regional offices, advisory commttees |ike

yoursel f, and the industry. And, in fact, we just
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conpl eted internal and external surveys of our

st akehol ders, and we're in the process of review ng
t hose surveys, and gat hering | essons | earned. And we
pl an to address those i n our upcom ng ROP annual SECY
paper .

The next slide. The SRM as you're wel
awar e, di drequest that we provi de recommendati ons for
resol ving the apparent conflicts and di screpancies
bet ween aspects of the ROP that are risk-inforned and
t hose that are performance-based. And as we've been
di scussing for quite a bit, those two terns are not
nmut ual |y exclusive, and we tried to conbine themto
t he extent we can in the process. But in a nutshell
our position is that the ROP is working effectively
today, and that in general, plants are receiving the
appropriate |l evel of oversight. And we're naking the
second statenent that plants are receiving the
appropriate | evel of oversight based on our |ast two
agency action review neetings. Qur senior |evel
managers al |l got together and revi ewed t he pl ant s t hat
are in the higher levels of the action matrix, and
they all agreed that they were able to focus their
resources on the appropriate plants and i ssues.

And nost recently during our md-cycle

reviews, the regional offices gave us the sane
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f eedback, that they are able to focus their resources
on the plants that they feel have the nost significant
probl ens.

W al so recogni ze that there are
acknow edged differences between risk-informed and
per f or mance- based aspects of the ROP, but we consi der
t hese di fferences, and not necessarily di screpanci es.
And all inputs in the assessnment process are
per f or mance- based, but sonme are nore risk-inforned
t han others based on the availability of the
information and the applicability of the risk
information. And we believe that the ROP does
effectively address both risk-informed and
per f or mance- based i ssues.

We further recogni ze the need, and we have
for quite sone tine, that we need to consolidate our
basis for these SDP and Pl thresholds into a single
docunent, and that's the whol e gi st of that ROP basis
docunent that we provided a draft of a fewweeks back.
And we really hope that that goes a long way to
consol i dati ng our basis in a nore transparent manner,
and hopefully maki ng the whol e process nore
under st andabl e.

We do expect continued increnental

i mprovenents, as | nmentioned on the previous slide
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actually, and we do anticipate several upcom ng
changes as a result of the Davi s-Besse | essons | ear ned
task force, as well as the SDP task group that was

| ooki ng at some probl emareas in the SDP process. But
those reports | don't -- | think they're actually both
out there, but we have not delved into them and
real ly addressed the recommendati ons, but we

antici pate significant changes to the process as we go
f orward.

And lastly, as we nentioned in the paper
and during the Septenber 9th briefing, we have begun
di scussions with the O fice of Researchto explorethe
use of formal decision analysis within the Reactor
Oversi ght Process, but this is very nmuch inits
i nfancy, and this would be considered a | ong-term
project. And as | said earlier, we believe the
process is working effectively today, but this m ght
be an area that we'd |ike to explore as potentially

addi ng sone nore structured theory to the ROP.

And that's really all | had with regard to
the SRM As we go -- as | said earlier, as we talk
nore today, |'msure nore issues will cone up, so

pl ease feel free to ask questions as they do cone up
on the SRM and how we plan to address it. And with

that, I'd like to turn it over to Don H ckman to
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di scuss the Performance |Indicators, and the specific
i ssues of the Risk-Informed Perfornmance |ndicator
thresholds will be one of the main di scussion points.

MR H CKMAN:  Thank you, Ron. W' ve had
good di scussion | think this norning about
performance- based and risk-inforned and that sort of
thing. This slide is sinply to reiterate, | think,
what we've all understood fromthat discussion, that
all of the performance indicators are perfornmance-
based. W are counting nunbers of particul ar types of
events.

What we've tried to do is to risk-inform
t hose indicators where we could do that. And, of
course, the areas nost susceptible to that are in the
initiating events cornerstone, and the mtigating
systems cornerstone, so we have done what we could
al ong those I|ines.

O course, when we did that, we used sone
generi c plant nodel s, about a dozen of them and then
we applied that across the industry trying to be
conservative with the results of those nodels. And so
they' re not maybe the right nunmbers for every plant,
but they should be conservative nunbers. And we've
had a | ot of coment in the past about how we shoul d

have pl ant-specific thresholds. And I think we've
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acknow edged that we would like to make the Pls as
pl ant - specific as we can, keeping a fewprinciplesin
m nd; and that is, that the PIs do need to be sinple.
They need to be sonmething that are clear as to what
counts and what doesn't count. Sone |icensees have no
guestions. W don't get inundated with questions
about whether certain events should count.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wiy can't we use
the goals that the |licensees have set under the
mai nt enance rul e as sone sort of threshold for maybe
the green/white for the ROP? That woul d nake them
pl ant-specific, and it wouldn't cost us anything.
WE' ve done it already.

MR. H CKMAN: What we are doing is rather
than requiring |icensees to have PRAs, as you al
know, we have devel oped our own nodels, and that's
what we plan to use for that purpose, rather than
relying on the |licensees nodels. W've not checked
t he accuracy of their PRAs. W've not --

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, the
mai ntenance rule is a rule. | hope the nunbers
t hey' re proposi ng are neaningful. [It's not somet hi ng
they are doing in their spare tine.

MR. HI CKMAN: The mai nt enance rule, you're

right. | nean, it isarule, and they are verified by
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the residents at the site.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Right. And so
why can't they be the green/white thresholds for the
mtigating systens?

MR H CKMAN: As | say, we have been in
t he process of devel opi ng t he SPAR nodel s, and that is
what we want to use to confirmthe accuracy of the
licensee is using. | understand what you're saying.

MR COE: | think the answer to your
question is it could be done that way. And, in fact,
| will tell you that that discussion occurred in the
devel opnent and t he conception of the ROP. And it was
deci ded for a nunber of reasons, | guess i ndependence
bei ng the principal one, that we would not rely upon
the |icensee's maintenance rule, the risk nodel that
t hey use for the maintenance rule to base those
t hreshol ds on.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Are you sayi ng
t he mai ntenance rule is no good?

MR COE: Not at all.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  So here is the
agency saying we are not going to rely on sonething
t hat --

MEMBER SHACK: Again, if |I'mlooking at

performance rather than trying to assess the safety
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status of the plant, it seens to ne a conparison

bet ween plants which is really where the green/white
t hreshol d cones out now, is a very reasonable thingto
do. You know, | would call all this white/yellow red
threshold risk-m sinformed. You know, and even
setting the initiating event green/white threshold on
a risk-significant basis, | would alnost call risk-
m si nforned because again, I'mgoing to | ook at a
singl e isol ated paraneter, inportant as it may be, out
of context. And again, that's not what I'mtryingto
do here. I'mtrying to get an assessnent of --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  You are rai sing
two issues. | think thewhite/yellowred | agree with
you, but the green/white | di sagree. The mai ntenance
rule says M. Uility, cone back and tell nme what the
unavailability of this safety should be or the safety
train. Now those guys went back and they | ooked at
their PRAs. They | ooked at other things, past
experience, so on, and said here is our goal. If we
nmeet this, we are doing okay. And this is plant-
specific. Nowwhy isn't that green? Isn't that green
t he whol e i dea of green?

MEMBER SHACK: If | was measuring the
safety status of the plant, yes. |If I'mneasuringthe

i censee performance, maybe not.
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CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: But what t hey

did to conpare it with other people is using again an
unavail ability. 1t's not that they used some ot her
neasure. It's the same neasure they're using, but

t hey' re usi ng now 102 units as opposed to the specific
pl ant. The fundanental approach is the sane. They're
using the sane netric.

MR. HI CKMAN: Ceorge, that point has cone
up in many of our discussions with industry,
particularly -- primarily with regard to the safety
system unavail ability indicator, and we've gotten --
i ndustry has proposed di fferent positions. They woul d
like the indicator -- they were |ooking at a
rel ati onshi p between the green/white threshold andthe
mai nt enance rul e requi renent. And t he di scussi on was,
shoul d the mai ntenance rule be |ower than the
threshold so they could fix the problem before they
went white? Should they be the same? Should it above
that? There's been a |l ot of discussion about that, as
to actual ly what you woul d do wi th that number, where
you woul d --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: What was t he
concl usi on?
MR H CKMAN: The concl usi on was that we

don't really necessarily want to relate the P
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threshol d to any particul ar val ue of that mai ntenance
rule. | think they would I'i ke to have the mai nt enance
rul e val ue be hi gher than the green/white threshold -
|"'msorry - lower than the green/white threshold so
t hat they could fix the probl ens before they go white.
That, | think, is their positionthe last time |l think
we spoke about this. But we have al so di scussed doi ng
just that, setting it to be the sane. That's a big
i ssue that has been di scussed quite a bit in the MSPI
as to whet her there shoul d be that rel ati onshi p. And,
in fact, we're not doing that.

MEMBER KRESS: But you woul d have pl ant -
specific Pls then.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  They don't.

MEMBER KRESS: No, but if you tried to do
that they --

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTCOLAKI S: Then t hey woul d
be.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah. And | don't think --
| think tryingto get into plant-specific Plsis going
to give you a real headache.

MR CCOE: That's precisely what we're
trying to do with the MSPI program

MR. SATORIUS: Yeah, this is Mark Satorius

with the Staff. | just came fromthe MSPI workshop,
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and coul d possibly add a few insights here; and that
is, one of the goals of the MSPI was to get around
this very issue you were tal ki ng about, Dr.
Apost ol akis, and that was, that we woul d have a
performance index in this case that woul d be
consi stent with the maintenance rule, that |icensees
woul d not be forced to take two | ooks at issues via
mai nt enance rul e space and Pl space to get them
interlocked so they use the sane criteria. That was
one of the things that we're pilot testing this winter
for six nonths, starting in Septenber, so we're --

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  So the jury is
still out.

MR. SATORIUS: The jury is still out.
That's the right answer, yeah.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | woul d --
com ng back to Bill's point because | think it's
inmportant. It keeps coming up. | would agree with
you, Bill, if the ROP used a different nethod to set
the green/white threshold, but they're still using
unavai l abil ity mai ntenance --

MEMBER FORD: Yeah. Wy shouldn't we use
the sanme netric? |If you --

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S: Well, that's ny

guestion, why not use the sanme -- if you're using the
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sanme netric --

MEMBER KRESS: |'m saying use the sane
metric. |It's a threshold. You could have the same
metric with different thresholds.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: | don't see why
a plant that is highly redundant and this and t hat has
to have the sane threshold as a plant that is not.
Wy ?

MEMBER KRESS: Because we're not nmeasuri ng
risk.

MR SATORIUS: If I'mtrying to maintain
safety status that woul d be true.

MEMBER KRESS: That's right.

MR. SATORIUS: If |I'mlooking at
performance, their attitude towards safety the way
they're doing it --

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI'S:  So in principle
you are allowing it then if it's very good to drift
up, because it's still below the threshold. Right?
One of the very good plants at the | ow percentil e can
be allowed to have its unavailability of this system
go up, maybe by a factor of five or six, and still be
bel ow t he threshold and be okay, which brings up the
ot her fundanmental issue here. Are we conparing with

other plants, or are we -- do want to nmake sure that
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the plant as licensed maintains its status? See,

t hese are deeper issues. Well, South Texas woul d have
a field day. They would have high redundancy.

They' re one of the nore recent plants, and now this
ROP cones and says we're going to conpare you with
some of the oldest plants in the United States, so
they say great. GCkay. So ny -- yeah, we could nake
a lot of mstakes then, and because we're so | ow --

MEMBER SHACK: Wit until you get an AP
1000.

MR. HI CKMAN: Actually, let nme just say
somet hi ng about Sout h Texas. They were very concer ned
about the SSU indi cators because they --

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: SSU?

MR. H CKMAN. The Safety System
Unavail ability indicator --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Oh.

MR HCKMAN: -- that they're currently
using in the mtigating systens because they do a
great deal of preventive maintenance, and they said
they were going to be close to the green/white
threshold just with preventive maintenance, and that
it would take very fewfailures, unavailability hours
to push themover the threshold it turns out, so they

were very concerned about going white regularly.
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CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTCLAKI'S:  And this is

because their preventive maintenance is so strong?

MR H CKMAN: Right. And we questioned
t hem on that.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  And this is
somet hing that we don't want themto do?

MR. H CKMAN: No, no. W questioned them
and sai d do you thi nk you get the benefit out of doing
all that nuch mai ntenance, and they said we sure do,
and we said fine. It's sonething they choose to do.

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  And then we're
going to turn around and punish themfor that?

MR H CKMAN:  Well, no. They really
haven't gone white. Because as you say, they have
redundant systens so their concern was unfounded, but
t hey --

MEMBER ROSEN:  Four trains of auxiliary
f eedwat er .

MR H CKMAN: |'msorry?

MEMBER ROSEN: Sout h Texas has four trains
of auxiliary feedwater.

MR. H CKMAN. They have --

MEMBER ROSEN: They have three notor
dri ven and one auxiliary, and one steamdriven. So in

ternms of redundancy, there's a |ot nore redundancy,
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just as an exanple, inthe auxiliary feedwater system

in South Texas conpared to other auxiliary feedwater

syst ens.

MR. COE: There are simlar exanples with
other plants, as well, plants that are penalized, if
you will, for accruing an acceptabl e anount of

unavail ability. And because those threshol ds were set
generical ly, because back to your earlier point, that
was the best we could do right at the begi nning of
ROP, knowi ng that we're going to penalizing sone
plants |i ke that because we set the threshold for the
plants with the | east redundancy and it woul d have t he
nost significance if they accrue that |evel of
unavailability. So that's where they woul d have set,
knowi ng that that was a starting point, and the
evol uti on since then has been towards exploring ways
of making that nore plant specific.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  So is it
possi ble then that | can have a plant that is a very
good perfornmer, and its unavailability for a year of
one systemor two systens goes up, but it doesn't
really reach the threshold because the threshold is
very high. But if | look at its PRA delta CDFis ten
to the mnus four, is that possible?

MEMBER ROSEN: A very low CDF with a high
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unavail ability of sonme safety trains is possible with
pl ants that have high redundancy |ike South Texas.
CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S:  So don't | have
some conflict there now?
MEMBER ROSEN: Yes. And that's why there
are two South Texas guys downstairs at the NMSPI
i ndi cat or wor kshop arguing for an even broader MSP
t han i s bei ng proposed now, to take into account nore
of the actual equipnment than the plant has actually
got in place, rather than this artificiality, which
penal i zes plants with higher redundancy.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS: 1" m puzzled a
little by the Conmttee's attitude towards sonething
that | think is obvious, and maybe I' mwong, but |'d
like to understand that a little better. Wy
phi l osophically is it meaningful to conpare the
performance of this plant with the whole fl eet, versus
sayi ng no, we have licensed you. W have agreed with
your design, your tech specs and everything. Nowthe
RO peopl e make sure that you stay withinalittle band
t here over what we have licensed. Isn't that the
whol e i dea of havi ng an i nspecti on progran? Wy do |
care what happens in Southern California? M plant is
here, and I'm-- you know, | have all these rules. |

have nmy PRA, and what the NRC should be saying is
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let's make sure that you don't deviate from what we
have |icensed too nuch, because that is acceptable.
But now we're saying no, we're not going to | ook at
that. W're going to |ook at you, how you perform
conpared to San Onofre. For nme that's -- | don't see
the logic of it.
MEMBER BONACA: | think you're right.
MR. H CKMAN. Let nme explain to you, |

guess how we got there. W wanted to start the
program get it in place and make inprovenents as we
progressed through the years. For the mtigating
systens cornerstone, the data t hat were avail abl e was
fromthe WANO saf ety systemperformance i ndi cator. W
have t hat data, and that's what we used. Although it
wasn't an ideal indicator, it served the purpose
initially. And what we had then was performance
across the industry. W chose for the green/white
thresholdtouse -- toidentify outliers fromindustry
performance sinply because we could do that. W had
the data. W coul d do that quickly and easily, and we
coul d get sonething in place.

If you | ook at what's going on downstairs,
the mtigating systemperformance i ndex, and we don't
call it an indicator, it's an index. It gives

rel ati ve change, but what's going on down there is
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that the green/white threshold is set at ten to the
m nus six for all plants. And then plant nodels are
used to determ ne when they cross that threshold.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S Yeah, but again
let's separate the issues here. It should be
separate. Oneis, what is theright thing to do. And
the other one is, we did it a certain way because
under the circunstances, years ago, bl ah, bl ah, bl ah.
| think they should be separate. And the discussion
today i s not focused on why you did certain thing. |
nmean, we are not blam ng you for anything. W
recogni ze that you were under tremendous pressure to
do something, but still, it seenms to ne, we have to
di scuss t he fundanental issues of what we'retryingto
do and so on, not why certain things have been done a
certain way. And this is what |I'mfocusing on.

MR H CKMAN.  Well, | think that's --
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  For ne, the
i ssue of plant-specific thresholds and so on versus
generic is still unresolved. | don't understand why |
have to conpare ny plant with sonebody else's on the
ot her side of the country, and why should you care?

MR, H CKMAN:. Well, | think that's the way

we have --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: | nean, when you
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have your inspectors there, does your inspector --
forget about the ROP. Does your inspector go and say
oh gee, you know, you violated these but ahh, it
doesn't really matter because other plants are doing
it too? It doesn't make sense. You have conmtted to
certain things, you better conply. And we are | ooki ng
at you, not at other plants. And by the way, this is
t he fundanental idea behind quality control in the

i ndustry, that you say look, you're ny client. Let's
negotiate. You want these kinds of tolerances, then
| establish a quality control programto nake sure
that a year fromnow !l ' mstill giving the tol erances.
' m not asking nmyself oh, but this other guy in
California is outside, so it's okay for nme to be
out si de too.

MEMBER BONACA: Really that's the way that
the regul atory system goes, because typically in the
Sout h Texas licensee's plants ultimtely to accept the
tech specs which are pretty consistent with the
i ndustry. It didn't say |I have, you know, ten of
t hese redundancies, therefore | can lose five. It
said sinply that you have certain action statenents,
you know, for individual trains and so on and so
forth, which are probably consistent with the rest of

t he industry.
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MEMBER ROSEN. Well, Mario, what happened

is that's exactly what they were in 1988, when the
first of the South Texas units went in service, and
there was a great penalty to South Texas because of
that. And over the years since 1988, the tech specs
have been revised to account for South Texas'
redundancy.

MEMBER BONACA: Yeah. Ckay.

MEMBER ROSEN:. Based on risk anal ysis.

MEMBER BONACA:  Yeah.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Wl |, maybe we
can let you go on for the next two mnutes before we
i nterrupt you.

MR H CKMAN: | think that that's the way
we' re headed, George. That's what we're doing in the
MSPI, but there is a problemwth that. | nentioned
the ASP Programearlier. The ASP Program counts --
identifies events with delta CDF, delta CCDP greater
than ten to the mnus six. And we established the
green/white threshold at ten to the mnus six, and it
turns out that we may have probl ens doing that.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Del ta CCDP?

MR. HI CKMAN:  Uh- huh.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Real |y that | ow?

MR H CKMAN:  Uh- huh.
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CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Ten to t he m nus

Si X.
MR H CKMAN:  Yeah. The ASP Program
counts anything above ten to the m nus six.
CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S: Wl |, they | ook
at it, but they don't really publish it.
MR. HI CKMAN:. Yes they do.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: They publish it.
MR. H CKMAN. Yeah. Yes, they do. Ten to
the mnus six, tentothe mnus fifth, and dowmn. And,
of course, the inportant ones are ten to the mnus
four, but they do count that. Using ten to the m nus
six, we're running into problens where a single
failure can put a licensee across the green/white
threshold. And the reasonis primarily for very high
safety significant and highreliability systems, such
as aux feedwater at the new CE plants that have no
feed and bl eed capability, so that's causing us sone
problens. That nmay scratch the whol e deal
CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: What you j ust
said now rai ses a question which is simlar to ny
earlier question regarding the maintenance rule.
Since the ASP is already doing it, you know, ten to
the minus CDP is pretty low. Wy do you need the

significance determ nati on process? Wy don't you
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just take the ASP and run with it, and change it as
appropriate? | think they're already doing it.

MR H CKMAN: The primary difference
bet ween the ASP Program and the SDP is one of
timeliness. In the ASP Program they go back to the
licensee with their results, get to look at it. He
provi des any comrents of plant systens, or procedures
or whatever that they may have missed. And it's
revi sed and sent back again, and it takes -- nore t han
a year behind now.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yeah, it's a year.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S:  Still they have
t he tools.

MR. H CKMAN: Right. Shall we go on? W
told you last tinme that we woul d consi der elim nating
the yellow red thresholds for the initiating event
Pls. The difficulty -- there's several difficulties
with that. One is that without a red threshold we
woul d essentially be sending a nessage that there is
no nunber scrans that we woul d consider to be highly
risk significant.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: O you can say
that you're sending the nmessage that way before
sonething |ike that happens you will have acted to

make sure you will never get there, so it depends on
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how you | ook at the nessage.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, that's outside
t he program

MR H CKMAN: And in fact, we do. And in
fact, we do. That's not the white threshold, that's
the red threshold. W have the white and the yel |l ow
We have the 95-001, 95-002 inspections, and we fully
expect that any licensee that gets into the yell ow
probably isn't going to go operate nmuch | onger due
simply to its own managenent, regardl ess of what we
do.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: You know, one of
t he consi derations i nyour deliberations shoul d bethe
reasonabl eness of this. | nean, you can't just -- |
nmean the point that Dr. Shack raised, we can't just
change one elenment in the PRA and nake it so |arge
t hat delta CDF becones ten to the m nus four. | nean,
you have to question whether that is reasonabl e too.
| appreciate the value of comunication with the
public, but you can't base sonet hi ng on sonet hi ng t hat
doesn't make sense so, you know, you can maybe change
your nessage that, you know, you never get there.

MR. HI CKMAN: We understand that concern.
We appreciate that concern. The thing is, in Pls we

don't know how to factor in other types of potenti al
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failures. It has to be sonmething that is very clear
as to what counts, and the scrans certainly are.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: And why do you
need the red?

MR H CKMAN: |'msorry?

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI'S:  You don't need
the red. You don't need to have that panel there.
You just don't let themget there, period.

MR. H CKMAN.  Well, froma public
perception standpoint, that would be indicating that
there's no nunber of scrans above six that we woul d
consider to be highly risk significant.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS: No, it will nmean
that they will never get there. You will never |et
them go. WAy before then you will take action.

MR H CKMAN: At what point? That would
be the --

MEMBER ROSEN: At greater than six. You
don't have to put 23 underneath there. You put
greater than six. And then you put red.

MEMBER SHACK: The ninety-ninth
percentile.

MR. H CKMAN:. So you're suggesting getting
rid of the yellow band | guess then

MEMBER ROSEN: Probably yes. Yes is the
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answer .

CO CHAI RVAN APOCSTCLAKI S: Now one ot her
question. W' ve had problens in the past with tim ng.
Sonet hi ng was of imredi ate safety concern or was not
of imedi ate safety concern, and apparently nobody
ever did anyt hing about it. Wen you say consi dering
elimnating, when will we have the answer? Wen is
your consi deration going to be conplete?

MR. H CKMAN.  Well, that's what | was
going to tell you today. W don't see how we can
elimnate that threshold.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  So you have
al ready considered it and deci ded against it.

MR. HI CKMAN: Well, the questionis, if we
elimnate the threshold, we have no red band.
Whereas, we do with everything elseinthe initiating
event cornerstone and mtigating systens, except the
Pls that are not risk-inforned.

MEMBER ROSEN. You're erecting a strawmn

and then knocking it down. You will -- what we're
suggesting is you do have a threshold. |It's greater
than six can be red. It's just having the nunber 23,

21, whatever is on the table nowis ludicrous. So
what we're saying is don't nake an argunent that we

can't change it because we woul dn't have a t hreshol d.
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Put a threshold in, just don't make it the one you
have.

MR. H CKMAN:. That's a different argunent
| hadn't heard before to elimnate yell ow and use t he
red. The thing is that, as you mentioned earlier,
George, we have tried to risk-informthe process to
the extent that we can. And when you | ook at the
nunber of unconplicated scrans that it takes to rise
to that level, it really is quite |arge.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  But this is a
performance i ssue. This has nothing to do with ri sk.
It seems to me this -- | have never heard of any pl ant
getting into a risky situation because the frequency
of soneinitiating event. It's always the conbination
of little things that are put together, and all of a
sudden you have a problem so the frequency, I"'mwth
Dr. Shack. This should not be risk-based.

MR H CKMAN:  We have what we think is a
good bal ance in that regard. The Pls | ook at
i ndi vi dual events because that's about all we can
count in a PI. W can't have all kinds of different
conbi nati ons that they need to count. And we | ook at
events, individual, singly, but we |ook at the

accumul ati on of those counts over sone period of tine.
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And when they have too many, we take action.

The SDP | ooks at an individual event to
see what happened in that event, and was that single
event risk-significant, sowe have that bal ance inthe
program And when we | ook at what it takes --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Public
confi dence is not determ ned only by the fact that you
may have a yellow' red threshold. I1t's al so determ ned
by t he qual ity of your anal ysis, by t he reasonabl eness
of your argunments. And to have a 23 or 25 yellow red
t hreshol d underm nes, in ny view, public confidence.

MR SATORIUS: This is Mark Satorius with

the staff. | think naybe t he best approach here woul d
be this is sonething that would need to be brokered
with industry because it's contained within the NEI
gui dance. Possibly we could place it on the agenda
for our next working group neeting with them And a
solution mght just as was suggested by one of the
nmenbers; and that is, you footnote the fact that, you
know, the expectation that the staff will take action
prior to the nunber six, or greater than six scrans
such that thereis no need for ared/yellowthreshol d.
Maybe it's as easy as that.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Yeah, it is.

MS. CARPENTER. W have -- this is G ndi

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

75

Carpenter fromthe staff. W have an ROP working
neeting this nonth, and we could put that on the
agenda.

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: That doesn't
sound right to ne though. Essentially what you're
saying is that you want the perm ssion of the
i ndustry.

MR SATORIUS: | would not characterize it
that way. | would --

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S: 1| know you
woul dn't, but it sounded that way.

MEMBER ROSEN: | think the word "brokered"
isalittle ms -- unfortunate.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: It seens to ne
that if there is sonmething | ogical we should do it.
Now i f the industry has a comrent on points to
sonething that it illogical or nmaybe not practica
t hen, of course, we should listen. But to say that we
will consider it together with the industry doesn't
sound good to ne.

MR. SATORIUS: | think you're right. |1
think the word "brokered” was probably not the best
wor d.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay.

MR SATORI US: In this instance, | would
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just say discuss. W would need to discuss with
industry. It is their guidance docunent that we
endorse, so there would need to be sone discussion
engaged with stakehol ders.

MEMBER SHACK: It's a gui dance docunent
t hat neets your inspection program

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Yes.

MR. SATORIUS: PI Program yes, sir.

MR. HI CKMAN: W had a | engthy di scussi on
prior to the start of the program even the original
pilot programas to who should wite the docunent.
And recogni zing that there would be many changes
comng early inthe programthat are difficult for the
NRCto handle in atinmely manner, that NEl would wite
t he docunent. But they are sinply docunenti ng what we
agreed to in the nedians. However, |let ne say agreed
to. Wetrytoreach agreenment. If we cannot and this
has happened on several occasions, and we feel it'sin
the best interest of the program we will tell them
that, and they agree that it's our program

CO- CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Have you
endorsed the NEI gui dance?

MR. H CKMAN:  Yes, we do. Every tine
there's a new revision we send out a Regul atory

| nformati on Surmary.
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CO- CHAI RVAN S| EBER: | think we should

nove on

MEMBER SHACK: W could nake it a
Frequently Asked Questi on.

CO CHAI RVMAN SIEBER: Well, | think it's
not particularly appropriate to have a bunch of
footnotes that nodify the basic scheme of the ROP
because now the footnotes beconme exceptions, and
they're nore inportant than the ROP itself. And I
think that that's sort of a clunsy way to do it, but
| think that we're falling behind, and we ought to
nove on, if we can, so either speak faster, or cut
sonet hi ng out, or we shouldn't ask so many questi ons.

MR. FRAHM Actually, we're doing quite
well in accordance with the agenda.

CO CHAI RVAN Sl EBER:  You' re under m ni ng ny
t hought .

MR. FRAHM W actually had scheduled to
go up until 11:00 to discuss the Pls, soif we want to
nove on, |'msure Don could be useful downstairs at
t he MSPI wor kshop.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  Are you sayi ng
we' re ahead of schedul e?

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Yes.

MR. FRAHM Yes, we are.
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CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  Have we concl uded t he

Pl section?

MR FRAHM | think we've concluded our
prepared remarks. |If there's any --

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Wl |, are there any
addi tional --

MEMBER BONACA: They knew it woul d take
two hours to cover six slides. That's why --

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Wl |, are there any
ot her questions on Pls, because this my be a good
time to take a break. |If there are no further
guestions, we thank you for that portion. And I think
that we coul d take about a 20 m nute break.

(Of the record 10:02 - 10:23 a.m)

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ckay. Let us begin
or conti nue.

MR. COE: Thank you, M. Chairman. This
portion of the neeting gets into two, | think
distinct -- gets to two distinct questions, the first
of which is the treatment of concurrent nultiple
equi pnent functi onal degradati on. The second of which
is a series of exanples which we hope will help
illumnate or illustrate the reason that the staff
bel i eves that the current threshol ds are adequate for

t he purposes of the ROP, again not w thout
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acknow edgi ng that they can continue to i nprove as we
gai n operating experience with the program

But | would offer to start as we have in
our package here with the question of concurrent
mul ti pl e equi prent or functional degradati ons, and how
the ROP was nodified after its initial start to
accommodat e t hese ki nds of issues when they cone up.
We sent you t he gui dance directly fromour i nspecti on,
our SDP procedure. And | would just start by asking
i f you have any speci fic questions that you would |i ke
to get onthe table right away, | do want to nmake this
portion of the discussion --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKIS:  This is the
draft inspection manual ?

MR COE: No, this is in our letter of
Decenber 19th, thereis enclosure onethat is actually
taken directly fromour inspection manual, Chapter
0609 that deals with SDP. | just want -- you know,
this is a question regarding how we deal wth
concurrent issues. And if there are any specific
questions, | do want to address them And if you have
themto put on the table now, 1'd certainly invite
t hat .

CO- CHAI RMAN APOCSTOLAKI'S: | do agree with

t he comment TomKress nmade, that t he deci sion, what is
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i ndependent and what is not is highly subjective, and
probably you have to al ways assune i ndependence and
cal cul ate del ta CDF gi ven that you found, you know, a
set of things rather than splitting themup. | think
that is a realistically conservative way to approach
it, conservatively realistic. Because, you know, it
comes back to the root cause analysis. Wat is a root
cause is not well defined. In one analysis we find
t hem i ndependent, in another we find them deeply
dependent .

MR COE: And | would agree with that.
There's clearly some roomfor judgment here, and al
| would offer is that the ROP objectives are net when
our judgments are scrutable, the basis for our
j udgnents are scrutable, so we have the obligation
when we nmake judgnents such as, are these coll ection
- is this collection of equi pnent degradations that
happen to have coincide at the sanme period of tine
related to a single underlying cause or are they all
conpl etely i ndependent of each other, and it was j ust
happenstance that they all happened to |ine up.
You're right. Those require judgnent.

Now what we've tried to do is help to

provi de sone gui dance for that judgnment, so we've
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triedto set athreshol d above the cross-cutting issue
t hreshol d, or above t he managenent t hreshol d, because
| think we can all acknow edge that it would be easy
to say if you have a collection of degradations that
occur concurrent in sone period of tinme, that we can
just lunp themall into a pot that's call ed
managemnment, you know, deficiency. And we could do
t hat, you know, w th whatever issues came up. But
what we tried to do is suggest that in keeping with
t he ri sk-informed aspect or objective of the program
we try to neke a distinction. W try tosay if -- and
t he exanpl e that was giveninthe procedureitself, if
you have a bad mai nt enance procedure and it's applied
to a nunber of different things and they all happento
degrade the sane way, it's an easy, that's a fairly
easy call to say there was a single issue and it had
the effect, theriskinpact of the collectivenmltiple
degradations, so we enter the action natrix with a
singl e issue.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS: I think this is
a good exanpl e of focusing on performance rather than
risk. Say that you have two deficiencies or two
probl ens that nmay both affect an accident, so they
raise this. But you decide that they're due to

i ndependent causes so you treat them separately. So
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fromthe risk perspective now you went up, but from
t he performance perspective you didn't, because they
were just random occurrences or whatever, and you're
f ocusi ng on performance.
MR COE: Right. First of all, the

i ndi vi dual issues would be still inspection findings.
There's still a degradationthere or deficiencythere,
and per haps what you' re suggesting i s what coul d occur
is that they could both individually treat it
i ndependent of each ot her be green findings. And yet,
when you -- because they apply to the sane acci dent
sequence, maybe there's a synergismthere that causes
t he coll ection of those two things to be greater than
green. Maybe it's white, or even yellow

One of the things we captured in the very
| ast sentence in our guidance, if |I can essentially
par aphrase, that what we're trying to say hereis, is
that in any case, the staff should be honest and
forthright about the collective risk inpact. But for
t he purposes of entry into the action matrix, we may
end up with two green issues, which may not pronpt
addi tional action. However, if the collective
si gni fi cance of these i ndependent i ssues was greater,
you know, was of sone threshold that should pronpt

sone response, that response -- we have tools in our
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i nspection programto do that, tools that do not
depend on whether or not the -- do not depend on
decisions like this one as to whether or not we have
i ndependent findings or asinglefinding. And that is
gui ded by Managenent Directive 8.3 which allows us to
initiate a special inspection in AIT, or even an |IIT
as a response that is risk-informed, soif in fact we
have a significant issue here, risk-significant that
i s dependent upon these nultiple equi prent
degradati ons, even before we knowif thereis a comon
underlying cause or not, we have the tools in our
programto initiate an additional inspectiontotryto
get nore information so that we can cone to a
concl usi on.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTCOLAKIS: Now on this
issue, it may not be directly related, but | think it
isrelated. Wien | read the i nspecti on manual on page
B-6, which is Appendix B and 7, there is reference to
followup. "The NRCnormally follows up plant events
in three ways, events of |ow safety significance,
events of noderate safety, and events of greater
safety significance.” Later onit says, "Plant status
pur poses and identifying and understandi ng energent
pl ant issues, current equi pnent problens and ongoi ng

activities and their overall inpact on plant risk".
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And then [ater on on the next page it says, "The
suppl emental el ement of the inspection program was
designed to apply NRC i nspection resources either by
i nspection findings eval uat ed usi ng t he SDP or when PI
t hreshol ds are exceeded."” Right, B-6 and B-7.

Now there is a lot of focus here on
events. Perhaps what we've | earned from Davi s- Besse
is that we should not focus on events al one, that
there is -- what if there is information that, you
know, |ike erosion of the head, the vessel and so on
and then it was di scussed here and so on. It's not an
event at a particular plant, but there is this
information that is out there. Shouldn't the
i nspectors take that into account when t hey deci de on
suppl emental inspections and so on? | mean, maybe
t hat woul d be a way of handling sonmething |ike Davi s-
Besse, not just focus on what's happening at the
pl ant, but al so take i nto account outside i nformation
that is relevant to the plant and ask yourself well,
are they doing anything about it? Should we have a
suppl ement al inspection regarding this?

You know, that's touching now on the issue
of safety culture and so on, but in a nore pragmatic
and realistic way. Wat's the difference between

realistic and pragmati c? They sound nice. If you say
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both of them they sound nice.

MR COE: | would agree.

MEMBER SHACK: Realistic could still be
unpragmatic. It frequently oftenis. To be pragmatic
you have to be conservative.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Which would be this
side of the table. Right? Let me expand on that a
little bit. If sone incident occurs in the Far East.
It would be pretty nuch of a stretch to expect every
licensee to be fully inforned of that kind of an
incident. On the other hand, if there is information
that is i ssued by the NRC on that, or perhaps an | NPO
SCER or SER, sonething like that, | think the
expectation fromthe staff woul d be that the |icensee
shoul d deal with that. And there used to be an
i nspection nodul e that followed upto seeif |licensees
actually did review all this information back in the
days when you had 100 information notices a year. |
woul d think that it woul d have to cone to the |icensee
in some official or sem-official kind of way before
you coul d include that as something you woul d expect
themto do or know about in the process of operating
the plant. |Is that correct or incorrect?

MR COE: That's correct. And we have

tools to do that. Cearly, an issue, an | EP, a
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bulletin, information notice as you say, regulatory
information sunmary. But typically for the
significant i ssues, we issue abulletinwhichrequires
a response. W also inplenent in many of those cases,
we i mpl ement a tenporary i nspectioninstructionto ask
our inspectors to go out and review the actions that
i censees took inresponse to that bulletin. Andthen
that instruction is closed out when all of those
temporary actions, or all of those inspections have
t aken place. And then we eval uate whether or not,
based on the results of those inspections whether or
not we shoul d nake ot her changes to the program

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: On t he ot her hand,
one the staff takes those actions, the licensee is
expected to respond to it, and you have the tools to
followit up, and so the fact that some incident in a
foreign plant or donestic plant for that matter that
bears on a condition in the licensee's plant is
rel evant and shoul d be part of the ROP.

MR. COE: In sonme cases we woul d agree,
because we do benefit from operating experience
review. Infact, we're taking a very dedi cated | ook,
re-1 ook at howthis agency in total handl es operating
experience. And this is notivated in |arge part

because of the | essons | earned fromDavi s- Besse, so we
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are taking a look at that. But we have -- ny point,
| guess, is that we have tools in place now, and |
think that we're | ooking at howto enpl oy those tools
nore effectively or even to create newtools, if that
m ght be appropriate.

But 1'd like to get back to Dr.
Apost ol aki s’ point, because it is true that there may
be information and circunstances that hel p provide
insight and input to a decision on supplenental
i nspection activities. But | would offer that the way
that that's done is that the initiation of
suppl ement al inspection continues to rest on the
obj ective facts, you know, the performance, the
particul ar degradation that the deficient performance
caused. And once that threshold is reached that, you
know, we cone to the pre-determ ned conclusion inthe
action matrix that we would initiate in supplenenta
i nspection, the focus and the specific activities of
that inspection. And this is a point that is often
| ost in these discussions, is informed by everything
that the inspectors know to be true or know to be
problemareas in the plant that they' re inspecting.
Qur baseline inspection prograns day-to-day are
i nformed col | ectively by the col |l ective understandi ng

that a resident inspector devel ops on a day-to-day
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basis at the site. The sanples are chosen within the
basel i ne i nspectabl e areas, you know, with an eye
towards trying to identify the nost significant
probl ems that may exist at that site.

This is true of a supplenental inspection,
as well. The circunstances that pronpted the
suppl ement al i nspectionarecertainlyclear, asisthe
hi story and other, | guess you would put it
circunstantial evidence and information that woul d
i nply maybe a deeper lying issue, and this forns, you
know, part of the basis for how that suppl enmental
i nspectionis conducted. So |l would offer that that's
-- you know, | don't knowif it satisfies the question
but that is how the programdeals with that.

CO CHAl RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Wl I, even for
Davi s- Besse though, | nean maybe it was not part of
ROP, but the NRC did ask for extra inspections. |
don't knowif you want to call themsupplenmental. It
did. And then the argunment was, you know, when to do
it. Should they do it in March, in February, in
January, on Decenber 31st. Right? But that outside
the ROP wasn't it?
MEMBER SHACK:  Yes.
CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That was a bul l etin.

MEMBER SHACK: That was a separate thing.
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Ri ght.

MR. COE: Are we talking about after the
head degradation issues were reveal ed?

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: No, before.

MR COE: Before.

CO- CHAl RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: You know, the
i ssue of doing it by Decenber 31st.

MEMBER SHACK: The inspection for the
cracki ng.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: For the
cracki ng.

MR. COE: For the CRDM cracking. The
| i censee's own inspection.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Yes.

MR CCE: | understand.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: That was out si de
the ROP. Al I'msaying is perhaps we should think
about the | anguage here that this is focused on events
or indications that peopl e see at the plant, and those
may trigger a supplenental inspection. |[|'m saying
that it may not always be an event, may be sone piece
of information, and | agree with M. Sieber that it
has to be transmitted through formal channels. W
don't expect those guys to read all the journals that

are publ i shed, and know everyt hi ng t hat happens EBF or
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EPCO, but given the risk has happened, unless it's
somet hing big |ike Davis-Besse where the inspection
was requi red nowby a di fferent group, shouldn't there
be a way here of triggering a suppl enental inspection?
Maybe that would help us catch the big events. They
don't give you advance warning, but then, you know,
you realize after the fact that you cane close to
sonet hing real ly bad.

MR COE: It's a legitimte question.
It's one that's been on our m nds fromal nost t he very
start. The way that we articulate that question is
that there may be issues that a risk evaluationis so
difficult to do, to acconplish that the effort it
takes to do that, there's -- you start running into a
cost benefit issue here. How much -- do you continue
to invest noney and dollars, and resources and tine,
and it becones nore and nore untinely as ti mes goes on
to try to get to sonme answer. You know, there's a
guestion that's on the table, is there a cost benefit
crossover point where we just say it's not benefici al
to continue down this path. And there nmay be anot her
-- there may be a need for creating another nechani sm
to pronpt the suppl enental inspection that you're
di scussing. But the original objectives of the ROP

are still very much on our mnds. W want it to be an
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obj ective determ nation, and the nore you allow the
nore subjective elenments to enter into that decision
process, of course, the further away you get from
bei ng objective. And we want it to continue to
conform you know, w th understandabl e, scrutabl e and
repeat abl e, or you know, consistency in how we treat
one licensee to the next. And so all of those -- it's
a classic engineering optimzation problem Right?
You' ve got all these conpeting goals and objectives,
and you're trying to find the right bal ance.

We haven't answered the question that |'ve
articulated, which | hope is simlar to the concern
that you' ve expressed. And it is an action itemon
our SDP Inprovenent Initiative to resolve that
guestion at some point in time, so that's the best |
can give you as an answer right now. It's a good
guesti on.

MEMBER SHACK: | nean, since you're so
bound and determined to nake this process risk-
i nfornmed, why aren't you adding up the risk from
everything that you find and using that as your
trigger?

MR COE: In ternms of the concurrent
findings that may exist?

MEMBER SHACK: Yeah.
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MR. COE: | guess it has to do with having
to deci de what goes into the action matrix, and al
t he various conbi nati ons of the ways that issues can
arise, and what periods of time, and what various
i ndi vi dual significances they m ght have. And we felt
that the action matrix, and this is a good point to
make. The action matrix in a very high | evel way
aggregates and suns, if youw |, the inputs that cone
to it.

MEMBER SHACK: After |'ve screened it, and
screened, and screened.

MR COE: After each -- after we've

deci ded that there is individual deficiencies that
nmeet fromeach ot her, and therefore, i ndependent. And
therefore, their significance characterization is
anal yzed i ndependently fromthe others. But then we
i nput those collectively and we have an aggregati on.
Now t hat doesn't necessarily catch the synergi es t hat
may occur for sone specific independent issues that
may -- there nmay be a synergy there froma risk
st andpoi nt - -

MEMBER SHACK: Synergy, smynergy. Risk is
a scaler. |It's additive. | just add it all.

MR COE: And that's --

MEMBER SHACK: Even if I'monly capturing
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a portion of it so heck, if it's getting big already,
|  know |'ve m ssed sonet hing el se.

MR. COE: And that's essentially the
phi | osophy behind the action matrix. But our
difficulty froma programoffice standpoint was in
hel pi ng to deci de when is a col |l ection of issues to be
treated i ndependently, and all provide i ndependent
i nputs to be aggregated in the action matri x, or when
shoul d they al |l be | unped together into a singleissue
and input into the action matrix as a single finding?
So we've tried to give sone structure to the deci sion
process acknowl edging that it's not cut and dry. [|'m
not sure |'ve answered your question.

MEMBER SHACK: Well, you're determined to
be risk-inforned, that you're only | ooking at your
ri sk one aspect at a tine, you know, until you get to
this final action matrix, then you do sone
conmbi nation. You know, if you were risk-inforned, I
woul d think you woul d be | ooking at the aggregate.

MR. COE: And again, the golden rule here
is that we will be honest and forthright about any
collective significance that may come fromnmultiple
degradati ons that occur at the sanme period of tinme.
| f we choose to split those up and to be i ndependent,

we have to be very clear about that we did that, and

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

94
why we're doing it.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S: I n acci dent
sequences, or even the incidents we've had in the
past, you know, there's always a sequence of events.
It's not one thing. It's not clear to nme that there
was a common underlying cause. The valve staying
stuck at Three Mle Island, what did that have to do
wi th auxiliary feedwat er systembei ng unavail abl e for
eight mnutes? It was a different thing, yet a
conbi nati on of these things | ed to sonething. So why
t hen not anal yze them as an aggregati on of things,
rat her than | ooking at the underlying cause? Now
again, an argunent in the nane of perfornmance, you
m ght say yeah, | can | ook at t hese t hings separately,
but in the nanme of risk you have to | ook at them --
you know, | | ook at the plant at one instant. This is
what | find; therefore, risk is this. | renenber
somewhat earlier you said that even when they're
treated separately, the inspectors are required to
actually do the aggregation, as well. Is that still
t he case?

MR COE: Well, the inspectors are
required to do --

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTCOLAKI S: O the anal yst,

t he reactor anal yst.
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MR, COE: Yes.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Even if you have
two events and they are judged to be not to have a
common under | yi ng cause.

MR. COE: Correct.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: At sone poi nt,
there is a risk evaluation considering them
concurrent.

MR CCE: Right.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: | thought that
was the case.

MR. COE: That is what we tried to capture
in the last sentence of the guidance. 1In all cases
the risk of concurrent nultiple equiprment or
functi onal degradations, and our basis for treating
t hese as either being common cause or being
i ndependent shoul d be docunented in an inspection
report, so we want to be honest and forthright. If
there are these -- there's this collection of issues
created at a particularly significant period of tine,
we want that to be very clear. But it goes back to,
| think what you were saying, the action matrix deal s
with the performance of the licensee, and so it
woul dn't necessarily be appropriate if there were two

conpl etely, at |east in our way of thinking, have two
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conpl etely i ndependent performance deficiencies that
coul d have happened at any period of time, but just
probabilistically happenedto happen at the sane ti ne.
And i n many cases, |'mnot sure that there would be a
real significant difference in our action or our
response. At | east the evidence to date suggests that
there woul dn't necessarily be a difference in our
response, that the conbination of those two things,
whet her we call thema singleissue or two i ndependent
i ssues, that we would have nmuch of a different
response.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  It's still not
clear to ne, com ng back to Davi s-Besse, there were
indications |like the air filters, contai nment and so
on, did the inspector supply this thinking there?

MR COE: Well, | don't think so, only
because the i ssues at Davi s- Besse arose over a period
of tinme which span both the old programand the new.
And the type of thinking that you' re suggesting is
appropri ate, we woul d suggest i s appropriate also, to
think of or to observe how various indications of
degradati on could potentially conbine together to be
particularly risk-significant. And we woul d hope t hat
over tine as the program provides the tools for

i nspectors to becone nore risk-infornmed, that they
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woul d be nore sensitive to things like that.

" mnot sure how well that applies to the
speci fics of Davis-Besse, because | nean, the fact
that they saw some coolers clogging up in the
contai nnent, you still have to nake the | ogical
connection to where that material is comng from and
that it could potentially have cone fromthe reactor
cool ant pressure boundary.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S:  That's good
t hi nking. Wy didn't they ask that question? Wy
didn't they say that? Because the nonent you say
that, | mean, maybe risk analysis would tell you that
boy, we better look into it.

MR. COE: Exactly. And that cones froma
sensitivity to what could potentially be the
significance of a degraded reactor cool ant pressure
boundary. Again, | would hope that over time our
i nspectors, given the tools and the training that we
bel i eve are appropriate, will cone to a greater
sensitivity of issues that could be -- | nmean, the
whol e program-- t he whol e reason we have signi ficance
determ nation processes that are publicly avail abl e,
| aid out in a docunent for our inspectors, as well as
the licensee, as well as the public to see is to

provi de a road map, a yardstick, if youwll, of what
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t hi ngs are nore significant than others. And we woul d
hope that our inspectors take those road maps and use
themto lead themin the areas of greater
significance, and to help themdifferentiate the
t hings that they probably don't need to pay as much
attention to fromthe things they really shoul d.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S:  Is there an
i nvestigation going on now, how the -- what |essons

the ROP should |l earn from Davi s-Besse? |s that what

MR. COE: Absolutely, yes. Yes, sir. W
have -- in fact, we're well along in that process, and
have been given the results of a very substantial task
force effort that has specific line itens that have
been handed to t he programoffice for direct oversi ght
process, and that we're taking a very specific | ook
at. And it involves utilizing operating experience
better, inmproving our ISl inspection procedure, and a

host of other things in terns of operator sens -- |I'm
sorry, inspector sensitivity and training.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: When do you
think this Commttee will find out about this?

MR CCE: | don't know the answer to that.
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| m aski ng for sone hel p.
M5. CARPENTER: Ckay. | think the Davis-
Besse task group report is issued. And then what the
staff is nowdoingis takingall thoserecomendations
and we're putting theminto action plans. And we have
a due date to the Conm ssion with those acti on pl ans,
| think February 28th.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  This February?
MS. CARPENTER  This February, right.
That's the action plan on all the itens that we need
to do, and we're starting to work on those now.
M5. WESTON: That's just the action plan.
M5. CARPENTER: That's just the action
pl an.
M5. WESTON: Not the responses to the
i ssues raised in the action plan.
CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  And you're referring
to the Lessons Learned Task Force.
M5. CARPENTER: Right. The Lessons
Learned Task Force.
M5. WESTON: Right.
CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  There is no ot her
task force.
MS. CARPENTER:  No.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER: O her than that.
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M5. VESTON: Right.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  But | didn't see
there any statenment as to why the inspectors at
Davi s- Besse acted the way they acted. It just says
that the NRC failed in certain respects, so how can
you l earn fromthat? Anyway, are we going to seethis
pl an?

M5. WESTON: Yes, we will.

M5. CARPENTER: That plan -- ny guess is
t hat plan shoul d beconme public. And the staff is
begi nning to --

CO- CHAI RMVAN APCSTOLAKI'S: No, no, no. Not
as nenbers of the public. Conme on. Are we going to
review it?

M5. CARPENTER: | don't know the answer to
t hat .

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS: | know | '"m a
menber of the public.

M5. WESTON: No, we will put it on the

agenda.
CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: February 28th is
t oo cl ose.
M5. WESTON: No, February 28th you wll
only --

MS. CARPENTER  Just the action plan.
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M5. WESTON: -- is only the action plan.

The EDO sent a letter back to research and NRR aski ng
themto do action plans for the issues that cane out
of the Lessons Learned Task Force.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay.

M5. WESTON: So the only thing that
they're going to do there is to say this is our plan
to address those issues. There will be no issues
addressed in the February 28th --

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS: And we will be
briefed after the issues are addressed?

M5. WESTON: When -- as the issues are
bei ng addressed, hopefully.

MEMBER KRESS: | guess (George's concern
is, have they identified the right issues.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: The ri ght
i ssues, and al so, you know - -

M5. WESTON: Well, you have to | ook in the
Lessons Learned Task Force for that. The 50 sone
recommendations in there are those that -- with the
exception of two | think went forward. The Managenent
Task Force reconmended t hat they | ook at all of those
issues with the exception of two.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  It's not just

the issues though. 1It's also what you plan to do
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about it. | nean, everybody keeps raising the issue
of questioning attitude, but what to do about it is a
nmonumnent al  probl em

M5. WESTON: That's what the action plan
i s supposed to address.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Ckay. And
that's where | think we should --

M5. CARPENTER In reality, the action
pl ans are only addressing the high priority itens.
There are a nunber of itens that were nedi um and | ow
priority, that many of the branches are already
begi nning work on, that we're taking them-- we have
to make sure we budget the resources and everything
into these. So those action plans will only address
the high priority itens. |I'mthinking there are about
28 of those. But there are a lot of others that wll
sinmply be put into our budget, and we're going to
start working on them W are starting to work on.

MR. COE: And they go well beyond our
program

M5. CARPENTER: Exactly.

MR COE: | nmean, ROP is a part of it, but
not the whole picture.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Wel |, | think

fundanental |y you' re getting down t o who has what rol e
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in the process of operating the plant. The resident
i nspectors, there's usually a couple of themat the
pl ant, and a stenographer, and t wo peopl e cannot cover
every mnute aspect of the operation of the plant.
And so whether a filter clogs up some place, whichis
not a regulatory event typically. That's just
something that is a nmaintenance or a service item
whet her that clogs up in conjunction to the fact that
sonebody issued the bulletin, and you may have
suspect ed CRDM cracking, |'mnot sure that one woul d
expect the ROP or even the resident inspector in his
normal function to be able to put all this stuff
together to say to the licensee, | think you have a
| eak and your reactor vessel head is degrading.

| can see if he were qualified as an
operator on that plant, and that was his
responsi bility, |ike operators are supposed to have it
as their responsibility, then he could put it together
because that's what operators do, and it's the
| icensee who is supposed to operate the plant. And
the NRC is supposed to regulate how that plant is
operated. In other words, are all the prograns and
processes in place. To ne, | think there's alittle
bit of confusion as to whether there should be an

expectation on our part that the resident inspector

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

104

shoul d have deduced the fact that the head was being
degr aded.
MEMBER BONACA: | agree with you, and I

t hi nk that, you know, hopefully this task force al so
| ooks at the issue of whole strategy accepted by the
NRC for the CRDMcracki ng was the vi sual inspections.
And yet, at Davis-Besse the three top nozzles were
never inspected visually. They never accessed them
so here you have a situation where we are setting up
for failure really plant personnel at the working
| evel , because they don't set the strategy as well as
t he resi dent i nspector and everybody el se, by the fact
t hat a fundanental requirenent to support the strategy
of just depending on visual inspections has not been
i mpl enent ed, and has not been followed through. And
|"mnot sure that | read that in the root cause, but
| think | can read it through sone of the
reconmendations, but it's not so explicitly stated.

M5. WESTON: Wth regards to the resident
i nspector, that issue was discussed at |length at the
Conmi ssion neeting |ast Wednesday on the Lessons
Learned Task Force, and the comm ssioners raised
several questions regarding what they would do about
t he resident inspector and their |earning process in

terns of being able to raise issues that they were not
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capabl e of handling thensel ves outside of that
process. And with regards to the inspection part of
it, NRRis, in fact, taking another | ook at the

i nspections at the plants. And we will hear nore
about that later.

MEMBER BONACA: | know that now. | mean,
everybody is asking why we woul d do what the French
did. But, | nean, you know, that's however -- the
bi gger issue is even though we had a different
strategy, why didn't we follow through by assuring
that in fact the inspection wuld take place? And
after 12 years or 10 years fromthe first finding of
this cracking, still those three top nozzles were
never | ooked at. | nmean, that's a pretty significant
i ssue that sets up everybody else for failure, you
now, including, of course, the resident i nspector who
is the guy who is not going to go up there and | ook at
it hinself. He again is doing other things, and he
failed. Maybe we fail ed.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S: Anot her i ssue we
have rai sed in the past is this assunptionthat if the
saf ety consci ous wor k envi ronnment has deteriorated, we
woul d see that in equi prent performance. And | seeth
is inspection nmanual repeating that. It says, "In

short, no separate and distinct assessnent of
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licensee's safety culture is needed because it is
subsuned by either the Pls or baseline inspection
activities." And it's not even dated, so | presune
it's still draft. Should we really say things |ike
that now in |ight of what happened at Davi s- Besse?
Shoul dn't we just softenit alittle bit and say that
maybe we are thinking about it, and what to do?
Because clearly, that's not the case.

MEMBER ROSEN: Were are you readi ng,
George? Wat page?

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Page 11 of the

MR. COE: | think you're reading the draft
basi s docunent.
CO- CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Wel I, it says,
"NRC | nspecti on Manual, Chapter XXXX. "
MR. COE: That's the draft basis docunent.
M5. WESTON: It's the basis docunent.
CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  So what does
t hat mean?
MR COE: It nmeans it provides the basis
for the rational and the basis for how we --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  The very | ast
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sentence of this section, "Safety Conscious Wrk
Envi ronnment", repeats this assunption.

MR COE: Yes.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: And, you know,
we questioned it in the past, and | wonder whether
after Davis-Besse we should still say that.

MR. COE: That is a subject that's on the
table for us to exam ne.

CO CHAI RVAN APOCSTOLAKI'S: So why don't you
say that, that we are thinking about that. | nean,
that was a prior assunption, now we are --

MR. COE: Basically because the basis
docunent represents the current philosophy, the
current basis for the current program W are saying
that we're -- you know, pursuant to our effort to, you
know, respond to the task force on Davi s- Besse, we are
going to look at this. But | can tell you that early
in the program you know, it nade sense that if you
had cross-cutting issue problens at a pl ant, that they
woul d over time reveal thenselves, and we expected to
pi ck up on those manifestations of that underlying
probl em

There was sone thought given to howto
i nspect safety conscious work environment directly

t hrough t he use of survey instruments, such as t he one
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that the Office of |Gutilized for the NRC staff, but

t hat was dropped from further consideration
principally because of the cost i nvol ved of exerci sing
t hat kind of an instrunment, you know, at our |icensees
over a period of tine.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Its value is
guestioned. | nean, if you go and ask sonebody, do
you have a questioning attitude, what is he going to
say? No, |'mstupid, | never ask questions. Cone on.
This is ridiculous. These surveys don't mean rmuch in
ny book, but com ng back to your point though. |
think in many cases you're right, there will be
deterioration that will be observable some pl ace.

Unfortunately, there are sonme cases, for
exampl e, involving barrier integrity |ike Davi s-Besse,
wher e you may not have this | uxury of advance war ni ng,
and this where, you know, we may want to do sonet hi ng
about it, but | don't think it's sonething that can be
resolved in a week or in a nonth. But | was just
struck by the statenment. | nmean, it's as if nothing
has happened. | nean, | know that this was the
position in the past, but | would expect it to be
softened by now. In fact, there i s anot her statenent
up there, possible indications of an unhealthy safety

culture include a high nunber of allegations of weak
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enpl oyee concerns program and a high corrective

mai nt enance backl og. None of these woul d have caught
Davi s- Besse, so drop it then. You don't need that.
Wiy do you have people like nme criticizing that? |
nmean, Davis-Besse is not -- | think it was a nmajor
test of the ROP, and | don't think that you gentl enen
and lady think that way. | thought it was a mgjor
test and it failed, and we have to do sonet hi ng about
it. And that's why it bothers nme when | see these
things. | always -- ny mnd goes there and | say wel |
gee, a weak enpl oyee concerns program That has
nothing to do with Davis-Besse.

MR. FRYE: This is TimFrye fromthe
staff. Doug al ready nmentioned this, but I just wanted
to re-enphasi ze that the basis docunent is trying to
capture the basis of the programas it exists today.
Andit's alsoinportant to renenber that it's aliving
docunment. And that as the ROP changes, we'll be
| ooki ng to update the basis docunent to reflect the
changes we nade. But, you know, right nowthat's the
basis of the current program That's why it reads
t hat way.

MR COE: | would offer -- I'"mnot sure
that the staff has yet concl uded or will concl ude t hat

the ROP was a failure with respect to its application
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at Davi s-Besse. You know, even the Conm ssion
acknow edges that the i ssues at Davi s- Besse occurr ed,
you know, well before the ROP cane into effect, and
t he previ ous programdi dn't necessarily identify this
underlying issue.

The ROP does have tools. Now again, we
are taking a l ook at howto i nprove the tool s based on
our | essons |earned from Davi s-Besse, but currently
cross-cutting issues or cross-cutting aspects of
i nspection findings are captured in a specific place
inour inspectionreports. And those are accumnul at ed
and then made avail able for the express purpose of
maki ng avail abl e to our teaminspections that | ook at
probl emi dentificationandresolutionprograns. Soin
additi on, we have an opportunity to di scuss cross-
cutting issues with licensees at our md-cycle and
end-of -cycle letters that we -- assessnent letters
that we provide to the licensee every six nonths, so
these are the tool s that exist, and per haps we can use
thembetter. Perhaps there can be other tools that we
can conceive of that would help in this area.

MEMBER BONACA: | think, however, it seens
to me that we are | ooki ng at, you know, safety culture
and the stop gaps to a situation that had other

elements init. And | brought up already one before,
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this lack of follow through. The whole industry,
mean, we'rereally -- the way it was handl ed, the CRDM
cracki ng, the | eakage, the assunptions that, you know,
bori c aci d woul d not corrode, evidently, you know, the
carbon steel. | nmean, because of all the reasons, set
up the whole situation that cascaded in this. Now
then we're | ooking at safety culture as a stop gap
situation that will identify all these problens.
Clearly, it didn"t. The only thing that surprised ne
about davi s-Besse is that there were no differing
opi ni on, that nobody raised this issue of concern
about clogging of the filters. It's alnost Iike, you
know, for ne there is organization wal ki ng | ockst ep,
and everybody had this full agreenment on where it was
comng from But, you know, |I think that there was a
| ot of situations that coul d have been recogni zed wel |
before that. |[If you |ook at the failure of the
program and |I'mnot that what is taking place is
goingtoreally identify that. And that tonme, that's
really the root cause of the whole thing. Ckay.
Again, the cracking of this -- | nean, if you think
about the whol e process that was brought to bear and
everybody accepted, and dangerously, and set up al

t hose Davi s- Besse peopl e.

MR COE: And | think that both the
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i ndustry and the NRC are owning up to their share of
the responsibility here, and that's reflected in the
task force's reconmmendati ons.

MEMBER BONACA: |' mnot | ooking about the
past. |'mlooking at what we need to do in the future
to prevent situations like this fromoccurring. You
know, because | nean there was a clear distinction
t here between the way that the French went about it,
whi ch was automatic i nspection fromday one, and t hat
resul ted cascadi ng i nto repl acenent of the heads very
qui ckly because it's too expensive to do automatic
i nspections, fromthe way we did it here, we said we
are going to accept visual inspections. And then we
didn't eve put forth requirenents to have proof that
t hese i nspections were bei ng done.

MR. COE: You'll have a opportunity, as
was mentioned, to review the task or the action plan
to respond to the task force's recomrendati ons. And
| think it would be very useful to get your insights
on that task action plan to ensure that we are
covering all of the aspects that are inportant.

You' re maki ng sonme good points. | don't dispute that.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Doug, could I go back to
sonmet hing that you said a few m nutes ago, at |east |

understood you to say. |I'mnot sure | heard you
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correctly; that in common underlying causes, you ki nd
of limt how far you drill down, | guess because if
you drill down far enough you can find a common cause
for alnost anything. But by limting how far you
drill down, don't you elimnate the potential to find
sone of these cross-cutting issues, |like safety

cul ture or managenent issues. It seens to nme that you
have to be sensitiveinthat limtation because if you
don't find those kind of -- if youlimt your |ook so
t hat you don't | ook deep enough to find those ki nd of
cross-cutting i ssues, it seens to ne that you prevent
the ability to find sone of these safety culture
managenent ki nd of issues.

MR COE: It's a good question, and the
response is that although that we tried to set alimt
on how far you can drill down, as you say, that's a
decision result. Getting to that decision, | think
intrinsically neans that you have to exam ne deeper
issues totry to come to the decision point. Isit or
isit not across-cutting issue? Is it acommon issue
that we just lunp everything together and call it one
i ssue? So you have to drill down deep enough i n order
to make those judgnments, and | would offer also that
our inspectors and our -- and their supervisors and

t heir managers continue to be sensitive to extent of
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condi tion questions, and cross-cutting issue
qguestions, and again, we have el ements i n our program
that they can avail thenselves of to docunent those
ki nds of issues, and roll themup over tinme, and talk
to the licensee in assessnent |etters, and use those
insights in our PI& I nspection. Soit's a very good
qguestion, and those are the ways that the program
intends to try to deal with that.

M5. WESTON: Now, Doug, as a cross-cutting
i ssue, is any thought being given to docunenting or
capturing the nunmber of tinmes that action itens are
entered into fromthe tech specs? That's one of the
i ssues wi t h Davi s-Besse al so. They apparently entered
tech spec many tines. 1s that going to be considered
as a cross-cutting i ssue when you | ook at the inpact
t hat Davi s- Besse may have had on the ROP, or what you
need to do about changes to the ROP?

MR COE: Right. |If there are issues that
keep recurring, obviously in our corrective action
program for exanple, the equi pment, you continue to
have to enter tech spec action statenment, you know,
repeatedly over a period of time because of sone
deficiency, or failure, or need to renedy sone
probl em Then those ki nds of i ssues are good sanpling

opportunities for the PI& I nspection. And all | can
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say is that the PI &R Inspection affords us that
opportunity, and | believe it has specific guidancein
it that suggests that we | ook for those kinds of
things. A lot of those kinds of things come fromour
insights that the residents gain over a period of
time. They know that certain things are problens.
They know that they reside in certain areas of the
i censee's plant or their organi zation. Those are al
inputs that are utilized and are useful to pickingthe
sanples that we pick. | nmean, there's only so nuch
time that you have in these inspections, and so you
have to nake the nost effective use of that time, so
we try to pick smart sanples and use all avail able
i nformati on.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: On t he ot her hand,
you could find a fair nunber of indicators that woul d
tell you maybe the safety culture here isn't very
good. On the other hand, the mitigating equipnment
operates, nmeets its test requirenents. You don't have
alot of initiating events, and the |icensee seens to
be getting by. If that's the case, then what does the
staff, including the resident inspector do with this
new i nsi ght they have giventheir inability to connect
t he dots, would be the phrase we've heard over the

| ast few weeks.
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MR. COE: And that's a good question

because we set a higher standard in the ROP for
connecting the dots. Cearly, the -- and even prior
to ROP, as a senior resident inspector, nmy inspectors
woul d often cone to me with issues that, you know,
were not necessarily the snmoking guns. It's a
feeling. It's like, you know, | think there's a
probl em here.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR COE: And so well, where's the
evidence? Ckay. | nean, | can't go to the exit
nmeeting with the licensee and |lay down that | have a
feeling that there's a problemhere. Even before ROP
we set a higher standard for ourselves. Now in ROP
we not only have to have the deficiency identified,
performance deficiency identified, but if it's -- you
know, if we're going to take further action in terns
of addi tional suppl enmental inspection, it has to reach
a certain threshold that we've pre-defined. So it
goes wi thout saying that | think we set a higher
standard for oursel ves, but know ng what we know as we
wal k t hrough t he pl ant day-to-day, day i n and day out,
gives us clues. And | can tell you, | have a deep
affinity that our inspectors face on a day-to-day

basis going into these plants confronting enornous
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information, quantities of information. | mean,
everything they see, everything they hear, every

di scussion they have with a |icensee staff person
provi des clues, and those clues are the things that
t hey have to pull together and connect the dots wth.
And it's a very difficult challenge.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Well, it's not only
connecting the dots. Maybe you firmup your suspicion
to some extent, but you don't find a violation of the
rules, and you don't find a risk significant
situation. | read a speech, as we all did I think,
about safety consciousness, safety culture which is
di fferent than safety consciousness, is becom ng an
i ssue because of Davi s-Besse. The questionis, should
you regulate it, and if you should, how do you
regulate it? And | think that that's a very, very
difficult problemthat's been around since the m d-
1970s, and attacked and backed-off of, the subject of
negoti ati ons between the i ndustry and t he NRC, and al |
ki nds of things. That's where INPO canme from so on
the other hand, | see it raising its head again.

MR. COE: And our coll eagues in other
countries often take different approaches to the
di rect observation, inspection, and in sone cases

regul ati on of those ki nds of el enents, nore subjective
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saf ety consci ous managenent type of issues. And we
acknow edge that there's different ways of going.
Recal | again though that the ROP was driven by a
desire to be nore objective and nove away from that
because it was perceived by sone as having given us
too nuch latitude, and it was not being consistently
appl i ed.

MEMBER ROSEN: | woul d add to that
di scussion that safety culture in aviation and
nmedi ci ne has been recogni zed as a prinme determn nant,
and | happen to be holding in ny hand a book by
Hel nteich and Merritt called Culture at Work in
Avi ation and Medi ci ne, which tal ks a | ot about howthe
aviation industry particularly cane to the concl usi on
20 years ago that the culture of the cockpit, crew
resour ce managenent i s i nportant whet her or not people
got to their destination site, so now we're faced
again with the sane di scussion

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: W wil |l have
this sone other tine.

MR CCE: Lessons to learn there.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Coming back to
t he ROP

MR COE: Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI'S:  This basis
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docunent agai n.

MR COE: Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Page G- 3, "Use
of change i n core damage frequency versus condi tion of
core danage probability.” I'mnot quite surel follow
this. You have a number of findings, and you decide
there is a conmon underlying cause, let's say. Then
you have a choi ce whet her you want to cal cul ate the
CDF or CCDP. Is that -- that's what this says. "The
SDP can be used to estinmate either CDF or the CCDP
gi ven any plant configuration, which may include the
combi nati on of degraded equi prent functions and
equi pnent out ages for naintenance.” And then you
say, "The staff recomrends the use of the estimted
change in CDF instead of CCOP." And I'mtrying to
under st and what does that nean?

MR. COE: The choice of using the change
in core danage frequency is derived fromthe need to
have a baseline core damage frequency that we accept
to be -- that we accept as acceptable that includes
peri odi c mai nt enance, et cetera, and over tinethere's
actual -- day-to-day there's a change, but on average
t here's a basel i ne core damage frequency t hat i ncl udes
mai nt enance activities and other testing activities,

that sort of thing. And that what we're trying to do
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is to neasure the inpact the |licensee's performance
deficiencies had on public health and safety risk by
choosing a netric that is the increnent of risk above
t hat baseline, that nom nal baseline.

The way that's done is to take the CCDP
for the particular tine periodinvolved, and t hen t hat
CCDP i s essentially nornalized across the entire -- on
a per year basis to be conpared to that nom na
basel i ne CDF, and then increnment then is a delta CDF.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  I's that the sane
as saying | found that the unavailability of two
systens was hi gher than should be for a period of say
three weeks? Now what is the probability of having
the initiating event in that period? Because if |
have aninitiating event, then|l'min trouble, sothat
woul d be the CCDP. But then you normalize it over the
year because it was three weeks only. | nean what --
does the ASP do th sane thing? The ASP cal cul ates --

MR COE: It does -- in essence it does
use the sane netric. Although the -- renenber that
we're al so making a distinction between an event and
a condition. An event is always evaluated in terns of
the probability of core damage given that the event
occurred. And a condition involves all the range of

possible initiating events that nmay have occurred
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during the time period the condition existed. But
that's not the way that | used CCDP just a nonent ago.
What | used a nonent ago was essentially condition
CCDP. 1'mgoing to take events off the table for the
nonent, because the SDP deals with conditions.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  Are any of your
exanpl es later involving conditions versus events,
because we have a nunber of them

MR COE: Al of the exanples are the
react or safety SDP i nvol ved condi tions, because that's
the only thing that the SDP anal yzes for use by the
action matrix, is conditions. The nonment in tine,
probability of core damage when a parti cul ar event may
have happened is a netric of interest to us, and the
ASP Programw ||, in fact, attenpt to evaluate that.
But it's not considered an input to the licensee's
performance, unless we can identify a particular
performance deficiency which resulted in some
degradation to the plant's desi gn or function that has
contributed to that event.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  But this
section, | nust say, | don't understand. |f CCDP were
used to characterize | i censee performance, the result
woul d be inconsistent as it is influenced as nuch by

timng, that is plant configuration, as by deficient
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performance. How can you avoid the issue of tim ng?
| mean, if the condition existed for a week, that's
di fferent froma condition that exists for six nonths.
MR. COE: That is taking into account the

time, not the timng. Wat was nmeant by "timng" is,
if the timng of the deficiency happened to occur at
preci sely thetine that acceptabl e on-1ine mai nt enance
was occurring, the procedures in the SDP require that
you not include the unavailability of the equi prment
t hat was -- which acceptabl e on-1ine maintenance was
bei ng performed, because going back to what | said a
nonent ago, the baseline nom nal CDF includes all of
the -- probabilistically includes all of the
mai nt enance activities that go on over the year, so
that all the mai ntenance activities are normalized to
t he nom nal baseline CDF. And what we're trying to
nmeasure is that increnment that is due just to the
performance deficiency, and not due to the fact that
it happened to have occurred when on-1ine mai nt enance
was occurring.

There is a further mat hemati cal treatnment of
this particular point after this discussion, | think,
if we retained that. W did at one tine.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | didn't see it.
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|"msure the i nspectors or the reactor anal ysts don't
cal cul ate delta CDF based on this guidance. This is
just a description of what's going on.

MR. CCE: This is the basis. The guidance
basi cal |l y says that if you have your defici ency during
a period of tinme of on-line maintenance, that you
di sregard the fact that the on-line maintenance was
occurring. You only evaluate -- you evaluate the
increnent of health risk --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Because you're
f ocusi ng on performance.

MR COE: Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  You're
di stinguishing it fromrisk. You are. You can't do
bot h.

MR COE: W're focusing on the
per formance aspect, and how that perfornmance aspect
has contributed an increnental additional risk above
and beyond the nom nal acceptable baseline risk for
t he plant.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  But in order to
do the risk part, you have to consider the fact that
it happened during sone preventive mai nt enance peri od.
| mean, you know - -

MEMBER SHACK: What you're saying -- |
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nmean, when the guys goes to count the systens that
he's got available, he still counts the systemthat is
havi ng preventive mai ntenance being put on it.

MR CCE: That's correct.

MEMBER SHACK: That's what you're really
saying. Although in the real world, it was not
avai |l abl e, because he's | ooking at performance.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S: But Doug says
no, I'malso |looking at this. WlIl, you are in sone
sense, but it's distorted.

MR COE: If we allowed that to enter into
t he SDP cal cul ation, the on-line maintenance
addi tional inpact tothe risk for that period of tine,
t hen the outcone of the SDP would be as nuch a
function of the particul ar happenstance of when the
degradati on occurred due to deficiency, as it did on
the deficiency itself. It would be an influence on
the probabilistic timng of that event or condition.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  So the risk part
shoul d be affected by that. The perfornmance part
shoul d not.

MR. COE: And again --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI S: The performance
has nothing to do with it, because this is --

MR CCE: Uh- huh

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

125
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI'S: It could have

happened sone other place. But it seens to ne that
you are really focusing throughout this on
performance, and you are using risk to do certain
t hings, but you're really focusing on performance,
which |l think is appropriate. It's appropriate. It's
just that sone of the stuff onrisk is not too solid.
Li ke this Paragraph A here, "The reactor
saf ety cornerstone performance indicator thresholds
were based on the increase in annualized CDF. Thus,
in conparing and adding the effects of Pls and
i nspection findings within the action matrix, is it
necessary to use the sanme risk netric.”
I n other words, we use risk to define the
t hresholds for the Pls, and now we have the SDP
results of the risk. And because both of them are
based on CDF we can add them although you don't
really add them You consider themas a --
MR CCE: Yes, that's correct.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | don't have
anyt hi ng el se.
CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wy don't we nove on.
MR. COE: Yeah. W' ve gotten a little bit
away froml think the earlier discussion on concurrent

multiple equipment. And | think that unless there's
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ot her questions about that, | think it woul d be usef ul
to nove to the exanple.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: But, Doug, again
the consistency of it all. The Pls you take a
frequency of one initiating event and you change i s so
much so that you will see a change in CDF

MR CCE: | ndependent of any ot her
changes.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Right. Then you
go to the SDP. Now you have a set of findings, and
some things happened to occur during a preventive
mai nt enance activity. And now you say no, |'m not
going to estimate ri sk based on what | see. |'mgoing
to assune that this equi pnent that's under preventive
mai nt enance is available, so I'mdistorting the risk
assessnent. Wiy does that nake sense?

MR COE: | would say that there is a
consi stency aspect between the safety system
unavai l ability Pl which neasures the unavail ability of
mtigation equi pnent to how the SDP woul d eval uat e
that. And the SSUPI did use delta CDF because its
t hreshol ds were set using a representative sanpl e of
sone risk nodel s that included baseline maintenance.
| n ot her words, nom nal anount of mai ntenance, so what

you're trying to do is you're trying to set a
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t hreshol d for unavailability that has some basis in an
increnent of the risk that's over and above a nomi nal
plant risk. And we accept that nom nal plant risk has
sone mai ntenance activity going on during the year,
and so that concept carries over to the SDP in the
di scussion we just had. So | would say that thereis
a measure of consistency there, and that was the
intent. W can explore this further |ater on.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: But that
unavailability will be averaged over the year, you
know, just to nake a sinple exanple. |If you have a
two-train systemand one i s down for mai ntenance, and
now you have an activity that disabled the other
train. Gkay? And you have no systemwhat soever | eft,
bot h redundancies are gone. | mean, it seens to ne
that to sinply assune, you know, the average
unavailability of the first systemover the year
doesn't neasure the significance of the event.

MR COE: And that's -- again, I'll return
to kind of the golden rule here. W're going to be
honest and forthright about the i npact on ri sk of that
t hat you' ve descri bed. And we have tools, such as the
initiation of a special inspection, and augmented
i nspection teamor an IIT, that deals with the

specific risk as best we can determne it or estimate
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it inthe early stages as an issue comes up. And we
have and we wi I | continue to use those tools to engage
addi tional inspection resources to get to the bottom
of what' s really goi ng on, because your assunpti on was
t hat you wer e doi ng j ust accept abl e mai nt enance on one
train, and then you had a deficiency that causes the
other train to becone disabled. And one of the
questions is, is that assunption correct? |s that
mai nt enance bei ng done? |s that being done just
because of preventive reasons, or istherereally sone
other reason that it's being done?

We need the full facts. W need to get
t he whol e picture, and then we make deci sions about
whet her the causes were related or not rel ated, and
t hen we choose howto i nput themto the action matri x.

MEMBER BONACA: Because, | nean, it seens
to me al so you have ot her consi derations such as, for
exanpl e, in the original design these plants were not
supposed to be nmintained hal f-power, and so
therefore, you really have set up a system of
tol erance of that situation, provided that you have,
infact, arisk evaluation done ahead of tinme. And we
t al ked about that. | mean, if you have multiple
systems out of service, and in fact -- and that the

| i censee takes care of protectingtheredundant train,
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and doing all those things that need to be done when
you're taking a systemout of service, so you have a
| ot of considerations you have to take care of. There
is alot of responsibility of the licensee taking a
train out of service for maintenance.

MR CCE: Indeed there is, and we've
acknow edged t hat and provi ded t he mai ntenanceruleto
set sone standards so that the |icensee can perform
this kind of maintenance because we acknow edge t hat
there can be a benefit, a safety benefit fromthe
performance of that ki nd of mai ntenance, and so we've
accounted for that via the nmaintenance rule, and we
account for it in the SDP by al |l owance of it, and such
that it does not affect our evaluation of the risk
i npact on the public, when we're really after that
increment that was due specifically to that
performance deficiency, and not due to anythi ng el se.

kay. M. Chairnman, nove on?

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes.

MR. COE: Ckay. Actually, |I've got about
an hour to cover several exanples, and we'll go
t hrough these at a high level, but we'll try to get to
what ever | evel of detail you're interestedin. AndI
do have the detail ed packages that the SERP panel s

| ooked and reviewed, in case that | don't have enough
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detailing in the slides.

I think what -- again going back to the
success objectives of the neetings, is to go through
t hese exanples, not just -- we're going to start with
t he react or saf ety cornerstones, and t hen subsequentl|y
hit the other cornerstones. But the idea here is to
give you a feeling for where our thresholds are in
terms of our response to, you know, how we respond to
aredfinding, or yell owfindi ngs across corner st ones,
or white findings, so we've given sone exanples in
here of red findings and yellow findings that |'m
going to speak to, but I think it m ght be perhaps
nore informative for you to consider that the
thresholds for all of the white findings, you know,
collectively to give you a sense of where you think --
whet her you think the threshol ds are about right or
not for the level of response that we're giving it.
And, of course, we're always interested in your
t houghts and insights on that.

To start with, the first exanple that we
have here is Exanple A. It starts on page 11. The
i ssue here was essential service water punp that
failed asurveillance flowtest, and it was determn ned
that the |icensee had all owed sonme Tygon tubing to

enter the intake bay and becone | odged in the
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i mpel l er. The essential service water systemfor this
particul ar plant provided cooling water to t he di esel
generators, contained cool ers, CCWheat exchangers, a
nunber of other -- it's a safety-related system so
this condition based on their evaluation existed for
approxi mtely 132 hours, or about seven and a half
days.

The issue screened through the SDP | ogic
and resulted in a white. And if you'll turn to the
next page, that presented at a high level. First of
all, the Phase 1 screening logic was to ask the
guestion, does it represent an actual |oss of safety
function for a single train greater than an all owed
outage tine? And if that's true, then a further
analysis is required. In other words, we can't --
there's a potential for it to be greater than green
and, therefore, we want to do some further review

When t he Phase 2 anal ysis was applied,
what was identified was that of all of the sequences
that this deficiency or this degradation affected, the
one that was nost domnating in ternms of a risk
eval uation was the |l oss of off-site power sequence,
that essentially represents a station bl ackout that
persists for up to five hours. At that point, the

assunption is made that the core will becone danmaged
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as aresult of the loss of seal cooling, and the
resul tant | oss of cool ant w thout recovering any
power. So in the Phase 2 | evel of detail, the | oss of
of f-site power frequency was given a val ue of three,
whi ch represents ten to the m nus three, and t hat was
a conmbi nation of the tine; that is the 182 hours, and
t he expected return rate or frequency of | oss of off-
site power. So three represents ten to the m nus
three essentially and higher, an order of magnitude
hi gher.

The emergency AC power is represented as
ten to the mnus two, and that reflects the fact that
one of the trains of emergency AC power, that is one
of the diesels is rendered i noperabl e because of this
particul ar deficiency, such that if the |oss of off-
site power occurred, this particul ar energency
service, or essential service water punp that feeds
one of the diesel generators would also -- is already
di sabl ed. Therefore, there's no -- it would not
support that particul ar diesel generator. So,
therefore, there's only one diesel generator left in
a loss of off-site power scenario.

And then finally, the recovery of AC power
does not occur withinthe five hour time period, it is

given a likelihood or probability of ten to the m nus
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one. That's represented by the one. |f you add these
figures up, and these again represent the negative
| ogarithm of the actual values of probability being
used, you get three for the loss of off-site power
probability during that period of tine, two for the
failure of the one remai ni ng di esel generator, and one
for the loss or the failure to recover within five
hours. That represents a total of six, or tento the
m nus si x, which represents the | owend of a band that
represents the white significance |evel

Now | will say that as in many cases, this
is away of just tal ki ng about the influences, various
i nfl uences and assunptions that are built into the
staff's determ nation of the significance, the col or
of the significance. In this case, as well as many
others, we do additional analysis with detail ed
comput er - based nodel s. The | i censee does anal yses and
so forth. | this particular exanple, those anal yses
supported thisresult, and 1'Il just leaveit at that.

The dom nating influences were simlar,

and so we could rely on a conputer-based nodel. W
could rely on the |icensee's nodel, but none of those
-- neither of those would be as scrutable as the
representation that's given herein avery sunmari zed

form
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MEMBER LEI TCH:  Suppose the Tygon tubing

had the potential to affect the other emergency
servi ce water punp, how woul d that change the

anal ysis? Wuld that nmake the actual |oss of safety
functi on a higher nunber?

MR COE: Wthout knowi ng all of the
details, what |'ve read in the package woul d suggest
that there was a single Tygon tube attached to a
funnel that was being used near the intake structure
for this particular train. This happens to be the B
Train that was affected. Wthout knowi ng the plant's
arrangenent and design, |I'm going to somewhat
specul ate that there was only the one tube, and it was
only going to go to that one punp. And if that's the
case, then there would not be a conmon cause
influence. But if there is a conmon intake
structure --

MEMBER LEI TCH: That's my question, there
had been a conmon intake structure.

MR COE: Right. |If there was a common
i ntake structure, you know, with one Tygon tube, it
woul d be expected to have i npact ed only one of the two
punps perhaps if there's a two train system | know
that, and if there's only one essential service water

punp in each train, then it would only inpact one in
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any case. |If there was a difference; that is, if it
coul d have i npacted t he ot her one, and t hat woul d have
potentially represented greater significance because
of the loads that it served, then there m ght be a
difference. | don't know that that was the case.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Yeah, | understand. | was
j ust wondering --

MEMBER SHACK: You woul d have | ost the
two, and so you woul d have been a three plus one,
four. You' d have been very bad news.

MR. COE: It could have been worse if it
had been anot her punp that had a greater -- you know,
had greater loads on it, or could have been
potentially nore significant to have | ost that. But
infact, what we are going to eval uate though still is
t he actual degradation that actually occurred, and
that's a given. And the fact that that occurred
represents that [oss of function for that period of
time. And then we |ook at all of the various
initiating events that coul d have happened duri ng t hat
period of time. And in this case, it was the | oss of
off-site power that came up as the one of greatest
si gni fi cance.

In a nore detail ed eval uati on, you would

have summed up all of the other sequences of |esser
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significance, and you woul d have done that in a very
conpl ete way, and so that's what the conputer does
very wel | .

MEMBER WALLIS: It may be that there are
many sequences which are equally i nportant. When you
add them up, you get a different answer than if you
just look at the --

MR COE: That's correct. But in this
particul ar case, you know, checked agai nst the other
nore detail ed nodels, risk nodels, both the licensee
and the NRC concluded that this was, in fact, a
dom nant influence. But it does only represent that
Punp B was the one that was affected, and whether or
not it should have represented that there was a
possibility the other punp was -- could have been
affected, | don't know, but it wouldn't have nade any
difference in any case, if only one punp could be
af fected, and punps were equal in all respects.

MEMBER KRESS: | have a coupl e of
qguestions about this. One of themis, does this
necessarily represent a poor performance of that
particul ar |icensee? That's question number one.
Question nunber two is, suppose this |licensee was
Sout h Texas, and they had a CDF of ten to the m nus

whatever, and its role -- a performance role of the
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I i censee coul d be viewed as to keep their CDF bel ow an
acceptabl e value. Now with South Texas, this thing
woul d not even have gotten anywhere close to an
accept ed val ue, for sone ot her pl ant t hough t hat m ght
have exceeded an acceptable value. So the two
questions | have is, should we treat this differently
as a plant-specific issue? It should be different at
different plants rather than look at the delta. |If
you had | ooked at the actual absol ute val ue of CDF,
whi ch woul d i ncorporate all those other things. And
in nmy view, what should the plant have done
differently that woul d have been better performance?
| mean, is this really necessarily a bad -- an

i ndi cation of a bad perform ng plant?

MR COE: Well, to answer your second
guestion first, Dr. Kress, the perfornmance defici ency
was noted to be that there was no procedure for
installing or renoving the tenporary drain hoses, and
that there was a | ack of a questioning attitude the
l ength and the duration of the event. They had
several opportunities to question the | ocation of the
Tygon hose and failed to do so.

This is a judgnent, the fact that this is
bei ng viewed as a performance deficiency, but the

staff's basis has been identified in the inspection
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report.

MEMBER KRESS: | woul d have automatically
gi ven those things sonme sort of performance criteria
t hat woul d have gi ven probably nore t han white, rather
t han goi ng back to a CDF and --

MR. COE: That gets to your second
question, or the first questionwhichl'll nowanswer.
And that is, would it be appropriate to represent the
signi ficance on t he basis of sone absol ute ri sk val ue?
And the choice that was made in this programis to
eval uate the |icensee against their own non nal
baseline risk | evel that we believe is acceptable.
And it's acceptable if you assune that all of the
plant's design features are avail able, given that
there's sone |ikelihood they m ght not perform when
call ed upon, andthat's reflectedinthe probabilistic
val ues of failure probabilities and unavailabilities
that we apply in a risk nodel. So given that, each
plant is judged against it's owm - and | think that
was a question that came up earlier - as against its
own | i censing basis essentially. Andthat was felt to
be nmore fair, | guess, if youwill thantotry to hold
every plant to the sane absolute standard when all
pl ants are designed with differences. And there m ght

be a range of acceptable risk, nomnal risk val ues
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that are still acceptabl e dependi ng on whi ch pl ant you
go to.

MEMBER KRESS: | think this is another
reason that | would |like to see the system di vorced
fromri sk consi derations, and actual | y be performance-
based.

MEMBER ROSEN: If you had a third train
here so that this thingwasn't risk-significant, would
you still feel better if you didn't --

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah. | would have still
t hought the performance was bad.

MEMBER ROSEN: Wait a mnute now Let's
use the exanple you just raised. South Texas has
three safety trains, three ESWpunps, call them EC
punps but it's the sanme thing. So what you do on your
bottomline there, your bottombullet is, you have
three, plus two, plus two, not three, plus two, plus
one. So you end up with ten to seven, or ten to the
m nus seven, which isn't white any nore. And what it
does, it's green. It takes into account the fact that
t he pl ant has nore redundancy for essential services.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, but | woul d have said
t hat was bad performance in South Texas. It ought to
be a bad performance.

MEMBER ROSEN: It was bad performance.
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MR CCOE: It was. |It's a finding.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.

MEMBER ROSEN: It's a finding, but it
gives the plant sone credit for the installed
r edundancy.

MR. COE: Correct.

MEMBER ROSEN:  And you' re suggesting we
shoul d take that away, and | don't agree.

MEMBER SHACK: It doesn't help its
per f or mance.

MEMBER KRESS: It doesn't help the
performance. That's right.

MEMBER ROSEN:  No one argued that it did.
It's just properly -- the redundancy is properly
reflected. The plant's owners invested in the
addi ti onal redundancy. They should get sonme credit.

MEMBER KRESS: | think the assunption
ought to be that poor performance can overri de a good
pl ant design, and this sort of m xes themup, and |
don't think you should mx themup. | think you
shoul d have performance bei ng perfornance.

MEMBER ROSEN: | think the reality of it
i s you have bot h perfornmance and design. You can't --
tracks are stubborn things, Tom

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah.
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MEMBER ROSEN: The fact that those punps

are out there, and are installed, and are safety-
rel ated, you can't argue them away.

MR COE: It gives us a nore direct link
to public health and safety risk, which is really at
a high level. Wat the Conm ssion asked us to do is
base our actions nore on an obj ective neasure, such as
that we could come up with, and this is the one --

MEMBER KRESS: Then we'd fall back on Bob

Christie's "Living PRA", and | ook at the CDF. | think

we all --

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: W | ook at the
risk.

MR COE: That's right. W look at --

MEMBER KRESS: Well, look at LERF. [|'m
sorry.

MEMBER ROSEN:  The wi nd bl ows.
MR. COE: Well, these are good questi ons.

And actually, on the next page is a list of four of
the principal sensitivities that will change these
results. And | thought that this was val uabl e to you,
to give you a sense for -- to see how the nunbers
racked up to give you a white.

If you go down these four bullets, for

one, the exposure time was seven days. |If it changes
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by an order of magnitude, then the result changes by
an order of magnitude. Okay? If it was 70 days, you
woul d be tal king about a yellow instead of a white.
If it was only less than .7 days, we'd be talking
about a green. kay? So that will influence -- the
actual facts of the matter will influence the

signi ficance here.

MEMBER WALLIS: So if you get Tygon tubing
in your punp, it doesn't happen for very long, it
doesn't matter.

MR COE: Not that it doesn't matter.
It's just that the significance, if it's .7 days
i nstead of seven days, you woul d expect the
significance to be just under the green/white
t hreshol d, which nakes it green. It's still a
finding. The licensee still has to correct it, but we
woul dn't necessarily inplenment a suppl enent al
i nspection procedure. W would allow the |icensee's
corrective action programto deal with that issue.
It's still a finding we still document in our
i nspection report.

In addition, the mtigation capability you
mentioned, if a plant has greater redundancy, that
woul d influence the significance of this outcone.

Common cause effect would be an intrinsic aspect of
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this analysis. |If we found that this Tygon tube was
actually -- maybe there were nul ti pl e Tygon tubes t hat
i npact or that could have inpacted all of the punps
si mul t aneously, that could have been taken into
account. There may have been an order of magnitude
effect there, and again, it could have bunped a order
of magni t ude.

Recovery, in this particular case it
di dn't apply because once t he tube was w apped around
the inpeller, there was no chance that the operators
could recover, so they didn't get any credit for it
anyway. Had a different situation arose where there
may have been an opportunity to take recovery action,
we woul d have assessed that. And if it was warranted,
if wefelt it was warranted, we nmay have given credit,
whi ch m ght have taken that white to a green, if we
had gi ven an order of nagnitude credit.

MEMBER WALLI'S: During this tine, and it
failed a surveillance flow test, but presumably, the
Tygon tubing had been in there for sone tinme before
the test was run?

MR COE: As best | understand it, is that
the -- and I" mnot sure of the exact time sequence and
time |ine, but sonehow they were able to figure out

t hat the Tygon tube fell fromits | ocation and entered
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t he intake structure 172 hours --

MEMBER WALLI'S: So they worked back to
when it came in.

MR CCOE: Yes, sir. GCkay. The next
exanmple is the tube failure or the tube integrity
problens. And although it's not represented in the
slides, this is clearly Indian Point Two. 1In this
particul ar case, and |' mgoi ng t o make t he di stinction
again. W had an event that initially we thought
m ght be significant because tube ruptures in general
aretypically -- the events thensel ves coul d typically
be significant. Wen we investigated the event
itself, we did find some problens w th operator
response, but on the whole, the actual risk
significance of the CCDP for the probability that that
event -- given that that event, that the core could
have been danaged, was relatively | ow. However,
subsequent investigationidentifiedthat the tubes had
been degraded over a period of approximtely two
years. And at the end of that two year period of
time, there was a tube rupture event.

This slide here on page 14 identifies that
t here was a m nor radi ol ogi cal rel ease that was within
regulatory limts. It was about 146 gal | on per m nute

| eak, which isn't -- it's not a double ended single
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tube rupture. It was |less than that actually, and
that has an influence |later on here. But there were
sone i dentified performance i ssues and, therefore, the
finding though that is the subject of this discussion
is the deficient tubes, the fact that tubes were
allowed to remain in service over a period of
approximtely two years in a deficient state. And

t hat that was because of deficiencies involving the
| i censee' s in-serviceinspection programat their | ast
out age.

The Phase 1 process asks some screening
guestions again, and in this case the finding
contributed tothe likelihood of a primary systemLOCA
initiator, and that automatically requires a Phase 2
evaluation. This is a trigger that we set a | ow
threshold on. A systemLOCA is a potentially
significant event no matter what the circunstances,
and so we want to do further analysis, so we went to
Phase 2.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So the bad performnce was
havi ng a deficient inspection program

MR. COE: That's correct.

MEMBER WALLI'S: | nean, this would never
have been di scovered unless this tube had actually

fail ed?
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MR COE: | don't knowthat it would never
have been di scovered, but we woul d hope that there
woul d be sone evidence at sonme point in tinme, you
know, |ess than a tube rupture.

MEMBER WALLI'S: There coul d be ot her
plants out there with the sane deficient inspection
program who haven't yet had a tube failure --

MR CCE: Yes, indeed.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You wait until they have
a tube failure before you di agnose that they have a
red situation?

MR COE: No. In fact, | nentioned
earlier today that the inspection procedure for in-
servi ce i nspectionreviewhas been nodifiedsincethis
event occurred to gi ve added wei ght and added effort,
and further gui dance, further detail ed guidancetothe
i nspectors, sothat we can potentially identify a weak
program at an earlier stage.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  So it seens that
this event and this occurrence in Davis-Besse have a
| ot i n comon. They both have defici ent probl ens, and
they both refer to the pressure boundary.

MR. COE: Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  So clearly

there's a nessage there. W have to do sonet hing
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about it.

MEMBER WALLI'S: And Davi s-Besse didn't
have a rupture.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S: No, but the
fundanmental -- one of the causes was the deficient
corrosion inspection program

MR CCE: Exactly right.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But the pressure
boundary, | think creates a unique problem | nean,
com ng back to this earlier discussion and the
assunption behind the safety consci ous work
envi ronnent, the corrective acti on programand so on,
that if they are not very good there will be
i ndi cations, you know, deteriorating equi pnment and so
on. Wien it cones to the pressure boundary, you may
not be able to see that deteriorating until it's too
late. It's kind of a unique situation, and we have to
pay special attention to it, it seens to nme. That
assunption doesn't seemto hold very well when it
conmes to the pressure boundary.

MR CCE: Which assunption? [|'msorry.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S: The assunption
that | will see deterioration in the performance of
equi pnent if the safety culture is not very good.

MEMBER SHACK: Before sonething really --
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CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Bef or e somet hi ng

real |y bad happens.

MR. COE: | understand. And we have seen
evi dence before, pressure boundary degradations that
have not been -- you know, that resulted in events.
O course, the CRDM nozzle |eaking, | think sonebody
had nentioned earlier, the Surry high-pressure
i njection nozzlethat hadthe circunferential crackin
it. These things cause evidence to occur, high |eak
rates, high primary | eak rates and that sort of thing.
And the licensee is responsible to follow those up,
and we're wat ching as they do.

| don't disagree that we perhaps need to

be nore sensitive to pressure boundary degradation

issues, and |I'Il agree right now that what we do, ny
hope woul d be that -- and anybody who can understand
that, you know, in a risk nodel, if you increase the

l'i kel'i hood of a small break or a nedi um break LOCA,
that you get a fairly significant increase in core
damage frequency risk. It is fairly sensitive. Core
damage frequency is fairly sensitive to those
assunptions, and if those assunptions change, if the
frequency, or the probability or |ikelihood of those
initiating events i ncrease, then we can easily get to

some fairly significant inspection findings. So
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knowi ng that should pronpt greater sensitivity to
evi dence that occurs in a plant that suggests that
there m ght be pressure boundary | eakage.

MEMBER WALLI'S: How can you relate a
deficient programto CDF?

MR COE: Only through the actua
degradati on that we know has occurr ed.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You have to then find the
degradati on. The program being deficient itself has
no i nfl uence on your CDF, although it nmay be the root
cause of an ultimate problem

MR. COE: A deficient programraises the
i keli hood of a greater possibility of an actual
i npact to plant systens. But unless we find that
i mpact, or identify it, or it self-reveals, you're
correct. A deficient program we can conment that
perhaps the licensee isn't followng a particul ar
standard, an industry standard, or that they m ght not
be even followi ng their own internal processes and
procedures. And those m ght even be findings, but
typically they're not going to be greater than green
unl ess there's been an actual inpact on safety
function.

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTCOLAKI S: So what was the

probl en? Wiy was the inspection programdeficient?
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MR. COE: In the case of this exanple.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  Yes.

MR. COE: Partly, |I would say because the
i ndustry standards for in-service inspection of steam
generator tubes is kind of aconstantly changi ng thing
t hat sort of depends on the state-of-the-art. Astine
goes on, the probes beconme better, the equi pnent
becones better, the analysis nmethods becone better.
At the sanetine, plants are different in the way t hat
they apply this equipnment, and the way that -- and
t hey anal yze the results. And sone plants, there may
be a lot of noiseinthe system There may be -- they
were having difficulty discrimnatingthe defects from
t he noise, that sort of thing. There's a signal-to-
noi se rati o aspect of this finding that wasn't -- the
| icensee's noiselevels werefairly highinthis case.

Again, this is all reflected in the
i nspection report, and this has been going on for
quite a while. But what it has resulted inis
addi tional inspection guidance in this area, and we
hope that we're addressing sone of these issues, and
increasing the sensitivity.

The other thing is, is that not all plants

have steam generators that are this old. And all of

them that do, are replacing themultimtely, or have
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plans to. So, | nean, over time we would hope that
t he overal |l risk of steamgenerator tube ruptures gets
better.

In this particular case, the analysis
turned out to be red, and in fact, the assunptions
t hat the staff nmade, you know, were as nmuch related to
core damage frequency as they were to large early
rel ease frequency.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  Isn't red about
ten to the mnus four?

MR. CCE: The red/yellowthreshold for CDF
as we know, is ten to the mnus fourth per year core
damage frequency.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  This is yell ow

MR. COE: No, actually that's -- the large
early rel ease frequency thresholds are an order of
magnitude lower. And in this case there was a
presunpti on of a one-to-one rel ationship between core
damage frequency and large early rel ease, because if
cor e danmage occurred because of a steamgenerator tube
rupture, it would be a direct path to bypass
contai nnent through the safety relief valves. And
that's a sonewhat conservative assunption, perhaps,
but it's for sinplicity and for, you know, kind of

mai ntai ning a standard across at PWRs. It's the way
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that we've based our SDP assunptions.

MEMBER ROSEN: Was it influenced by the
site popul ation density?

MR COE: No, sir, it was not. It was
only --

MEMBER ROSEN: |t woul d not have been. It
woul d have been red at a site with very | ow popul ati on
density, as well?

MR. COE: You're tal king about collective
risk. And no, sir. The nmetric is specific to the
plant itself, whether there's a large early rel ease
potential there or not, or how nmuch of one there is.

It does not -- the netric that we've chosen to use
does not depend on popul ation density. It's an
interesting point, but it -- I'mnot sure howwe woul d
adjust the -- how we woul d predictably and
consi stently nmake adj ust ments for popul ati on density,
because once you start doing that, you nmay have to
take into account prevailing wi nds and everyt hi ng.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You al so have to take into
account the definition of LERF. Large early rel ease
neans before effective -- early neans before effective
response neasures can be i nplenmented. At asite wth
very | ow popul ation density, it mght have been

possi bl e to i npl ement effective response nmeasures, so
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you woul d not have had a large early --

MR CCOE: You're exactly right.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: You don't do
that on a site-specific basis.

MEMBER ROSEN: |'mjust saying if this had
happened that --

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S: Just take the
rel ease categories and they say on a generic basis, if
t hi s happens --

MEMBER ROSEN: One coul d argue --

CO CHAl RVAN APCSTCLAKI'S:  It's generic.
| mean, it's not -- it should be plant-specific.

MR COE: It may be a future refinenent,
but right now we did not go to that |evel or degree.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: So what does red
mean now?

MR. COE: For delta LERF it's greater than
ten to the mnus fifth per year.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI' S:  But then the
response -- shut them down?

MR COE: Well, thered inthis particular
case they shut down to repl ace their steamgenerators.
But the agency response was an inspection procedure
that essentially initiated essentially about a staff

year worth of direct inspection effort. And there's
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even been sone fol |l ow up i nspections beyond t hat that
have continued to exam ne sone of their corrective
actions and their effort toinprove their ISl program

MEMBER ROSEN:  Can | finish nmy thought
about your argunent with the large early rel ease? To
me, it's the same argunment one makes with respect to
redundancy. It's a plant feature, the | ow popul ati on
density that can't be argued away by semantics. It
is, and this goes out and | ooks at it, so if you take
-- if you credit additional redundancy, and getting
down to the fine strokes and deci di ng between yel | ow
and red, for exanmple, in a case like this, one ought
to consider the incontrovertible facts of |ow
popul ation density.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, when they | ooked at
the LERF t hat correspondedto fatality, a safety goal
they found that plants vary about that a factor of
four. For LERF they would neet the pronpt fatality
safety goal depending -- and it's site-specific, but
t hat doesn't really count. That's an individual risk.
The LERF is an individual risk, and no matter -- and
you're only going to vary a little bit between sites
on that because it is an individual risk. One guy
there can raise it up, so what they ought to have is

somet hi ng besi des LERF dealing with those things, and
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not to take into consideration the total popul ation,
the total nunber of deaths.

MR COE: One death is as bad as two.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, you're basically
right.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  If you're the one

MEMBER KRESS: |If we're going to stick
with LERF, it's all right wwth nme if they want to nake
it across the boardwith all the plants. If they want
to do sonething that's nore correct, they ought to
take into consideration the popul ation.

MEMBER WALLIS: |'mtrying to separate out

this Phase 1 and Phase 2.

MR CCE: Uh-huh

MEMBER WALLI'S: Their performance, they
had | ousy perfornmance because they had a poor
i nspection program But they could have had a steam
generator tube failure in spite of the fact they had
an excel lent inspection report, that the steam
gener ator tube had just happened. It's noreflection
on their perfornmance.

MR CCE: That's correct.

MEMBER WALLI'S: And yet on the
probabilistic analysis, it still gives the same CDF

nunbers.
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MR. COE: Actually, we would never -- as
| mentioned | think earlier, we would never enter the
significance determ nation process unl ess we' d al ready
determ ned that there was a perfornmance deficiency.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Ckay. So it's key that
t hey have this deficient inspection.

MR CCOE: Yes, sir, it is. That's the
starting point, yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: Al though the effect on
public safety of having a steamgenerator tube failure
is the sane.

MR COE: Yes, that's correct.

MEMBER WALLIS: So |I'mnot quite sure how
you' re bal ancing risk and performance here.

MR. COE: We're neasuring performance
using a risk scale. Again, we're forthright and
honest. |If we have a steam generator tube rupture
that's spontaneous and is not |inked to any
performance deficiency onthe part of thelicensee, we
have prograns such as ASP, and we would stand up and
acknowl edge what the significance, what we felt --

MEMBER WALLIS: But with the green -- you
cannot find any --
MR. COE: There would be no finding, there

woul d be no col or.
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MEMBER WALLI'S: You cannot find there's

anything they did which led to it.

MR. CCE: That's correct, because we're
nmeasuring -- we're trying to nmeasure |licensee
deficient performance, and so you have to start wth
t hat assunption. |If you talk to the people who have
noni t ored and conducted the acci dent sequence
precursor program one of the insights that they
derived, that they offered at t he begi nning of the ROP
was that that event will happen w thout any
correlationto aplant's performance. That event wl |
happen to good perforners with as nuch frequency as
t hey happen to bad perforners.

MEMBER KRESS: In that case, does NRC get
a red finding?

MR COE: That's a good point. And, in
fact, if a steamgenerator tube rupture occurs through
no -- because, infact, thelicensee has conpliedw th
all regulations and there is no deficiency in
performance, maybe the NRC does need to | ook at the
regul ations. Maybe the perfornmance | evels and the
standards and requirements shoul d be tightened.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKIS:  This is the
classic question in quality controlling. Sonething

extraordinary is observed. The fundanental question
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is, is it due to a systematic cause, or is it random
events, that you have to make a judgnent as to what it
is. That's what you guys --

MEMBER ROSEN: The way this is said is if
you flip a coin ten tines and it cones up heads ten
times, you have witnessed a rare event.

CO CHAI RVAN APOCSTCOLAKIS: O is the coin
bi ased. That's a question. Is it biased, or have you
W tnessed a rare event? Do you think that all these
problens with the pressure boundary would go away if
the material experts did a better job?

MEMBER KRESS: Are you being Dana Powers
now?

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTCOLAKI S: |' m aski ng Doug
for an answer.

MR CCE: If he materials -- what, the
mat erials organi zations in NRC, or the |licensee
materials, the vendors?

MEMBER ROSEN: It's intended to provoke
our materials expert.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKIS: | nanaged to
provoke one. The other one --

MR. COE: We can al ways inprove.

MEMBER SHACK: He works on BWRs. That's

his solution to the problem
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MR. COE: What is needed on the part of

both the i ndustry and the NRC, is an aggressive effort
to find out the causes, and to understand t he physics
of failure when these things occur. Every failure
provi des a wi ndow of opportunity to increase our
understanding. And if we don't take advantage of

t hose wi ndows of opportunity and really seek to
understand the physics of the failure, then we can't
deci de whet her our prograns are good enough

Let ne nove on to the next exanple.

MR FRAHM Did you want to go through
this?

MR COE: | think we did. W already
covered -- all of those sensitivities apply to all of
t hese react or saf ety exanpl es, and can i nfl uence t hem
They are the principal nmeans of influencing, and |
offered themto give you a sense of sensitivity,

t hi ngs that can change these results.

Exanple C, starting on page 16, was a | oss
of instrument air, but infact, thisis also turns out
to be a red issue. And again, although we haven't
indicated it here, it's clearly the Point Beach. In
this case, the l oss of instrunent air actually has an
auxiliary feedwater system because the m ninmum fl ow

recircul ation valves all fail shut on | oss of
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instrunent air. And if the punps are being utilized
to restore and mai ntai n steamgenerator | evel, and the
recircul ati on val ves shut, at sone poi nt the operators

throttle back onthe flowto the steamgenerators, and

then there's no -- and if there's no recircul ation
flow, the punps will burn up within a very few
m nut es.

A nunber of things nmay cause a | oss of
instrunent air, in addition to a spontaneous | oss of
instrunent air, and that could be caused al so by a
| oss of outside power, |oss of service water, or a
seism c event. These were considered during the SDP.
Thi s condi tion was present sincetheinitial start-up,
So in such a case we annualized the annual risk on a
per year basis. W don't try to accumul ate ri sk over
prior years. Essentially --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: The cruci al step
| thought was always is th is a performance issue.

MR. COE: Correct.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: Wiy is it a
performance issue?

MR COE: Well, that's a good question

| guess | could | ook up the specifics in here, but I'm

going to speculate just a little bit that -- | don't

know how it's actually articulated in the official
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docunentation, but this is a design deficiency in
whi ch there was a nunber of opportunities over the
period of the plant's operation since start-up to
identify this. It's essentially a failure nodes and
effects anal ysis kind of a result, where you concl ude
that there's a -- to be a substantial inpact, risk
i npact or safety inpact due to the single failure.
MEMBER ROSEN: This is a |license design
Ri ght ?
MR. COE: Yes, this is a license design
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI' S:  He's not sayi ng

t hat the performance i ssue was the designitself. It's
the failure to find the deficiency --

MR COE: That's correct. And | believe
that's the way it's articulated. |In fact, the
l'i cense --

MEMBER LEI TCH: Al so, with respect to the
| ack of the operating procedures warning the operator
about this potential. | thought it related -- the way
it got to performance was t hrough i nadequat e oper ati ng
procedures.

MR COE: It could. That may be. It
actually was identified by the licensee's PRA staff,

by the way, but it was -- the conclusion I think that

the staff drew was, that they had a nunber of
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opportunities up to that point.

Now t he question here as to whether or not
this can -- this was -- there is a provision, and |'m
not really prepared to talk about it here, that this
was a -- could be considered an ol d design issue.
There's sonme credit that can be given under the terns
of our assessnent process that allows sone
consi deration of the fact that they found this through
a program or through a neans that was over and above
t he normal routi ne expectation that the agency has for
t hese kinds of activities, design reviewactivities.
That decision hasn't been made yet. Ckay.

Whet her we -- and there's -- 1'm not
prepared to go in all the reasons why, because that's
still pre-decisional, but thereis afindinghere, and
it does relate to missed opportunities to identify
this condition. | can't put nmy finger on it in the
package right here, but --

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It seens that as we
go al ong t hrough the process, one of the deficiencies
of reactor oversight, whether it's this programor the
SALT program or anything else, this onein particular
is that it's not particularly tinely. You know, the
event occurs or the deficiency is found, or a

violation is found, and if it has nore than one order
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of conplexity toit, it seenms to take forever. You
know, it seens to me that that's not good. It's |like
spanki ng your dog two days after he wets on the
carpet. And maybe -- is there sone hope that the
process woul d ever speed up?

MR. COE: Yes. The answer is yes. And
we' ve acknow edged froman early point that we need to
i mprove tineliness. The Comm ssion has rem nded us of
that. The inplenmentation of the SDP inprovenent
initiatives are designed to deal and address each of
the el enents that we see as providing untineliness, a
factor of untineliness. Part of it involves just
getting nore clear on what the risk characterization
process is or should be. And coming to perhaps a
better bal ance of how detail ed our anal ytical
cal cul ations have to berelative to the judgnents that
are being made, and all of the uncertainty that
exi sts, that we acknow edge exi sts, both the epistem c
and the al eatory, and to be able to continue to get to
a decision point even in the face of those
uncertainties. As long as we recogni ze them we
acknowl edge them and we agree that we can nake a
j udgnment and nove forward.

Now it is always the staff's judgnent. W

invite perspectives fromthe |icensee because they
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of ten have good information to provide, and so we do
solicit andinvite that. Qur program you know, allow
for that, and in fact, requires it. So can you get to
anoretinely result? W're goingtotrytofind all
the things that we can do to i nprove the efficiency to
get to a decision faster.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  So you did the
Phase 2 and you concluded it was red. | think the
nmessage here is that we are focusing on the fact that
there was a performance i ssue, because they m ssed a
nunber of opportunities for finding those design
deficiencies. But at the sane tine, we're saying
| ook, this is not |like the old SALT or other ways we
used to use, where just the fact that they mssed it
i s good enough for taking sone action. The fact that
they missed them and it was a safety-related issue
makes it inportant, so in that sense the process is
focusi ng on performance, but isrisk-informed. That's
the way | see it.

I n ot her words, the cal culation of the red
only sends the nessage that for certain things you
have to be nore careful than others. Just |ike
m ssing things may be, you know, you m ssed sonet hi ng
but it was not inportant. That's fine. This is an

i ndustrial facility, after all, but when it cones to
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safety, you know, you have to be risk-inforned
regardi ng what you're m ssing.

MR COE: | would agree, except | would
say it's not that it's fine. They still --

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Oh, it's not
fine, but it's not of the same inportance.

MR. COE: It's not of the same inportance.

And i f we act as an agency in a risk-inforned fashi on,

then there's an expectation, a natural one that the

licensee will also act in a risk-informed fashion,
will pay nore attention to the things that are nore
i mportant.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  But ny point is
that the focus here should not be on the red. The
focus should be on the original cause that you
identified, which occurredin acircunstance that was
risk -- 1 don't knowif it's significant but rel evant,
risk relevant. If you put it that way then | think
you're real |l y focusi ng on performance t hroughout. And
risk isjust asupplenentary pi ece of i nformation that
hel ps you discrimnate as opposed to the ol d case
where a viol ati on was a violation. M ssing sonething
was m ssing sonething, independently of its
si gni fi cance.

See the danger that | see here is because
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of these equations, and the two, and the three, and
t he parent heses, and bl ah, blah, blah. Maybe people
will focus too much on this stuff, forgetting the
reason why we're doing all this.

MR. COE: That's a good point, and the
focus needs to quickly get to an assessnent of how we
grade the significance of this issue so we can nove,
so the |licensee can nove on, we can all nove on to
correct the problens. GCkay? Because that's our
ultimate intent, is that the |icensee correct these
problems. And so | don't think | would di sagree with
anything you say. | think that's what we're tryingto
achieve. If we act in a risk-informed fashion, the
licensee will act in a risk-informed fashion too.
That's our goal. And so | would have to agree.

CO CHAI RVMAN SIEBER:  What 1'd like to do
is, being that lunch time is fast approaching and we
have a nunber of exanples to go, it would be good if
you could finish up instrunment air, and per haps do one
ot her .

MR, COE: Sure.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  And the one that |
woul d be interested is Exanple F.

MR COE: F.

MR. FRAHM  Actually, that's going into
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this afternoon's portion.

MR CCE: |Is after |unch.

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Ch, okay.

MR COE: It's after lunch. We'Ill get to
t hat .

MR FRAHM Doug is only handling the
reactor safety SDPs which include the first five, so
there would only be two additional ones.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  WE' || deal with that

MR. COE: | only have -- I'"mat the end of
t hi s one.
CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.
MR COE: And | just have two nore, and
they're relatively sinple, | think.
MR FRAHM It will be right after |unch.
MR COE: The loss of instrument air is
represented here in a Phase 2 | evel of detail just to
give you a sense of where the -- what the
significance, therisk significance derives from And
in this case, the accident sequence of greatest
concernis theloss of instrunment air, the spontaneous
| oss of instrunent air, and with no remaini ng aux
feedwater capability. That was confirmed by the

licensee's nore detailed analysis, using the nore
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detail ed risk nodels, and our own, as well. But this
is a high level representative of the drivers, the
risk drivers for that issue. And that's really all |
need to say about that exanple.

The next exanple is a little bit of a
different one. It's captured under the mtigation
cornerstone because it's operator requalification or
operator performance kind of a deficiency, and
operators in this context are considered part of the
mtigating strategy or mtigating systens of the
pl ant .

In this particular case, the SDP was
devel oped i n consonance with sone i ndustry di al ogue.
This was -- there was an opportunity for the i ndustry
to comment and interact with us as we devel oped this
particular SDP, and it's fairly cut and dry. And
essentially --

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  Coul d you send
it to us? |'mcurious how you devel oped the risk
metric that reflected this particular failure. Wat
did you do, you changed the operator error rate?

MR COE: I|I'mnot -- no, | don't know.
Let me put it that way. |'mpretty sure that we did
not change the operator fail rates because that is not

part of the basis, | think, that we provided in the
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basi s docunent, although it's been a long tinme since
| read that portion of the basis docunent.

| don't know to what extent you've had a
chance to exam ne this particular SDP, other than --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Can we have this

SDP? Can we have it sonetime in the next couple of
weeks?

MR CCE: Yes, absolutely.

MR FRAHM 609, Appendix I.

MR CCE: Appendix |I.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: What does | MC
stand for?

MR FRAHM | nspection Manual Chapter.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI'S:  No we can | ook
at the chapter, but I would |like to see the actual
SDP

MR CCOE: It's Appendix | of Manual
Chapt er 0609.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  It's based on
Appendi x |, but can | see the actual SDP for this
event ?

MR. COE: Actually, if you turn the page
to the next page, there's a table which essentially
represents the SDP. The particular issue in question

was the high failure rate during annual simulator
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exam nations as part of the |licensee requal.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: | under st and
that, but SDP produces CDFs.

MR COE: Not in this case. This is an
exanpl e of essentially of a perfornmance-based SDP in
whi ch there really wasn't a good nmechani smacross the
board to create a generic SDP -- I'msorry, to create
a plant-specific SDP for these kinds of issues, so a
generic SDP was created, and it was built from
essentially judgment, and not froma particular risk
anal ysi s or eval uation.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: But you have
observed a high crew failure rate.

MR COE: Yes.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Why did you need
a color to decide. Wy go through the pain of
devel oping the color, since it's something that's
really very difficult to quantify. D d you gain any
addi tional insights or did you decide your first
reaction was to do AB, and then t he col or says oh, no,
you should also do C and D? | mean, in a pragmatic
way again, do we always have to devel op a color?

MR CCOE: Wien we have an inspection
procedure that goes to look at a licensee activity

t hat' s governed by our regul ati ons, there should be a
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way of adjudicating the findings that come fromthat
interns of their significance. And | will admt that
we don't have that in all cases. W don't have
necessarily an SDP for spent fuel issues, for exanple.
So we' re continuing to work on those ki nds of things,
but in this particular case we do inspection of
requal i fication prograns, and we generate findings.
And in this case, the operator |icensing people who
manage t his programfelt that they needed -- that this
was an SDP t hat t hey needed i n order to adjudicate the
findings coming fromthat inspection. And when we
find high failure rates, it certainly pronpts our
guestioni ng and our eval uation, and so we needed a
consi stent predictable scrutable way in which we can
grade |i censee performance. So we account for inthis
SDP, if you'll notice onthe table, we account for the
fact that |icensee may have any nunber of operating
crews, and so we gauge our significance
characterization on the nunber of crews that failed
our simulator examrelative to the nunber of crews
that they have, so it's |like a percentage.

MR SATORIUS: Doug, if could help here
t oo, our operator licensing person is not here.
Apparently they went to lunch, but in the past, we

woul d perform exam nations of requal prograns. And

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

172

occasi onal Iy there woul d be unsat requal prograns, and
there was a certain level of effort of foll ow up

i nspection that was perforned as a result of those
unsati sfactory requal prograns.

My thought is, is that this table captures
what had been | earned t hr ough experi ence of exam ning
requalification prograns, determning if they're
satisfactory or not, and what |evels determ ned when
t hey wer e unsat, we woul d undergo a certaininspection
effort to assure that they reached the quality that
woul d be consi dered sati sfactory agai n, so that's what
this tabl e was derived from that experience that was
gat hered through inspecting requal prograns.

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: How cone there
is no red? And you guys are resisting so nuch
renoving the reds fromthe performance indicators.

MR CCE: Some performance indicators
don't have red values either. This was a case where
the | evel of effort --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Wl |, we have a
precedent. Now we're negotiating the price. Can you
renove it al so fromthe frequency of initiatingevents
since you' ve already done it?

MR CCOE: This particular SDP, | think

that the judgnent was nmade that the 95-003 | evel of
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effort, which again constitutes about a staff year
worth of direct inspection effort, not to nention al
of the docunentation and prep that goes with that, was
too nuch. It wasn't necessary to focus on a very
specific programthat had fairly definite boundaries.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Twenty-five
transients is too much. It's the same | ogic.

MR FRAHM  Point taken.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  It's the sane
| ogi c.

MEMBER KRESS: On this table you here,
this matrix, give me a little bit of information on
the vertical axis. For exanple, if | | ook at the four
or five level on that vertical axis, does that nean
that plant only has five operating crews, or does it
nmean that they only gave five tests to the nunber of
operating crews they had?

MR. CCE: The answer to that should be in
the definitions for this SDP, and all |' mshow ng here
is the table, so I'"mat risk of giving you the wong
answer if | try to --

MR SATORIUS: | can help here, and that
is the requal -- the regulations that require
operators to undergo a requal program and | don't

know that periodicity, but they don't have to do it
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every year, so that would --
MEMBER KRESS: But there is a control over

-- given how many crews they have, there's a
regul atory control over how often they have to be
t est ed.

MR SATORIUS: That's correct.

MEMBER KRESS: So you don't have to --

MR SATORIUS: So in other words, a
facility may have, |1'Il just pick a nunber, 13 crews.
And once again, these are just illustrative exanpl es.
Five or six may have to every year cycle through a
requal program so that's what you get for the |eft
hand. That's the nunber of crews that took the test.

MEMBER KRESS: And | woul d have t hought
that m ght be a performance indicator as to whether
they actually did that, but | presune there's such
controls on that that there's no way they'd mss --

MR, SATORIUS: Well, | wouldn't say no way

because | was i nvolved on July the 4th on an i ssue at
Dresden where we had to issue 53 notices of
enf orcenent discretion because the |icensee had read
the dates wong and failed to adm ni ster requal exam
within the periodicity.

MEMBER KRESS: Now that to ne woul d have

been a perfornmance indicator.
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CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Just to clear up the

record, every operator who is |icensed goes to a
requal program every year

MR SATORIUS: That's true.

CO CHAIRVAN SIEBER: And it's a |licensee
run program And there is an exam associated with
t hat program a simul ator exam and ot her exans. And
on the other hand, the NRC oversees a certain portion
of those every year, and so this conmes to the portion
t hat the NRC oversees.

MEMBER KRESS: They al so --

MR. SATORIUS: That's a good
clarification.

MEMBER KRESS: They al so approved the
i censee's specific tests, don't they, before?

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's correct. You

submt and they say yes or no to the questions.

MEMBER WALLIS: |'mvery surprised at the
| evel s here as a naive nmenber of the public. |[If part
of themfail you give the green. If a third of the

school bus drivers fail their driving test in my town,
| don't think that's an insignificant event.
CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Don't ride the bus.
MEMBER WALLI'S: Why are you so soft?

MR CCE: Actually, the particular plant
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inthis exanple didn't think -- thought we were pretty
harsh in awarding a - what was it, a yellow?

MEMBER WALLIS: | would think if one of
themfails, it's a significant event.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Wl |, what happens is
t hat the operator who fails cannot operate until he
under goes renedi al training and takes anot her exam
It's i ke the school bus driver who just got his
i cense revoked - okay - or suspended until such tine
as he could denonstrate or she can denonstrate that
t hey can operate --

MEMBER WALLIS: This guy has been
operating until he took the test.

MEMBER LEI TCH: That's right. What this
is, is nunmber of crews too. This is not particular
operators. | mean, we're tal ki ng here about si nmul at or
performance, so what you do is evaluate the crew
conpet ence, not particularly an individual -- not
necessarily -- in fact, not at all an individual
operator. You're |ooking at the performance of the
crewon t he si nul at or which may be a | i censed oper at or
and an STA or something in the sinmulator.

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, | don't know what
the test is, but if it neans that if they were faced

with an accident that 30 percent of the tinme they'd
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make the wong decision and you still give themthe
green, that doesn't sound good to ne at all

MR COE: And actually, in this particular
case the licensee thought we were harsh because the
reason that they failed their operators inthese cases
weren't necessarily because they failed to perform
critical tasks correctly. There were infractions of
| esser significance that they used in their own
eval uation process to cause themto fail. And so part
of that argument com ng back to us was that well, you
know, they really didn't fail anything really
critical, and we -- you know, we set a hi gher standard
for ourselves, so they thought they'd actually get
sone credit for that. But we established the SDP
based upon their own determ nations of their failure
criteria.

CO- CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: | woul d point out

t hat we only get 30 mi nutes for lunch today, and i f we
break right now we'll just get the 30 m nutes. Any
further discussion beyond this will encroach on that
length of tinme. Now |l don't think there is tine to
tal k about fire suppression. W have an hour after
l unch. You anobngst yoursel ves of the staff can deci de
whet her you can deal with EP, rad con and fire

suppression at the sane tine.
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MR COE: At the end of the day --

M5. WESTON:  You have one hour after
[ unch, and then one hour after our break, so you know
we have two hours to finish your's.

MR COE: And if at the end of that tinme
you want to come back and | ook at this exanple, we can
do that.

MEMBER ROSEN: G ven the fire protection
subcommi ttee's comrents on fire suppressi on and SDP |
woul d particularly like to go through this one.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Wl |, why don't we
t ake our | uncheon break now and come back at 1: 00, and
then we could continue on where we're at.

MEMBER SHACK: WIIl we release Doug if we
go through this one now?

MR CCE: No, I'll cone back.

MEMBER SHACK: You'll be back in.

MR CCE: Yes, |I'll be back.

MR. FRAHM Doug is a key nenber of the
t eam

MR CCE: |'ll be happy to cover that
exanpl e.

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER: ki e-doke. Ckay.
Let's recess until 1:00.

(Of the record 12:32 - 1:07 p.m)
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CO- CHAI RVAN S| EBER: | think we have our

di scussions on the ROP. And we'll start with fire
suppressi on since everybody seens to like fire
suppr essi on.

MEMBER ROSEN: Better than fire going out
of control

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Wl |, it depends on
the fire.

MR FRAHM And in the interest of
ti me, over the next hour we hope to cover this exanpl e,
as well as exanples in occupational and public
radi ati on safety, so we definitely need to keep
novi ng.

MR COE: 1'll just preface the beginning
of this exanple by saying that as you probably know,
the fire protection SDP continues to be under intense
review to seek ways in which it can be inproved in
ternms of its efficiency of use andsinplicity, andits
overal | useful ness and effectiveness. That work is
ongoi ng.

The exanple here is a reflection of the
exi sting process as it's currently docunented in
Manual Chapters 0609, Appendix F. The deficiency in
this particular case was the revelation that a

particular fire area which housed a nunber of
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components used or credited for safe shutdown di d not
have t he requi r ed suppressi on equi pnent installed. In
fact, | believe the licensee in conducting somne
followupresearchtoatri-annual NRCfire protection
i nspection determ ned, made the determ nation that
this fire area has not been correctly classified, and
therefore, did not have the correct suppression

equi pnent, so they placed the issue in their
corrective action program But subsequently, they
cl osed out the issue inappropriately before they had
addressed the need for the additional suppression
equi pnment. And it was reopened after the NRC
identified the inappropriate closure in a PI&R

i nspection. So here's an exanple, | think, that
reflects our earlier discussionthis norningin acase
where the NRC identified a closed issue that was

cl osed i nappropriately, and subsequently the |licensee
reopened it. That finding was made through the Pl &R
i nspecti on procedure.

In this particul ar case, the equi pnent
that was in this roomincluded the B train notor-
driven AFWpunp, the turbine-driven AFWpunp, two 480
volt switch gear buses and an instrunent air
conpressor. And there were cables for both A and B

trains of equi pnent that passed through this fire
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area. |It's kind of hard to imagine that they would
have m ssed that.

MEMBER ROSEN:  And t hey shot thensel ves in
the foot. They m ght have had an ol d design issue if
t hey hadn't then shot thensel ves in the brain w th not
correcting it.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: There were many
designs fromthe 1960s/early 70s that were |i ke that,
unfortunately.

MR. COE: | believe that this was an ol der
vintage plant. In any case, the finding then was one
of not having provi ded appropriate fire suppression
capability, and that this was seen as a perfornmance
deficiency. It entered the Phase 1 screening and
passes directly to Appendi x F, which deals with
findings i nvol ving degraded fire suppression barriers
and equi prent .

Appendi x F then goes through some further
screening, and it took the issue to a point in the
Phase 2 anal ysis that required sonme risk eval uati on.
And that was based principally on a couple of
i mportant assunptions. One was theignitionfrequency
for that fire area, and although it's not given in
this slide, | only have a very hi gh sunmary here, high

| evel sunmary, the ignition frequency was based on a
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value that the |icensee used in their own eval uation
of this issue. And they got that frequency from an
EPRI dat abase that reflected turbine building punp
fires. And so that was approxi mately one to the m nus
four.

And then there was some credit given from
annual suppression, and as it's noted here on the
slide, but no credit for any fire barriers or
aut omati ¢ suppression since, of course, they didn't
exist. So with an additional ten to the m nus one
essentially credit for manual suppression, the
initiationfrequency nultipliedthe manual suppression
gi ves you an order of magnitude of about ten to the
m nus fifth.

Then one nore factor is involved here, and
that is, the ability of the operators to recover one
failed train, so if a fire occurred there was
apparently in this particul ar i nstance an opportunity
for the operators to recover one failed train of
al ternative saf e shutdown, and so an additional tento
the mnus one credit was given for that recovery.
This all, by the way, is in accordance with the
prescri bed ambunts of credit that are defined in this
SDP

G ven that, the range of the -- or
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shoul d say the value of the finding in terns of risk
signi ficance cones out to be on the order of between
ten to the mnus fifth to ten to the m nus sixth,
which is white.

The licensee's own anal ysis using nore
detai |l ed techni ques i nvol vi ng severity factors and so
forth came out to within the same range, at the high
end of the white, but still within the white range.
So in this case, the Phase 2 result did conport with
the licensee's own evaluation, using nore detailed
anal ytical techniques.

MEMBER WALLI S: When you say high end of
the white, do you nean it was al nost yel |l ow?

MR CCE: The licensee cane out around
ninety to the mnus six. Phase 2 doesn't nake

di stinctions any nore refined than orders of

magni t ude.

MEMBER ROSEN: It was still white.

MR CCE: Yes, sir, still. 1t was an
agr eenent .

MEMBER ROSEN: | was at the fire

protection forum the |ast one where they showed --
one |icensee showed how t hey had done sone detail ed
fire nodel given the circunstance. | don't know

whether it was this one or another one. | nean, |
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know what they were nodeling, but |I don't know what
this one was and so | don't -- and | don't want to.
But the question really was about the detailed fire
nodel . Wbuld you have been willing to entertain the
di scussion of a detailed fire nodel of this if the

| i censee had chosen to provi de one?

MR COE: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN. What woul d you have done
with a good detailed fire nodel ?

MR COE: Well, | would suspect that in
this case a detailed fire nodel woul d get to questions
of , you know, is there sufficient conbustible materi al
inthis, or initiators, fire initiators in this
particular fire area. And in this case, there were
some docunent ed assunptions. | didn't nmentionit, but
regardi ng that there was sufficient conbustible
mat eri al and sources of ignition that there was a
reasonable fire scenario that could evolve to inpact
the equipnent in that fire area.

The kind of nodeling that | think you're
speaki ng of , and we' ve had t hese di scussi ons wi th our
fire protection staff, you know, often involve the
gquantities of conmbustible nmaterials and the | ocation
of those sources of conbustible materials and sources

of ignition relative to the various equi pnent that

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

185

coul d be inpacted, so because of the spatial
arrangenents it coul d beconme very conplicated. But it
i nvol ves, you know, not only the opportunity to
conbust this material, but al sothe devel opnent of hot
gas layers that rise to the ceilings and i npact cabl e
trays and that sort of thing. So fire sciences is
clearly a conplex area. | believe basedonthelittle
bit that |1've seen that it's tantanmount to the severe
acci dent phenonenol ogy that we deal with in terns of
its, you know, the various physical -- the physics of
what's actually -- what we're trying to nodel and
what's actual ly happening, and so it's a very
difficult area.

We use the best insights that we can to
construct this SDP in a manner which | ends sone
structure to our decision process, and that's where
we're at.

MEMBER ROSEN:. Well, | think that's a good
answer, but | wouldn't agree that it's the sane as
sever e cor e damage phenonenol ogy, because in that case
you don't -- you have al nost no testing and no
experience. And here we have fire, we have |ots of
testing, and lots of experience with hot gas |ayer
propagating, and testing can be done at reasonabl e

costs and that sort of thing, so there are sone rea
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di fferences, Doug. But one of the things you can do
with a detailed fire nodel is get sonme insight into
how long it takes for the fire to progress to where
nore than one train of safety equi pnment is damaged,
and the i kelihood that manual suppression, there was
no fixed suppression installed, the |ikelihood that
manual suppression could be enployed in the tine
avai | abl e based on the fire nodel

In this case where you' ve given credit for
manual suppression already, | don't think that hel ps
so, you know, this seens |i ke a case where a detail ed
fire nodel would not have hel ped.

MR. COE: And we picked this case because
it was relatively sinple. Oher cases do becone nore
conmpl ex and may depend nore on the factors that you' ve
mentioned, so your point is a good one.

MEMBER ROSEN: And your answering that if
given certain circunstances, and faced with a yell ow
or sone other color finding that the |licensee did not
want to have and didn't believe was appropriate,
because he could have put that fire out, this
postul ated fire which, of course, is all it is. He
coul d have put that postul ated fire out he thinks, and
he's willing to do the work to show you a good

anal ysi s that under those circunstances he woul d t ake
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it into account.

MR COE: And in this case, | think that
we certainly -- we did credit the manual actions based
on what ever inputs they gave us and our own judgnent
that the manual actions could reasonably be
acconplished so you're right. And we've engaged
| icensees, particularly in fire protection areas, in
whi ch they' ve expended a great deal of effort to
provide to us the results of various tests and
nodel ing, and so forth. And this is causing alot of
concern because of the expense that's required to
answer sone of these fire science questions, as well
as sone of the probabilistic questions. So one of the
efforts -- one of the objectives of the effort going
on now to inprove the SDP in this area is to help
i mprove the tinmeliness and the efficiency of doing
t hese SDPs.

MEMBER ROSEN: Wl |, | woul d appl aud t hat,
of course. But | al so woul d suggest that if the staff
takes a positive attitude towards fire nodeling, that
the industry is nore likely to do it. And doing it
reveals a | ot of useful things about how fire
propagate, both for design purposes and for
suppr essi on and oper ati onal purposes. And | thinkthe

agency ought to encourage that, rather than take a
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stance that discourages it.

MR. COE: | agree conpletely. | think, in
fact, | would hold up the difficulties we've had with
fire SDP as a really good illustration of why it's
necessary to have the engi neering and science, fire
science people interacting very closely with the
probabilistic risk people. In many cases, at | east at
the initial outset, it seenmed |ike there was a
difficulty in comunicating across this barrier. But
as both sides contributed to the discussion and the
di al ogue, what's conme about today is a very
i ntegrating working group of people fromboth si des of
the fence that are working together to try to create
and SDP process, and i nproved SDP process inthis area
t hat accommobdates the fire science views, as well as
the probabilistic franework, so it's a difficult
process but it's necessary when we're dealing with
this kind of analytical tool. And that's all | have
for this exanple, unless there's other questions.

MR. FRAHM Ckay. Next we have Roger
Pedersen t 0 go over sone occupati onal radi ation safety
i ssues.

MR. PEDERSEN. Yeah. M nanme is Roger
Pedersen. |'mthe subject matter expert in the

occupational radiation safety cornerstone to ROP.
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Before | start into the specific exanple which I
believe is Exanple 4 in the package. |t says Exanple
Finthe slides, but before |l gointo that, | think I
need totalk alittle bit about the basis for the SDP
in ALARA before we actually get into the exanple.

A nunber of the discussions that | heard
this norning were rem niscent of a lot of the
difficulties that the staff had early on in this
process when we were trying to devel op the ROP, both
performance indicators and the significance
determ nation process. As a matter of fact, the 98
white paper that the industry provided prior to the
ori gi nal public workshop that kicked off the
devel opnent of ROP, specifically excluded radiation
protection, both occupational and public, and security
and safeguards fromthis ROP process, because they
were using the definition of risk-informed that was
using risk insights froma PRA. And, of course, it
doesn't apply to our areas.

The NRC t ook a broader definition of risk-
i nformed, and that's one that takes risk insights from
ot her sources other than PRA, and we were all
excluded. That's why we have a separate cornerstone
process.

What that did is force us subject matter
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experts and the industry into trying to eval uate how
risk is associated or is reflected in our regul atory
and licensing requirenents. In ternms of radiation
protection, our neasure of risk is dose, so our SDPis
sonewhat dose- based.

Now fromthe outset, I'll tell you that we
-- there was never any attenpt to try to normalize
bet ween the cornerstones. |In fact, even wthin our
cornerstone between ALARA, which the nmetric is
actually collective dose as opposed to an individual
exposure situation where the dose of the individual is
the risk determner. There was no attenpt to try to
normal i ze those.

The way we came to the decision gates in
the SDP and it was al so reflected i n how we pi cked t he
criteriafor the performance indicators, was driven by
the action matrix. The action matrix was al ready
devel oped. There were bins of NRC perfornmance, or
excuse ne, NRC response that were already pre-
identified, and that we went through several public
wor kshops and public neetings to cone up with an
expert opinion, if you will, subject matter expert
opinion as to what |evel of dose, what |evel of a
per formance deficiency that had a certain dose

consequence or potential dose consequence to determ ne
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what bin or what NRC response node we should be in.
So having said that --

MEMBER KRESS: We don't think you need to
apol ogi ze because we think --

MR. PEDERSEN: No, |'m not apol ogi zi ng.
' mjust saying --

MEMBER KRESS: WVE think that's the way it
ought to be.

MR PEDERSEN: |'m not apol ogi zi ng.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You need not apol ogi ze for
sonme of this.

MR PEDERSEN: |'m not apologizing. [|'m
just going through how we cane to where we are, and
why the SDP | ooks the way it does.

MEMBER ROSEN: Now you're just redefining
ri sk as not core danmage ri sk.

MR PEDERSEN. | don't know if that's
redefining it or not. The dose limts that we have in
Part 20 are based on epidem ol ogy. They're based on
nortality and norbidity probabilities of certain dose
levels. It's not determ ned through PRA, it's
det erm ned t hrough epi dem ol ogy.

MEMBER ROSEN: But the word "risk" and
ri sk-informed regul ati on has al ways been neant by

t hose who speak it and those who hear it, to think of
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core danmmges.

MR PEDERSEN:. That's right. That's
exactly right.

MEMBER ROSEN: And you're saying well,
yeah, but there's another kind of risk. There's
i ndi vidual risk --

MR PEDERSEN. That was told to ne.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's okay.

MR. PEDERSEN. And that's the ground rul es
t hat we operated under.

MEMBER ROSEN.  Ckay.

MR. FRAHM And we did convey that in our
Decenber 19t h paper al so.

MEMBER ROSEN:  An okay kind of thing to
do.

MR PEDERSEN. (Ckay. ALARA has a very
particular place in ROP. |It's an exception to just
about everything ROP stands for, | think, in that the
regulatory requirenent to begin with is performnce-
based. It's a program base. W have a regul atory
requirement that a |icensee have a programto
denmonstrate or to provide doses through ALARA, not
that the doses thensel ves are the m ni mum possi bl e
achi evable. That's inthe Statenments of Consi deration

inthe 1994 rul e maki ng t hat established, if youwllI,
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t he ALARA requirenent, so we had sone difficulty.

The industry early on recogni zed the
subj ective nature to ALARA. There was no performance
i ndi cator that was put forward, and there is no
performance indicator in this area. It was left to
the inspection programto do the assessnent of this
area of the radiation protection program That
"adm ttedly subjectivecriteria” that's on the slide,
that cones right out of the Statenents of
Consideration in the 1994 that's referenced in the
Federal Register right above it.

So we had, as | said, nmany stakehol der
neetings in which we westled with how we were goi ng
to cone up with objective criteria to judge or assess
t he performance of a subjective area. A nunber of
i ssues we had to deal with was what is the unit of
performance that we're tal king about. W' re talking
about a rolling three year collective dose which was
a performance indicator that was previously used in
t he i ndustry, or are we tal ki ng about the perfornmance
at any particul ar outage, or any particul ar annual
cycl e?

What we ended up with was -- well, and
then a standard to judge that performance agai nst.

VWhat we ended up with was coming up with the standard
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of the licensee's own program W judged the

| i censee's performance agai nst their own program
agai nst the planning that they put into place prior to
going into the work activities. They're required --
this is the requirement in the regulation to have a
programto determ ne what the doses are going to be,
and if necessary, take actions to mnimze those
doses, or to reduce those doses, so the outcone of

t hat pl anni ng programis what we used as t he standard
to judge the performance of the |icensee's program
And we determ ned that that was best suited, sincethe
SDP process is supposed to be putting risk-
significance to inspection findings, that that would
be judged on a planning unit basis.

Early on we used the term"job", which
becane a major stunbling point in the Callaway
enforcenent action. There are different definitions
of what a jobis. The term"job" refers to different
t hi ngs, especially in outage planning. You have a JCN
sonmetines, that tal ks about jobs as far as critical
path fl ow and that type of thing. The job that we
were referring to here, and subsequently have changed
the terminology to a work activity, that's the job or
the unit of work that the |icensee thensel ves has

broken their outage into for the purposes of ALARA
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pl anning. So we judge on a work activity basis the
i censee's performance.

Anot her issue that we had to deal with
was, infact, that the overall industry performance in
ALARA has actual | y been getting better and better over
the last 15, 20 years. W did not want to all of a
sudden start trying to put an oar in the water and
drive anybody's program because the overall
performance is very good at this tine.

When | first got to the NRC back in the
early 80s it wasn't unconmmon for BWRs, in particul ar,
to have 1,100, 1,200 person-rem outages. The end of
the 90s, 1999, Quad Cities had a 600 rem outage and
t hey were very shocked by that. They were enbarrassed
by it, and | heard the RPMgive a presentation at the
HP Society Meeting, and there was a ripple that went
t hrough the audi ence actually, because a 600 person-
rem out age was now unheard of.

So what we tried to do is provide a
process in which |licensee performance not only was
j udged agai nst their own planning, but against the
industry, it says "industry average". W actually
used the nmedi an values in 1999 for the data that was
avail able for the rolling three year averages. The

135 person-remfor a BWR and a 240 person-remfor a
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PVZR. Excuse ne, vice versa. 135 for a PWR and 240

for a BAR  That was the nedian rolling three year
average col |l ective dose for those two cl asses of

i censees in 1999, so the data we had at the tine was
1998, was 95, 96, "97.

MEMBER ROSEN: I n the case of PWRs, that
includes two different basic groups, ones that have
ext ensi ve steam generator work and ones that don't.

MR. PEDERSEN:. We couldn't define it that
finely. The data we had was only stratified on BWand
PVZR.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Well, | know you had the
data, but |I'msaying that you really have two --
because the steam generator work is typically the
hi ghest dose activity in an outage, plants that have
recently replaced their steam generators who don't
have a lot of work to do end up with Iow | evels of
remns.

MR. PEDERSEN. This is a very roughing
filter, if youwl!ll. As a mtter of fact, it becones
a filter. What is being shown here on this slide is
the original, it's called Goup 2 Screening. That
grouping is not inportant. |It's part of the -- it's
how it's characterized in the Manual Chapter.

Oiginally, the very first draft of the
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ALARA SDP, these two boxes were actually in the SDP as
a screening process. The first box is where we're
judging the licensee's programagai nst itself. W're
conmparing the actual dose, collective dose that was
experienced for work activity agai nst what was pl anned
for that work activity, and the criteria 50 percent is
just expert opinion. Then we go to that second box
whi ch i s howthey stand agai nst the entire industry in
terms of arollingthree-year average col |l ective dose.

Hi storically, that has been -- that
rolling three-year average has been a performance
indicator. One of the things that the industry
st akehol ders pointed out inthis whol e process is that
it's been msused quite a bit. That rolling three-
year average has a lot of detail in it that is
conpl etely covered up by averagi ng these three years
in terns of what a challenge is, whether you have
steamgenerators to repl ace, or whatever the issueis.
And it cane up again when we were havi ng stakehol der
neeti ngs post the Callaway.

The industry objected to the staff's
characterization of people that are -- |icensees that
have experience, a rolling three-year average above
t hat nedi an as having a bad or a poor performance.

And what we determinedis actually thisrollingthree-
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year average i s nore an i ndi cator of the chall enge of
t he program of the |licensee's program as opposed to
t he performance of the program Licensees with a high
rolling three-year after collective dose may, infact,
have the best programin the country, but they m ght
have a | egacy problem They m ght have a problemw th
poor fuel fromearly in operations, or whatever the
issue is, so it still works out the samne.

What we're doing is those |licensees that
have | ess of a challenge, that are bel ow t he nmedi an
value that's listed there, the max nowat this tinme we
screened themout as having no finding at all, is one
of the things we changed in the | essons |earned from
Cal l away. Nowit's incorporated inthe SDPthat's in
your package, that indicates that they could have a
maxi mrum of a green finding.

The | ast dianond at the bottomthere is
just a lower discrimnator. W didn't want to be
nitpicking the licensee's prograns, so the work
package, the actual dose that's experienced froma
work activity has to be greater than 5 person-rem if
you will.

Now we didn't try to use any risk factors
to those person-remto cone up with sone absol ute

risk. This is all expert subject matter -- subject
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matter expert opinion as to what |evels of issues
should make it into the SDP. And then in the SDP
what | evels of issues should cross froma green to a
whi te performance issue.

MEMBER LElI TCH: That first dianond has the
potential to have uni ntended consequences with a high
estimated dose to begin wth.

MR PEDERSEN. And that's one of the
things we had to clarify. |It's basically -- the
gui dance given to the inspector is to use the
i censee's programout cone, but he needs to reviewt he
bases for that, and if he sees a discrepancy in the
| icensee's historical dose for that job and this
pl anni ng, he needs to investigate that. And if there
is no bases for that, if thereis sone padding, if you
will, of the dose, then he's to use the historically
justified dose for that job to base it against.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Does this all factor in
the -- there's an econom c trade-off for man-rem
saving. | forgot what the nunber is, $10, 000 of man-
remor sonmething like that is a nunber that's --

MR. PEDERSEN:. It was originally $1,000.
We put out a newreg that says $2,000. Licensees use
anywhere from10 to 25,000 dol | ars per man-rem That

shoul d be factored i nto their ALARA pl anning. And t he
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fact that there isn't a single nunber also is one of
the reasons why we are using the |licensee's own

pl anni ng process as a standard to judge their
performance agai nst. We don't knowif 25 remfor this
job is the right number or not, taking into

consi deration all the econom c i ssues, as well as the
availability of -- you know, all of the things that
shoul d be factored into their determ nation that that
dose is ALARA, if you will.

MEMBER LEI TCH: So it's nore an assessnent
of does the |licensee have a good program |I|s he
asking all the right questions?

MR PEDERSEN: Correct. Now there's two
aspects. Wen you conpare t he actual dose, collective
dose that was experienced froma job to what was
pl anned, if there's a di screpancy there, that coul d be
fromtwo different reasons. Either the planning
process isn't very good, or the inplenentation of that
plan isn't very good, so there's a performance aspect
on both sides of that.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Sure.

MR PEDERSEN:. |f that happens, that's
what we need to go in and | ook at. That's why we feel
t hat addi tional inspection fromthe NRC or additiona

oversi ght is warranted.
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Ckay. Let me junmp to -- the next two
slides are actually not in your package. They're
slides that | pulled out of an EDO bri efing that are,
| think, succinct summary of what happened at Cal | anay
speci fically.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: You'll have to
provide us with copies of these.

MR PEDERSEN: Yes, we wll.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MR. PEDERSEN. |I'msorry | didn't. |
didn't realize | was going to have to cover this in 15
m nut es.

The fall of 99 outage at Call away was
very challenging to them |In shutting down, they had
a CRUD burst that they didn't antici pate which caused
t he dose rates around the plant to go up
significantly. They nade a nunber of decisions as to
what to do about that CRUD burst, and what to do about
the jobs that were planned during that outage that
resulted in significant discrepancies between what
t hey considered ALARA in their planning process, and
what they actually achieved.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: | have a short
guesti on.

MR, PEDERSEN: Yes.
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CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Cal laway is a PWR?

MR. PEDERSEN: Yes.

CO- CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: And typically you
i nduce a CRUD burst when you shut down.

MR. PEDERSEN:  Yes.

CO CHAIRWVAN SIEBER: Did they not do that?

MR. PEDERSEN. The details are fuzzy since
it's been a few years. It's nmy understandi ng that
they were trying a new process to induce the CRUD
burst, and the CRUD burst didn't work. They got the
CRUD burst at the wong tinme. It wasn't being cl eaned
up as fast as they had anticipated. They decided to
start the work wi thout the CRUD burst being cleaned
up.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  (Okay. You can go on.

MR. PEDERSEN. As | said, there were a
nunmber of decisions that were nade that were contrary
to the ALARA planning that they put into place.

In fact, this is a list of the decisions
of the issues that were brought out in the Notice of
Violation that was issued for Callaway. They
conducted work activities prior tothe RCS cl eanup and
that affected a couple of jobs. They conducted
activities prior to flushing the drains, et cetera.

You can read them faster than | can tal k about them
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They resulted in, on the next slide,
actually three white findings. Earlier, |I said two.
|'ve m sspoken. There were actually three white
findings at Callaway in the ALARA area fromthis
outage. The first white finding had to do with the
scaffolding. As | said, we're judging their
per formance based on a unit of ALARA planning. At
Cal | anay, as many | i censees, their entire scaffol ding,
erection of the scaffoldingis one planning unit. Now
we call it one job. They pointed out that there were
multiple, I thinkit was 57 JCNs associ ated with that,
so they were trying to say that that was 57 jobs as
opposed to one job, which we -- it was one of the
poi nts of contention in the appeal.

This action was appealed all the way up
t hrough the EDO, which is probably why we're tal king
about it as one of the issues as to whether we have
the process calibrated properly.

Anyhow, the first job activity was the
scaffolding. The first nunber there, the 22 person-
remwas estimated. That was their pl anned ALARA dose.
They achi eved 46. 35, a di fference of 111 percent. The
second job had to do with steamgenerator activities.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Wyuld you still have had

t he concern had they had this unexpected CRUD burst,
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and went back and di d sone re- ALARA pl anni ng, and said
hey, we've taken another | ook at this job. W've
anal yzed it. WE ve done sone things, and we now t hi nk
the job is going to take 45 person-rem

MR. PEDERSEN: That's exactly what we
woul d expect themto do.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Yeah. R ght.

MR. PEDERSEN. And had they done that,
none of these findings would be on this slide.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Yeah.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  The other thing is to

wait a little bit until --

MR PEDERSEN. Well, that's the other
thing too. Yeah, they could have just --

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  -- the filters and
dem ns absorbed the CRUD burst.

MR PEDERSEN:. There were a nunber of
deci sions that were nade, and | won't go into ny
opi nion as to why they were nmade, but --

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  They all raised --

MR. PEDERSEN: -- they all inpacted the
dose, and there was no re-eval uati on of what was ALARA
for any of these jobs.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Let ne quickly ask

anot her question. The steamgenerator work, that was
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the el ectrosleeving work at that outage, or is this
routine?

MR. PEDERSEN: | don't renmenber. | could

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: You don't renenber.

MR. PEDERSEN: No. The third finding is
sonething that | guess |I didn't explain clearly.
Could we go back to the actual SDP slide? The
criteria for going to a white finding, there are two
paths to that white box at the bottom One is if an
i ndi vidual activity exceeds 25 person-rem there's a

performance deficiency that's nmade it through the

screening process. In other words, the performance
deficiency was greater than mnor. |t exceeded their
pl anned ALARA dose by nore than 50 percent. It was

greater than five person-rem et cetera.

If that resulted in greater than 25
person-rem that's awhite finding by itself, asingle
individual. And that's the first two of these.

Col | ective dose, the nature of collective dose being
t he sumof many smal | er doses, it was al so recogni zed
that you could have a significantly, or excuse ne, a
significant inpact on collective dose, the overall

per formance of the programby having nultiple failures

of the programthat don't exceed the 25. And that --
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CO- CHAI RVAN S| EBER: Does this mean t hat

t he obj ect behind that is to cause greater refinenment
of what a job is, so as to have snmaller increments of
dose? That's how you woul d def eat an absol ut e nunber.

MR. PEDERSEN. That is a safeguard built
intoit. That wasn't the rationale that went into
providing for that path to a white finding. The
rationale was that if you have, you know, five jobs
that are greater than 5 person-rem and you' ve had
program deficiencies in all five of those, that that
is exactly the sanme as having a program defici ency
that has a 25 person-reminpact on your collective
doses.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MR PEDERSEN:. That was the rationale,
early rationale. Wat it does, however, is it does
prevent you fromsaying well gee, if | plan all ny
j obs down to one person-rem then | don't ever have to
worry about getting through this process.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR. PEDERSEN: VWhich is an issue that cane
up when we discussed in public neetings. That's ny
presentation, | believe.

MEMBER ROSEN: | do have a question about

t he second and third. Now are those the sane
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activities, that you got themtw ce on?

MR. PEDERSEN:. No. The first activity is
scaffol ding erection.

MEMBER ROSEN:  No, no. The second and
t hird.

MEMBER SHACK: St eamgenerator activities.

MR. PEDERSEN. Onh, the steam generat or
activities that are there in the --

MEMBER ROSEN:.  Yeah.

MR. PEDERSEN: No, they're separate
activities.

MEMBER ROSEN: HP supports steamgenerat or
activities, they're not part of steam generator
activities?

MR. PEDERSEN:. They were pl anned
separately. They were identified as separate units.

MEMBER ROSEN: No doubl e jeopardy here.
Now that's against the | aw.

MR. PEDERSEN: Right. W tried not to
build that into this process.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You can only be tried for
a crinme once.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yeah, but this isn't
a crimnal case.

MR PEDERSEN: But to reiterate, we
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started this process, the SDP process, with the
understanding that it was to try to informthe assess
process of the significance of an individual

i nspection finding. W didn't ever try to correlate
bet ween cornerstones. There was no attenpt to

det erm ne how many person-rem col | ective dose
corresponded to whatever conditional core damage
frequency. It just wasn't in the process.

MEMBER LEI TCH: May | ask you a question
about that third sub-bullet, foreign object search and
retrieval. That sounds |i ke sonething that's evol ved
during the course of the outage, and | don't know
whet her it was or not, but it kind of sounds that way.

MR. PEDERSEN: No. | think they had a
problemwith it prior to that, and so they actually
pl anned for that job.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's a fairly standard
activity. Reactor Vessel Wrk, FOSR they call it,
foreign object search and retrieval

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, | ooking for it
is standard, but trying to get one out that's | odged
in there may not be standard.

MR PEDERSEN:. Yeah. That's the
retrieval --

CO- CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: You may be cutting
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hol es.

MEMBER LEI TCH. Yeah, the retrieval part
is what -- let's just assune in a hypothetical case
that you had a foreign object that you're trying to
get out, and you do sone initial ALARA planning, and
you say one and a half person-rem And you use the
one and a hal f person-rem and you still don't have it
out. You go back to do nore ALARA pl anni ng, say
you' ve got to spend another two person man-remto get
this thing out. Does that kind of an activity give
you a probl enf

MR. PEDERSEN: No. Actually, that's what
we expect .

MEMBER LEI TCH: That's what you expect.

MR PEDERSEN: In that re-eval uation
however, we woul d expect the |licensee to have a better
i dea as to what the cost internms of man-remwas goi ng
to be, bal ance that against other consequences of
maybe leaving it in there, or other renote handling.
What ever could be put into place to reduce the doses
that weren't justified by the original cost.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Yeah

MR. PEDERSEN: The original was one man-
rem Well, we could just go in and grab it and pul

it out. Nowit's going to be ten man-rem Wl |
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maybe we shoul d have an engineer to renotely try.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ri ght.

MR. PEDERSEN:. Whatever those deci sions
are, and we're not trying to -- again, we're not
trying to second-guess |icensees.

MEMBER LEI TCH: You're not willing to
willy-nilly go fromone and a half to six.

MR PEDERSEN: That's right.

MEMBER LEI TCH: You have to stop in the
pl anni ng, reassessing the situation.

MR PEDERSEN:. Exactly.

MEMBER ROSEN: Now let nme see if |
understand what you're saying. |If at the end of one
and a half man-remthey still didn't have the object
out, they knew where it was, and they knew what it
was, and they had stopped the job and gone back and
said here's what we're going to have to do to get it
out. It's going to take us another five man-rem
We're going to have anot her job, because we're going
to have to do a bunch of different things than we were
doing. Afive man-remjob, and then they went in and
did it, and ended up with a total of 6.39 man-rem
then they woul dn't have had -- that woul dn't have
appeared on the slide. |Is that correct?

MR. PEDERSEN: That's correct.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

211
CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, you end up with

two j obs.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You end up with two j obs.
The first one within the --

MR. PEDERSEN. Maybe. Sonetines sone
licensees would initiate a different ALARA package.
Some | i censees woul d just use the sanme ALARA package,
call it the sane job, and re-eval uate what t he man-rem
t hey expected, and conme to that determ nation that it
is ALARAto dothat. It's thelicensee's process that
makes the ALARA determ nation. W' re not second-
guessi ng those deci sions, unless they' re obviously
unjustified. But therequirement is for the |licensee
to have a programto inplenment engineering controls
and procedures to mnimze the doses, if necessary.
That "if necessary” is a very subjective issue, and
we've left that to the licensee's programto deci de.
If the licensee is running an adequate program the
out cones of that programis what we're judging their
per f or mance agai nst.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  And none of this involves
i ndi vi dual over - exposur es.

MR. PEDERSEN:. No, there's a whol e second
hal f to our SDP in the occupational cornerstone that

tal ks to individual over-exposures.
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MEMBER LEI TCH: You could go through al

of this w thout over-exposing any individual.

MR. PEDERSEN. Right. That's correct. As
a matter of fact, it's not up there. The flowchart,
if you notice, only went to a white finding. The
original flow chart didn't go passed yellow. There
was an early recognition that ALARA issues woul d not
take you to a red finding. The only way to get to a
red findinginour cornerstoneis an over-exposure for
an individual five tinmes the dose Iimt, significant
over-exposure, and that's a red finding. That's the
only way you get to red.

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  Have you nade any
attenpt to correlate the risk, nortality risk due to
ALARA at your limts here, versus an early fatality
risk related to CDF?

MR. PEDERSEN. No. |[|'ve nmade no attenpt
to do that. There's a nunber of difficulties built
into that whole concept. First of all, collective
dose, if you blindly take the |Iinear no-threshold
hypot hesi s as gospel, you can cal cul ate nunbers.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR PEDERSEN. There's a lot of
uncertai nty when you extrapol ate down bel ow 10 rem

whet her what you cal cul ate neans anythi ng or not.
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CO- CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, there's new

opi nions comng out all the tine.

MR. PEDERSEN. There's a lot of -- yeah,
you're right. There's alot of controversy right now
inthe radiation protection business as to whether the
I i near no-threshol d hypot hesi s shoul d be ext rapol at ed
all the way down to virtually zero, which is what --

CO CHAIRVAN SIEBER:  It's the |atest.

MR. PEDERSEN:. It's not the latest by this
agency, but there --

CO CHAIRVAN SIEBER:  It's the | atest
read.

MR. PEDERSEN: There are other agencies
t hat have published risk factors down to per
Becquerel, per disintegration per second, per 100
square centinmeters of exposure. W' ve had sone
difficulty with that. W, the NRC, provided some
coments to that, but that's a whol e other issue. So
even if you're tal king about individual --

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, given that you
need - -

MR. PEDERSEN. Well, even if you're
t al ki ng about individual exposure and not collective
dose, you're tal ki ng about dose to the work force, and

how do you conpare that with the potential dose to a
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nunber of the public through CDF? Even if you go to
a full level 3 PRA you're tal king about how do you
bal ance the dose to the public versus dose to the
occupational worker. There's alot of issuesinthere
that are very difficult --

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, the source term
-- okay. Well, let's nove on fromthere. |'msorry
| asked.

MR FRAHM Thanks, Roger. Next we have
public radiation safety. Steve, are you ready to talk
about it? Steve is, | believe, under the weather
t oday, so be easy on him W have ten m nutes before
t he break, and we actually have two specific exanpl es
we wanted to go through, so | guess optimstically I
hope we coul d get one before the break, and maybe pi ck
this up right after the break, and then nove into
emer gency preparedness.

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: Good afternoon. Yes,
I"ma little bit under the weather recuperating from
a col d over the weekend. The public cornerstone, the
overviewis that it's designed for routine plant
operation where radi oactive material is either
rel eased into the environment, transported into the
environnent, or inadvertently brought into the

environnent. |It's made up of four branches,
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radi oactive material control, transportation,
radi oactive effluent control, and environnental

noni tori ng prograns.

The exanple we'll be tal king about is
radi oactive material control. The issue was with
Comanche Peak. |In the SDP, we have a sub-routine. |

could point it out on the overhead here. W have a
sub-routine that tal ks about hownmany occurrences, and
t hat' s how many occurrences over atwo-year i nspection
peri od.

The public cornerstone deviates fromsone
of the other cornerstones because besi des being
performance based and trying to be risk informed, we
al so have a public confidence factor. Because this
cornerstone involves the public and radi oactive
material in the public domain, as one of the agency's
goal s, performance goals and objectives, public
confidence is something that we are to pronote. And
any time radioactive material gets into the public
domai n, we know that the public is greatly concerned
about that. So even though we do have dose st andards
and dose limts, and ALARA objectives for effluents,
t he public confidence factor was put into this
cornerstone with the agreenent of industry and

st akehol ders, public stakehol ders.
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| ndustry itself recogni zed that they would
| ose trenendous public confidence if they were to
rel ease material inadvertently, as we saw in Davis-
Besse, and so the industry agreed, and we felt it was
appropriate at the NRCto have this public confidence
factor. So that's a major difference that | need to
poi nt out to you, that we have this public confidence
factor that is subjective. We try not to build it up
to such great extrenmes where it becones an outrage
factor, as has happened many years ago, but it is
t here.

That's where -- partly what this greater
than five occurrence |oop was to consider. It was
also to consider that if you had very low | eve
materi al rel eases on workers or contam nated soil or
equi pnent -- | had just cone off the Haddam Neck
assi gnnent where t hey had rel eased cont am nat ed bl ocks
insoil throughout the countryside, and what we found
there was there was nmultiple very, very low | eve
doses from each one of these concrete bl ocks.

MEMBER WALLI'S: What's the threshold for
t hese very | ow doses?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Five mllirem

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, that seens to be a

bit nore than five mlliremif you go the other way.
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MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Correct. W have two

branches. One is strictly dose-based. The other we
add occurrences.

MEMBER WALLI'S: There seens to be no
threshold for an occurrence per se. | nean, is
m crorem an occurrence or --

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Currently, we have no
release limts in 10 CFR Part 20. Many years ago, the
agency tried to do a bel ow regul atory concern to
establish a threshold, and that went down in flanes.
The policy, the NRR policy is no detectible Iicensed
radi oactive material can be rel eased other than
effluents. So what we have is that the |icensee has
to have a material survey and rel ease program and
it's based on instrument sensitivity, and so that
becones the de facto release Iimt. However, as
said, if it's ever detected, then that is a potenti al
viol ati on.

MEMBER ROSEN: Now wait a minute. | cane
into the plant with potassium40 in ny body.
MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: That's why | make it --
MEMBER ROSEN: Can | take nmy own potassi um
40 back out?
MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: That's why | make it

clear it has to be |licensed radi oactive material. It
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has to by byproduct material that cane fromthe pl ant.

MEMBER ROSEN: Ckay.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Everything i s neasured
above background, or licensed material. So since Part
20 has no release limts, and I'mal so on a working
group where the Conm ssion has directed us to
establish a clearance rule, we hope that in the next
several years we may have a limt. But currently we
don't. W have a no detectible policy and, therefore,
if anything is released and found off-site and is
detectible, it's a potential violation.

At the Haddam Neck event, we found that
these multiple events did not contribute a5 mllirem
exposure, so what we woul d have as a situation, was
all of this material was rel eased over multiple --
over different time periods, andthe public confidence
woul d go down. And yet, all we could say this is a
green issue, so we cane to the nunber five that if
there were very small rel eases, but yet it occurred
greater than five tines over two years, we felt that
was worth a white finding, escalated NRC attention
And t he exanple we have was Comanche Peak. They had
el even instances where they inadvertently rel eased
i censed radioactive material, and sothey trippedthe

greater than five, and it becane white.
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The |icensee appeal ed, and this appeal
went all the way up through the EDO. And | have this
exanpl e up here because it shows where we worked with
st akehol ders to refine the program And this brings
up your question about isn't there sonme de m nimnmus
| evel , and we' ve been neeting wi th stakehol ders pretty
much every nonth for quite a while nowto try to
establish what is a m nor inspection violation. Gve
the |icensee sone credit that when they do surveys,
they can only seeto acertainlevel, andrealizingif
you want to account for 24 hours, you could see
anyt hi ng.

MEMBER WALLIS: It's the way you measure
it too, if you' re discharging sonething into the
river.

MR, KLEMENTOW CZ: Correct.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You have to neasure it
before it gets too dilute.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Right. But here we're
tal ki ng about workers carrying tools or equi prment
outside of the restricted area.

Comanche Peak felt it was conpletely
unfair that sone of their itens, contam nated gl ove
liner stuffed underneath a cap in a welding tank, a

contam nated wrench i nsi de of a tool box, and npbst of
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this material was found within the protected area.
And so they argued t he public cornerstone's objective
di scusses things being released into the public
domain. And here was a situation where there was
negligiblerisk tothe menbers of the public fromthis
mat eri al bei ng on-site and di scovered. So they argued
that, you know, you're not neeting your objective.

The NRC agreed with that philosophy that
if it'swithinthe protected area, then we shoul d not
be aggregating these findings to a white finding. So
as of Novenber 29th, the SDP has been changed to
reflect that if material is found w thinthe protected
area, it will not be aggregated to a white finding.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: W were told
earlier that the col ors were determ ned by the action
the NRC staff would take. You didn't nmention any
action. You just talk about public confidence. Are
you the exception?

MR KLEMENTOWN CZ: No, we do the sane
thing. As aresult of the white finding at Conanche
Peak, there was a suppl enental inspection that went
back to
the --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  But that's not

how you det erm ned white.
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CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  No, that was a

result.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  That was a
result.
MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: That was a result, yes.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: W were told
that white is determ ned by the action, and you don't
seemto mention that at all. You just go with
mllirem
MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, that's part of
the performance in risk-based. The 5 mlliremis
equated -- yeah. Well, I'mnot sure | fully
under st and, but the action that the NRCw || take, but
we devel oped this criteria that would trigger a white
finding, and then initiate the NRC acti on.
MEMBER WALLI'S: Do you have an action
matrix the way they do with the other --
MR. COE: Sure. Absolutely. It feeds the
action matrix just like any other finding.
MR. PEDERSEN. Could | add sonething that
m ght hel p? As | said, the way we devel oped the
t hreshol d was by subject matter expert and industry,
wi th i ndustry and st akehol der i nput as to what action
woul d be warranted at certain |levels. Those |levels

t hat woul d warrant NRC addition inspection, what
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caused that additional inspection is what Steve is
tal king about. How nmuch the staff and the

st akehol ders factored in public confidence, how nuch
we factored in safety in the occupational radiation
area, the fact that one over-exposure is one of the
metrics in our strategic plan, and we would have to
report to Congress. All of thosethings factoredinto
what | evel of response we woul d expect the NRC to be
in for any particular of these issues.

MR CCE: Another way of asking the
guestion of Steve, | think, woul d be does t he NRC f eel
confortable that a white | evel of response and effort
is matched appropriately to this threshol d?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: And the answer based on
our stakehol der nmeetings is yes, based on the
possibility --

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | really don't
understand this process. Here you're telling us when
we first didit, we considered the rel ease of materi al
anywhere. Then the licensee conplains. [It's okay.
If it'"swthinthe protected area, it doesn't matter,
so we don't include that.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, it's a l|learning
process, and when we first developed it, we were

bei ng, | guess, overly conservative. And based on
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sonmething like two years of experience, we felt that
we were -- we found that we were -- this is what canme
out of sonme of the public neetings on the Conmanche
Peak and the appeal process, that we were
unnecessarily causi ng public concern by escal ati ng an
i ssue that had zero risk to menbers of the public, so
we were doing -- we gave it an uni nt ended consequence
by telling the public that this was a white issue,
when in fact all of this material was in the

i censee's protected area and had norisk tothem So
if you want to call it this way, | screwed up by
putting it in the first tine. And then we did not
want to alarmthe public unnecessarily.

CO CHAI RMVAN APOSTOLAKI'S: Did anyone ever
ask you when you are in the white area, that's the
sane as if you had X nunber of scrans per year.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: No. No. | could not
equate nyself to reactor scrans.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: You coul d not
relate it.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Right. W do not have
a PRA like that. Absolutely not.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: By the way, even
t hough you don't issue a col or because there is

radi oactive material outside the radiologically
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controlled area, but inside the protected area, that
material still has to beidentified, marked, and if it
has | oose surface contam nation, has to be packaged.

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: It can still be a
findi ng.

CO CHAIRWAN SIEBER: It's a finding. This
doesn't have any col or.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: No, it has -- it can
have a green color, but if it's outside of the
protected area, of it's inthe public domain, it wll
get at least a greencolor. Plus, it will be added in
this counter. The only thing we nodified was for
findings that are withinthe protected areas, we woul d
not add them

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  And so all the rules
on packagi ng, marking and all that other stuff still
st ands.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Still stands, yeah

CO- CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: All the regul ations,
licensee follow ng their procedures still stands. W
can have a finding. It would be a green finding, but
if they a hundred, it's one hundred green findings as
opposed to going white. And we -- again, the m stake

we made up front was that the uni ntended consequences
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of alerting the public to sonething that was not a
risk tothem so that's where we agreed with industry
that we needed to change that, so that's the

signi ficance of the Comanche Peak item

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Well, we'll need to
really accel erate ourselves right now.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Is this an SDP
or a performance indicator?

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: It's an SDP. | have
per formance i ndi cat ors on radi oacti ve ef fl uents based
on how nmuch gaseous and liquid effluents they
di schar ge.

CO- CHAI RMAN SIEBER: |s there a way we can
sum up, because we were supposed to --

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: The next item and |I'1]
finish up very briefly, is radioactive materi al
transport.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Yeah, and let's not
do that, because we have to take a break until 2:45.
kay. We'll cone back at 2:50. Thank you.

(OFf the record 2:07 - 3:04 p.m)

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Well, we're a couple
of mnutes late. We'Ill get started anyway.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Ckay. Welcone back

|'d like to tal k about one of the other branches of
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our public cornerstone, and that's the transportation
area. The exanple that | have here is about a failure
to properly classify radioactive waste shi pnents.

This event cane right out of the starting
gate of the ROP. The programtook effect in March or
April, and then this was at Peach Bottom And |let ne
show you the actual SDP. It's the low |level burial
ground SDP. And we go through the was it an access
deni al situation? Yes or no? Inthis case, the event
was the Part 61.55 waste under-classification gate.
The |'i censee had packaged -- had | abel ed t he materi al
Class Awaste, when in fact it was B, so under the old
SDP, this is the revised one you see here, any tine a
| i censee under-classified a waste shipnent, it would
be an automatic white finding. Andthat's what we had
wor ked t hrough wi t h i ndustry based on t he regul ati ons,
public confidence, and any risk to nmenbers of the
public or to workers.

The white finding was issued, and the

| i censee appeal ed. And t he basis for their appeal was
while they did call the material a Cass A shipnent,
t hey had packaged it and did all the transportati on,
and shi ppi ng, and packaging requirenents as if it was
wast e of Cl ass B waste. So when you went through the

SDP, okay, the under-classifiedit. Theycalledit A
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but they nmet all the requirenents of Class B, so the
i censee made the argunment that there really was no
risk to nmenbers of the public, or to the workers
during the transportation or the burial, because the
wast e was adequately packaged. The only error was
that it was m sl abel ed.

W | ooked at that, ran through various
scenarios, and ultimtely agreed that the SDP needed
tobealittle nore conplicated, and not so sinplistic
as to just say under-classification, automati c white.
So we added in this box, "Didthe waste conformto the
regul ati ons, the de facto perfornmance-based criteria?"
They may have m sl abeled it, but was the waste
properly packaged and transported?

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Question, part of the
packagi ng and shipping is radiation survey of the
package. Was that correct?

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: That's correct. And
that's where the error was. They made -- the finding
was that they -- their data showed that this materi al
was Cl ass B waste, but they didn't believe their own
i nstruments, and sone i nexperienced t echni ci an had run
t he anal ysis. So while everythingwas tellingthemit
was Class B, the data cane out, the conputer program

came out calling it Class AL so we were -- it was a
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sonmewhat difficult decision because we were concer ned
about the negative effects that they just happened to
over-package it. W did not want to give credit for
luck, so that's why we expanded the SDP, that sone
i censees we found out through investigations
conservatively package. Wiilethey believeit's O ass
A waste, they will package it as Class B just to be
sure. There's that added conservatism
CO CHAIRWAN SIEBER: It seened to nme, and

| may be wrong on this, but the amount of nopney you
pay to Barnwell, or Hanford, or wherever you're
sending it depends on what the waste classification
is. Right?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Yes. Correct.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  So they got a

di scount m sclassifying it as A when it should have

been B.

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, when it's
received at Barnwell, they do their own independent
surveys.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Yeah, | know how it
wor Ks.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Yeah. But those are
things we were concerned with. But the bottomli ne,

we had to | ook at the regulations, and if the proper
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packagi ng for Cass B waste was net, and it was
di sposed of at Barnwell in a Cass B trench, then
there really was no risk

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, how did
Barnwel | put it in a Cass B trench?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, they did the
survey.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Oh, this is after
t hey surveyed it.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: They did the survey and
they say no, this is a Cass A waste.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: So this was found out
when it got to Barnwell.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MEMBER KRESS: Once again, this is a
questi on of whet her or not we shoul d ever have ri sk as
part of the equation because, you know, just the fact
that they m sclassifiedit as a perfornmance i ssue, and
just because it wasn't very risky, transportation in
general is not very risky. And, you know, it seenms to
me likeit's a performance i ssue, and it shouldn't be
anel i orated because of the risk-significance of it.
It's a performance i ssue. You don't want waste to be

m sclassified it, whether they packaged it right or
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not .

MR KLEMENTOW CzZ: Well, it still is a
finding in the future. Under the original SDP it was
a white finding. Now the sane situation would still
be a finding, it would be a green finding, so it --

MEMBER KRESS: | think it should still be
a white finding is what I'mtrying to say.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: You're too tough.
It's like a parking violation. |If you park in front
of fire plug and there is no fire --

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, the way we have
it isthat it will be green in the future. The
exception to that is when we get to the higher class
waste, Class C. Then, you know, that's risky
material, and we're not goingto give nuchflexibility
on that. That would be a white finding.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  But that stuff
usually goes in the HC

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Correct.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  They're pretty easy
to pick out.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Yeah. But again, that
was the part. That's the higher activity material.
We were not going to de-escal ate that in any way. But

on the basis of our program being risk-inforned, if
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there was no risk, then we should not be taking
addi tional action on the |licensee when there was no
risk, so that's why we agreed to do down to a green.
To nake it the higher classification, the
hi ghest we have is yell ow, and that's where the public
confidence comes inwith, if the |licensee has several
green or white findings, what will typically happenis
the burial site becones very agitated, and they say
you' ve nmade your |ast mistake with us. You are now
banned from di sposal, you know. And here's where
public confidence cones in.

The industry and the stakehol ders agreed
that while that may not represent the true risk to
anybody, it's a severe public confidence issue that a
I icensee of the NRC got banned from waste di sposal
because of multiple errors. Andthat's typically what
it takes, nultiple repetitive deficiencies where the
burial site says we don't want your thousands of
dol l ars per cubic foot. Soin that instance, it would
be a yellow finding, and that's our hi ghest | evel for
the burial ground activities. It results in a
suspensi on for greater than 30 days based on nmultiple
findings, and that has not been changed, nor has that
been tested.

MEMBER SHACK: When we just have fi ndi ngs,
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do we trend the nunber of findings for alicensee? Is
t hat --

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Trends? They're
reported in the ROP database, but as far as a trend,
the policy if it's a green, it's a green, it's a
green.

MR. COE: W have about six to eight
hundred findings per year total out of the entire
program About two dozen, about 25 or so, get | ooked
at as potentially greater than green, and about half
of those turn out to be greater than green. And
that's a rough average based on experience to date.

MEMBER KRESS: Does the fact that you have
no red color in this area give the nessage that you
don't think transportation is as inportant as the
ot her cornerstones?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: No. This
transportation is broken up into several sub-branches
to take care of all the different transportation
regul ati ons.

MEMBER KRESS: Onh, | see.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: W can get a red, and
ny next plan was to discuss where we could -- how
we' re dose-based, and we use dose for risk, to be

ri sk-informed, and so we can get tored if they exceed
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the regulatory limts. Soclearly, if your nultiples
of the limts, you can go all the way up to red. W
pl anned for situations that do occur. The package is
breached. It's on the road, and we've had a few of
t hose just recently where part of the material broke
t hrough the wall of the G van, and now that's a
package breach. But then we | ooked, are there any
| oss of contents, so we try to say what is the
performance? Did any material |leak into the public
domai n that could affect nenbers of the public? Yes
or no? If the answer is yes, then what were the dose
consequences of this breach? So that's how we
factored in performancewiththeregulatorylimts and
multiples of thelimts. But again, if you exceedthe
public dose Iimt of 100 mllirem then that's going
toget youared. If you exceed the occupational dose
of 25 rem that would go red, so we've addressed
public and occupational workers.

MEMBER KRESS: | think should avoid
calling that criteria risk criteria.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: | should avoid calling

it risk-inforned?

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, because there's no
probability of frequency associatedwithit. It's all

right to use it. I'mnot against using it. Don't
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m stake ne. | just wouldn't call it risk --

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: Right. And as far as
reactor safety cornerstone, you know, we're totally
different. But again, the concept is that we bl ended
i n dose, use of the regul ati ons and public confidence
to cone up with a finding classification, and with
this one exception of the under-classification, the
rest of the cornerstone has worked very nicely.

MEMBER WALLIS: It's very interesting that
you' ve nmentioned public confidence nany tines.

MR, KLEMENTOW CZ:  Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Who deci des what the scale
is for public confidence?

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: That was based on our
interactions wi th stakehol ders.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So you can actually pol
t he public or something?

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: Based on all the
neeti ngs we had, we said what woul d be unaccept abl e?
Where woul d the public -- it's subjective.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Are these stakehol ders
menbers of industry, or are they menbers of the
public?

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Bot h.

MEMBER KRESS: That's probably the best
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way to get performance indicators when you | ooked at
thresholds. 1| don't know of any ot her good way t o get
them That's probably the best way.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Well, let ne go into
this yell ow exanpl e on the suspension. Now just
because a licensee is banned from di sposing of their
waste fromnultiple mnor infractions, that's a very
subj ective response by the burial site. You know,
what ever -- when the governor gets too upset, he's
going to say you're banned, so there's a subjective
criteria right there. But what follows through?
That's on the front page of the newspapers. The
public reads Indian Point banned from waste disposal
site for multiple violations. Was there any risk to
peopl e? Yeah, maybe slight, but it's a public
rel ations nightmare. And what woul d be the expected
NRC response? Cearly, green is not appropriate.
They' ve just been banned. White, it did not seem
si gni fi cant enough. Yellow, we woul d have to fi nd why
are they doing repeat violations of this materi al
that's in the public domain, and that is to be buried
safely, and the public has to have the assurance t hat
the waste is properly di sposed of.

MEMBER WALLI S: What concerns ne is you

are maeki ng a decision of giving an award of yell ow
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based on sonebody el se's eval uati on.

MR, KLEMENTOW CZ:  Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: But you're w ong.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: Yes, and that was a big
di scussion point, but the bottomline was that there
were -- there woul d be viol ations. The NRC woul d have
likely green findings, nmultiple green findings, so
t here woul d be performance defici encies that woul d be
docunmented. But the public confidence factor i s what
i ndustry agreed that it was appropriate for the NRCto
t ake additional action, because that would reflect
entire industry.

MR COE: | would offer that the SDP, as
all SDP our staff -- they're defined ultimtely, and
approved and used by the staff. They benefit fromthe
di al ogue that Steve has tal ked about. And all of the
SDPs have benefitted fromsimlar dialogues with
public and utility stakehol ders. But when it's
finally printed in an NRC i nspecti on manual chapter
and utilized by the staff in our decision processes,
it is our decision process.

MR. KLEMENTOW CZ: That conpletes ny
presentation.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  Ckay. Any further

qguestions? If not, maybe should go hone, get sone
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chi cken soup and recover.

MR KLEMENTOW CZ: | intend to. Thank
you.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ckay. All right.
W' || just nove right along.

MR FRAHM Thanks, Steve. Next we have
Randy Sul livan to go over some energency preparedness
i ssues. Last but not |east.

MR SULLIVAN: |I'msurprised. | didn't
expect to get through this |ong agenda and be here.
H, I"'mRandy Sullivan. |'ma Senior Enmergency
Preparedness Specialist in NRR | was the principa

contributor to the EP cornerstone when it was being

devel oped. | appreciate making a short presentation
to you. | want to go to backup slide 31, and | want
to begin there. It's alittle different than maybe

you were expecti ng.

This is a big surprise to us that there
woul d be so many findings in EP. W' ve spent a | ot of
ti me wondering about this, studyingit, trying to put
it in context. W spent alot of time --

MR. FRAHM And actually, let me just
point out, this slide looks a little bit different
fromthe one in your package. And, in fact, there's

an actual change. There's four white Pl results in
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t he EP cornerstone versus three, so when | went and
made that change, | also went and kind of col umi zed
this slide to make it a little nore |egible.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  Take the other
one.

MR SULLIVAN. Ckay. Fine. Wy don't I
just take the other one. It started off easy, you
know, because the early findings were |Indian Point,
and we coul d see that their programwas a bit, perhaps
had been -- not gotten the attention that you m ght
have expected. But there kept on being findings, so
we wanted to | ook at that, and we re-exam ned the SDP
toseeif we wereinthe right place. W exam ned the
findings thensel ves. WE asked ourselves a | ot of
guestions, can this possibly be equival ent across the
cornerstones? You know, perhaps our view is myopic
because we're EP experts, we're not reactor safety
experts. And we cane to several conclusions which |
just want to relate to you

Ckay. So we have 20 findings in EP since
t he begi nning of ROP. That's kind of a high nunber.
There's five Pl hits rather than the four you see on
this slide. But there's sone insight to be gained
fromthis. The findings are grouped. W have three

at Exel on, Pennsylvania; three at Indian Point; four
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at Cooper, and three at NMC-W sconsin. |If you renove
t hose nunbers, you have seven findi ngs over the other
57 sites. You know, that tells us maybe these
prograns were identified. You know, maybe the
prograns that racked up these findings were the ones
t hat needed attention.

By the way, it's kind of instructive to
note that of the five Pl hits, | nean, Pls crossing a
threshold, three of themare fromthat sane group
Nice sort of -- when the -- the EP cornerstone is
designed to identify problem progranms, and to focus
the effort there. |If a programis operating in the
green band, our inspectionis nore focused on problem
resolution, critiques, rather than the perfornmance
itself. Wen a programends up with these findings,
then we get nore involved with the performance.

Now t he original EP SDP recogni zed that
there could be fal se positives. W'Il go through a
little bit of the SDP, but that was actually witten
into the cover page of the EP SDP. It's a |long
par agraph that's kind of well-witten, but it
basically say we recogni ze that we coul d have fal se
positives. This SDP was designed to have no false
negatives, and what that neans is that there may be at

times be a finding that is characterized at too high
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alevel. In other words, it runs through the SDP as
white. Mybe it should be green or yellow, maybe it
should be white. And it gave the panel the |atitude
to use that judgnment. |It's supposed to be the
exception rather than the rule. W think perhaps it
was i nvoke nore than - it was invoked |I think three
times, twice, three tines. W think that was too
many, so - but nevertheless, it was there.

We are in the process of alnost finalizing
arevisionto the SDP that tightens up several areas.
We think we | earned over the first couple of years,
and we di d change the SDP to provi de sonme flexibility.
It was a little inflexible in ternms of the risk-
significant planning standards. |'Ill explain that
concept in a mnute or two. It was either yellow or
green. We were kind of unsatisfied wwth that, so now
there's aninternediary step of white, and it actually
tightened up the critique finding to make sure it
really is doing what we wanted it to do.

kay. I1'd like to nove on to a coupl e of
exanpl es. Wien you take a | ook at energency
preparedness -- well, I'll tell you what. Rather than
do that, why don't we | ook at the SDP? Can you put up
the SDP? W thought this was sinple. It |ooks kind

of sinple, but it's not.
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You have a finding. There's three paths

to go dowmn. Actual event is the far left, we'll get
that in a mnute. |If it's a drill or exercise
critique problem you go down the mddle. If it's a

ri sk-significant pl anni ng standard probl emt hat wasn't
IDd, thenit's white. |If it's anything else, it's
gr een.

We have 16 pl anni ng standards i n energency
prepar edness and sone requirements in Appendi x E
Rat her happily, four of those planning standards
relate nost directly to protection of the public.
That' s classification, notification, PARdevel opnent,
and assessnent, dose projection and the |ike. So
t hose are what we call the risk significant planning
st andards, because they |ive closest to protection of
the public health and safety. Sirens are subsuned in
notification, planning standard 5, so it's both
notifying the off-site agencies and notifying the
public are tal ked about in planning standard 5.
That's what we got.

The ot her el even planni ng standards are
| ess inportant or less significant. You ve got to
comply with them but, you know, it mght be a white
finding instead of a yellow finding, or a green

finding instead of a white finding. That's just the
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way it is.

On the right hand side is the failure to
nmeet. That's an actual programrmatic deal. Failureto
neet a planning standard, no, it's green. You know,
sone pl an comm t ment or sone ot her thing starts green.
If it's afailure to neet a planni ng standard, you're
at | east goingtoget awhite finding, andif it's one
of these risk-significant planning standards, it's
yel | ow.

On the next page is real events. Anything
you do wong in an unusual event can't be worse than
green. There's about 30 unusual events a year
There's about three alerts a year, so some of the
t hi ngs you do wong during an alert, likeafailureto
classify whichis the Peach Bott omcase you brought up
this norning, can be white. Any of the m ssed steps
that aren't associated with the risk-significant
pl anni ng st andards woul d be green. And it bunps upin
that fashion for site in general. You can get to a
red under the general energency. Ckay.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: What ' s RSPS?

MR. SULLIVAN: Risk-significant Pl anning
Standard, that's classification, notification, PAR
devel opnent and assessnment, 50.47(b)(v)N.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTCOLAKI'S:  So if there is
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a general energency, and they fail to inplement RSPS

MR SULLIVAN: That would be fail to
classify or fail to notify, or fail to issue a
protective action recomrendati on.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: I n a rea
emer gency.

MR. SULLI VAN: Real energency, not a
drill.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER: I n a genera
energency, that would be the | east of your problens.

MR. SULLIVAN. It's the |least of your
probl ems, yeah. Nobody argued with this nuch because
t he next general emergency --

MEMBER ROSEN: The next guys are going to
have to pay a --

MR, SULLIVAN: Yeah. It will be the | ast
general energency. Industry didn't really argue with
that much, but that's our only red finding. And we
think that's appropriate. W can get yell owfi ndi ngs,
and we have gotten yell ow findings, but a red finding
in EPis really only if you really deny the locals a
chance to protect the public. And that woul d have to

happen, you know, during a general energency.
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Let's go to the exanples. This is an
interesting one. |If you do a bottomup anal ysis of
ener gency preparedness, you find nmuch to our surprise
when we did it, that the siren systemis absolutely
t he nost inportant piece of gear you' ve got in
emer gency preparedness.

Now under the old programwe woul d i nvest
quite a bit of inspector tinme |ooking at field
noni toring kits, and equi pnent | ockers at TSCs and t he
energency lighting within the -- we don't do any of
that any nore. But we do | ook at the siren system
because you cannot protect the public health and
safety without the siren system in fact. There's no
ot her -- you know, it would be nice if you notify, but
if the locals can't then light off the siren system
and turn on the EDS station, you don't protect public
health and safety, so we invented this Pl that's a
little unsatisfying.

We've been calling it reliability. In any
case, it's a neasure of successful tests over tests on
a per siren basis. W took 60 plant years of data.
We | ooked at the average. It was high. The
regulatory limt is 90 percent. The average was 98
percent. W chose 94 percent for the limt. 1In the

60 plant years of data, there was one plant that was
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bel owthat, | mean, one data year that was bel owt hat,
one data year that was near it. W chose it on a
consensus basis, declared victory and pulled out. Lo
and behol d, we get these findings.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI S: Wiy didn't you
do what the safety guys did with their indicators,
where they considered the plant-to-plant variability
curve, and they took the 95th percentile?

MR. SULLI VAN: Good question. Maybe we
weren't that sharp, but what we did do is we took an
average which turned out to be 98 percent. Ch, |I'm
sorry. | shouldn't have answered you that way. This,
in fact, is something |like one sigma off the -- |
nmean, if you use signma in a very |oose --

CO- CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI S: Yeah, wel |l they
didn't doit that way. They actually went to the 95th
percentile.

MR SULLI VAN:  No.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  That's nore than
one si gna.

MR. SULLIVAN. Right. It would be two
sigma. R ght? W used one sigma for --

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: | mean, why not
do what they did? It's not a matter of being smart.

It's a matter of havi ng sonebody overseei ng t he whol e
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effort and saying, you know, this is howwe do it. |
t hi nk, you know, we keep tal ki ng about public
confidence. | think we are underm ning public

confi dence by doing things like that. |In the sane
program sone things are done in one way, sone other
things in a different way, sone other things in yet a
different way. That's what we're -- you know, that's
a maj or determ nant of public confidence, in ny
opi ni on.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  That pretty much goes
back to what we said, you know, nonths ago about
consi st ency.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Yeah.
MR. SULLI VAN. W were constrai ned by the
90 percent reliability nunber. That's the FEMA
regul atory nunber. [|f you drop bel ow 90 percent, FEMA
gets involved in your siren systemreliability, so we
felt that that was an absolute fl oor
CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Yeah, but
presumably then all 102 units are above 90 percent.
MR. SULLI VAN: They are above 94 percent.
CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah.
MR. SULLIVAN. The average is 98.
CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah.

MR. SULLIVAN: So they're well above it.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

247
CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCLAKI' S:  They're wel |

above it.

MR SULLIVAN: So rather than use the
anal ysis you' re tal ki ng about, we felt constrai ned by
the 90 percent, and we did a nuch sinpler analysis.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  How many tests do you run
to get this 98 percent?

MR SULLI VAN: It varies fromsite to

site. They'll file a siren design docunment with FEVA
whi ch was formerly approved. In that design docunent
isthetesting reginen. In general, it's a bi-weekly

test, so 26 a year.
MEMBER WALLIS: This is averaged for three

years or sonethi ng?

MR. SULLIVAN. No, it's averaged over on
year, but it's on a per siren basis, soif you had 100
sirens, there's 100 siren tests every tw weeks. And
so t he nunber get happy. Now many sites do a |l ot nore
than that. There are sites that test daily, so they
turn in 4,000 tests per nonth. And actually, the Pl
is designed to encourage testing, because the nore
tests, the nore stable the nunber is, and one m ssed
step doesn't make you cross the threshold to --

MEMBER WALLI'S: Do these sirens work in

ice storns and things |ike that?
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MR. SULLIVAN: Yeah. It is challenge

t hough. Salt water ice storns are particularly
challenging. 1In any case, we ended up with quite a
few findings in this area.

In this particular item this system was
not one of the better ones. They started to trend
downward and then they had a systemfailure, so they
wer e probably only testing every two weeks. They were
al ready at 96 or 95 percent. They had a total system
failure, and it drove them down bel ow t he t hreshol d.
We got involved. They did a root cause anal ysis, and
that's where we were. Thisis a Pl, this is crossing
a Pl threshol d.

The next itemis a finding, and this is an
interesting one. This finding has todowith--let's
see. Siren systens have gotten nore sophisticated
over the years, and the systenms now have control units
with feedback, so there's a radio at the siren that
tal ks back to the central, and it says, you know, it
gives health and safety data, or health and wel fare
data. Maybe seven data points, maybe 20 data points,
what ever it is, so when ny signal goes out for atest,
the siren conmes back and says I' mokay. O it says |
sounded, because sonetines there'll be a little

speaker, you know, it's fairly sophisticated. So
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there's a siren feedback system

However, many of the ol der systens don't
have that, and anong those systens, there are sone
t hat have no way of know ng whet her the siren sounded
or not, so they have automatic route alerting. It's
adequate. You know, the sirens are designed to work,
they' || probably work. You know, you're giving me 98
percent reliability, so automatic route alerting may
be necessary. They'|ll do it anyway. There's sone
benefits to that.

At this site, they had a feedback system
t hat wasn't working and they didn't knowit, and there
was no automatic route alerting. They could do route
alerting, but they didn't know to ask --

MEMBER ROSEN: What does that nmean, "route
alerting"?

MR SULLIVAN: It's firemen and policenen
run aroute with a bullhorn and tell people to get out
of their houses.

MEMBER ROSEN: That doesn't sound so
automati c.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Aut omatic is when you
notify, and they go wi thout being told to.

MR. SULLIVAN. Let nme say it a different

way. These fire trucks and policenen | eave
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automatically. They don't have to be told to | eave.
If there's a general energency, they're sumoned and
they start their routes. That's what | nean by
automati c.

At other sites with the feedback system
they say well, siren six failed. Get, you know,
police car Atogorunits route. That's all we need.
At these |l ess sophisticated sites with no feedback,
they all go. As soon as they get to their police cars
they go and they run their route.

By the way, route alerting is the way
public evacuati on works everywhere el se in Anerica.
That is the way nei ghborhoods are evacuated shoul d
there be a tanker truck turned over, or a train
derailed, isroute alerting by police and firemen, so
although it's foreign to use in the nuclear industry,
that is the way the whol e country operates in -- you
know, where there's no siren system

Vell, soinitially it looks like they're
not inplementing a risk-significant -- they're not
neeting a risk-significant planning standard. They
cannot assure about 100 percent of the people will get
notified should the sirens be needed. They thought
they had a feedback system The feedback systemin

fact was not working. They were unaware of that.
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They woul d push the button and have no idea. Well,
you woul d assune nost of them would work, but you
coul d not assure that 100 percent, about 100 percent
of the people were notified within 15 minutes, so we
felt well, you're not neeting the planning standard.

Yellow just didn't seemright. And our
SDP was i nfl exi bl e enough that it was either yellowor
it was green. Well, we used that judgnment cl ause and
declared it to be white.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: How coul d the
process be inflexible to go fromgreen to yell ow
wi t hout goi ng through white?

MR SULLIVAN: Well, let me help with
that. It's kind of sinple mnded. Can you put this
back up, the first slide of the SDP? It |ooked like
a good idea when we started, but in fact maybe it
wasn't.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S:  There has to be
sone continuity in the judgnment.

MR. SULLIVAN. If you look at the right-
hand side, the way this is rigged, it's a failure to
neet a regul atory requirenent.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Right.

MR SULLIVAN: You drop down. Is it a

failure to neet a planning standard? I|f the answer is
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no, it's just sone plan comm tment, but not a failure
to neet a planning standard. It's green. |If you fail

to neet a planning standard, you drop down. Is it a
ri sk-significant planning standard? The risk-

signi ficant pl anni ng standards i ncl ude notification of

the public. That's 50.47(b)(v)

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Right.

MR. SULLIVAN: If you fail to neet it,
it's yellow, period, no step for white. So when --
we've rewitten the SDP to put in an internedi ate
step. We'll call it a degraded risk-significant
pl anni ng standard and it will give the SERP nore room
to assign a white when we think a white is correct.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  So there was a
problemw th the original --

MR. SULLI VAN:  Yeah, sure. Frankly, we
t hought these kinds of failures would be so rare,

t hese systens were 20 years old. They had been out
t here. They had been reporting good data to FEMA,
and when we | ooked at it closer, many of these

findi ngs have been in ANS, and t hey' ve been difficult
tostrugglewith. W' ve taken those | essons and we' ve
rewitten the SDP to help a bit nore. |'msure we'l
still be challenged. That's what we're trying to do.

|"mdone, if you' re done.
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MEMBER LEI TCH There are a nunber of

pl aces that are spending big bucks replacing siren
systens, and | wonder to what extent that's being
driven by this process. In other words, if we say
this is performance-based, not particul arly assessi ng
the risk of the situation but assessing perfornmance,
and | think particularly when you get in the area of
energency planning, the public interprets it as risk-
based. And |I just wonder if that's an uni ntended
consequence, if the utility is really spending -- if
we're forcing, forcing may not be exactly the right
word, but if you're influencing the utility to spend
really big bucks in an area that nmay not be -- where
we may not be getting our bang for a buck. Not to say
it's not inmportant, but isit the nost i nportant thing
we shoul d be doi ng?

MR SULLIVAN: Let ne put this prem se
forth. It is the nost inportant piece of equi pnent in
EP.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Yeah.

MR. SULLIVAN. So rather than buy nme new
field nmonitoring vans, or updating the TSC, or putting
in a new phone line, | would rather see -- | nean
this is a revelation that ROP showed us. Yeah, we

knew sirens were i nportant, but (a) we didn't know how
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many problenms we'd find. And (b), we didn't realize
they were the nost inportant piece of gear until we
actually sat down and did the analysis, so yeah. |
think that's a fact of performance indicators. |f you
neasure it, people will pay attention. And we deci ded
this is worth nmeasuring, and people are paying
attention. And there have been probl ens reveal ed.
MEMBER ROSEN: | think that the reason
that you're seeing that is that many localities rely
on these sirens for evacuati on, a natural phenomenon.
And because of that, the towns and | ocalities that the
plants are situated in feel very strongly about the
i mportance of these, not because of the nuclear
ener gency so nuch, al though they recogni ze they'l| be
i nportant inthe nucl ear emergency. They are grat ef ul
and pl eased to cooperate and the rest if the sirens
are upgraded and work better because of the alerting
capability of theinstrunments for anatural phenonenon
such as hurri canes.

MR. SULLIVAN. This stuff is 20 years old
too, | mean, nmuch of it. So it is, and many of these
designs are no | onger -- you can't get spare parts any
nore so it's not surprising that some of themare
bei ng updat ed.

MEMBER LEI TCH: How do you feel about
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operating -- |'ve been | ooking at operating event
history on a daily basis. 1'd say they were probably
within the past two nonths, there's probably been

ei ght plants that have their sirens totally crippled
because of weat her conditions primarily. Sonetines
for a period of several days. | nean, major ice
stornms and so forth, so many of these siren failures
where they're spending big bucks to correct, replace
the siren systens can be fixed in half an hour, so
what shoul d be our reaction when the siren systemis
i noperable for 48 hours, total inoperability for 48
hours? | nean regardless of the cost, this is risk
significant, would we not be very concerned when the
siren is not working for 48 hours?

MR, SULLIVAN: Yeah. It's a dilema. One
way to approach it would be to change this Pl to
availability, and we're pursuing that. But it's
successful tests over tests |oosely called
reliability. I'mtold that's not the exact
definition.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKIS: It doesn't
mater. We will use whatever you |like.

MR, SULLIVAN. Okay. Well, that's what
we've been calling it. Well, in front of this

scholarly body, | didn't want to be caught m susing
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the word. But availability, we'd be happy with
availability, so if you' re above 94 percent, you fix
the problens. Evenif it's out for 48 hours, you use
route alerting. | understand that in certain ice
stornms, route alerting could be challenged too, you
know, but we're happy with the average availability of
t hese systens, and they will be out for a day at a
time.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCLAKI S:  So what you're
calculating nowis the failure of the sirens to
start.

MR, SULLI VAN:  Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  That's the PI.

MR SULLI VAN:  Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: Start and run.

MR SULLI VAN:  Yes.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: No, not - -

MR, SULLIVAN: Well, it could be a silent
test, which is less than satisfying too.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  That's for the
Pl .

MR SULLIVAN. That is for the PI.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: For the
signi ficance determ nati on process now, do you i ncl ude

the possibility of repairing it in half an hour?
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MR SULLIVAN: In the significance

determ nation process, we've invented an al gorithm
that sort of bridges the gap between availability and
reliability, and that's just being published now, so
we've attenpted to grapplewith that. | don't knowif
we'd be dowmn to a half hour, but we've attenpted to
put toget her an al gorithmthat addresses availability.
And should a siren system be unavail able, yet the Pl
testing inthe green, we mght issue afinding, and it
woul d be a finding against the program you know,
agai nst mai nt enance.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: The reason why
|"masking is in the safety, reactor safety SDP, |
t hi nk recovery is considered routinely. R ght, Doug?

MR CCE: Yes, where it's appropriate,
recovery of the equipnent is. And in order to neet
t he equi pnent's objective, yes.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S:  Yeah. So we
could do the sane thing here. Now |l don't know
exactly how your algorithmcones with that.

MR COE: Well, I'm questioning whether
you can recover a siren in 15 mnutes. If the
objective is to notify within 15 mnutes, it's going
to be, depending on the situation, of course, pretty

tough to recover that siren
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MEMBER LEI TCH. Like for exanple, |I'm

famliar with a case where a utility went to actuate
the sirens fromthe county and none of themactuat ed,
and it basically was -- maybe you pressed the w ong
icon on your conputer. It's you don't click there,
you click over here. You click over here and t hey al
work, so | think that turned out to be a white
finding, but it was --

MR. SULLIVAN. I'msorry, sir. It's
closer to what the chairman is saying. The icon was
mssing. It had been accidentally deleted fromthe
screen and they didn't know it.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Yeah, right. That's
correct.

MR SULLIVAN: Until the test happened,
and that -- these sirens -- well, we've been through
the mll on sirens, and it was a very sl eepy issue
three years ago. W had wi |l ful ness. You know, we
had wi | | ful tanpering of -- | nean, at two sites. Wo
woul d have thought that such a thing woul d happen.
W' ve had these conputer issues where an icon is
del eted and, you know, who woul d have thought that
t hat woul d happen. This just turns out to be a nore
i nportant system and there are probl ens.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTCLAKI'S:  You said that
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FEMA has 90 percent.

MR. SULLI VAN:  Yeah.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI'S:  So this occurs
t hr ough ot her natural phenonena that require
evacuat i on.

MR. SULLIVAN. FEMA has a -- well, you
knowt hat FEMAi s responsi bl e for oversi ght of nucl ear
pl ant of f-site prograns.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR. SULLI VAN. And part of those prograns,
the siren design-basis criteria are issued by FEMA
you know, so we use FEMA' s determ nationinthis. And
if a siren systemhas a reliability of |less than 90
percent -- nowthey use a cal endar year. WE re using
four quarters, it'sregulatoryinvolvenent. FEMAW ||
get invol ved.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  It's like the
EPA and the NRC i n anot her context.

MR SULLIVAN: | think we're closer.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKI S: But |t hought
t hat these sirens are used al so i n ot her energenci es.

MR SULLIVAN: Yes, of course.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yeah, but ot her
i ndustries, like the chemi cal industry, is not

required to have sirens.
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MR SULLIVAN: That's right.

CO- CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  So the only industry
that's required to have themis nucl ear plant
licensee, and it's under FEMA Reg. 1. Right? That's
t he regul ati on.

MR. SULLIVAN. Right.

CO CHAI RVAN APOCSTCLAKI S: So what ot her
phenonena, | nean, if there is an earthquake or what?

MEMBER ROSEN: Hurri cane.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER: O the chemi cal pl ant
next door goes up.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: No, but then you
say they're --

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  They're going to use
t he nucl ear ones.

CO CHAI RMAN APCSTOLAKI'S:  And t hey have
pl ans for doing that?

MR, SULLI VAN:  Sure.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: They do. That
happened down in Loui siana some pl ace.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  So they' re goi ng
to use it, but they have no responsibility for their
functionality.

MR. SULLIVAN: The utility maintains them

The county operates it, and the county nay operate it
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for other purposes if it helps them
CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKIS:  Put it a
different way. If there is no nuclear plant around --
MR SULLIVAN: Then there's no sirens.
CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKIS:  So if there is
a chem cal emergency there are no sirens.

MR, SULLI VAN: And FEMA has standards for
sirens. |I'mnot famliar with them Their nuclear
siren standards are the ones that |I'mrelating to you.
There are other sirens. You know, the county has a
tornado siren in certain counties and, you know,
certain hurricane alert al ong coastal areas. |' mnot
saying there's no other siren systens, but by and
| arge when you see a public evacuation in Anmerica,
there's no siren systemcovering it.

MEMBER WALLIS: | was listening. You seem
concer ned about whether or not the siren works.

MR, SULLI VAN:  Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: What assurance do you have
t hat people hear it? | nmean, audibility depends on
| ots of things.

MR. SULLIVAN. We actually |earned sone
| essons there too. Wen the siren systemis
installed, there's asound mapping verificationthat's

part of the design basis.
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MEMBER WALLI S: Weat her nakes a trenendous

di ff erence.

MR SULLIVAN: Yes, it does. And what
this has done, is it's done -- the tine of year is
t hen cal i brat ed per haps using an al gorithmfor w nter
and summer. There could be a gale blow ng, in which
case the siren mght not reach its design sound.
That's true, but we didn't design for the gale. W
designed for 60 dB at the front door in normal, you
know, wi nter and summer conditions.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So and old person with a
heari ng ai de not functioning won't hear it and things
i ke that.

MR SULLIVAN: Right. Actually, there's
a study -- there's a whole set of case |aw that
addresses that. It really is 60 -- FEMA woul d prefer
t hat we only discuss 60 dB at the front door. W went
into our administrative | aw judge --

MEMBER WALLI'S: W can't even hear the
grandchildren at 60 dB at the front door.

MR. SULLI VAN:  Yeah. WMaybe, 60 dB or 10
dB above background at the front door. In fact, there
are sociological facts that cause for inform
alerting networks. They really do exist. Is it a

soci ol ogi cal fact.
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MEMBER LEI TCH: You may have a 98 percent

success rate with getting the siren to work. The
audibility my be down to 80 sonet hing.

MR. SULLIVAN. And, in fact, the 90 year
ol d nei ghbor of your's, you wi |l knock on her door and
| et her know that --

MEMBER WALLI S: She may knock on our's

t 00.

MR, SULLIVAN: Yes, that's right. She may
very well, and the neighbor you hate will be in the
back seat of your car. | nean, these are just

soci ol ogi cal facts. You know, they're kind of

anusi ng, but infact, thereisinformal route alert --
informal alerting, and neighbors just don't |et

nei ghbors stay behind. It just -- hurricanes, other
events, that's just the way it works.

M5. VWESTON: What about the hearing
i mpai red?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yeah. The counties spend
alot of tinme on special needs groups, and so | -- you
know, sonetinmes it's a shoebox with cards in it, but
ingeneral, it's aconputerized systemthat's updat ed,
you know, in accordance with their FEMA comm t nents of
lists of people who have special needs. They'll be

anbul ances assi gned and ot her wor kers assi gned to pi ck
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up on those special needs.

In general, in an evacuation tine
estimate, the speci al needs peopl e t ake about the sane
time as the rest of the population. Rule of thunb,
not always true, so the hospitals, and the jails and
t he deaf people really don't take any | onger than the
massi ve popul ation to | eave an area in general.

MEMBER WALLI S: The nobst dangerous is
probably a di scot heque, you can't hear anything.

MR, SULLIVAN: Yeah, but those are the
young people and they're resilient anyway, so --

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  If you're there,
you're young, and if you're young, you're inmortal.

MR SULLIVAN: Well, thank you.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Ckay.

MR COE: M. Chairman, if | can offer a
sunmary comment. | think what you' ve heard t oday, and
| hope we've achi eved our objective of giving you a
sense of why the staff in general feels confortable
proceeding as we have with the set of SDPs and Pls
that are avail able and are in use.

I think what you have seen here is that in
each cornerstone, subject matter experts have taken a
fairly hard |l ook with coll aboration of industry and

publ i c stakehol ders, and as wel | as our internal folks
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to cone up with a way of grading our inspection
findings that could arise fromour inspection
activities in each of these cornerstones.

To the extent we can, we've used risk
insights either on a general kind of industry basis,
or on a plant specific basis where those tools are
avail able. And in an ongoi ng process, or an ongoi ng
manner, we continue to seek the i nputs and experi enced
t hat we've gai ned as we have and as we continue to
get, to make refinenents, to adjust these threshol ds
to produce what we believe is an appropriate
regul atory response for a specific finding.

W continue to see the aggregation of
t hese findings on a unit-by-unit basis in the action
matrix, and it appears to be providing a relatively
good spread between the plants that get the nost
attention, and the plants that get exceedingly | esser
| evel s of attention fromus above and beyond the
basel i ne program

On this basis, we believe that the program
is working, | guess as the slide here starts out
saying. And | would be interested in the Comrittee's
reaction to two things. One is, do you believe that
we' ve acconplished our objective today. [|'d be very

interested to know of helping illustrate why we fee
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confortabl e where we're at. Secondly, | would be, of
course, very interested if there are any renaining

i ssues on your mnds that we could better understand
as a result of this neeting today.

CO CHAI RVMAN SIEBER: Well, let nme say a
few words about where we are, and where we've been,
and where we're going. W wote a letter back on
Oct ober 12t h, 2001 which you read, which is a | engthy
| etter that tal ked about a nunber of things, but anong
them were the inconsistencies that result in the
di fferences between using PIs with col ors versus SDPs
with colors, and then equating those as though they
were the same thing. And also, how we deal with
multiple sets of colors. You know, two whites equal
a yellow, two greens equal a white, that kind of
stuff, and what the rules of the gane were.

| think there were sone telling things
t hat occurred today. O course, we el aborated on al
that at great |ength, which caused the Comm ssion to
wite an SMRthat basically told the staff to resolve
all these things, and consult with the ACRS in the
process of doing so. | don't feel fromreading that
SRMthat it's our obligation to necessarily wite a
letter. On the other hand, we just can't let this

thing float off into oblivion either. Gkay. And you
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fol ks have invested a lot of tine, and a | ot of your
own infrastructure and credibility into devel opi ng
this program so |l'msure that you want totry to keep
going inthe direction you're going without having to
stop and redo a bunch of things.

So the questions becones, are there
irreconcilable differences? Arethere things that can
be done to renove inconsistences in some of these
intellectual pitfalls that we seemto find oursel ves
jumping into fromtinme to time to make the process
seemintellectually nore legitimate. And | think
there are sone telling things.

One of them was an observation by Steve
Rosen where he defined what it is we think, what you
think this processreally is. And what it anounts to,
and because of a failure of that fundanental
definition | think, and the fact that we all don't see
that definition as correct, is one of the root causes
of the difficulties and the struggles that we're
having, so | think that was one of the key statenents
t hat was nmade t oday, and shoul d be taken i nt o account.

I think that we would be remiss to all ow
this to float off into oblivion, and so we nust think
about respondi ng to t he Comm ssi on one way or anot her,

even if it'saninterimletter. And | think that you
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fol ks have put a lot of effort into this process, and
| think that it deserves at |east a statenent that
there's progress bei ng nade.

| think that it is a living process and
you' || never be done. No matter how -- as |long as
there's reactors out there and peopl e maki ng m st akes,
| think there's opportunities to inprove their
corrective action systemand our own. So | think that
we're faced with the potential, since the Federal
Regi ster notice for the February nmeeting is already
out, potential for us to ask you to cone back i n March
so the full commttee can further deliberate on what
it is we want to do.

| think that in fairness now though, since
we have a few m nutes before we nust close this
portion of the neeting, that | ask our co-chairnman
here for his perceptions of what he's heard t oday, and
how he puts this all together, and where he thi nks we
ought to go. George.

CO CHAI RVAN APCSTCOLAKI S:  Sure.  Well,
first of all, before | go to that, | think when we
have a process in place or a PRA in place, how do we
decide that it's effective, realistic, or it's
nmeani ngful? Well, it seems to ne the only way is to

| ook at the real world, our experience with the real
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worl d. And a process that gives green to Davi s- Besse,
and then we find out what's going on, just can't be
effective. | don't know why you call it -- you say
it's working effectively.

| nmean, the fact that you are finding
t hi ngs at various plants, and then you m ss such a
maj or incident for a potential accident, in ny view
shakes up -- should shake up our confidence in the
process. And we should really try very hard to fix it
as soon as we can, because | don't care if | have 50
smal | things, siren here, or a transient here and |
m ss the big one, so | guess | disagree with you that
the process is working effectively.

Now nore generally, I'mnot sure -- | get
the inpression that you really didn't take the ACRS
letter seriously. Today we hear well, you know, we
are consi dering abolishing the red. Then |I pushed a
little bit to say okay, we're not goingto abolishit.
And 30 seconds | ater sonebody el se says no, we're
still considering it. Now that's not a serious
position, you know, we are doing this, not doing that.
| nmean, it was very clear that you said that this is
a meani ngl ess nunber, and it has a fundanental flaw
that you are determning it using the delta CDF by

changing a single elenment of the PRA. And | didn't
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see any -- you didn't address that issue, and we're
getting conflicting -- | nmean, at the end of January,
after al nost a whol e year fromthe SRM we're getting
conflicting answers.

That tells ne that in preparing to cone
here, you didn't really have a neeting and say how do
we address this? This is the position, everybody say
the same thing. And this is the reason for it. And
| think you're nore or less rejecting everything the
letter said.

| haven't seen a single change in what
you're doing as a result of that letter, so you're
di sagreeing with us. So maybe if we wite a letter,
we can wite one line. W continue to believe what we
said a year ago. Then we have to press to understand
what the basic phil osophical approach is. Is it
performance focused? 1Is it risk? Then we get the
answer that, you know, it's really performance. And
| think fromwhat you've described in certain -- the
anal ysis of certain events, it is really performance
wi th heavy doses of risk insights, which I think is
great.

Then we ask, you know, how do you deci de
t hat these t hings are equi val ent? And t he answer was,

based on our intended acti on, which now runs counter
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to risk-informng the regul ati ons, but al so doesn't
seemto be universally true, because |ater on when
ot her col |l eagues of your's took the floor and they
tal ked about other things, and | asked themdid you
deci de these col ors on the basis of action? They said
no, so evidently there was not again a policy for the
ROP that said | ook guys, this is how you determ ne
yell ow and white, based on what you woul d do.

| think that they were devel oped
i ndependent |y by various groups. W have anot her
exanple with the sirens. They took the nean val ue and
they went up a little bit. And here you have the
performance i ndi cators for reactors taking the curves
fromplant to plant, and using the 95th percentile.
| mean why? Wy can't they be consistent?

Is it going to make a big difference in
what you're doing? No, but we keep tal ki ng about
publ i c confidence. The publicis not just the average
guy on the street. The publicis also the statistical
associ ations, the informed scientists. And if they
take a | ook and they say well gee, these guys really
don't know what they're doing, you know, that's not
good. You're losing the confidence of inportant
consti tuenci es.

| believe that we should separate
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performance fromrisk. And I think, you know,
originally I was going to propose that maybe the
reactor safety Pls should weight it nore than say the
ener gency preparedness, because the energency
preparedness wil | berequired after many very unlikely
events occur. Wereas, if | have aninitiating event,
that really creates a | ot of commotion i mediately.
But if | look at it fromthe performance point of view
whi ch Doug explained in the SDP for reactors, then
maybe t hey should not be wei ghted, because as far as
performance is concerned, if you don't do a good job
inthe energency planning, it should be the sane as if
you don't do it in the mtigating systens.

So you see, if you have a phil osophica
approach, a lot of these things are resolved. |[|f you
say |'m performance focused with heavy doses of risk
i nf ormati on.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Fromtinme to tine.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Were
appropri ate.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ri ght.

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Conma, where
appropriate, period, as anended. So then, you know,
t he i ssue of the consistencies of colors, not so nmuch

whet her white neans the sanme everywhere, but shoul d
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two whites and a yellow be equivalent? Then this --
well, but this is not a problemw th the ROP, but I
t hi nk we need better gui dance on root cause anal ysi s,
since a very inportant part of doing the SDP for
findings is the determ nation, whether they're
i ndependent or not. And there is an underlying root
cause, then it seens to ne you have to be a little
nore formal when it conmes to root cause anal ysis, and
gui de peopl e, because you will only put their causes
t hat come fromyour experience or your know edge. And
if you're not very famliar say with organizationa
factors, you never put anything there, unless it's
obvi ous.

Then this other thing that Doug nentioned
about timng, I'ma little unconfortable with that.
| can see your point, and again fromthe performance
poi nt of view, maybe what you're doi ng makes perfect
sense. |1'll havetothinkalittle bit about it nore,
but fromthe risk point of viewit doesn't. |If it
happened during preventive mai ntenance, well tough.
The ri sk assessnent will tell youthisis a delta CDF.
Right? But you are not risk-based. So you see,
again, if you have a consi stent phil osophi cal point of
view, it seenms to me you will be able to resolve a | ot

of these issues and say, you know, this is the -- and
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the other thing is the pressure boundary, it seens to
me, i s kind of unique, and you sort of agreed here, in
t he sense that, you know, one may still make the
argunent that if the cross-cutting issues are
deteriorating, we will have advance warning. Say
maybe a valve will fail here, or we'll see a

consi stent pattern of failures of hardware. But with
pressure boundary, you may not have that |uxury. And
| think we need to pay special attention.

You may not have this advance warning. |
nmean, you had the steam generator rupture, tube
rupture at Indian Point. And as we said, it was due
to a defective inspection program and then you have
Davi s- Besse, again defective corrosion control
program And we al nost cane close to an acci dent
agai n because of the pressure boundary, although there
there were indications. So again, this doesn't go
back to the ACRS in all fairness. W didn't say
anything at that tinme, but | think this is a new
devel opnent now, and we probably have to pay nore
attentiontothis particul ar cornerstone as opposedto
t he ot her ones.

So that's what | -- oh, and the insistence
of keeping the red in the performance indicators for

reactors, and then two hours | ater we find t hat ot her
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guys say well, we don't need the red. | nean --

CO- CHAI RMAN SIEBER: It doesn't nake sense
t here.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah. | nean,
if it is logical not to have a red, don't have it.
Way don't the other groups, | don't know which one it
was now, why don't have this issue with public
confi dence? They certainly want to increase public
confidence. Only the reactor safety guys feel that
t hey have 24, 25 scrans there as a threshold for the
yel l ow' red

MEMBER WALLI S:  Under sone indicators you
couldn't get to the red.

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S:  That's why we
said that they shoul d be abolished.

MEMBER WALLIS: It doesn't nmean to say you
abol i sh all reds just because for sone i ndicators you
can't --

CO- CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI'S:  No, for the
transients you will never get there. You will never
| et anybody get there. The industry itself woul d not
let itself get there. | can't imagine a plant
managenent seeing 15 reds, 15 scrans and sayi ng wel |
gee, | still have seven to go.

VEMBER WALLI S: But that's for scrans.
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But there are --

MEMBER ROSEN: That's this year. Another
22 next year.

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: Ot her than that,
Ms. Lincoln, | thought the show was good.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  Ckay. Well, I'd like
to hear a few words fromeverybody. Dr. Wallis.

MEMBER WALLIS: Well, | sort of agree with
George. We've heard a |lot of detail which I found
very, very interesting. Wat this conmttee has to do
is abstract fromthat a fewthings which are i nportant
where can influence, and George has picked out ones.
| don't have anything to add to those. | think
they're good itens for the rest of the conmttee to
t hi nk about and take a position on.

CO- CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  Dr. Ford.
MEMBER FORD: Yes. | echo what has been

said. On Davis-Besse, when this canme up in
di scussi on, you nmentioned well, we didn't catch that.
It was a green because we didn't have the ROP process
bei ng exerci sed for | ong enough. |s there any way of
goi ng back retrospectively to see if you would have
predicted there was a performance issue at Davis-
Besse?

MR CCE: | suppose that's possible, but
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it would involve going back through a nunber of

i nspection reports prior to the inplenmentation of ROP
and trying to cast theminto a different light in
terms of the processes that we have today.

MEMBER FORD: Because it strikes your
first bullet, when you say ROPis working effectively,
and Ceorge very appropriately said that Davis-Besse
said that you' re not working effectively.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Wl I, it depends on
what you think working effectively neans. | think
that's a good choi ce of words because we don't know
what it nmeans. | don't think anybody has adverti sed
ROP as bei ng a predictor of anything. And, therefore,
it's not a leading indicator, it's not a predictor.
And you can't go back in Davis-Besse because the
i ssues of interest occurred before ROP and the new
systemwere in place. | think --

MEMBER FORD: M question, Jack, | said
woul d such information be avail abl e so you could do a
retroactive assessnent?

MR CCE: | would have to think about
that. | think the point that what is effective is a
very good one, because fromone perspective you coul d
say that the self-revealing event or condition at

Davi s- Besse has been handled with a defined -- with
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t he defined process that's defined within the reactor
oversi ght program and t hat we have a speci al category
for plants such as that that we're exercising now for
Davi s- Besse.

In other words, all of the tools that we
have t hat have been utilized at other plants that have
self-revealing conditions of significance are
avai |l abl e and are being utilized in the case of Davi s-
Besse. And the question about could we predict
anot her Davi s-Besse in the future is a good one, and
it's one that we ask ourselves a lot. And it
notivates us to exan ne t he operating experience that
we do have, and try to find better ways of focusing
our programand our inspections to help us find those
t hi ngs before they do become significant.

CO CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It woul d be
interesting though if you did find sonme | eading
i ndi cators, and what would you do with the
informati on? Could you go to the |icensee and say you
real |y haven't done anyt hi ng bad, but you're goingto.
Okay? And what part of Title 10 do you stand on when
you do that?

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS: | think in all
fairness, we have to separate the i ssue of what to do

in the future fromthe existing, a disagreenment
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bet ween the ACRS and the staff, or the apparent
di sagreenent .

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's true.

MEMBER SHACK: We'll set up a pre-crine
unit like "Mnority Report".

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI'S:  No, | nean this
is the research everybody should think about. Even
this conmttee | don't think has performance
indicators to indicate -- to recommend for this
particul ar issue, sothisis for the future, but I was
referring to the past. But comi ng back to the working
effectively, the staff itself on page 8 of this thing
wites, "It is inportant to note that the intent of
t hese defining principles of the ROPwas to result in
an oversi ght process that provides adequate marginin
t he assessnent of |icensee performance, so that
appropriate |icensee and NRC actions are taken before
unaccept abl e performance occurs.” Fromthat point of
view, Davis-Besse is a failure.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's true.

CO- CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI S: At | east, you
can't say it's working effectively. | nmean, this is
in black and white here, "before unacceptable
performance occurs.” And | think we all agree now

t hat that was conpl etely unaccept abl e what happened
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there. And yet, our own process said green. | nean,
that's what the Chairnman says. | hadn't seen -- but
Chairman Meserve in his tal k says yes, the day before
it was green.

MR. SULLIVAN: |'mhoping this perspective
hel ps, but when we were devel oping ROP, it was
recogni zed -- two points were recogni zed that 1'dIlike
you to consider in your deliberations. One was that
there were certain obscure i ssues we woul d m ss. For
i nstance, the D.C. Cook engi neering probl emthat took
place, it was just a closing as ROP was being
devel oped, woul d not have been reveal ed by ROP ei t her.
It wasn't revealed by the core program and it
woul dn't be reveal ed by ROP

And that |eads ne to ny second point.
It's not that ROP was ever clainmed to be the
absol utely perfect oversi ght program W only thought
that it was head and shoul ders above the ol d one.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTOLAKIS:  And | fully
agree with you.

MR, SULLI VAN.  Ckay.

CO CHAI RVMAN APOSTOLAKI'S: My di sagr eenent
is in saying that it's working effectively. | think
we shoul d be hunmbl e and say we did a good job up until

now, though there are sone di sagreenments. Now we
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| earn from experience we have to do sonet hing, but
obviously it's not working effectively.
CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Why don't we nove on

with the comments? Do you have anything el se?

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah, | agree to a |arge
extent with George. In particular, | would like to
see this be viewed as a perfornmance systemand di vorce
it fromrisk alnost entirely. And | think that's one
of the problens.

|'"d also echo his view that multiple
findi ngs ought not to be determ ned whether they're
i ndependent or not. They ought to al nost assune that
the root cause is such that they're related to each
ot her, and they ought to be taken as an aggregate. |
shared a consi stency concern.

The question of how you shoul d set
t hreshol ds of performance, we have a m xture now of
j udgnent based on expert opinion and experience, and
trying to use PRAs. | think that is one of the big
probl ens we have with that, is throwing in the
m xture. That ought to be based on judgnent, expert
opi ni on, and maybe use a Bayesi an t echni que to i nprove
on it as you go along. | don't think you should use
risk to set threshol ds.

| do think we need a different set of
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performance indicators to deal with the boundary

i ssues, as George says, and | think we ought to give
sone thought as to what those ought to be in order to
be | eadi ng performance i ndi cators that woul d pi ck out
a degraded barrier a lot earlier than before it
reaches a Davi s- Besse.

As far as getting rid of the red, | think
|'d keep it, but 1'd sure |ook at the threshold, and
change the threshold to a val ue that's meaningful. |
think the red has significance in terns of, you may
reach a red sonetines if you' ve got an appropriate
threshold for it. And | think I would think about
keeping it, but changing the threshold to an
appropriate | evel.

CO CHAI RVAN APOSTCOLAKI S: Wl I, then |
woul dn't disagree with that.

MEMBER KRESS: Yeah. | think that's
basically the only expansi on on what CGeorge said
earlier.

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER: St eve.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Yeah, thank you. | would
di sagree, being a confirned rationalist here, that we
ought to throw out risk. | think it works very well
ininitiating events and mitigating systens area, and

that's really where it was intended, in nmy mnd, to
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function. It's been applied inperfectly in sone of
the other areas, and that's where we get into the
trouble, so |l would go to that point, where it's keep
it for initiating events and mtigating systens, and
apply it much nore gingerly in the other areas.

| al so have another worry that cones out
of avisit of the ACRSto region two the last tinme we
were there. Region two was very hospitabl e, brought
in a whol e bunch of people to talk to us, including a
nunber of the residents on the plants in region two
and the seni or reactor anal yst. And one of the things
that we heard, which |'ve been sort of mulling on
since that time and worryi ng about, was t he statenent
by sone of the residents that it was very, very hard
to fit into their schedule the defense of a finding.

In fact, if they made findings in their
work, the ROP, be they white, yellow, or you know
what ever, it turned into a major, major work | oad for
them Maybe that was just because it's new. | hope
so, but if it's not, if the process is so intensive,
work intensive for the residents, the |aw of
uni nt ended consequences got us again.

We set in place a system W rely on the

residents to do it, and in fact, because it's so

puni shing they stop finding the things, or reporting
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t he t hi ngs we want themto report. Nowl' mnot making
an accusation. |'mjust repeating what sone of them
sai d about their work | oad. They didn't say they were
doing that. They just saidit seens like it's al npst
very difficult for us to nake a finding and then
defend it.

You guys who are managi ng t he agency usi ng
this process to upgrade it. And | agree, it's better
than it was before, better than the process we had
before. You need to think about the work | oad you're
putting on the residents, give themall the help you
can.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Thank you, Steve
Dr. Bonaca. MEMBER BONACA: | pretty much
endorse the perspective that George presented. One
thing that I want to say, however, is that first of
all, the presentati ons were hel pful because I think I
under st ood a nunber of things and refl ections that you
had. But it seens to ne that since you're agreeing
that the process is not cast in concrete yet, and
there are opportunities for refinement, | mean, you
coul d be open to some of the suggestions we are naki ng
here, or some of the inconsistences, because | think
we di scussed them and you recogni zed sone of themin

certain cases. And | understand that probably it is
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going to be hard to go back and say yes, performance

is the issue, and the threshold should be not risk-

informed. | mean, the threshol d shoul d not be -- but
still you should consider doing that.
Anyway, that's -- so | nean, in general,

the corments we put together in the original letter
are still there, and really we haven't got any cl osure
on that. And, you know, | think, however, in the
context of again, your openness to consider

i mprovenents and the possibility of doing so, you
should really -- it's going to be difficult for us to
answer that SRM for the conm ssion and say that we
have worked with the staff at inproving the process,
because really we haven't been able to do that right
now. That's pretty nmuch that.

CO CHAI RVAN SI EBER: M. Leitch.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Well, | think the
presentations today have been hel pful, and ny
under st andi ng, at | east, of the ains of the ROP. 1 do
bel i eve that, as Steve Rosen has nentioned, that I
think the initiating events and mitigating systens
should still be risk-based, and others performance-
based. | think that there's good basis for doing
that, and | think it works well.

| guess | have a concern though in a
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different vein, and that is, howw find -- and

al though the process isn't primarily designed to be

predictive, yet | think what it is intended -- it is
stated that it is intended to head-off things before
t hey become bi g consequences. And | really thi nk what
gives us really bigissues inthe industry are not the
i ndi vidual things that are reveal ed by the ROP, but

rat her sonme way t hose t hi ngs are sunmed and unexpect ed
consequence, a mmj or consequence occurs.

W' ve all mentioned Davis-Besse. W
nmentioned the D.C. Cook engineering issues. | guess
in ny own experience, harkening back to the operators
asl eep at Peach Bottom You | ook at individua
t hings, and | don't know how you get to sone of these
under | yi ng probl ens, cross-cutting issues unless you
drill down into those cross-cutting issues. |If we
stop our look, if we say that well, you' re not going
to | ook down that far because that's really beyond our
scope, or beyond our charter to | ook down into those
safety culture issues, into those managenent issues,
| don't know howwe find those things, because | think
those are the things that really cause the industry
and the agency big problens.

It's not the individual punp failure or

valve failure. W can deal with those things. It's
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t hose maj or cross-cutting issues that are the areas
where we have hi gh vul nerability. And | think we have
to be | ooking down deeper into the process.

| know that's supposedly beyond our
charter at the nonment. | think there are sone
signi ficant performance indicators that could be
devel oped, that woul d give us a cl ue. Maybe not al
t he answers, but give us a clue as to some very
i mportant safety culture issues. And if we're not
drilling dowmn to look at those, | just think we're
m ssing a big opportunity there.

CO- CHAI RVMAN SI EBER:  Dr. Shack.

MEMBER SHACK: Well, | do want to
congratul ate you on the presentation. | foundit very
hel pful in understanding nmuch of your rationale for
getting towards the SDP, and comi ng up wi th things.
| guess |'mfairly confortable, if not total agreement
woul d be expected, with a m x of performance-based and
ri sk-informed, you know. |'d stay away fromri sk-
based. | really think the notion here is to eval uate
performance. And if | can use risk-inforned views to
do that, that's fine. |If | have to use perfornance-
based that's fine. And consistency fromthat, | don't
see any other way you can do it except from judgnent

and experience, so | expect we will be adjusting these
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performances as we do go al ong.

| agree with G ahamthat, you know, we do
want to get back to -- you know, | see all this effort
on the systemindicators. You know, | actually think
somebody woul d be doing -- you know, to go back to the
ot her ki nds of programs, you know, the probl em sol vi ng
progranms. You know, the systemindicators | don't
t hi nk are where the problens are at. And it's really
t he ot her ki nds of performance we have to thi nk about
nmeasuring. And we need nore effort focused on that
than we do devel opi ng new, nore gl obal safety system
indicators. |It's the corrective action programthat
perhaps is really the heart of what we're trying to
know, as to how -- you know, you can't possibly
i nspect everything. Wat you have to have confi dence
is that the |icensee's corrective action programis
finding and fixing things. And, you know, that's
where | would be focusing ny efforts to | ook at
performance indicators and better performance
nmeasures, not on my system performance. W can do
that with the PRAs.

The ones you have may not be perfect, but
as far as I' mconcerned, they're probably good enough
until | can handl e ot her nore i nportant things that |

don't think are dealt with, as well. |'d sort of
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argue for sone sort of re-focusing of the effort in
devel opi ng performance i ndicators, | would see as the
ki nd of highest priority I would like to see in

i mprovi ng the ROP.

MEMBER BONACA: Looking at different
ar eas.

MEMBER SHACK: Looking at different areas.
Agai n, the corrective action programis really the --

CO- CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKI S: The conpl et eness
issue. Are we really --

MEMBER SHACK: Well --

CO CHAI RMAN APOSTOLAKIS: It is an issue
of conpl eteness. You cover these, the staff, the
systems, the hardware, the staff. Now we realize
there's a hole there.

MEMBER SHACK: | nean, | al so understand
this need to have an objective program and that
really is kind of -- you know, you want to bury down
- you know, the deeper you burrow, you know, the
harder it is perhaps to cone up with objective
nmeasures, but that's really where we need to be
wor ki ng.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Thank you. | woul d

like at this tinme to thank our presenters from NRR
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And | think it was very hel pful, and gave us sone
insights that, frankly, we didn't have before.

MEMBER SHACK: Can | ask one question sort
of off --

CO CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Sur e.

MEMBER SHACK: That's on the wor kbooks.
You know, the other thing that we heard fromthe
peopl e, you know, using the workbooks and the SDP
process was a bear. Do you think -- do you see ways
to inprove that?

MR. COE: Yes. There are ways to inprove
that. W have a task group that has just reported
out, and has made sone reconmendations, and we're
dealing with those now. And | believe that our
ultinmate objective is to inprove the user-
friendliness, if youwll, of these processes. But in
the very sane breath, I wll also acknow edge t hat
usi ng probabilistic tools in the program as
intrinsically as we've made t hema part of our program
requires an additional intellectual effort. And we
have to stand up to that and say we're willing to do
that, and we'll make that as easy as it can be, as
predi ctabl e, as scrutable, as understandable. But
there's no question, and should be no question in

anybody's mnd that that is sonething we haven't done
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inthe past, and that we' re expecti ng nore not only of
our inspectors, but of our staff managenent deci sion
makers who make deci sions at these SERP panels. So
t he answer is yes, but there will always be this need
to make a greater effort to understand the tool s that
we' re using because of their inherent conplexity.
There's no way around that, and so we have to

acknow edge that.

M. Chairman, | have found this all very
useful discussion. |'mpleased to hear that in sone
ways | think we satisfied the need to help give you a
better understanding of our program | would offer
that the earlier letter that you sent us, although we
may di sagree that we need to redefine the theoreti cal
basis for the programacross all the cornerstones, we
did agree that we need to be very nuch nore clear
about how we did design the programand its basis.
Fromt hat standpoi nt, we believe that the scrutability
of the programis our objective. And although we
m ght debate the nerits of one basis or another,
what's inportant to us is the basis is clear. It's
written down, and then we can debate sonething that
hopeful ly is understood, and we can eval uate the
di f ferent perspectives.

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Well, clarity is
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i mportant. Consistency is inportant, that we'rein a
posi ti on where you fol ks have a pretty well devel oped
program and we have a pretty wel |l devel oped position,
and sonehow or other we've got to reconcile.

MR CCE: | understand. | was only
reacting to Dr. Apostol akis' coment that nmaybe we
didn't agree with anything in your previous letter.
We did agree on that --

CO CHAI RVMAN SI EBER: Wel |, that woul d be
a sunmary response.

MR CCE: So we thank you.

CO CHAIRWAN SIEBER: | would like to take
us off the record at this point.

(Of the record 4:34 p.m)
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