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CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Good norning. This is our
annual neeting of the ACRS Sub-Comrittee on Pl ant
Operations and each of the Regions. |'m John Sieber,

Chai rman of the Plant Operations Sub-Commttee. | would
like to thank Jim Cal dwel |, the Regional Adm nistrator for
having us here. | know these neetings are never easy to
prepare for.

Qur ACRS nenbers in attendance are the ACRS
Chai rman, Dr. Mario Bonaca, Dr. Peter Ford, Dr. Victor
Ransom St ephen Rosen and Dr. Grahm Wall ace. Back in
attendance are Maggal ean Weston and Barbara J. Wite.

The purpose of this neeting is to hear the
status of regional operations and also provide the ACRS the
opportunity to interact directly with the Regions in its
ongoi ng efforts to remain know edgeabl e about NRC matters.
Maggal ean Weston is the cogni zant ACRS staff engi neer and
t he designated federal official for this region.

The rules for participation in today's neeting
have been announced as part of the notice of the neeting
published in the Federal Register on May 27th, 2004. A
transcript of the nmeeting is being kept and will be nade
avai l able as stated in the Federal Register Notice. It is
requested t hat speakers use one of the m crophones
avail abl e, identify thenselves and speak with clarity and

vol ume so that they may be readily heard, particularly by
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the Court Reporter.

W have no witten comments from nmenbers of the
public regarding to today's neeting. And personally, other
than the weather, | think you for your hospitality. As
part of these regional visits we go to a |licensee's
facility, a nuclear power plant, and talk with the |icensee
and gather their views and also tour their plant. And this
year we went through the D.C. Cook Power Plant and they
were very gracious and prepared well for our visit. So we
did that yesterday.

And the last time we were here was on June 8th,
in the year 2000, which was relatively speaking a calmtine
inthe life of Region 3. And | regret that it's taken us
four years to conme back. But there are four regions and we
make one visit a year.

Wth us today is the ACRS Chairnman, Dr. Mario
Bonaca, and Dr. Bonaca, do you have any comrents? |'m sure
we woul d like to hear them

DR BONACA: Well, first of all, I would Iike
to thank you again for hosting us. | realize we're taking
quite a bit of your tinme and preparation, but we're | ooking
forward to the interaction. W already communicated to
you, | believe, on sone of the areas of interest on our
part. One is, it is still high on our list of discussion

is the ROP. And particularly the issue of safety culture
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that, you know, it's really, well, | was just reading the
GEO Report of Davi s-Besse and again the recognition about
need for further regulation in the safety culture area.

ACRS wote a letter about a year ago stating
what we felt at the time that there is sufficient
regul atory requirenents in place in Appendix B on the ROP
to provide -- franmework for assessing safety culture. And
our focus was nore on the sophistication of the inspectors
findings and so this report than on the regul atory
f ramewor k.

Clearly this is an issue that's been debated
wi dely right now. There are other people that we
interacted with that believe that there should be nore
regul ation and again the GEO Report. So we appreciate your
views on this issue.

Anot her issue which is specific to the Region
is we are reviewing the license rule present in Quad City.
And what we have been | ooking at is sone of the issues
relating to the power upgrades and the -- on the speed
dryers and whet her or not such conponents should, in fact,
conmponents that may be considered non-safety related. And
yet they make us -- to sone inpact -- should the inpact
within this -- rule.

And again, the view of the Regional operation

on this nature, you're interacting with those plants and
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this is an issue that we'll have to deal w th when we
performthe conpletion of our review in Septenber

Wth that, that's pretty nuch ny statenents. |
think the CRS and | wanted to raise the issues now

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  Thank you, Dr. Bonaca. |
woul d caution you that the ACRS has a pretty bad habit of
interrupting and asking questions. W have tried to reform
ourselves in vain. And on the other hand, we will be as
courteous as we possibly can be and | consider these free
floating neetings. You're entitled to nmake comments and
ask questions of us. And we |ikew se.

And so with that introduction and with all of
the official business behind us now, I'd like to call upon
JimCaldwel | to begin the Region's presentation.

MR CALDWELL: Well, good norning. |
appreci ate your opening comments. And we hope that we will
answer your questions to the best of our ability. As you
m ght guess, we work very closely with our Headquarter's
counterpart. So our views may not seemdifferent than what
you may hear fromNRR And a | ot of these issues that
you're tal king about are NRR Issues. But we have provided
i nput based on our observations and we'll tal k about that
as we go through it.

| want to wel cone you to Region 3. As you

said, the weather wasn't very acconmpdati ng but we haven't
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had, we had a lot of rain recently so this is kind of

typical. The last couple of days were nice while you were
at Cook. | assume you would bring good weather. So, nmaybe
it'll clear up a little bit this afternoon for your trip
back.

|"mglad that the tour went well yesterday at
DC Cook. That is a facility we'll talk a little bit nore
about later. It's a Colum 3 Plant. They've been in and
out of the greater cornerstones and their operational
performance hasn't been that good. So it's a good plant to
go visit. W've spent a lot of resources there. That's
one of the places that has caused us to spend a | ot of
resources. And I'mnot sure exactly what they told you
yesterday, but it's my understandi ng their managenent
recogni zes that it's an issue of whether or not they've
been able to get the staff to recognize it. So we're stil
nmonitoring their activities. And we'll continue to nentor
t hrough this year

This is a new facility. W just noved in here
in April. And we're pretty proud of how it turned out.
And | hope you'll get a chance to see our |Instant Response
Center. W downsized the square footage of it considerably
to make sure we fully utilized all our space. This room
can become part of the Instant Response Center. |It's set

up so that these screens, and there's one that conmes down
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here, can be used to bring in URD s Data or plant diagrans,
Plant PM D s. Al so Rasco print.

Al'l that can conme fromthe Instant Response
Center into here so if we had to expand out and have a
group in here. And they can conmuni cate when they're
giving briefings and plant status during an event. They
will, the briefings will cone through here. So we have,
next door's the Executive Conference Room which is also
set up the sanme way. So we have a | ot of expanded
abilities for Instance Response, as | said, being one of
the roons. In our design of the building or this facility
we tried to make it as efficient as we coul d.

| | ooked over the agenda. | believe we will be
gi ving presentations on nost of the things you are
interested in. But if not, |ike you said, please interrupt
and ask questions. W are use to that. W rarely let
i censees get through their entire presentation w thout
interrupting them So it will be good for us to get sone
of the sanme thing, reactions.

There was a whole | ot of stuff that we have on
here. W conpressed it in a very short period of time so
we'll try to scoot through it to get to those things that
you want. But we do have a |lot of fol ks that are prepared
to cone in and talk to you. And there's not a whole |ot of

time but we'll try to get all that through. W'IIl have
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staff come in, we have staff in the audience right now
There will be people comng in and out to provide
additional information for you, to answer questions as you
ask them

What 1'd Iike to do, ny nanme's Jim Cal dwel |,
|'mthe Regional Adm nistrator. What 1'd like to do is go
down the front table here starting with Tom Kozak. 1'd
themto introduce thensel ves.

MR KOZAK: Hi, I'"'m Tom Kozak. |'m a technical
assistant in D vision of Reactor Projects.

MR REYNOLDS: Steve Reynolds. |I'mthe acting

director of Division of Reactor Projects.

M5. PEDERSON. Good norning. |'m G ndy
Pederson. |1'mthe Director of Division of Reactor Safety.
MR. GROBE: Good norning. |'mJack G obe. For

the last two and-a-half years |'ve been assigned full tine
to the Davi s-Besse Recovery.
MR CALDWELL: Oher NRC fol ks in the audi ence?
| ntroduce yoursel ves.
MR HOUSTON: Sure. [|I'mAl Houston. |I'min
t he Division of Reactor Projects.
CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  There is a hand held
m crophone. That way we can get your nane on the record.
MR HOUSTON: |'m Al Houston in the Division of

Reactor Projects.
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MR RING I'mMurk Ring in the Division of
Reactor Projects and | have responsibility for Quad G ti es,
Dresden and --

MR STODER |'m Carl Stoder, |'m Senior
Resi dent Inspector of Quad Cities Station.

MR. SETTLES: M nanme is Steven Settles. |

represent the State of Illinois, the Division of Nuclear
Safety. | oversee the reactor inspectors at the power
pl ant s.

MR RABOR |'m Ted Rabor. |'m Chief of Plants
and Support Branches in the Division of Reactor Safety. In

our branch we have Radi ation Protection, Energency
Preparedness and I nci dent Response.

M5. RILEY: M nanme is Jamie Riley, |'ma
student --

MR. BULIK: Good norning, |'m Tom Bul ik,
React or Engi neering, DRS.

MR LURCH: M name is Robert Lurch. 1'ma
Proj ect Engineer for Branch 6 in the Division of Reactor
Projects. W have responsibility for Cook, -- and
Pal i sades.

MR WLLIAM M name is Wlliam | work for
Reactor Engineering in the D vision of Reactor Projects.

MR. CALDWELL: Thank you. And as | said, we'll

have additional people coming in and out as it takes to
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gi ve presentations and answer your questions.

| thought 1'd spend a few m nutes on the
organi zation. And Region 3 is pretty typical of regiona
organi zations. But I'Il walk through it so you can see
there are differences in how each regi on does sonet hi ng.
It's kind of based on their personality. | know you were
here about four years ago when we were in the old office.
And as | said, we're in the newer facility now W have
made sone changes.

| started as the Regional Adm nistrator just
this past October. 1've been here, though, alnobst nine
years in Region 3. | think the Region 3 people have
claimed nme al though there's a |ot of folks here who have
been here a ot longer than that. | started out in the
Materials Area and then went back to Reactors and then into
the RA's Ofice.

But there's a |lot of things that have been said
about Region 3 and | wanted to just do a little bit of
di scussion about it. W recently had a nanagenent retreat
and we' ve been using a consultant to help us work, to make
things nore effective than they currently are. W're
trying to get better all the tine.

But one of the comments he made in working with
our managenent teans was that he was, he was very surprised

by the fact that when he | ooks at a | arge group, he cones
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and works with a lot of big conpanies to hel p them work

t hrough problens. And nost of the tinme he sees a coupl e of
| eaders in the group and then the rest of the people are
waiting to find out what to do next.

What he found out here when he dealt with the
managenment teamin this region was that everybody on the
team cared and conpassi onately cared about the issue of
safety. And he recognized that, and everybody in the
group, I'lIl have to say, because | can be the |eader of
this region. So we have a |lot of very strong characters in
this place and they're all very passionate about safety.
And that goes even into the staff.

So consequently it nmakes things a little nore
conmpl ex than conplicated. And | wouldn't have it any other
way. |'mvery pleased and proud of how good t he nanagenent
teamstaff is here at Region 3. Sonetines people | ook at
things |ike the NIG Survey and see where we may not fair in
the survey formas well as sone other places. But do we
have a | ot of good inspectors here. And there's skeptics.

So |l think that's reflected in there.

And it's also, like | said, everybody really
cares passionately. |If you decide to do anything to our
prograns that people feel |ike are reducing our ability to

acconplish our m ssion, they speak up so we don't have a,

we have a very vocal group of folks that care. And as
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you'll see as we wal k through sonme of these issues, we have

a lot of findings as a tribute to the |eadership and staff

here in this Region. It is a good, a really good group of
folks. Like |I said, I've been here about nine years and
|"ve cone to appreciate Region 3 a great deal. | know

there's a lot of things that people talk about. But this
is good place and these people do a great job. So I'm
pretty happy to be the RA of this Region.

Agai n, our organization, like | say, is set up

pretty nmuch |ike the other three regions but we have sone

differences. As you'll notice, as Jack indicated, he's the
Chai rman of the Davis-Besse 0350 Panel. And we have under
projects, which I'll wal k through each one of these, but

under Projects we have a branch that just has Davi s-Besse
init.

Additionally, we have a seventh branch, which
we don't show on here because it's an ad hoc branch that
has joint Point Beaches. Point Beaches are Columm 4 plan.
They had sone red findings and | think we did a 950003. W
have a cal on that facility. And we continue to have
stated oversight. So we have a dedi cated Branch Chief just
for Point Beach, a dedicated Branch Chief just for Davis-
Besse. And the other Branch Chiefs in DRP have taken up
the load that at the plants that were originally in Branch

4.

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433
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So, al though we have six branches, there's
really a seventh and Tom Kozak, who we should thank for al
this, howthis was set up. He's spent all his tine making
sure that we would be ready today. He's the Director of
t he Tech Support G oup and a previous Branch Chief. So
they have a lot of talent in the Division of Reactor
Proj ects.

The Division Reactor Safety is our engineering
group. W just recently added a third engi neering branch.
Qur goal, the two previous engi neering branches had a
pretty |large band of control. And we're very strong on
engi neering. And we wanted to nmake sure we had the right
engi neeri ng managenent oversi ght of those groups, naking
sure that each individual gets the right attention. So we
split those two into three branches. And it just gotten
started. | know C ndy, who's the Director of Division of
Reactor Safety will talk a little bit nore about that
later. But we're very proud of how well we fair in the
engi neering areas of this Region.

We have a Division of Resource Managenent,
which is our federal organization. W used to say we had
three technical divisions and an adm ni strative division.
And | now say we have four Technical Divisions because
budget is a big issue at the Agency now and there's a | ot

of details that go through the budget process. Also ITis
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providing the active support for the staff. It's very
i mportant.

And that's a pretty technical organization as
saw | ast night when | tried to operate this equipnment and
it broke. And they had to cone in last night to fix
everything, make it work. But we've got a |ot of new
equi pnent that's going to help us be a lot nore effective
inthe field as we go forward.

And you asked about resources in our HR staff.
W have a |large one here. Probably the |argest of all the
regions. W spend a lot of tinme with the Branch Chiefs and
Seni or Managers and the HR staff. W' ve been pretty
successful. In fact, in 2001, that was the first year we
ever ended the year at our path. W usually were way | ow
because we were having a tough tinme neeting, recruiting as
many people as were leaving this region. So we're getting
better at that.

But even at that, just neeting the cap is not
enough to keep from having an inpact on the people who are
here. W're really shooting to go over that |evel so that
we al ways have enough peopl e through training and bei ng
qualified. And if we're to neet the work | oad, as you
know, with the ROP, we're baseline | oaded now Each
i ndividual's hours are already allocated to do inspections.

So when we have a | ot of people in training that nmeans

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433
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ot her people have to pick up the loads. So we're working
on recruiting to make sure we have the right resources.

MR. ROSEN: Excuse nme, Jim | would be hel pful
if we had a copy of that slide.

MR. CALDWELL: Yeah, we can give you a copy of
t he wor kshop.

There's anot her issue, that just escaped ne, on
resources. But we've been working really hard to -- oh, a
| ot of the people we bring, in fact, recently a | ot of
peopl e we' ve brought in have extensive industry experience.
Not a | ot of NRC experience, obviously. And we've also
hired a bunch of folks right out of college with not any
i ndustry type experience.

But we're finding we have a, kind of a good m x
of all of that. And even out in the resident branch we
have sone fol ks that we hired in the New Professiona
Program They're residents now. And sone that cone in
with a |ot of experience. So we get a lot of different
| ooks at the power plants. A lot of different kinds of
guestions. So it's all been working out well.

The down side of hiring good people, and that's
what we try to do, hire the best fol ks we can. The down
side of that is a ot of our folks get pronoted. And they
get pronoted either at the Headquarters or other regions.

So that's part of the turn over that we, | mght, suffer in

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433
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this Region. But we're kind of happy with that approach.
We |ike seeing Region 3 people nove up and out to other
things. And we like nmaking sure that we hire the best
folks. It does nmean, though, that we have to spend a | ot
of time on recruiting to make sure we cover all of that.

And then | know that -- I'msorry.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER  Let ne ask a question while
you're on this subject. 1In the first part of this nonth
there is the National Annual AMS neeting. The thene of
that neeting is based on the perception that there are an
insufficient |ong term nunber of nucl ear engi neering
graduat es and students to support this industry.

What inpact, have you | ooked at the longer term
and what inpact do you think that will have on the industry
and the Agency?

MR. CALDWELL: Do you nean in nucl ear
engi neering or in engineering?

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Nucl ear engi neeri ng.

MR, CALDWELL: Well, | know the industry has
been |l ooking at this as well as the Agency. And we have a
little, being a governnent agency, we cannot conpete in
sonme areas for folks. But we don't just |ook in nuclear
engi neering. W look in electrical and nechanical, all the
engi neering disciplines. W have not had problens to date

with bringing people in fromthe university.
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| don't know what the trickle down will be when
you see, | know that Navy Program has been cutting back in
a lot of the nuclear progranms in universities. But | think
there are sone that are getting standing. | don't know,

St eve?

MR REYNOLDS: | just wanted to add on we've
had good success recently from Purdue University, getting
nucl ear engineers. |In fact, a nucl ear engineer from Purdue
and we have another individual starting Monday who's a
nucl ear engi neer graduate from Purdue. Tom Kozak is a
former graduate from Duke. So we've got a relationship
with them

So fromthat point of view we're getting
nucl ear engineers to cone in, join us, with a mx of the
ot hers. So.

M5. PEDERSON: Additionally, one other; at
Uni versity of Mssouri, Rala, has a new engineering
program We, too, have personally reached out to that
school, nyself included, to go out on recruiting trips to
try to develop that relationship as well. So we are
connecting to a couple of schools directly to recruit.

MR, CALDWELL: And G ndy has been connected
with the Society of Wwnen Engi neers. And we've been
successful in recruiting through that programas well. So,

so far we've been in the m dwest area and we've gone to the
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Uni versity of Puerto Rico, Florida State. There's a nunber
in the south we've gone to. W' ve been relatively
successf ul

We had not seen the inpact so far. But it is,
we are bringing in lots of new fol ks, sonme wi th experience.
And we've been fortunate recently to bring in folks with a
| ot of experience.

Does anybody el se have any conments on
recruiting? These folks handle all the recruiting. They
just let me know how we're doing.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER Well, maybe I'l1 just conmment
and give away ny age, but when | graduated from col |l ege and
went into the nuclear industry, the core of themwere
engi neers. So nechanicals, electricals and civils actually
could do the job. So | personally don't have a fear that
there's only maybe 500 nucl ear engi neering students in the
United States. And nost engineers typically are very
versatile. And if they don't learn it in school, they wl|l
learn it very quickly.

On the other hand, | think that both the
i ndustry and our Agency needs to support recruiting as a,
as a worthwhile field. So | appreciate all of your
comrents as you' re aware of what's going on and are
responding to that.

MR, CALDWELL: Yes, we're certainly aware and
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we have made, as managers indicated, we nmade sone

rel ationships with certain universities and we wil |
continue to | ook for other ways of making sure we have
enough staff. But it is a challenge, it continues to be a
chal |l enge, especially as we grow, it continues to be a
chal | enge.

The only division | didn't talk about was the
Di vi sion of Nuclear Material Safety. And now that's not
part of the graph or program but it has an inpact on the
Regi on. That program has been reduced sonme in size because
of the grievance states and the New Cycle Programgoing to
Region 2. But there's a nunber of challenges in there.

And as we all becone aware every day, those are real life
and health issue challenges. And people, radar fol ks that
are getting over exposed, significantly over exposed.

We just tal ked about a Severe Level 2 Violation
and we're getting ready to issue, because of a radiographer
assi stant got about 20 Rem because they weren't doi ng what
t hey shoul d have been doing. But that programis doing an
exceptionally good job too and it continues to be sonething
that we focus on fromtine to tine.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER.  Was this the incident where
t he stucco --

MR. CALDWELL: | believe so.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER:  Yes, | heard about that one.
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MR CALDWELL: I'mtrying to think of the nane
of the --

M5. PEDERSON:  Ji nf?

MR CALDWELL: No, it's not.

M5. PEDERSON. Being a public neeting, we may
not want to nmention a nane because we haven't issued it
yet.

MR CALDWELL: Right, sorry about that.

In the way of discussing a -- are there any
qguestions on the organi zation?

MR. ROSEN: One question or comrent, probably
just one thing you said. That when people are training to
-- to pick up the load, it's cone to ny, mny experience that
you don't schedule training in ternms of man hours. You end
up just exactly there and you end up nore than people
having to junp in and pick up the load. But if you take
training as a base task and put it in your overall planning
and budgeting system then you plan around it. And it
doesn't quite come out to be, of course maybe a figure of
speech, but | would hope that you would put the training
hours, you know, you know when training's com ng. You know
when it's needed. So it's not like, training is not a
junper. It's a lesson, a planned way.

MR CALDWELL: It is. It's considered, and

when you consider it, and we | ook at the nunber of hours
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that we expect to get out of that training was included in
that. Wat |I'mtalking about is if you have a higher |oss
t han what you expected. | nean, you set up, we know that
we're going to hire, we have to bring in so many new peopl e
and we set our programup based on that. And if you have
nore new people comng in than what you anticipated in
particular we're trying to over hire, it just changes

the --

MR. ROSEN: | see. So it's the unexpected | oss
of people that creates a higher than expected plan training
for --

MR CALDWELL: Right, it is planned for. It is
in our nunbers. And, Tom as a matter of fact, nonitors
that activity. And in the folks that we're hiring right
out of college, it takes an additional year over what an
experi enced person mght have to be fully experienced and
certified to go out and --

MR. ROSEN: Well, I'"'mglad to hear your answer
because it sends a very inportant nessage for the staff
that training is not sonething they do in addition to their
j ob.

MR CALDWELL: ©Ch, no.

MR. ROSEN: The training is their job, it's
part of a central piece of their job, can qualify to do the

wor K.
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MR. CALDWELL: Yes, and besides just the
required training, which was what | was tal king about, |ike
in DTC Training, we have right now the highest training
budget of all the regions. And we spend that noney on our
staff. We have a training counsel or who neets regularly
and wal ks t hrough, makes sure that we're getting additional
training. There are inpacts |ike Davis-Besse and Poi nt
Beach that cause us to nodify that training approach
because those things were unexpected. And I'Il talk a
little bit about how the inpacts have occurr ed.

But we do consider training as part of our, we
are aware that it is required and it is part of our
pl anning process. It's just that you can't plan for al
contingencies. Steve, did you have a conment?

MR. REYNOLDS: | was just going to give you
nore specifics on that. |In the Reactor Program across the
four regions and NLR, training budget is estimted at 12
percent of your tine. And what Jimwas tal king about is
you get a lot nore new people. By the tine you spent in
training, on average per person goes up nore than 12
percent. But we budget on average, an average person, if
you have an average person you'd spend 12 -- tinme on
training. GObviously, a nore experienced staff spends |ess
time than these people and nore time. Such an average is

12 percent.
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MR. GROBE: As Jimnentioned, Region 3 plays a
pretty significant role in populating the | eadership across
t he Agency. They've hired new people, trained them well
and they end up getting pronoted. So we have a high
turnover. But in addition, as | think you' re aware,
several years ago the Agency evaluated its enpl oyee
statistics as far as age and found that we had a very
significant waiting of people that were getting ready to
retire. So we've put a tremendous anount of enphasis on
hiring younger people, especially folks right out of
college. And that is an additional training where it is
recogni zed in our budget as sone additional resources. But
it isalittle.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER: | think before we nove on,
|"d just like to ask a question that | hope has a shorter
answer. The State of Illinois is an Agreenent State. And
t he Agreenent State Program has been going on for 35 years
or so. And to ny know edge, the State of Illinois has a
very strong program |1'd like to know what function does
the State perforn? They're part of Title 10 of
Responsibilities and the Atom c Energy Act responsibilities
where they performthe functions rather than the federal
NRC.

And either you fol ks can answer that or we do

have a representative fromthe State of Illinois, if you'd
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like to address that and |I'd be interested in hearing.

M5. PEDERSON. Maybe | could start that
di scussion. 1'll try to keep it short. | used to be the
Director of the Division of Nuclear Material Safety, which
has responsibility for the Agreenent State Program
Illinois is a very |large programand they fully execute the
functions of their agreenent. And so we do, through our
| npact Program integrate materials, perfornmance eval uation
process go on a period basis and evaluate their
effectiveness in inplenmenting that program

And so we have had a nunber of those over tinme
and they have been successfully performng their functions.
As far as any particular details, we don't have the current
folks with and I know one of the areas that is under
di scussion with the states in general is a sub-agreenent
for looking at security related inspections. And so |
don't have the information regarding Illinois specific on
t hat .

MR. GROBE: In the reactor arena, though, the
State has resident inspectors at all of our sites. And
Cecil is here today. And those folks work with Cecil. W
have a very close relationship with the State of Illinois
in that regard. They do not replace any of our
responsibilities but we're very closely coordi nated and,

excuse ne, and their inspectors augnment our activities.
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MR. CALDWELL: Yes, that's not an agreenent
state issue. That's sonmething that grew, | guess, out of
their Agreenent State Program The Agreenent State
Program what Cndy is tal king about, is the Materials
Program But as Jack indicated, they have a reactor, a
very strong Reactor Program as well as oversight. They
have their own Instant Response Center. |It's pre-filled.
And they have residents at the site that work with us. And
t hey use our inspection procedures and work with the
resi dent inspector and inspect on our behalf. But we still
conmpl ete our programw th our own inspectors. So it's kind
of an augnented effort, as Jack said.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Well, I'mfamliar with the
Commonweal th of Pennsylvania. And there their inspectors
woul d, if they had findings they would provide those
findings to the NRC and any viol ati ons escal ated --

MR GROBE: That's the same it works here. Any
state that has a programlike that, there's a nenorandum of
understanding in the Agency. W have one with Illinois.
And it's structured very simlar to that.

M5. PEDERSON: For the Reactor side but on the
Materi al side they independently issue those actions.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER  Yes, ny personal experience
is the Agreenent State Program where it's been

i npl emrented, has worked well. And if it hasn't, maybe you
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can tell me. But ny experience is that it has.

MR CALDWELL: It's working well in this
region. W had two new Agreenent States; GChio and
Wsconsin. And we're getting ready, | think, is it this
week or next week, to go up and talk to them They haven't
had their first Inpact, but Wsconsin and Chio has. All of
our states are doing a good job, in particular Illinois, as
far as the Agreenent State.

MR. REYNOLDS: Illinois is the only state that
has resident inspectors at the reactors.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Ckay, thank you very nuch. |
appreci ate that.

MR, CALDWELL: I'mjust going, |I'mtaking up a
little bit too much tine. 1'mgoing to turn it back over
to Cndy and Steve here in a mnute. But | want to nention
just a couple of challenges that we have.

Let ne go back a little bit. Like I said, |
cane here in "95. In '"96, in on tinme frane we' ve had,
let's see, we've had five plants and then Davi s-Besse t hat
have been under the 0350 process, the first one being Point
Beach was ki nd of nodeled after 0350. Then we had LaSall e,
Zion, Cinton, DC Cook and now Davi s-Besse. That's been
spread over from'96 up till now

Sone of those plants were in that process for

over three years or they were shut down for over three
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years and they got into the process sonetinme after that
shut down. So we have been challenged in those areas with
t he oversight.

During that same tine period or at the
begi nning of that tine period, you probably renenber
Dresden was a problem plant that stayed on the Problem
Pl ant List |onger than anyone. And they had independent
saf ety assessnent, which is kind of the oversight DDT.
That happened during that sane tine frame. And Quad Cities
was down for over a year with an 0350 |ike process. W had
a, | think, Steve, were you the Oversight Manager? W had
a senior execute as an oversi ght manager. They were down
because of their fire protection risk assessnent was pretty
hi gh and they had to make a | ot of nodifications.

So that was all going on in parallel with the
Materials Program W were certifying the gaseous
diffusion plants as well as, as | said, there were a | ot of
ot her issues that were going on in the Materials Program
But we took over regulatory authority for the DOE, for the
gaseous di ffusion prograns. And that was a, that was a
significant undertaking as well. And that was going on in
parallel with all this stuff.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER | take it you al so have the
conversion point and --

MR CALDWELL: W did. W have transferred the
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entire Fuel Cycle Programto Region 2. So they now have
that. They are the ones that are dealing with the current
issues. But we did have the simlar type i ssues when we
had them So, yes, they were, that's an interesting
facility.

DR. FORD: Excuse ne. You're tal king about
quite a list of punps here which have nucl ear problens. |Is
there a cormon feature as to why those specific punps have
probl ens? Lack of investnment in terns in instrunentation
or mai ntenance or whatever it mght be?

MR, CALDWELL: Well, as you might, ny guess is
as each plant has its own, it's a case by case basis. But
| would say if there's an elenent, fol ks, correct nme, but I
woul d say if you want to | ook at one thing, it's probably a
corrective action program and approach at the plants where
things weren't getting fixed |like they should have. And in
sone cases it was during the tine when people were | ooking
at deregul ation and they were | ooking at becom ng nore
efficient. And certain things were probably not handl ed
exactly the way, but typically what happened was they were,
as a specific problemhad gotten into |like one was an
operator who didn't follow a procedure. And then after we
got into that we found other issues.

Zion was a simlar thing with an operator error

in the Control Room LaSalle was a maintenance activity.
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Poi nt Beach was a Control Roomtype operations and
mai nt enance type activities. DC Cook was a mai nt enance of
their equipnment in that the containnent -- and that type of
stuff and poor material in containnment in there.

DR. FORD: Yesterday we -- on their programis
devel opi ng col |l ective message of managi ng engi neering
situations. | was |looking forward to seeing our's are a

nore reactor. You've already got it and you' re responding

to it.

MR CALDVELL: Right.

DR. FORD: Do these parts here, would you say,
reflect a lack of -- | try to foresee where the problem

m ght occur before it occurs?

MR, CALDWELL: | would have to say that goes
wi t hout sayi ng ot herwi se they woul d have found the problem

DR FORD: Well, that's right. There are
plants that don't have these problenms. |'mtrying to | ook
for a root cause, not a root cause in a scientific sense,
as you may have found at Davi s-Besse, but nore in terns of
trying to stop the problembefore it occurs.

MR. CALDWELL: Some of that is the aggressive
nature of this region and causing folks to | ook. Sone are
licensee identified. DC Cook was one of our engineering
i nspections that occurred as a result of the 50504 F Letter

we did. W used contractors to go out and | ook at the
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desi gn basis and found an issue that still evolved into
ot her issues.

Some of it was, like |I say, generated out of
events that occurred. And then when you pull the string on
the events, you find a |lot nore problens. So, you guys
have a --

MR. GROBE: The conmon thene at these plants is
the effectiveness of the Corrective Action Program And |
t hi nk that goes back to maybe two issues. One is the
question and attitude expected by managenment and if it's
not continuously reinforced and inspected, it atrophies.
And the second is fixing synptons rather than finding the
problem and fixing the problem And over a period of
years, that can result in significant degradation in the
margi ns of safety. And | think that's a common thenme of
each of these sites.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  Coul d | ask, and you nay
know, one of you because it's sort of a vague question that
demands a vague answer. But would you say that, in your
region if your inspector had not found deficiencies there,
that it would have gone on for sonetine after that
undetected by the |licensee until some probl em arose?

MR. CALDWELL: There's no way to answer that
question. They easily could have had sonebody cone al ong

and do the sane thing. Al we knowis that it took us to
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identify some problem But | want to get a point, | think
Jack was el uding to when he tal ked about the Corrective
Action Program and extended condition.

| want to rmake sure it's clear these plants
were not unsafe at the time these things were identified.
They were far from being unsafe. But they had reduced the
margi ns to where the original design basis was set. And
some of the activities, |ike sonme of the operator actions
were not where we woul d have expected operators to be based
on the way they were trained.

And so these are things, degradations over |ong
periods of tinme, either in equipnent or people's
under st andi ng of what was required. And as they, as we
either identified themor Vince identified them it was
dealt with. And then those things were re-addressed and
brought back to where they should be. The plants
t hensel ves woul d have been able to deal with the events
t hat might have occurred. |It's just they woul d have been
degraded. The equi prent woul dn't have perfornmed exactly
like --

M5. WESTON: Jim | have a question about the
reactor nunbers. In the past in the other regions we've
al ways tal ked about the challenge to the reactor numnbers
with regard to ROP. Is that still an issue here?

MR. CALDWELL: You nean, the first tinme dose?
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M5. WESTON: Workl oad and who are the --

M5. PEDERSON. W keep them wel |l occupied. And
actually we are considering conp | eave and over hire
possibility for additional analysts. W do see the
wor kl oad growing in that regards as we change our
i nspection prograns, such as the Engineering Pilot, sone
addi tional SCP such as Fire Protection and MSPI. And those
ki nds of things are on the rise and | ook to be an expansion
of our need for SRA s.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Since you nentioned the NMSPI
will that add additional work -- instead of what is the
wor kl oad - -

MS. PEDERSON. The short answer is yes, and
| ater today in our Round Tabl e discussion we expect to have
a nore full discussion. And the key person for that isn't
in the roomright now If it's okay, if we can hold that
until this afternoon on that |evel of resource comm tnent,
|'d appreciate that.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Ckay, fine. Al right.

MR CALDWELL: W had pl anned on tal ki ng about
that and as Cindy indicated, we are authorized two SRA's
and |1've already talked to the folks in Headquarters that
we're looking to having three full tine ones in
anticipation of additional work | oad. The MSPI, when we

tal k about resources, it's fairly an estimte based on what
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we think will occur. But it is clearly going to be nunbers
of STD. And the SRA's will be devoted a great deal of

their time to that. And we still have to do our normal STD
duti es.

So we're trying to anticipate that but when we
get intoit is when we'll find out exactly what the inpact
is. And we are discussing with Headquarters how to set up
t he resources.

Currently, and as you m ght guess, about four
and- a-half years ago we started worrying about our -- so
we' ve been, that's another challenge that has been working
full tinmes for a nunber of years to get set up to nove into
this new facility as well as the changes in the
consi deration for ROP, the budget, |IP needs and our
resources. So all those things have had an inpact on how
we do conduct our business.

Currently, as Cindy and Steve will tal k about,
Point Beach is in Colum 4. |t has a red bondi ng net
putting in Colum 4. And we have Cal on themand a
dedi cated Branch Chief. And we have an action matrix that
we will work off to close out the count. And an additi onal
i nspections above the baseline will be conducted over the
next year or so on Point Beach until Cal is closed and we
are confident that they have sustainabl e proof performance.

Davi s- Besse's under the 0350 Oversight even
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t hough the plant has re-started. It re-started on March
the 8th. W' ve had oversight stay in place for a
significant period of time until we're, we need to believe
that they are, their performance is sustainable. And we
will be doing a |ot of additional inspections at Davis-
Besse until we can bring them back into the ROP and go back
to a routine baseline test.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  The Davi s- Besse 0350
situation, do you know if conformatory action, between the
regions and the First Energy had to do with a culture
survey, you know - -

MR CALDVELL: Right.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER.  -- around for several years.

MR. CALDWELL: Yes, Jack will talk about it and
"1l let himspeak since he's really the expert. But it is
a conformatory order actually. And there are four itens
t hat have to be independently assessed over the next five
years, annually over the next five years. And part of our
i nspection activity will be to inspect against those
assessnments and see how well they're doing.

Jack, did you want to add anyt hi ng?

MR GROBE: Just that we had an hour set aside
this afternoon to specifically focus on Davi s-Besse. W'|
get into a lot nore detail

MR. ROSEN. WII you be giving us a brief about
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the results and froma point of viewon the first 90 days
of operations?
MR, GROBE: Yes.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  How about hol ding of f until

that time.

MR GROBE: And we'll wite it down.

MR CALDWELL: |1'mgoing to quickly get through
this so these folks can start. But we also have, | had

nmenti oned before, DC Cook, which is a Colum 3 grade
cornerstone. And we have, as | nentioned earlier, the
licensee was very close to going into Colum 4. In fact,
so close that we talked to them about it. And the licensee
has, on their own initiative, decided to do an inspection
i ke 950003 |ike we would do. And we will then, when

they' re done, look at their results of that.

But they are a Colum 3 plant. They get in and
out of the grade cornerstone. They were in 1, they were
out for a quarter and then back into grade cornerstone.

And so it's an issue we continue to nonitor

Gary also is a grade cornerstone. They have
five, currently five white issues. They're not as close as
to going into Colum 4 but they can, you know, just take
anot her white issue in one of the other cornerstones that
woul d cause that to occur. W, again, are nonitoring Gary

as well. W did continue to make plans and take additional
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resour ces.

Over the last two years, Steve and G ndy are
going to get into the details on this, but we've had five
alerts, ten UE's. W've had 12, 22 special inspections, 14
of them which were at Davi s-Besse. But these are
i nspections that occur that are outside the normal ROP
process. And we've had 17 greater than green findings and
six greater than green performance indicators across
Regi onal 3 over the |ast couple of years.

So that's what | was tal king about. W have a
very aggressive staff here. And we nmonitor the |licensee's
assessnment of their own Pl's. W spent a lot of tine
maki ng sure that they're doing it correctly and it resulted
in a nunber of Pl's. W've identified greater than 30.

The one last thing | would like to point out
that's not necessarily a chall enge, but when we changed the
ROP, there were a nunber of things that no | onger rose to a
t hreshold of going into the report. But they're
observations that the inspectors continue to make and they
do provide those to the |icensees because they want to know
what the inspectors see.

But sonme of themidentified are inspection
t echni ques, other things to look for. They're just very
interesting and good findings. And we have a program here

call ed Val ued Added Fi ndi ngs where we wite those things
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up. We send themto the other regions and to Headquarters
as itens of interest. And we also send themout to warn
our staff if anything happens. It's a little harder to get
things in the reports and we're trying to make sure they
still can see the results of their hard, their hard efforts
in inspections.

So we've | ooked for creative ways of making
sure that we still get the value out of our inspection
activities. W're still in our --

MR. ROSEN: W recanted a story or picture of
this region's plans, that it's a little different than what
you hear fromthe other regions. | think you attributed
that to the or I got the understanding that you attri buted
that to the aggressiveness of this staff. But | think the
other Region's staffs are aggressive too. Have you
conmpared this Region against the other Regions in terns of
performance of the plants? Wuld you say it's the same?
Better? Wrse?

MR, CALDWELL: Well, I'msure the Agency's
| ooked to that. You can |look at the statistics and be able
totell. Certainly that's not sonething we're | ooking for.
We're not trying to say the other regions aren't
aggressive. |'msure that they are just as aggressive.
What | was saying a |lot of these findings and issues that

cone fromour inspectors that are out in the field finding
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these things. | cannot tell you these plants are not in as
good performance as the other regions. | don't know Al

| know is that we stay focused here on safety and that's,
we continue to do that.

We kind of have to do what we can do in this
regi on as opposed to | ooking around and see where the
di fferences are.

Do you guys have any comments on that?

MR. ROSEN:. You can | ook at the statistics and
draw your own concl usions. W have a nunber of good
| icensees here. | nmean, the Exel on organi zation, used to
be Commonwealth. W had |lots of problens with the Com Ed
pl ants and those are sone of the better perform ng plants
now. We still have a few things like the dryer issues in
Quad Cities and those sanme mag i ssues at Byron and
Brai dwood. But sone of the plants, |like dinton, which was
an 0350, it's been a very good perform ng plant since they
restarted.

So we have good performng plants. | think
that industry standards have changed as well. Sonme of the
plants up in the northern states, sone of the better
perform ng plants and their outages now are | onger than
sonme of the other plants. And they're noving along. |
don't know, | don't think I can answer that question in

ternms of why other than we are aggressive and we call as we
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see it.

MR ROSEN:. Well, the inplication is the other
regi ons are not aggressive, they don't call it as they see
it. | know you don't mean to do that.

MR. CALDWELL: No, that's right.

MR- ROSEN. But it's nore the question of why,
why do | perceive that the performance here is not as good
as it is in other regions, on average. And there are good
spots here as well as, lots of them There seens |ike
there are nore plants that are in trouble here, in
typically the city. |1'mjust searching for sone sort of
causeality for that if nmy perception is correct.

MR. CALDWELL: And | don't want you to get the
i npression that we're saying that the other regions are not
doing their jobs. [It's not the outline | was trying to
point out. Sinply stating the facts of what's occurred in
this region and | believe it has to do a lot with our
i nspect ors.

MR. ROSEN. See, | don't agree with that. |
don't think that your inspectors are causing the problem

MR CALDWELL: Not causing a problem | won't
say they're causing. They're finding issues.

MR. ROSEN: Well, yes, but other inspectors
find i ssues there too. So the inplication is that the

i ssues aren't there as nmuch as they, in other regions as
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t hey are here.

MR. CALDWELL: And that may be the case.

MR ROSEN. That's what |'m searching for if
that's so, then what you'll have is a whol e series of
guesti ons about why or what can be done about it and al
the rest. But I think it is, unless soneone wants to do
di vest of my col |l eagues or anybody here, there does seemto
be the performance of Region 3 is not as good. Not your
performance, but the performance in the plant is not as
good on average. And yet we're still saying there are a
| ot of good plants. But there are nore plants that are in
trouble than you woul d typically expect to see in a region.

MR. REYNOLDS: Wen we have residents, | nean
i nspectors from other regions cone out and do inspections
with us, | nean, you start talking to them about the
problens that we find, they find and how do we conpare to
the other sites, a lot of tinmes their views, it's kind of
li ke we see these problens at our plants but the |icensees
response from qui cker before they get worse, before it gets
real worse. The standards issue or Corrective Action
Program you know. Wen does |icensing managenent get on
top of it to make sure it stops. And it sounds like, to ny
know edge in talking with inspectors fromother regions, if
the other regions, the |licensees, they get on the issues

qui cker before they get worse. It's in the |icensees that
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we had problens in Region 3. They let the issues grow
before they get on top of it.

MR ROSEN: Well, that's a very useful insight.
Maybe we can pull a string on that later today in sonme of
t he di scussions of the Corrective Action.

MR REYNOLDS: W' ve seen that at David-Besse.
W can talk a little bit about it, Point Beach, DC Cook, |
think was --

DR BONACA: | do believe also --

MR. REYNOLDS: Those probably have the sane
sort of issues where |icensee managenent, you know, | et
t hings go way too | ong before they react. | nean, the
other regions aren't newto themeither. W talk about why
does the licensee get into problens in this region?

DR. BONACA: It's a conplex issue al so because
they -- regions have the oldest plants, as far as radiation
-- the oldest workforce in ny experience, they want to keep
them -- because you cannot, | mean -- change -- hasn't
changed the way -- peers. You know, there are issues of
the nature that make the judgnent --

MR. GROBE: What we're providing is somewhat
anecdotal, I"mnot going to say we're given the tine to
study this question, so it's, it makes nme a little bit
nervous to be, share again total information with you and

this is not sonmething we would study. |[It's something that
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the O fice of Nuclear Regulation would study. It is clear
that the performance as reflected in our findings and 0350
Prograns that had to inplenented here is different than the
other regions. But I'mnot sure that we know why that is.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Well, | think there are two
reasons to this. |It's sort of an interesting discussion
but | don't think it really neans anything. For exanple,
it seens to ne that if each region does its job, high
standards, pays attention to those resources, the problem
will be identified and corrected and conpensate bei ng paid.
And that's one thing, and | think, in a way that | think
that, personally, | think is the right way.

The other way is to try to figure out what's
different about this region and that region. And if they
try to find some -- there are as nmany postulants as to what
the synptons might be as there are people that are
bankrupt. | don't think in, unless you can come up with a
commn thing that makes you want to -- last year. But |
agree that tradi ng anecdotal stories about, you know, which
is better, Pennsylvania or Massachusetts or Georgia or
Texas even doesn't count.

MR GROBE: | think what Jimsaid earlier, and
it's what we're nost proud of is the tenacity of our safety
focus and we don't shy away from any of these issues. W

take them head on, deal with themwith the |icensees and
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get the results.

MR. CALDWELL: Yes, but there's no, | apol ogize
if you got the inpression based on mny discussion that | was
saying that conmparing us to the other regions. | was not.
| was sinply stating the facts that have occurred in the
region and | believe it has a lot to do with our
inspections. That's not a reflection on any other region.
| was just saying that we've had those challenges in this
region. And it raise an interesting question. | don't
have the answer and that's not where we focus on here. W
go out and try to do the inspection every day and what ever
we find we deal wth.

So, | can't answer the question why the
performance of the licensees in this region seemto be
different fromothers. Only to say that we, we continue to
do our job to make sure that we have identified --

CHAI RMAN SIEBER | think what you're doing is
the right way to approach this issue. Wile maybe
i nteresting, and probably doesn't have a | ot of val ue added
i nspections, you can see the difference.

MR ROSEN: Wth all due respect, | can't |eave
it there. | do think it has value and | disagree with
that, in fact. | think that understanding, | think there's
substance to the fact of this issue is in this region.

They have sonme useful -- |icensing agency in this region
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And we can di sagree w thout be disagreeable, of course. W
do that all the tine.

CHAIl RMAN SIEBER  Well, | just --

MR ROSEN: | think the, you know, we'll cone
back to it again.

MR GROBE: | think the nost --

MR CALDWELL: Yes, | want to make sure -- |I'm
sorry, Jack. Go ahead.

MR GROBE: | wanted to say | think the nost
fertile ground in that arena woul d be division Inspection
Program managenent, NRR and | MPO or NEI, to get their
per specti ves.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER | would caution that you're
falling behind --

MR, CALDWELL: Yes.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Yes, ours might be due to our
fault. Nevertheless, | encourage that we --

MR CALDWELL: Yes, one |ast statenent. Sone
of the data | gave you over the last six or so years, and
so it's nore than that, and it's historical. So, a |ot of
the facilities where these probl ens have been identified

have been fixed. And are running considerably better. So,

it's a stand from'96 till now.
So that's part of the equation. | know ot her
regi ons have probably gone through that. | know Region 2
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some years ago had a nunber of plants that were in problens
like Brunswick in ternms of -- and, you know, they got
t hrough those areas. So it may not be that the regions are
all that different. It's just the time in which the
problens are identified and dealt wth.

So, but you can | ook at that and expand over
hi story and | ook and see how each of the regions have a
goal. But all | was trying to do is give you a sense of
what we've been doing over the |ast eight or so years.
Thank you.

|'"mgoing to turn it over to Cndy and Steve
and ask themto get us back on schedul e.

M5. PEDERSON: We'll try our best.

| wish we had nore tinme because we have a
t remendous nunber of things going on in the Reactor
Program Many things we're very proud of what we're doing
here. W'd like to have sonme time to share with you. But
we al so recogni ze a nunber of your particular interests and
do want to have the opportunity to have staff interaction
on sone of those particular technical issues.

So Steve and | will abbreviate oursel ves here.
What we've got is a display, it's sinply a sanpling of the
many areas that the Reactor Programis focusing on here in
the Region 3. And | would offer that there's no better

pl ace to be than be in a Regional Ofice when you | ook at
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the triad of what the Agency's focused on; safety, security
and energency preparedness. That all happens in the
Regi on.

We have an integration function. W touch al
of those things. So we're real happy that you' re here
t oday and we can share sone of those things with you

And then I'll turnit to Steve to tal k about a
few of the particulars and then I'Il conme back at the end.

MR REYNOLDS: What | was going to cover here
is just what's been going on in the Region last and this
year that's keeping us very, very busy. Five alerts
i ncludes | oss of outside power and | oss of shut down
crewi ng, power saves includes step open power -- Quad
Cities, hydrigation |evels and a, you know, handling
bui l dings due to a damaged fuel pin. They broke it open.
O her alerts.

Ten Unusual Events. |In fact, we just had one a
coupl e of weeks ago at Dresden. Lost outside power. W
got to try out our new Response Center. Had unusual events
at Dresden and DC Cook. Several at DC Cook, Palisades --
if you look at our Unusual Events and alerts and you can
conpare themto the plants that are in Colum 3, you see
here Gary and DC Cook had several event alerts and unusual
events |last year. And they are now in Colum 3 based on

t hei r perfornmance.
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Also in the region we've had quite a few gray
and green findings. Last year it was at 17 greater than
green findings. | think the Agency, in the last two years,
had about, well, last year | think they had |ike 18, 19
greater than green findings. W had over half of those. A
| arge nunber of supplenental inspections in 95001, 002's
i nspecti ons.

W' ve had a | arge nunmber of greater than green
performance indicators. Again, performance indicators
changed in Perry and DC Cook, again you see here in Col um
3. W also had greater than green performance indicators
at Dresden, Birm ngham and Brai dwood. |If you | ook at the
consi stence, you started here in the diesel, off speed
wat er and chem cal |log and then scrans. Scranms were --
heat renoval has been applied for off sites.

Goi ng back to the suppl enental inspections.

W' ve done 14. DC Cook, Point Beach, Palisades, Perry,
Dresden -- nove over against the same sort of sites that
currently not performng well but there was inspections.
Speci al teaminspections, we've done eight of them outside
of Davi s-Besse, special teaminspections.

If you run into an event or a problemat a
pl ant such as tw ce we've done special inspections at Perry
for the broken | oss of their al pha ESW Punp on a coupling

failure. It failed |ast Septenber and it just failed
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recently again, the exact sanme coupling. And we're |ooking
at the problenms with that. And that is a Corrective Action
problemw th Perry.

The two alerts at Palisades |ast year, one was
the | oss of outside power and the | oss of shutdown cooling
when they stuck a parking sign and cut 17 cables and they
had a fire, and we went through special inspections there.
And then after the Northern Bl ackout |ast year that
affected several plants, Perry had a problemw th air
exchange on one of the water link punps. W did a special
i nspection there.

And you nentioned earlier, and Mark Geen wl |
tal k about later on Quad Cities dryer. W did a special
inspection in Quad Cities dryer. In addition to speci al
i nspections on the dryer, Mark Green and NLR spent a | ot of
managenent tinme on the Quad Cities.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  That issue is a particular
concern mai nly because we were partial to the power upgrade
at Dresden and Quad Cities. And with a subsequent concern
about accelerating materials from upgrades -- the concern
causes us to rethink what our position ought to be on --

You fol ks are our eyes and ears as a part of resolving --

rely on -- on your part.
MR, REYNOLDS: | think you just had a briefing
a couple of weeks ago, we'll talk nore about that |ater on
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this nmorning. | think Mark and Carl are tal king about
t hat .

We al so used the traditional enforcenment of an
non- FDP Enforcenent. W' ve had a few cases there. One
that junps out at me was the Dresden NC water hammer. And
that's one where the tenacity of our inspectors
denonstrated -- | didn't believe it. W had an inspector
out there. He saw the bay. Two of them went out today.
Saw the swol |l en concrete. The concrete had no -- it didn't
have a | arge precious pipe. They thought it was 200 pounds
and it's nore 1800, 2000 pounds. And we |ooked at the PIND
Book of Drawi ngs. Thought he m ght have some trained area.
| didn't believe it. |It's just the fact they had a | ot of
errors.

MR REYNOLDS: Water hammer is one of those
things that's still hard to not believe when you hear it.

MR CALDVELL: Right.

MR REYNOLDS: You've seen the pipes in the --
and so nmuch that here you tell nme that the licensee didn't
believe it and it was there.

MR. CALDWELL: Yeah, | don't think they, these
are indications after the fact. | don't think they heard
or saw the actual water hanmer that occurred. This was,
this was as a result of our inspector |ooking at hangers

t hat had, appeared to have been displaced and then this
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bal I of concrete.

| don't believe, aml| correct, that --

PARTI Cl PANT: Nobody was there, Jim You're
correct. This is in a location that's not --

MR. ROSEN:. Pl ease the m nd.

PARTI Cl PANT: There was nobody present in the
area at the tinme to hear or see the water hanmmer. The
| ocation is such that you wouldn't ordinarily have soneone
t here.

DR. BONACA: Earlier had you agreed --
performance indicator so the -- Yesterday when we were at
DC Cook, they showed us what is the result. And they were
showi ng that for that plant off site power was the nost
i mportant system After that, the generators; after that,
-- water; after that, stationery --

The way you | ook at the inportance of systens

-- that's reasonable for that. | just liked to enphasize
that sone of this is very inportant systens -- But of
course, you know, the results would appear in -- from other

i mportant systens that --

MR. REYNOLDS: The ROP is a conbination of
i ndicators and inspection. W inspect both risk
significant systens, you can or all the system so, you
know, if there was an area where the PlI's were -- we cover

t hat i nspection.
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M5. PEDERSON: | need to add to that. The new
engineering -- that is for us may shift insight into how we
| ook at these itens. To be nore at a conponent basis,
potentially including initiating events, not just safety
systens. So we're hopeful that the engineering pilot wll

shed sone light into this. And we may hopefully find our

processes.

MR ROSEN: 1'd like to take a crack on
answering that question, too. | think, Mario, that the new
mtigating systens won't, we'll get into the issue, from
having -- to have having -- W'I|I|l take into account the

plant is high, high risk, highly risk -- components, not
just a set list. That will deal with yours -- yeah, that's
what | support MSPI. There was concern when the NRR deci ded
that that's not something that the fol ks wanted to do. But
| think the Conmm ssion has asked the staff to take a | ook
at that.

DR. BONACA: | nmean, yeah, | understand that.
| mean, you recognize with DC Cook that it's inportant, and
you have good inspections process --

MR. REYNOLDS: Right, in fact, at DC Cook's,
one of their problens has been potential service water.
And we've done inspections in that area. They're not
driven. They're driven to it by the PI's or driven away

fromit by the PI's, the essential service water. A |ong
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term problem at DC Cook and we | ook at that part of it and
i nspections. Continue to have problens there, we continue
to ook at it.

MR CALDWELL: Yes, you asked whether the Pl's
were causing us to be diverted froml ooking at the other
safety related or risk significant systens. And we do put
resources on Pl's that are greater than green. But that's
in addition to what we woul d be doing otherwi se. So we
don't change the focus as a result. W add additional
focus as a result of the change in the colors of the PI.
And they give us sone indications across the board in the
Corrective Action Prograns and ot her prograrns.

DR. BONACA: The reason why | asked these

guestions also is because nmany tinmes a year -- is another
indication too is pretty good -- and | guess the green, you
al ways have a green -- plant -- all these options. And --

be conpletely correct about the plant. Now you're saying
t hat you coul d probably have --
MR REYNOLDS: It's a service --

DR. BONACA: It could have been also --

MR. REYNOLDS: -- event, yeah.
DR BONACA: -- and still have a problemwth
the -- and it will not be as -- as if that system the PI

|"msure --

MR REYNOLDS: VYes, | think we hit on it but,
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we don't, -- just on the performance indicator is one --
conbi nati on of --

And noving on --

MR GROBE: Just quickly; within the inspection
procedures, we utilize the PRA to select what we're going
to look at. So it's risk focused within the inspection
procedures. So we'll take out things on the service water
system conponent, including water, the higher risk systens
t hrough the inspection procedures.

MR. ROSEN. That's a very good practice.

MR REYNOLDS: A couple of issues | wanted to
touch on. W've had a | arge nunber of notice of
enforcenent discretion. That actually benefitted DC Cook.
| don't know if they nentioned it yesterday, we had an
agreement with them we had two, at |east two notice of
enforcenent discretion at DC Cook | ast year that woul d have
been unpl anned down powers that woul d have end up costing
anot her performance indicator. And they would have been in
Columm 4 if it wasn't for notice of enforcement discretion.

And the other regions, | know, Region 2 and
some of the others, nmentioned this. Very concerned for us.
NRR s to reach its inspector prograns were actually | ooking
at whether to grant a Notice of Enforcenent Discretion that
she thought woul dn't count any ways to prevent an unpl anned

down power with this. [It's just interesting how that
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wor ked in the ROP.

Jimtal ked briefly about val ue added fi ndi ngs.
Those are findings that aren't necessarily a current
finding but that we set fresh -- W use that from an
operati ng experience point of view where we share that
information with other inspectors, not only in the region
but in all three regions and at Headquarters. And either
during the break or during lunch, 1'Il bring you a couple
of exanples of those. You can take a |look at them you
know, how they're used and in what context.

And the last thing I want to tell you, Jim
mentioned also a |ot of new staff, nostly through
pronmotions. But with Jack going to Davis-Besse, working on
that as the Chairman. Jim pronoted to Regi ona
Adm ni strative, Jeff Gant, Deputy. |I'man acting Director
and Pat Hi ghland's an acting Deputy Director. W have
t hree new branch chiefs, three new senior residents in the
past week, excuse ne, seven new resident inspectors, three
new reactor engi neers, and we have seven Nucl ear Safety
Pr of essi onal Devel opnent Focus, fol ks right out of college
in the past year also. Alittle bit of turnover and we can
deal with that.

Cindy, I'Il turn it back over to you and keep
it nmoving on.

M5. PEDERSON. 1'Il just take a few m nutes

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

56

because we are behind and I know we want to get on to the
next item

Steve nentioned a nunber of |icensee events
that occurred. And one of the things that we do seem ngly
well, we believe, in Region 3 is our ability to respond to
events. W may get nore challenges at tinmes but we think
we do very well on that. W're really please. W're going
to show you a short tour of our Instance Response Center
right before lunch. And | think we've got some very nice
enhancenents we've been able to execute as we noved to this
new bui | di ng.

In the Emergency Preparedness area, as you
know, a 95003 I nspection was conducted at Point Beach. And
we | earned a couple of things in the Emergency Preparedness
Area, not just about the Ilicensee's performance but about
our own program And we're working closely with what was
NRR, now part of the new In-Serve Goup to | ook at
potentially generic issues in the Emergency Action Level
Process and Change Process as well as protective action
requi rements or recomendati ons, excuse ne.

Security --

DR. FORD: Could you be a little bit nore
speci fic about those things?

M5. PEDERSON: Certainly. 1In the Energency

Action Levels we have observed sone inappropriate decreases
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in effectiveness changes that |icensees have done through
their own internal processes when they should have been
submtted to the NRC for approval. And that's an area that
may be beyond just Point Beach. And we're |ooking at that
for potential generic application.

Al so, one of the issues that's unresol ved at
Poi nt Beach but we are doing sone | ooking el sewhere at
other facilities is in the area of reconmendi ng sheltering
as one of the options post-accident. So those are a couple
of topical areas that we're working closely with
Headquarters on. Likely will result in sonme sort of
generi c conmuni cati on.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Let nme ask a question that
maybe you can answer. Licensees are not allowed to change
various things |ike the Energency Planned Action, Security
Plan set forth. And in a way that will reduce the anount
of safety -- If | -- licensees that adhere to that, and on
the other hand, the institute where you cite it where the
reductions things that woul d otherwi se be incurred are
excepted and did not follow the protocol or they clear
reductions that woul d never have occurred --

M5. PEDERSON: | don't know that | can answer
that fully. | think there are sone of both, sone that we
woul d have approved and sone that we woul d not have

approved. One of the things that we are observing is that

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

58

sone of the schemes and standards set and the way in which
you woul d approach an Energency Pl an has degraded such that
they' re what we call m xi ng and mat chi ng bet ween two
schemes. You can't do that because it breaks down sone of
the inter-rel ati onships.

And so sone of those nay have been approved and
accept abl e under one schene but would not have been under
the schenme they were currently licensed to. So, it's in
t hose areas, and actually we've observed |icensees | ooking
at thensel ves because of Point Beach and finding simlar
probl ens.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  Is that the region's job or
our job to approve -- application --

M5. PEDERSON.  Yes, they approved them however
t he regi ons does have an inspection role and we al so
i nspect those that the licensee executes under their review
process.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER You have provided any role,
have the project managers in the regions work closely with
you. Thank you.

M5. PEDERSON: One other quick item]| just want
to touch on is you well know great period of transition in
the securities world. W are actively supporting the
Agency's review of securities land that are all in-house

right now, actually not security team| eaders spending two
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nont hs in Headquarters supporting that review activity. A
ot of things going on. W' re comunicating with the

| i censees about their need to integrate those security
changes with their enmergency preparedness and their
operational safety aspects. So, as you go to plants here
on out, | think you'll sonme drastic, or dramatic, | should
say, changes in the physical security.

One other thing that was nentioned earlier was
engi neering and our creation of a third engineering branch.
W are in a stage of re-invigorating and revitalizing some
of our engineering work with the creation of that new
branch. And we're pretty excited. W've got sone new
initiatives applying.

Somet hi ng we' re doing at Point Beach, as an
exanpl e, they are obviously one of our plants of focus and
we are having senior reactor analyst actually |lead that
engi neering inspection at Point Beach. So we're |ooking
forward to that yet this year

And | tried to get us al nost back on schedul e.
|'d be happy to answer anything else --

DR. WALLACE: Can you answer a question now?
You' ve got a big -- about Point Beach about instituting --
If | asked you a question about it are you going to cover
it?

MR, REYNOLDS: Sure, | was going to go through
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t hat but you can ask the question first.

DR WALLACE: Are you going to cover this part?

MR REYNOLDS: Yes, | was going to go through
t hat, yes, very quickly.

DR WALLACE: So maybe |I'll toss the question
when you get to it?

MR REYNOLDS: You can ask it now.

DR WALLACE: | see you have 12 findings on
human performance. And | wonder what criteria you used?
Human performance being appropriate or inappropriate or
will you have a finding?

MR. REYNOLDS: Yes, we had 12 findings.

DR WALLACE: Isn't it rather hard to evaluate
it inadefinite way? How do you nake a finding? How do
you justify a finding?

MR REYNOLDS: Well, it would be from an
i nspection, froman inspection's point of view, it would
be a performance deficiency and we evaluate it fromthe
risk significant.

DR. WALLACE: It's something clearly
i nappropri ate?

MR. REYNOLDS: Right. One of the issues at
Poi nt Beach is they were going to go work on a battery
charger and they went to the wong train.

DR. WALLACE: They went to the wong pl ace.
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MR. REYNOLDS: They went to the wong pl ace.
Anot her case they were supposed to open, | forget which
valve it was, they opened the wong val ve.

DR WALLACE: It was sonething clearly wong.

MR REYNOLDS: Clearly wong. | |ook at
performance issues, you know, they have a procedure in
front of them They're supposed to do Steps 1, 2, 3 and so
on. And they don't followit, they do the step wong.

DR WALLACE: When they opened the wong val ve,
how does the inspector know that they opened the wong
val ve?

MR. REYNOLDS: A lot of us do our inspection
activity, you go out there, you' re watching themdo their
wor k, you're watching doing the surveillance. You find
out .

DR WALLACE: Wy doesn't the managenment do it?

MR. REYNOLDS: Wy doesn't the |icensee
managenent do it?

DR. WALLACE: Right.

MR. REYNOLDS: That's a good questi on.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER Wl |, maybe | could, I'm not
here to speak for |icensees but | used to be one. But
i censees surveil their own people. But |ike everything
else, it's like the NRCis the same kind of -- is a follow

up or -- setting up a system putting it into service where
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an operator does nore than other operators -- checks --
person -- So | think both |icensees and the staff surveil
when operators make a m st ake.

On the other hand, if there is a ms-operation
of the valve, there's also a -- plant. Sonething trip over
-- it's very clear to everybody that sonething wasn't done
properly. And therefore if you identify part of that where
a procedure wasn't followed or got the wong place, or one
of many ot her kinds of things that happens -- Al nost all of
these -- very common pl ace --

MR. ROSEN: What | think you' re saying is that
you observe performance defi ciencies.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Ri ght.

MR. ROSEN: And they becanme your 12 findings.
-- deficiencies; it goes to the standard of perfornmance.
How woul d those, 1'Il just use the exanple that we pressed
on alittle bit yesterday at DC Cook, which was a three
way, three part communication. That's just one of the
t echni ques, standard techni ques of operation that hel ps
prevents communi cation errors which are the source of a | ot
of errors that ultimately show as performance defi ciencies.
It's a technique.

And if you observe the techni ques not being
used correctly, you can be pretty sure that sone place down

the road there's going to be problens with comrunication
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will lead to one of these observable events. Now, what

you' re tal king about here is called an observabl e event.
And | think that would inply that some of the operationa

t echni ques or procedure, follow ng procedures or sone of
the other things, that there are many other problens. It's
the old iceberg. You find a |lot of those kinds of problens
and you have people performtheir jobs and sonetines they
get away with it. And sonetinmes they don't. And at the

times where they don't, they have an event that's self

reveal i ng.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  Right, and |et us check
qui ckly on Point Beach. First, 1'd like information we
have about where it's located -- small --

MR. REYNOLDS: Both units have -- water, conmon
cause, it's common cause there. W did 95003 based on the
areas of concern. We did it in tw areas; corrective
action was taken with various engineering. W had
i nspectors fromall four regions and Headquarters. There
were a nunber of green findings and violations.

The focus area comi ng out of that was
corrective action weaknesses, energency preparedness
weaknesses and then interfaced comuni cati ons with Ops
Engi neeri ng.

DR. FORD: Just so | can understand this.

Physi cal ly, what was wong with the Ops peopl e?
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Physi cal l y, what was w ong.

MR REYNOLDS: Physically, they had, one
i nstance they had orifices that could clog if they had to
rely on feed water. Both drains were clogged. Another
one, they had a valve that failed in the wong direction.

It failed open and closed, but it filled in the wong
di rection.

MR CALDWELL: It failed, actually it failed in
the right direction in order to get flow It's a re-cert
valve. It failed close so that you would send all of the
Xy Flow to the steam generators. The problemw th that is
there are nunbers of tines in a situation where Oxy cones
on where you don't need all of that flow So the operators
woul d have to cut back on the flow And if the re-cert
instrunent air was lost, which is what keeps that val ve or
opens that vale, nodulates it open when you need re-cert,
if the instrunent air was |ost, the valve would go shut.
The operators m ght not know because there are not good
i ndi cations there. They would cut back on flow and caused
the punp to fail because it doesn't have re-cert flow

DR FORD: So the root cause is that --

MR, CALDWELL: No, the root cause is a design
efficiency. |In other words, original design was set up
this way that the valve would go shut so that all flow

woul d go to steam generators.
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DR. FORD: So this would be a performance --
ti mes zero.

MR GROBE: No, it's been there for a |long
time. But | believe there's sonme nodifications in the
speed systemthat created this about ten years ago or so.

DR FORD: I'mjust trying to understand. But
physically, behind all this there is docunentati on about
what was physically w ong.

MR CALDWELL: Yes, the licensee's viewis that
the safety function of the valve was to go shut so the Oxy
Speed water flow would be directed to the steam generators
wi t hout the consideration of the potential failure of the
punp on not, you know, if you shut off all flow fromthe
punp, it would have no re-cert flows punping over heat and
fail.

And there were situations during an event where
you don't need flow to the steam generators because the
| evel gets high. You would have to cut back. And if you
al so had lost instrunent air, that valve would be shut.
And if that had not been identified, you could cause
multiple punps to fail.

MR. REYNOLDS: And the last thing | wanted to
say about Point Beach is we issued an Action Letter in
April. And we're in the process of doing follow up

i nspections, expanding inspections and hold public
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nmeetings. Their get well programhas had activities
t hrough the m ddl e of next year we'll be doing inspections
into the next year.

And that's it for Cndy's and | presentation.
lt's time for a break?

MR KOZAK: Can we |imt the break to ten
m nutes? So we'll reconvene at 10: 20.

(O f the record)

MR RING Ckay. | guess |I'mon next. M nane
is Mark Ring. |I'ma Branch Chief for the Division of
Reactor Projects. | have responsibility for oversight at

Dresden, the Quad Cities and Perry, at the nmonent. And
Quad, as you probably know, is pretty nmuch the focus of
nost of these inter power issues.

| believe you folks got a briefing from NRR and
Research on May 7th on some of these issues. |'ll try not
to be redundant to that. But | thought it would be a
l[ittle bit helpful to just give you an idea of the scope of
power uprate in Region 3. W' ve had six extended power
uprate plants in Region 3. The first of those was Duane
Arnold. That got approved in Novenber of 2001. | believe
that they were the first plant in the country that actually
went greater than ten percent on the extended power uprate.
There were sone earlier EPU s granted but they were all

| ess than ten percent.
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CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  That's correct.

MR. RING Next was Dresden and Quad Cities.
That was a dual submittal. That was approved in Decenber
of 2001. But the actual nodifications for Unit 2 at
Dresden were put in in their Cctober, Novenber outage. But
shortly after approval for Unit 2 at Dresden, it went up to
full EPU power Decenber 30th, | believe is noted there.

Next was Quad Cities Unit 2. And they achieved
fully used power follow ng the March outage in 2002. And
then the, it's a little incorrect here. |It's Dresden Unit
3 and Quad Cities Unit 1 were both inplenented in the fall
of 2002. dinton was al so approved for an extended power
uprate in April of 2002.

And | want to skip the next slide, if you
would, Tom It's alittle bit out of order and let's go to
this one. W have had several conplications with the
ext ended power uprate in Region 3. In fact, nost of them
have been in Region 3. The first and probably the nost
dramatic initially was the | ower cover plate on the dryer
in Quad Cities Unit 2, which failed in the May, June tinme
frame of 2002.

So that was sone three or four nonths after
i npl emrenting power uprate and going up fully to the power.
As a result of that failure there were sone nodifications

made to sone of the other units.
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DR. WALLACE: Does any of these failures |ead
to | oose parts?

MR RING In this particular case, yes. 1In
this particular case there were a couple sets of parts, the
bi ggest one was the main | ower cover plate area itself.
There were sone snaller ones that dropped down onto the
separator or the rest of the dryer and they were captured
there. There were sone snaller parts that went down the
main steamline. One was wedged in the main steamline
Venturi. And then a few small parts accunulated in the
strainers for the Turbine stop valves. It was a little
difficult to make sure what part canme fromthe dyer and
whi ch parts were from sonet hing el se.

DR. WALLACE: This is not just a dryer problem
It has potential for a failure, quite a few other problens
as wel | .

MR RING It does. To date there have been no
safety significant inpacts of |oose parts fromthe dryers.
Alittle later on there was a failure on the Quad Cities
Unit 1 as of November 2003 upper outer hood failure that
produced a six inch by nine inch irregularly shaped, kind
of trapezoidal shape, |oose part. They have believed to
have migrated through the jet punps. And the spots reside
in the lower head area at this point.

DR WALLACE: I'msurprised it nmade it through
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the jet punps.

MR RING W were all surprised that it nade
t hrough the jet punps. And that's not been confirmed but
there were sone scratches on the inpeller for the re-cert
punp that give you an indication that it may have. And
there's also been a little bit of an inpact on | ower head
temperature and flow indications that indicated it m ght be
residing in that area.

Even so, as far as we can tell, there was no
safety inpact out of that part passing through. The
i censee has done an analysis along with general electric
to indicate that there won't be. That's an area of concern
for us. W |looked at it in the noment. | haven't been
able to say that there wouldn't but | think probably when
you talk to NRR and Research, it's still a big area of
concern. And hopefully they give you a little bit nore of
the details of why they think so.

DR FORD: At this point, before | ask a
guestion | should declare that I'man X General Electric
enpl oyee, being a retiree. But this is a point of fact.
VWhat if the industry that is -- report. And yet we keep
guestioning as to whether they should not respond to safety
rel ated because it could inpact for instance the isolation
and operations and -- At what point do you question the

appropri ateness of the steamdryer that is not a steam
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dryer.

MR RING Wll, that's been questioned by
oursel ves and by NRR The statenent, as | recall it out of
FSAR s is that they're not safety related but they have the
assunption that affects safety and maintain their own
integrity. And when they're not doing that, such as
rel eases and sparks, you can have inpacts on safety rel ated
equi pnent. The dryers thenselves, if they maintain
t hensel ves intact, have no real safety function.

DR FORD: -- But aren't you waiting for an
acci dent to happen. And then you say, oh, dear, it does
affect the operation and steam dryer

MR RING | think that's a question that we've
all had that got enphasis put on it when the first
significant dryer failures started occurring.

DR FORD: But you're thinking about it. |Is
t here an action?

MR RING Don't know that answer. Cur
research fol ks and our NRR fol ks have been debating a |ot.
As far as | know there hasn't been a change in
classification at this point but it is of concern to a | ot
of people and continuing to evaluate. Quad Cities is
essentially serving in a test vat, | guess you woul d say,
at this point of what kinds of things could happen under

t hese circunst ances.
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DR. BONACA: Yes, | would like to add that -- |
think we -- you know, when we had sone breaks, there were
two concerns that we were tal king about, one was the
operational challenge to set the conponents, like the
dryers. That's okay. W have concern too. But those
chal l enges will not adjust thenselves because you go to
power uprate and unfortunately fall apart, -- power uprate
but it nodifies itself under normal operations.

The ot her issue we kept pressing al ong was
t hose acci dent chall enges that don't manifest thensel ves
until you have an accident, and by not doing, for exanple
-- go down -- you know, for those, the applicants showed --
go down forces at a high power |evel versus the design
characteristics of criteria for sonething plain and
conmponents. And they always refer the conparisons to the
original design body to this conponent. And we question
why do you have design bodi es given that sone of these
conmponents have been found al ready cracked everypl ace.

So there's a history of degradation that cones
naturally. And we were never satisfied by that because we
were so by research and NRR that this conmponents were as
good as new. | mean, you know, that -- for ne and for the
rest of ny concern because, and unfortunately, again, for
t hose conponents inside the vessel, you will not know if

you had a problemuntil you have an accident. Hopefully
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that will never happen. | wonder if you have any thoughts
on this issue, you know.

MR RING Yes, I'dlike to introduce Carla
Stoder. She's the Quad Cities Senior Resident |Inspector.
| asked her to cone to this neeting today because she has
probably sonme firsthand thoughts.

M5. STODER: 1'd just like to add that you nmay
not aware of. Both the Agency, Quad Cities and Exel on
specifically and the industry are working together with the
BWRVIT to re-1 ook at inspection criteria specifically
related to the dryer and other internals. As |I'msure you
may know, the inspection requirenents for dryers have
i ncreased significantly because of Quad Cities event. It
was originally a very gross visual inspection. Now we're
getting into seeing nore details, filmng of dryer
sur f aces.

| think one thing that the industry is troubled
with right now and we struggle a little bit also with this
is the cracks that are seen, how do you know what was there
before versus what was new. And | think that's the issue
or question that really needs to be answered going forward.
| think the new recommendati ons or requirements on a dryer
i nspections are good. But utilities are very nuch
struggling with old versus new and how do we tell the

di ff erence.
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MR ROSEN:. Wiy is that material ? Wy does
t hat even matter?

PARTI Cl PANT: Wy does that matter?

MR ROSEN: W know there are cracks. These
conponents are cracked, whether they occurred yesterday, in
the sense that two years ago or five years ago, we know
they' re cracked. So why woul d when they occurred matter?

M5. STODER Well, | think the why is they want
or they would like to have a baseline of what their dryer
was or woul d have been before.

MR ROSEN: Well, | know what the baseline is.
The baseline is the way they were put in. They weren't
cracked when they were put in, were they?

MS. STODER: No.

MR. ROSEN: Al right, there's your baseline.
So what's this issue about? 1'm always puzzled, |'m
puzzl ed by this discussion.

MR RING Wll, | think that there is a piece
of it that's of value there in order to try and figure out
what you're going to do to fix the problem and nethod of
generation of the cracks in the larger cracks. There have
been cracks in dryers fairly insignificant in |ocations
t hat were not such to generate | oose parts, for exanple, or
cause any problens. There have been cracks in dryers for

years, like in the | ower drain channels and --
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DR ROSEN:. See, that's a question in
standards. | don't think that cracking of an internal
conponent in a reactor vessel is insignificant unless the
cracking itself is very, very mnor in a sense that naybe
it's just haze cracking on the surface. But if you have a
substantial crack in a conponent in a reactor, well, then
that's to know about that and take corrective action not
only on the condition you find but on the cause of the
condi ti on.

MR RING Well, I think that's exactly the
point. The cracks historically have been small and not
particularly significant at all. And the step change
occurred with Quad Cities primarily in the wake of power
uprate. Part of the question goes to how nmuch of the
contribution to the cracking is the increase in power and
how nmuch of it has been sonething that has been generated
over tine that is being exasperated by the increase in
power. In order to --

MR. ROSEN: Well, one of the possible
conclusions is we can separate that for the |icensees
sinmply by not letting themrun at the increased power |evel
and requiring inspections till they're proved that there's
no cracking going on at full power at the old |license power
on.

Now, that's why | have a direct codian but it
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may be --

MR RING It's actually what happened, right,
after Quad Cities? Both Quad Cities units are operating at
their pre-EPU 100 percent power, which is approximtely 85
percent and they're being --

MR. ROSEN: They will stay there, | assune,
until they can show they can run w thout cracking the
dryers at an existing 100 percent power.

MR RING Yes, pretty nmuch. Now, they've
undertaken a test part ring to try to gain additional
information on the dryers, on the other conponents that
m ght be inpacted. They took one of their units up in the
April, May time frane for a short period of time to take
data. There's further instrumented. Their commtnent to
us is that they won't operate at fully power |evel until
t hey better understand the forcing functions, the
mechani sns that are causing this and put in place actions
to try to prevent it.

Now, that's a commtnment. |It's not a
regul ation at this point. It's not a licensing action.

But currently, for Quad Cties, any way, they are operating
at their old 100 percent power level. And it doesn't | ook
like there's going to be any interimchanges of that at
this point. Dresden is still operating at ful EPU power.

MR. BONACA: -- go to where | was interested in
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what the inspector for Quad Cities would say. -- to |ook
at those issues because, | nmean, we were told, you know,
don't worry. And the reason why | worry is that sone
conmponents have been repl aced because of cracking. So, for
exanpl e, one thought | have was nmaybe one woul d inspect, a
detail ed inspections of the -- so that you find that you
have no cracks before you nake an assunption that, in fact,

the original criteria should be the one you should conpare

to rather than sone -- | nean, this is, power plants are
getting a |l ot of power out of that. And where this -- it
leads to, |I'mjust saying that, and hopefully that problem
will bring some of this actions, inspections, | inmagine?

M5. STODER  Right.

DR WALLACE: Wth respect to Duane Arnold, do
t hey have full power uprate?

MR. RING Yes, Duane Arnold has a full power
uprate. The values are different. For exanple, dinton, |
think, is 20 percent, Quad is 17. And | forget the nunber
for --

DR. WALLACE: They are nore than 20 percent,

t hough.

MR RING I'msorry?

DR. WALLACE: They are over 20 percent. It's
somet hing |i ke 20.

MR RING Yes, between 15 and 20.
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DR. WALLACE: Oh, so you're running essentially
experiments. That's what's going on? -- nake deci sions
about the --

MR RING At Duane Arnold there haven't been
any significant --

DR WALLACE: Not hi ng happened.

MR RING -- problens with -- there is a
di fference on the configuration of the dryers, for exanple,
in the physical configurations within the plant. Those
difference are thought to be a part of what's resulting in
the nore significant damage in Quad Cities. The
arrangenents of the main steam!lines, as you go down from
the stop val ve, they have what's known as the D-Ri ng where
they cone together. They have sone nore main steam/|lines
t han nost of the plants.

The thought process is is that's a part of what
may be causing these problens. The other, the other part
is that dryers are physically configured a little bit
different across the industry. Those plants that are
t hought to be nost susceptible to flow induced vibrations
by the higher close is a result of power uprate or the
plants with squared off dryers. There's a small nunber of
those. Quad Cities and Dresden happen to be two of them
and, | think, fromwhat sonebody nentioned | believe is one

of the other ones.
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DR BONACA: Could | hear the end to this? |
woul d like to hear the conpletion of the answer fromthe
i nspector for Quad Cities.

MR RING Sure.

DR. BONACA: You were telling nme about
what you were going to do --

M5. PETERSON: The only other thing | wanted to
mention or talk about was with the DE Fills that have been
coming out fromthis issue, we have seen recomendati ons
and the utilities inplenent nore detailed inspections. In
fact, during the nost recent Quad Cities Unit 2 review ng
outage, they did their detailed visual inspections on the
dryers and identified afterwards that they had m ssed a
section. And went back in and that's when they found
cracks near the newy installed --

So, they're taking the steps that they need to
take, it appears to us. To get involved with the industry
and the Agency to upgrade the recommendati ons com ng out of
Bl C.

DR. BONACA: For the dryer installation

M5. STRODER  For the dryer. There are already
i nspections on certain portions of the internals which the
i censee does perform | can't speak to additional
i nspections that may be com ng out of the VWRCI C on ot her

internals. But | know that dryer is a topic right now
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wi thin that group

DR. BONACA: | finally understand. But, again,
it would manifest itself under normal operations and that's
why | worry about that -- asking these questions of the
applicant for |license renewal before we go ahead and
recommend |icense renewal .

DR. WALLACE: And also just not Quad Cities.
They had a problem They fixed it by putting in gussets.
And now they | ook at the gussets, and these new gussets are
cracked or is cracking around. So their fix doesn't seem
to be working. And what confidence does this give us about
t he next fix?

" mjust asking this because we have to make
deci si ons about these things. It seens to be a very big
probl em here. Things are tried, give assurances and all of
t hat .

DR. BONACA: That's by trial and error.

DR. WALLACE: That's no way to do it, is it?

Maybe that's the way this industry works.

MR. ROSEN: No, it doesn't. Well, it shouldn't
and part of it is in the know edge. | was, when | read the
transcript of our neeting, | was alarned, actually and very

critical for themnot being able to show us a draw ng of
the darn thing. An engineering drawi ng that shows the well

detail, size of it, the thickness of the materials. They
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said they didn't have those drawings. Now, clearly they
have themat the plant or the GE has them They had to
make them

So, this is why to me a very, very disturbing
problemin the Agency process. And | don't know where it
is but sonebody surely needs to drag out the draw ngs, put
it on the table and understand what's going on and be able
to wite down what they don't understand and be able to
tell us.

DR. FORD: Well, the question was asked of the
staff several weeks ago, have you seen the draw ngs and
reviewed the CE vibration analysis for the fortified --

MR RING Wll, I'"'mnot --

DR. FORD: How much did you question GE s
approach to the resolution of this problemfrom an
engi neering franme, viewoint?

MR RING Well, froman inspector in the
field s viewpoint, which is what we are versus our analysis
fol ks in Headquarters, we, we questioned our upgrading a
ot of ways fromfairly early on. Focus on particul ar
wel ds in the dryer was not a focus, from a Regi onal
i nspection review point. Going into this, | think as Carla
nmenti oned, when power uprates were first being granted,
there was no inspection, for exanple, of the dryers or the

i ndi vidual internals conponents. That has come about as a
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result of the failures that have occurred.

' m not sure how nuch detail Research and NRR
got into, but the gusset failures are believed to be due to
the fact that the design of gussets incorrectly. They cut
off the top of --

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: Let me junmp in a little bit.
W' re spending a lot of tinme discussing what organizations
who weren't here that are supposed to be doing. And the
function of the Region is to do the inspections and not to
do the engineering. And the decision nmaking as to whether
EPU s shoul d be granted or not, including the analysis of
t he engineering justification of the stability of the parts
rests with NRR supported by Research, which is at Wite
FI int Headquarters operations.

So we may be nore efficient. [It's good, |
think, to ask the Regi on about their observations of what
they see in the plants that are affected, |ike Quad Cities.
On the other hand, | think it's, it's a stretch to expect
t he Regi on based peopl e to understand what Research and NRR
are thinking and doi ng.

And so |I'd sort of like to nove on and hol d our
di scussions to that because we're really asking the wong
peopl e the questions.

DR FORD: | understand that, Jack. But on this

i nspection issue because -- and cracking seens like it's
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been known for a long time. And it really does -- we saw
cracks during -- vibrations, fatigue cracks, supposedly,
emanating fromwhat safety cracks in the effective zone.
Now, that didn't cone out in inspection.

MR REYNOLDS: Right, but let me try to ask
you, fromthe Region's point of view, on Quad Cties
dryers. |It's been going on for several years. Several
times, no offense to GE, but CE has told us they' ve got the
punp part. Don't worry about. W've |ooked at it. W had
speci al inspections. They had failure several times. Mark
and | spent a lot of tine on the phone with Quad Gities.

Sai d, hey, you know, three or four tinmes now you told us
you knew what the problemwas and you didn't. You haven't
fixed it.

How do we have confidence today that you' re not
going to have another problem That's when they nade the
conmtnment to us to not go back up in power until they have
a nmuch better understanding. W have been very aggressive
with Quad Cities to understand what has been going on. In
fact, there was a public neeting that we had |ast sunmmer,
ACR s Conference Room but it was with the |icensee. It
was very poignant and | was very direct with GE that we
have | ost confidence, | have | ost confidence in GE in the
dryer issue. And that's why we work with themor talk with

them so much to get this commtnent fromQad Cities. |If
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they're not going to do anything until they better
understand it and us, the NRC, better understand what
t hey' re going to do.

And so from an inspection point of view, from
the Region's point of view, we have been very aggressive
with Quad GCities and we remain so because we don't |ike
being told in doing an evaluation that the problemis
sol ved and we keep seeing it two or three tines.

DR WALLACE: Well, they're showing Quad Cities
in April to solve the problem if it is solved --

MR. REYNOLDS: The problemcan't be solved --

DR WALLACE: And the engineering talent. |
don't think Quad Cities has the engineering talent to
redesi gn the dryer.

MR REYNOLDS: And when | speak at Quad Cities,
| mean Quad Cities and whoever they need to help them
just wanted to add that with respect to the Region's point
of view taking a very aggressive stand. So we can nove on.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, we appreciate that and
encourage you to continue what it is you' re doing. Maybe
we - -

MR. REYNOLDS: We definitely wll.

MR RING Ckay, next slide up. One of the
things | did want to point out to you was some of the

i npacts on Region 3 fromthe dryer issue, power uprates
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issues. We did participate in reviews of nodifications,
power essential and testing at each of these plants prior
to themincreasing to full power |evel

We had an increased nunber of outages. And the
scope of those outages has gone up quite a bit. They're
listed for you on the slide there. W did conduct a
speci al inspection follow ng the June 2003 dryer failure.
That crossed several inspection hours. W have supported
the neetings with the industry that Steve was tal king
about. Miltiple info notices and then briefings.

In 2004, an outgrowmh with what | think Steve
was saying. W did receive a commtnent |letter from Exel on
regardi ng the operations of the Quad Cities units, that
they will stay down at the old power level. They do plan
on replacing the dryers for both of the Quad Cities units.
Part of the problemright now is making sure you understand
t he phenonenon so that the new dryers you put in will be
able to function wi thout failures.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, let nme ask and ask for
a short answer. Do we know what they would replace it
with? For exanple, each of the versions, we have the
R1386. Has a different drive and design. This is, Quad
Cities, | think is the DAR3, which is a square shoul der
design. Whuld they replace that with one that has the

sl i ppi ng shoul ders or sonehow or anot her |ooks like the
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dryers that aren't so ready to fail?

MR. RING The direct answer to your question
i s probably but we don't know yet. They have not nade any
conm tnents yet.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, | guess there's no point
in expanding on that. Even though Quad has sonme uni que
engi neering creatures that nmake the call a little nore
difficult --

MR RING They do. And that is likely the
reason you're seeing the nost extraordinary problens with
Quad Cities. W have that additional inspection that Quad
Cities and Dresden, for quite al one, has produced 500 sone
hours of directing inspection. That doesn't include the
preparation of documentation on that, just for power uprate
rel ated issues.

|'d also like to nove back a little bit to the,
| think it's two slides back or three slides back

DR. WALLACE: I|I'msorry, these inspections --
right?

MR RING Yes.

DR WALLACE: And it looks as if the failure
proceeds very rapidly. Uprate in power and six nonths
|ater there's an event. You don't have enough inspections
-- between us.

MR R NG ' mnot sure | understand the
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guesti on.

DR WALLACE: |'msaying the rate at which the
failure devel ops assures that it could happen during,
bet ween out ages. How can you catch that by your

i nspecti ons?

MR RING It does happen between --

DR. WALLACE: Part of that happens --

MR RING It does happen --

DR WALLACE: -- develops in six months or a
year and you haven't been able to -- you haven't had the

chance to inspect it. So | don't see how the inspections
hel p.

MR. RING It does happen between the outages.
The inspections are sinply, and you can't | ook at the dryer
when it's operating. There are, as a part of the neetings
and the conmtnent letters that we've tal ked about, the
licensee is looking into on line nmonitoring of the dryer.

DR. WALLACE: Ckay, that would be a little nore
hel pful .

MR RING In direct answer, yes. In fact,
t hose inspections are after the facts, |ooks at what
happens.

DR. WALLACE: You're so lucky if you catch
sonet hing before it devel ops into sonething serious.

MR RING Wll, |I don't know about that. The
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i ndi cations that you see are when the cracks get to the
poi nt that they start opening up. Before that they're
still together and the structural integrity is still in
tact. You do get indications when the cracks open up sone
degree and start changing. Once your carryover, for
exanple, or steamline flows differentiate.

There are synptons, there are indications that
sonet hing's goi ng on

DR. WALLACE: That's something we really need
to keep track on.

MR RING And we do and they do at this point.

We got involved fairly heavily in the Region in
the original EPU s perspective, in Quad and Dresden anyway.
W did not with Duane Arnold. And that just sort of
happened.

Wth the initial power uprate applications, we
al so got heavily involved via guidance that was being
provided to the inspectors on what to look for, howto
noni t or power extension and the testing and so forth.

There was very little in the beginning. W now have input,
our experience is back to the Agency, produce sone

i nspection procedures and sone gui dance so the other plants
that are going through power uprate. | think we were part
of the Agency's realization that we did need a standard or

a new plan to describe the | evels of evaluations and
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approval s needed for power uprate.

And then | guess, at an on the scene level, the
residents of each of the plants that have had power uprates
occur, as we have been seeing, nore and nore problens and
conmuni cated directly with their counterparts describing
what' s been seen, what's happening. For exanple, what
paraneters start nmediating first and when can you expect
that. And what is indicative of the problem of the dryer.

Ri ght now, for exanple, Carlson conmmunicating
frequently with the Vernont -- a senior resident who used
to work in the Region 3. And so we kind of kept up that
grapevi ne that comrunicates a | ot of the experiences on how
you handle it froman inspector's |evel.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Refresh ny nmenory. It seens
to ne that while you' ve had cracks in dryers in a variety
of plants in the industry -- is Quad the only that's had
failures --

MR RING Yes, as far as | know. |I'mtrying
to think. There were two other ones within the |last six
nont hs that had |ike 18 inch cracks devel op, that kind of
t hi ng.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  But no --

MR. RING To ny know edge, no one was --

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  So the nost serious situation

with regard to dryers and CAWR' s is at Quad Cities operating

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

89

in the ZP --

MR RING It is not.

MR ROSEN: | would submt, Jack, that an 18
inch crack could pretty soon lead to a | oose part.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It's not as severe as natural
as far as things floating around.

MR RING In that case, | believe it was 9
nonth, if | remenber. They had not gone through --

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: An EPU?

MR. RING No. They had an increase of,
t hi nk, four percent back on '96 or sonething. But they
haven't had a full EPU yet.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Thank you.

MR RING | think next, Laura's going to talk
about some of the interfaces with the |icense renewal

M5. KOZAK: My name is Laura Kozak. |I'mthe
| ead i nspector for license renewal. | came into the ACRS
Sub-Conmittee in April to talk about the status of Dresden.
| do have one slide here to give an update on the dryer
scoping issue. Really the heart of this is ny bullet No. 3
here because Mark has already tal ked about the current
status of the technical reviews and the comm tnents that
Exel on has nade and the test plan that they submtted.

The current approach, in terns of |icense

renewal , is that this is a current operating issue that
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needs to be addressed now or in the near future and not
necessarily with license renewal. However, Bullet No. 3,
Exel on sent the NRC a letter on May 27th. And in that
letter they said the issues with the dryer are design
issues. And if the dryer is designed properly, then no
| oose parts will be generated and structural integrity wll
be mai nt ai ned.

However, if our test plan and our changes t hat
we plan to make with design, whether that's nodifications

or new dryers, we don't know that right now, they have nade

a commtment that they will include the dryer within the
scope of license renewal. And so that commtnment will be
added to the list of other commtnents that will be in the

final FDR that will be issued later this sumer.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  And so agi ng managenent wil |
be increased inspections.

M5. KOZAK: Right. And | put down there the
10CFR 54 is license renewal and this part specifically
addresses any new itens that cone up that need to be added
to the scope of license renewal. They need to go back and
do the sane agi ng managenent revi ew and agi ng nanagenent
programthat they would have done up front. And then that
is submtted in the --

That's the current status of the dryers and

scope --
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DR. WALLACE: | would think that depends on the
qual ity and conpl eteness of this agi ng managenent program
It just sounds correct, fromone category to another. The
problemw || still be there.

M5. KOZAK: Well, it would only go to the aging
managenent, right, program if it's included within the
scope. | can tell you that one agi ng managenent program
that they're already conmtted to you is the BWR Vesse
I nternal Program which --

DR WALLACE: Do you folks take a | ook at these
prograns? Like when you get these |license renewal things,
all the same thing. |It's assurance that everything is fine
because t he Agi ng Managenent Program for everything that
matters. Now, the key thing is -- program Do you guys
keep track and inspect the prograns?

MR. HOLMBERG  Good norning, ny nane is Ml
Hol mberg. Let me try to field that question. I'mwth the
Mat eri al s Engi neering Branch here in the reason. And for
the last ten years or so |'ve been | ooking at various
| i censee prograns responsible for detecting materi al
degradation. Qur routine prograns do not | ook at internals
tracking that's inspected under the BWR owners group
offices. In fact, our baseline procedures does not include
reviews in that area.

So at this point the short answer is no, we do
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not confirmthe adequacy of their inplementation of their
pr ogr ans.

DR ROSEN:. Does that nean, | nean, Exelon wll
be the sole judge of that, if test plan is successful or
not ?

M5. KOZAK: No, it does not nmean that at all.
Let me just add on to what Mel said. Mel's right. CQur
routine inspections do not go into that area. But the VAR
Vessel Internal |nspections Program has al ready been
reviewed by the NRC as an acceptabl e Agi ng Managenent
Pr ogr am

DR WALLACE: That's what concerns ne. You
just give ne the insurance that it's been reviewed, it's
okay. But who is actually checking that it is okay? It
seens to nmake all the questions and belief. 1'd like to
see some evidence that soneone has actually | ooked at it
and have sone evi dence.

DR BONACA: we want to have P, we have C,
because issues that were not bei ng managed, people -- are
bei ng managed defectively.

DR WALLACE: | think so. | believe that if
t he probl em hasn't been effective, we would have seen a --

MR RING If your question involves Bullet 3
on the Test Plan and whether it's successful or not, it's

not just the licensees who |l ook at that. They're going to
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submt that and the results of it to us and us, the Agency,
will be reviewing the results of the test plan.

DR BONACA: Although, | nmean, | think that,
you know, the fielder would have to be no pressures for a
whi | e before we gained the confidence that, you know, there
won't be cracking particles than you woul d have ot herw se
wi t hout power -- but | can see how we will ask questions of
the licensees when they come for their |icense renewal
regarding the test plan. You know, we want to hear about
t hat .

MR RING The test plan is before you get the
license renewal. They have to be acceptable with their
results of their test plan, neaning that they know enough
about the dryers so they can nodify them such that they'l]|
be able to perate it fully thenselves in attenpt of a

| i cense renewal .

DR. BONACA: | understand that. Wat |'m
saying that there is a level of -- and so, you know, they
can show you whatever they want, | still want to see, and

maybe two or three years earlier, how the whole thing cones
apart because we were told those are inportant -- the
problem But it didn't. And it's very enbarrassing. |
nmean, at the last neeting that we had, we had a |lot of the
public there. | nmean, fromthe -- and everybody el se. And

they' re paying attention because we want -- very equally
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sensitive to the issue of the capability of what was being
presented to us and what we agreed wth.

We have agreed with this before several tines.
And now we're kind of shy about agreeing again. And we
have seen sone performance. | don't want to ms-
characterize the test program |Is it good as all this and
positive. W'd like to see how it works.

DR FORD: My | ask a question? Who exam nes
t he Agi ng Managenent Prograns at the stations? Wen we

have a license renewal application in front of us, this

staff down in Washington recently said, oh, there's a -- of
t hi s agi ng managenent programand you did it well, et
cetera -- whatever it mght be. And oftentines we're given

to understand the Region during this --

Now is it you? Wio is it that | should -- new
to the program and conduces yourself that it is done
adequately and it is appropriate?

M5. KOZAK: Actually, both NRR and the Regi on
have a role in renew ng the agi ng nanagenent program
Well, let me go back. First, of course, there's the GGL,
Generi c Gaugi ng Lessons Learned.

DR. FORD: That's a very general --

M5. KOZAK: Right, | understand. But it
endorses certain prograns. And then the applicant in their

application they send in, that is reviewed by NRR
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Headquarter staff, which includes, to some extent, sone on
site audits where they review the agi ng managenent
pr ogr ans.

DR FORD: Who does on-site audit?

M5. KOZAK: Well, NRR staff has a role in their
audi ting and then the Region al so has an agi ng managenent
program i nspection where we go out and confirmthat the
programthey have is consistent with the application, is
bei ng i npl enmented and shoul d support the |icense renewal.

DR. FORD: | mean, is it approved?

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, you do not approve the
program You inspect and determ ne that the programis or
will be executed the way that the programis set out.
That's what the Regi on does.

M5. KOZAK: That's right.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER.  \Whet her the programis
adequate or not and neets the design conditions is up to
the NRR to decide. And they approve whatever --

DR FORD: | recognize that. Wat duties --
they don't --

MR. HOLMBERG kay, let me kind of clarify.
What the question asks is does the Region | ook at BWR
owners group inplenmentation of their vessels internal
i nspections. And the short answer is, no, not on a routine

basis as part, it recognizes part of an agi ng managenent

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

96

programthat whatever extent that the regional folks go out
and confirmthat programis appropriate woul d be conduct ed.
But as far as a routine, every outage we're out

t here doing in-service inspection program we don't | ook at

that particular aspect. |It's not part of our procedure at
this tine.

DR. WALLACE: Well, | would say personally then
we have these license renewals, they don't call it a huge

docunent. There's all kinds of other stuff which is so
routine. And | find that, | mean, people actually there
i nspecting and auditing what they' re doing gives ne far
nore confidence than a big fat docunment because | just
can't, you know, put ny arnms around it. |If soneone |ike
you is actually there and says, yes, they're doing it
right, that gives ne nuch nore confidence.

M5. PEDERSON. If | could add to the topic.
More on the teanms as they go out and do the inspections on
site are well linked up with NRR Actually NRR
participates, it's part of our inspection program So if
we did have a concern about what was |icensed or what was
in the ball or those kinds of things, we would be
conmuni cating those concerns. W inspect what they're
comritted to and what the |icense basis may be.

And if it pertains to the license renewal or

anything el se we do, if we have concerns about any of that
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l'icensing structure or franmework, we very well comunicate
that to NRR

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  And the actual decision as to
what's adequate to address the problemis NRR s to nake.

M5. KOZAK: Correct.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER And what you do is make sure
the licensee is doing what they're commtted to do under
ei ther an agi ng managenent programor if a vessel internal
programis enforced under an agi ng managenment program then
that would be that too. But if it isn't endorsed, that's
just something |licensees do to protect their investnent.

M5. KOZAK: That's right.

DR. FORD: Actually, it does puzzle nme a wee
bit though that an agi ng managenment programis a | eading
activity on the site. So, why don't we routinely oversee

or go and see what they're doing routinely not just on an

LRA.

DR. BONACA: Then they will. Nobody has
entered the, | nean, you do inspect -- licensee --
progr ess.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER I n fact, you have all Kkinds
of inspections that |icensees performunder the ASME Code,
okay? Now, the VIP Programis in addition to the code
because it usually | ooks at things other than the pressure

plan. And so there are inspections going on as to the
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adequacy of the enbanknments of the pressure boundary. And
then |icensees on their own | ook at internal parts that
aren't part of the pressure boundary, just like they would
| ook at a punp conpeller or sone internal part of a valve
was not pressure retaining, as part of their general

mai nt enance program

When |icense renewal conmes al ong, their aging
managenent prograns that commt themto do certain
additional things to provide assurance that it's safe to
extend the license. And apparently one of those may end up
bei ng dryer inspections.

MS. KOZAK: Just to followon with that, there
are future license renewal inspections that, you know, are
just prior to the period of extended operations.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER  Yes, one tinme inspections.

M5. KOZAK: Well, they do a lot of one tine
i nspections. But we will go in, we have anot her host
approval |icense renewal inspection where we will go back
and | ook at these commtnents that they nade to nake sure
that they're all being inplenmented as they state.

It's also hard to project exactly what our
basel i ne i nspection program the one that Mel is referring
to, will like in that time period. It mght very well
i ncl ude sonet hi ng above and beyond what he's doing now in

t he baseline inspection program So, | think, and we'll
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get to this later as Mel tal ks about sone other specific
issues. We are seeing certainly an evolution in the kinds
of things we're inspecting as far as materials rel ated

i ssues and as we learn nore as an Agency, we're issuing
bull etins and tenporary instructions and so on.

|"d offer at this point, obviously you can
charge us as you'd like, we are significantly behind
schedul e.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, and | recognize that. |
encourage you to, | think that part of our problemis
under st andi ng who does what. Now | think that's a little
clearer to everyone here. And so maybe we can just nove
on.

M5. PEDERSON. Just, if we could just take
about one m nute and have Laura update you on the next
step. We've got a couple of other license renewal things
that we can get on to sonme materials. Wuld that be
accept abl e?

M5. KOZAK: Sure. This is just a status of
i cense renewal inspection activities for Region 3. Dresden
and Quad Cities gave an update in April. Since then
conpleted the final open item session for Dresden and Quad.
And so all of the inspections are conplete and there are no
i nspection open itenms currently.

Cook, we al so have their application that we're
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reviewi ng. W' ve conpleted the scoping of screening

i nspection. That was conpleted May 21st. Overall, we
found that they had adequate scoping and screening. W' ve
had some observations about their scoping process for non-
safety rel ated equi pnment, which were simlar to NRR s
observations during their audit. So we were review ng

t hose i ssues with agi ng managenent's program i nspecti on.
That's a two week on-site inspection schedul ed in Novenber.

And t hen Poi nt Beach, we have their application
al so and the inspections will begin in January of 2005.
That's it.

MR. HOLMBERG Good norning. As | introduced
nyself earlier, again ny name is Mel Holnberg. [I'mwth
the Materials Engineering Branch in the Division of Reactor
Safety here in the Region. And as | nentioned, | had been
doing reviews of |icensees, what's called their In-service
| nspection Prograns for the better part of that tinme. 1've
been with the Agency about ten years. And so what |I'm
tal ki ng about here are prograns that are designed to detect
degradation and primarily safety rel ated conponents, such
as reactor cool ant pressure boundary.

So, today, what | intend to go over is provide
sonme exanpl es of actual plant materials degradation and
where failures that have been related to primary water

stress growth and cracking. The first exanple of what |1'd
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like to cover here is an exanple that occurred at

Pal i sades. This is a small single unit, PWR Site. It's

al nost straight across from Chicago on the east side of the
Lake. They're a CE Designed pl ant.

This particul ar exanple, they experienced a
failure of their power operative release valve line in
1993. This occurred during heat up fromthe outage while
they were still at hot stand by. And the |eak that they
experi enced was caused by a three inch long circ-oriented
crack at the safe-end-to-pipe weld.

What was interesting about this event was that
the licensee had actually protected this weld during the
outage. They had perforned radi ography on this particul ar
| ocation. And I'Il have a drawing here to show you in a
nonment. And thought that the indication was sonething
related to the original fabrication or construction. Not
only did they do radi ography but they also did sone
ul trasonic inspections of it.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  How did the |icensee identify
that they had a crack and a | eak? Was it visual?

MR. HOLMBERG Yes. Well --

CHAI RVAN SI EBER.  Design pressure test or
sonmet hing |i ke maybe sonebody saw it.

MR. HOLMBERG Right, they were com ng up.

They were in hot stand by getting ready to go critical.
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And they identified their, well, | think they saw sone
i ndi cations of unidentified | eakage trends going up. And
even --

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  So they could actually see it
in the water bal ance.

MR HOLMBERG My understanding it was from
some punping and so forth, and found out by their --

CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, that's heartening to
know that it's detectable that way w t hout --

MR HOLMBERG Right. One of the things | want
to talk about is the next --

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  One ot her quick questi on.

MR, HOLMBERG  Sure.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  There is an isolation val ve
between the floor and its -- down tank. Was the |eak
bet ween --

MR, HOLMBERG That's what this drawi ng's
trying to illustrate. The |eak actually was not isoable.
It was directly off of the safe end here. You see this
little hash mark here? The safe end, this is off the very
top of the pressurizer. This is roughly a four inch
schedul e 120 pipe. The |eak | ocation occurred on the safe
end side where the pipe is welded to the safe end. And it
represented a challenge for themin terns of nondestructive

exam nati on because of its configuration
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They had, again, they had some indication on
their RT. They tried to characterize it using UT but it
could only be conducted fromthe pipe side of the weld. So
that, as you can see, creates a probl em because they have,
this is an anconal weld with anconal materials wth rather
| arge grain structures and veracity. It was also present
in the weld.

So at the point that they decided it was sinply
related to original fabrication, that was due to the
difficulties they had in exam ning this weld when they
returned it to service.

Next slide. \When the, after the failure
occurred, of course, they shut down and renoved t hat
section of the safe end and pipe. And did sonme destructive
net al | urgi cal eval uations of the crack. The crack, as
shown here, actually occurred, as | nentioned earlier, on
the safe end side. It follows the heat effected zone in
this Alloy 600 safe end.

Sone of the key or principle reasons for why
t hey thought it occurred at this |ocation centered around a
weld repair. That's the Area No. 4 shown on this slide
here. There was an ID Weld repair made. This was a field
weld. And that, of course, |eaves a very high residua
tensile stress on the surface of this conmponent. And

together with the factors on top of the pressurizer and
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sone of the highest surface tenperatures you're going to
experience at a PWR set it up for this type of crack
i ndi cati on.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER.  That weld repair was pre-op.

MR HOLMBERG  Correct, original construction
And they estimate that the crack itself took about two to
five years to grow through a wall. So of course there's
al ways an incubation period, if you will, before it begins
to grow. And it was ingranular in nature.

Next slide. | want to junp forward about eight
years here. And, again, we're at the same plant where
Pal i sades experienced a failure in the control out drive
nmechani sm housing. In this case, the plant was actually at
power and once again saw i ncreasing trends of unidentified
| eakage. | think they got up to .3 GPMunidentified
| eakage.

Ended up shutting the plant down and did a wal k
down and identified an active steam|eak on the CRDM 21
housing. And I'll have a picture here in a nonent to talk
about that. The |leak actually was caused here by a 2.8
inch long axial oriented primary wash -- corrosion crack.
And this is located in the third housing weld above the
vessel head. Utimtely they identified 29 of the housings
were cracked at this same |ocation.

The flaws in this case were not detected sooner
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because the code mandated i nspections allowed for the
I icensee to perform surface exans, which showed, of course,
for this particular nechanism provide no value. And in
fact, they still allow surface exans. So when the |icensee
first detected this, the Region became involved. And they
were proposing rather followi ng the code in nore or less a
rat her narrow view. They were going to expand and do
addi ti onal two housings and surface exans and overlay the
| eak.

Once the Regi onal managers and staff becane
i nvol ved, they decided that was not an appropriate course
of action and they inplenmented ultrasonic inspections,
bi ometrics, if you will, and then started identifying the
ot her crack houses.

DR WALLACE: I'mtrying to figure out what
this is.

MR. HOLMBERG Yes, |I'mgoing to go to the next
picture. Let's show the next picture there. Wat you're
| ooking at is an actual picture. There's a steamfl ow
exam nating right through this area here. And that white
deposit is a build up of boric acid around an actual |eak
| ocati on.

DR. WALLACE: Were are we and what's --

MR. HOLMBERG  That's what |'m going to show

you here. This is the top of the insulation just above the
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vessel head. This is --

DR. WALLACE: The vessel head is way down here.

MR. HOLMBERG  The vessel is down here
somewher e.

DR WALLACE: Way down there sonepl ace.

MR. HOLMBERG  And what you're looking at is
t hese are the control --

DR. WALLACE: So those are the things that have
| eaked before and dripped boric acid dowmn. | confused the
guestion about where it came fromon the vessel.

MR. HOLMBERG  Not exactly.

DR WALLACE: Not at this place but --

MR. HOLMBERG Not at this |ocation but higher
up on the housing, seal housings.

DR WALLACE: There seemto be |eaks in various
pl aces on these control roomdrawi ngs. That's part of the
confusion at Davi s-Besse.

MR HOLMBERG R ght. For instance, this
fl ange happens to have an O R ng Seal design. So if that
seal were to leak --

DR WALLACE: Is it 29 out of 45 of these --

MR HOLMBERG Yes. And the actual |eak
| ocation, I want to point to one that's in the foreground.
It's between the eccentric reducer and where the full

di aneter of this housing starts. This is a pipe to

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

107

eccentric reducer weld is essentially what you're | ooking
at .

So, if it was |leaking on, that location's
| eaking, it would be right on this weld.

DR WALLACE: On the fat part.

MR. HOLMBERG Yes. So the licensee ultimately
ended up renoving that section.

MR ROSEN:. Let ne go back. This picture,
conclusively, | think, sets to rest the discussion we had
some weeks ago at ACRS that steam | eaks in and of
t hensel ves don't | eave boron deposits because there is a
boron deposit. The question is when it happened. Ws it a
water |eak first and then becane a steam | eak or?

MR HOLMBERG This is shortly after it
happened. They just shut down the hot stand by. The
picture, | believe, | was taken by our resident inspector.
But this is boric acid build up around the outside of this
| ocation. Plus, you probably can't see it here, but
eventual |y the steam ended up condensi ng and pouring boric
acid deposits on a nunber of other locations. So it does
becone evidence. Wth a healthy steamcleaning |ike that,
you will see boric acid --

DR. WALLACE: You say healthy steam clean. How
much of a leak is this?

MR HOLMBERG | think it was .3 gallons per

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

108

m nute at the point they started shutting down. At this
point, I'mnot sure what the actual |eak rate was.

DR WALLACE: A significant |eak.

MR. HOLMBERG Yes. | mean, at one gallon per
m nute they're required to shut down by tech spec for
uni dentified | eakage.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER It's detectable by your |eak
nmeasure and one of the --

DR. WALLACE: The | eak, going back to ny
col | eague, Steve Rosen's point, the |eak was really
detected before the boron evidence was received.

MR HOLMBERG Right. Wll, the |eak occurred
at the plant a long Iine at power

DR. WALLACE: -- before you get the | eak.

MR HOLMBERG Well, there would be no boron to
see before the | eak before the crack propagated through
wal | before plant was at power. |In fact, that was ny next
picture. Well, we'll get to it here in a nonent. This
picture is actually a section of that sane housing that's
been renoved. And they may not be famliar with this.
This is a dye penetrant test. And that test is such that
they introduce a dye into the surface of the materials so
t hat when you put the devel oper on there it extracts the
dye fromany crevices, in this case, cracks.

The rather wide stain you' re |looking at that's
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red is actually the axial flaw that went through wall.
Again, this is fromthe inside. There were also a nunber
of other crack indications found in this particul ar housing
| ocation, including one that's now shown here that it was a
circunfrencial flaw of about the sanme nagnitude and al nost

t hrough wall. So there was, many of these housing had
multiple cracks at this |ocation.

The crack was further characterized during
constructive netal lurgical type analysis with sone
interesting information that cane out of that. This is the
fracture face of that axial crack. Wiat's interesting is
you see these kinds of three ring patterns. Those are
actual ly crack arrest barks or chevron patterns such that
you can or the licensee is able to determ ne growth points
so they can attach and determ ne the actual crack growh
rate at least for this portion that propagated through sone
of the base materi al

And fromthat information, it was useful
information to me as the inspector on site because the
crack growth rate was rather substantial. This is trans-
granul ar cracking and it was on the order of alnobst ten to
m nus 5th inches per hour at the point it was grow ng
t hrough that base netal

So that was substantially higher than what is

seen, for instance, for inner-granular cracking in the BWR
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envi ronnents, which was rel evant because the |icensee had
proposed a weld over lay repair and had anal ysis to support
t hat repair based on BWR crack grow h rates, which
qui ckly pointed out don't look like they're applicable in
this case.

So, ultimately the licensee decided not to
i npl emrent the overlay repairs and the housings were
repl aced.

DR. FORD: Do you find it usual to see trans-
granul ar cracki ng?

MR. HOLMBERG  The mechani sm behind this, they
tagged, and again it was all kind of specul ati on because
t hey never found actual physical chem cal evidence of it,
had sonething to do with the fact that they're maybe a
hi gher | evel of oxygen up in this part of the control drive
housing. There are also postulated or sonme sort of
hyl ergin, a chloride conmpound got in there. Certainly if
there was chlorides and they were trans-granulars, it's
typically a favored mechani sm

But it is unique in the fact that a lot of the
-- cracking, such as the one we discussed earlier on the
safe end is inner-granular.

DR FORD: It's hard to tell with that
magni fication it is, in fact, trans-granular.

MR HOLMBERG Yes, it is. Yes, conpletely.
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DR. FORD: And the -- has been conpletely rul ed
out ?

MR HOLMBERG R ght, they had it independently
checked both at West hi nghouse in their own | aboratory.

Both came up with the sane thing, it was trans-granul ar
stress gross crack.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER It's interesting, you know,
when you first throw away reactor coolant system all the
air goes up into the CRDMs. And in the early Navy plants
had vents ont them so you can vent themoff. But that --

MR HOLMBERG  These don't have vents.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's right. And so the
only way to get the air out is to absorb it in the cool ant.
And so it's there for a longer period of tine. |It's there
for a longer period of tine than it would be in a plant
t hat had vented nmechani sns.

MR HOLMBERG R ght. And they did take sone
credit for the active housing l|ocations that they felt that
t he, you know, noving control rods and such would tend to
get the air out. They do have spare housings that they
felt would be nore susceptible to higher oxygen |evels.

M5. PEDERSON:. If | may, Mel, before you start
ahead. 1'd ask a preference. W have arranged for |unch
to cone here in the very near future. Wuld you like us to

conti nue with tal king about sone head di scussi ons or
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i nstant repsonse that we could cancel if you prefer to
spend time on this. I'mtrying to be sensitive to the tine
t hat you need to finish the weld.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, we have at |east one
nmenber who seens to have di sappeared, who had an early
plane to catch. |It's nore inportant for us to hear what
you have to say than it is to see things. And, you know,
or at least that's the way | feel about it. And so | wll
prefer to continue on.

DR FORD: Could I just work through | unch?

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  You certainly can. So why
don't we just go on?

M5. PEDERSON. Okay, we'll plan to cancel our
i nstant response tour. Thanks, Steve, for prep. W'Il| use
it another day. And we'll continue on and we'll just put
 unch on hold until there's a nornal breaking point.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER Ckay, doing that w |
encourage us to speed up.

M5. PEDERSON:  Thank you.

MR. HOLMBERG  kay, kind of shifting gears,
the next topic for discussion is, even though it's related
to primary wash stress scores and cracking is focused on an
area that's associated with reactor vessel closure head,
specifically where the closure, the RPV Nozzles, as they're

called, that support the control on drive housing penetrate
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on top of the vessel head. The fingered weld that is
subject to tracking and primary water stress grossing
cracking is a principle mechanismin that area.

And so as a result the NRC has issued an order.
This is Order 03009. First cane out in February of 2003.
And that order required the licensees to determ ne how
susceptible their particular head was to prinmary water
stress gross in cracking, fitting theminto three bins;
hi gh, noderate and | ow. And they subsequently nodified the
order in 2004 to not only address replaced heads but to
provide flexibility because the order required the ranking
to ensure that the licensee's inplenented appropriate non-
destructive exam nation techniques to identify cracking.

In addition, of course, the Region has a
tenporary instruction, TI-150, where we go out there and
confirmthat the licensees are inplenenting appropriate
non-destructive exam nations in accordance with the order.

VWhat I'd like to do is share with you sone
actual pictures of one of the things that basically any
licensee's required to do now under these orders is a bare
nmetal visual exam And this happens to be a picture from
one of our, this is a Braidwood unit. And this is kind of
what they all hope to find. This is a very clean head.
You' re | ooki ng basically underneath that borson insulation

that | was kind of pointing out in that other picture. So
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you've got a direct shot of the top of the reactor head.
These are the RPV nozzles where they penetrate the top of
the head. And this is, again, a good exanple of what they
hope to find with either their direct visual exams or
sonmetimes they put renote caneras on magnetic craw ers and
crawl around the top of the head.

Next slide, because what they're actually
interested in is taking a real close ook at this inter-
base area here where the RPV nozzle penetrates the head.
Thi s happens to be for Point Beach and no, the white stuff
here is not boric acid that's run down. That just happens
to be sonme spray mastic froma prior insulation design
that's cone down. So, again, this would be an acceptable
nozzle froma visual exam standpoint.

Next slide, please. When there is |eakage that
cones through the nozzle, the classic or the description is
a popcorn type appearance in that it's white, basically
what you see before you. | won't try to describe it
besi des the popcorn appearance. But it's very evident that
there's sonmething going on there at that interface. And
the boric acid deposits don't appear to have anot her
source. And you can see the corrosion that's occurring
also in concert with that.

Now, in addition to visual exanms, |icensees

that, as their plants age and go on with tinme, are required
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to inplement what are called nore intrusive exans of the
actual area of interest. This is the area where the
nozzle's attached to the head in terns of welding. So this
is a shot frombeneath the head. This happens to be the
M dl and Head that was used at Davis-Besse. So this is a
view from underneath the head | ooking up at those sane
nozzles that we were |ooking up at those same nozzl es that
we were | ooking at from above.

And the area for nost |icensees, because their
-- services in generally a high radiation area, maybe
airborne radioactivity area. So it's an area they like to
m nimze their actual manpower in. So the first choice is
to stick automated equi pnment such as ultrasound equi prment
up into those nozzles to performthe required inspections.

Wth that, 1'd |like to show you kind of a
pi cture of what they produce when they do these autonated
i nspections. This happens to be what the call a G scan
imge. But it was taken with some automated equi pnent.
The dark |ine or dark wave you see there is actually
representative of that J Goup weld. And the reason it's
in a wave shape pattern is because those wel ds generally
run at an angle with respect to the horizontal.

So if you were to unranp that penetration from
the inside | ooking out, that's what this UT plot is trying

to show you. And the dark area, the reason it's dark is
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there's no sound returning. It's going into the weld and
not returning to the transducer. So they devel oped a C
Scan plot and if they find areas that are potentially

i ndi cative of vindications, they nove to this next view.

And basically the term| would use is these are
staff base stanps. It paints a different picture. It's a
side image, if you will, where not unlike your depth finder
on your fish finder, the ET transducer is on the portion
where it says Nozzle 2 by the surface. That's where the
transducer's physically resting. And it generates sound
waves. And this is the back wall of the tube. And these
little waves here actually are indicative of potentia
crack like indications protruding into the base material.

So this is the type of indication that they're
actually trying to find with their ultrasound when they're
out there doing these inspections. Now this particular --
go ahead.

DR. FORD: Now | ooking at that, what is the
correct size? You've located it so what's the correct
Si ze?

MR HOLMBERG  This particular indication was
roughly 20, 25 percent through the bass material, through
t he thickness of the wall of that base material. And it
ext ended for about 60 to 70 degrees in circunfractual

extent.
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DR. FORD: What about the probability, what was
t he accuracy of exam nation? D d you get a very --

MR HOLMBERG W don't have that information
As you may be aware, there's perfornmance denonstration
initiative, UT techniques. These are not those. These
have never been denonstrated in terns of determ ning a
sizing capability or accuracy. So, although you can size
t hings and they can tell you that, they can't tell you what
degree of accuracy that, in other words, hasn't been
denonstrated to a certain degree.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER So, anything you detect you
repair.

MR HOLMBERG Well, let me go on here with the
story of this particular instance.

DR FORD: Rather than continue on, | have a
question. | keep hearing fromthe industry there's an
EPRI, that there's considerable difficulty of detecting and
sizing cracks or defects in these large structural wells.
Now, do you agree with that?

MR, HOLMBERG In the welds thenselves, they're
actually --

DR FORD: The welds in --

MR. HOLMBERG Right. Their current techniques
are designed to integrate the base material, which is

adjacent to the well. So in the Nozzle 2 naterial itself,
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they certainly have the capability of detecting flaws at
this point, that intrude into that base material.

VWhat | can't tell you, you know, the 99th
percentile, you know, what size of flaw they can start
detecting, but based on the denonstration and qualification
work |'ve seen, it appears that they start getting good at
detecting these once they intrude over about ten percent
into the base material. And beyond that, you know, what
| engt h beconmes, you know, where you can reliability detect
it, I can't tell you

DR. FORD: Wen you say reinspect, you don't
mean specifically NRC enpl oyees.

MR HOLMBERG No, |'msorry.

DR FORD: | under stand.

MR. HOLMBERG The |icensees conduct --

DR FORD: Who does what --

MR, HOLMBERG | amout there when they're
conducting these inspections. And so as they pull up an
indication like that, I mght be sitting there next to the
anal yst goi ng over these types of indications.

DR. FORD: Now, you're sitting beside him
What ' s goi ng through your mnd as to has he m ssed
sonmet hing? Wsat's the probability of himdetecting it?

MR. HOLMBERG Well, there's tow things. One,

there's not much you can do if their equipnent m sses
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sonmething. | mean, you're there to | ook at the data they
do collect. And because it's automated, | have, and | do
have them basically run through the data for me. So | can
go back and, quote, look to see if he's m ssed anything
that's in the data.

Now, if it's not in the data, there's nobody
t hat can do anything about that. |If it's in the data and
he just missed it because of human error, there's a chance
that | mght be able to add value there. As far as where
they find sonething and then decide it's a crack or not,
that's where we really engage them because, for instance,
this particular indication, they ultimtely deci ded was the
result of a weld repair and not a crack. And that m ght
have beconme a subject of greater debate had they not gone
and done a follow on examand ultinmately decided to repair
this nozzle any way.

But that's where we add value is once you find
somet hi ng, you know, they don't, they often see these
little fish mouth right there, this is the actual |ocation
where the weld holds the nozzle in. So there's sone
emanating fromthe weld now. They considered that
basically part of the welding process or potential weld
repair. And their threshold for even calling it an
indication nmeans it has to go ten percent into the base

material per their procedures.
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So if there's a crack back in here, they won't
even call it because --

DR FORD: So as far as ny, I'mjust trying to
find who's responsible for what. Wat |'m hearing you say
is that you are responsi ble for standing beside the
approved, the NRC approved inspector as he does his job.

MR. HOLMBERG | amthe NRC approved inspector
| " m standi ng over the |licensee doing the inspection.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  The |icensee nmakes the
determ nati on of whether an indication exists, whether that
indication's a flaw and to characterize the flaw. Your job
is to serve to assure that he's conplying with the
procedures and standards.

MR, HOLMBERG  Correct.

DR BONACA: But it's there and all the
i nspections -- job, right?

MR HOLMBERG Ri ght.

DR. BONACA: You choose, it's a sanpl e process.

M5. PEDERSON: It's a sanpling process.

MR. HOLMBERG It's a sanpling process but the
stuff that they're disposition, we definitely take a health
sanmpl e of.

DR. FORD: It's not your job to make the
structural integrity anal ysis.

VMR HOLMBERG No, we do not.
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DR FORD: That's NRR s job.

MR HOLMBERG Well, the licensee has to make
an argunent and then submt it.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  The |icensee does the work.
The Agency provides those inspections and tests and ensure
that the licensee did the work properly.

MR HOLMBERG Correct. And we're there to
confirmthey're follow ng the procedures and, further
t hough, on this case, we're there to confirmthat those
procedures are, quote, denonstrated. Now, that's a very
gray area right now because we don't have any standards in
this area. |In other words, they do have nock ups and |I do
answer questions as to whether | concur and if these things
are denonstrated based on what | know about -- techniques.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Well, this is a pretty
rapi dly evol ving technol ogy because the geonetry and the
materials involved. So, you know, any situation |ike that,
to cone up with the final standard takes |onger we have
avail able to us.

MR HOLMBERG Right. And | think there is a
nmove, you know, that's been di scussed about whether this
shoul d cone under the unbrella of the PDI Program which
al ready exists for other welds. But | don't, | think the
industry is probably resisted to that because --

CHAl RMAN SI EBER:  Yes, we'll have to see where
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t hat goes.

M5. PEDERSON: Actually, one thing to note is
the licensee, who is responsible to actually do the
evaluation itself, is they identify abnormalities. That's
when we heavily | ook at those issues. In the case of Point
Beach, is described heavily involved both the Region. Ml
was on sight for many, nmany, nmany hours. W al so engage
wi th NRR because their technical staff and they have
responsi bility for things such as the bulletins and so
forth. And we work very closely with NRR on that as well.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER Ckay.

MR HOLMBERG Al right, we nove along. The
next slide. One other things they also did in this
particul ar exanple was they did a dye penetrant exam on the
surface of the J-Goup weld. Wiere the ruler's laying in
this fuzzy picture is sone bleed out fromindications and
actually there were two patches. The other one's not shown
here on opposite sides of this penetration.

The licensee had tried sone light grinding to
see if these were just surface indications. But ultimately
t hose indications did not disappear. And that pronpted
themto go ahead and repair Nozzle 26. So the debate over
whet her that UT signal was crack or not never canme to be
because the decision was nmade to go ahead and repl ace the

nozzl e.
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CHAI RMAN SIEBER  The -- | take it. O did
they actually do sone --

MR. HOLMBERG  They actually renoved three
sixteenth's of an inch of netal through grinding.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER Ckay.

MR HOLMBERG What |1'd |like to do next is kind
of share with you kind of a summary of where we're at with
respect to finding exanples of PWSCC in the region. To
start with, we've got 13 PAR units and under the boarder at
this point we've got three units that fall into the high
susceptibility category, five units that fall under the
noderate bin and five that go into the | ow bin.

As a result of the inspections conducted under
the order to date, |icensees have identified sone
indications in this Region. O course, Davis-Besse, which
nost fol ks are now quite famliar with, have three nozzles
that were cracked with two head cavities. One of them was
fairly substantial. And the head was ultimately repl aced.

Cook Unit 2 in 2003 identified four nozzles
that had rel atively shall ow surface cracks and actually had
identified back in 1994 a nore substantial crack that had
been repaired with what's called an Enbedded fl aw techni que
in Nozzle 75.

Al so, | nentioned, we already covered this

exanpl e at Point Beach just this year identified the Nozzle
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26 J-Goove weld with crack like indications and then
conpl eted the removal of the Iower portion of the nozzle
and tenper bead repair.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That was this spring?

MR HOLMBERG Yes, it was. What we're seeing
in terms of inspection trends as a result of the efforts is
we're seeing, first of all, this tenporary instruction 150,
whi ch was required to be done at |east twice and had a
fairly extended expiration date of 2009, transitioned to a
per manent requirenment in that the inspections that were
required are now i n our baseline in-service inspection
procedure, which is done each outage in each PWR unit.

So as soon as the Tl expires, we will still
continue to do the actual on site inspections. And we'll
get into sone of the details in a mnute.

In addition, just recently the bulletin 200401
was issued, which addresses Prinmer Water Stress Corrosion
and Cracking in pressurizer penetrations. And we
anticipate additional tenmporary instruction will be issued
for us to go follow up on licensee conmtnents for any
addi ti onal inspections of pressurizer |ocations.

One of the, some of the key things that went
into our permanent procedure, our 711108 procedure, was to
specifically observe or review the head NDE activities and

basically to confirmthat the adequacy of the NDE and al so
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that the scope of the NDE neets the order. And if there
are any defects that are fond, that they're dispositioned
in accordance with the ASME code including any repair work
that's required.

We al so have got requirenents under the new
revi sed procedure to observe |licensee performng boric acid
control, programwal k down. These are typically done early
on in the outage and they're done after, basically, usually
right after the plant shuts dowmn. And they're done to try
to identify areas where they may have | eakage.

So there's actually two problens. One, the
| eakage but the other is that the boric acid itself sits on
carbon steel conponents, particularly fasteners and such.
It's detrinmental and so if conponents becone degraded, they
need to be eval uated under their prograns. And we're there
to review that.

The overall effect of adding these requirenments
to the existing requirenents in this procedure is basically
to double the required resources such that we're now up to
about 100 hours for each PWR unit.

In addition to the increase on our baseline
resources, they actual inspections of the head,
particularly those that are conducted from under the head,
are proving to be financially very expensive and therefore

pronpting |icensees to nove to head replacenment. At this
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point in this Region we have seven PWR units that are

pl anning on replacing their heads. W wll be initiating a
procedure 71007 where the Region follows up on the
activities associated with head repl acenent.

It's a relatively resource intensive procedure,
425 direct inspection hours. However, half to three
quarters of that we should be able to tuck in through or
all ocate to our baseline inspection procedures. As you can
see there, our work load is going to go up over the next
coupl e of years based on the nunber of head inspections
t hat are planned over the next several years.

So there will, again, be a continued need to
ensure our resources are up to the challenge over the next
several years. And that's all | have.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Ckay, thank you. Any
guestions? If not, | think that we have reached the
appropriate time in the schedule for |unch.

MS5. PEDERSON. Great. Qur delivery service was
del ayed so actually our schedule today nelds nicely with
that. | hope they're out there --

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: G eat pl anni ng.

M5. PEDERSON. Exactly. W are expecting them
within the next few mnutes. So naybe we can take a break
and it'll allowus to bring the food in as well. Thank

you.
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(O f the record at 11:45 a.m)

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  And, Jack, it's good to see
you again after many years and on a regular basis. And
we' re eager to hear what you have to say.

MR GROBE: kay, very good. Thank you. 1[|'d
first like to introduce Christine Lipa. | had wanted to
get her down to Washington to neet with you fol ks one of
the many tinmes we tal ked about Davis-Besse. But due to the
work load with the site, having both of us out of the
of fi ce woul d have been a uni que chal |l enge.

So, | want to tell you a little bit about
Christine. She's the Branch Chief with Projects Branch 4
and as Jimand Steve indicated earlier, that branch has
only one plant in it, and it's Davis-Besse. Christine's a
regi stered professional engineer. She worked in the ship
yards before she cane to the NRC. Since she joined us, she
was a region based engineer inspector and | believe she's
sonewhat of an expert in valves.

Then she went out as a resident inspector and a
senior resident at Perry. And was pronoted to Branch
Chief. And she's had the opportunity, unique opportunity
to be the principle | eader of the Davis-Besse effort from
the Region's perspective. So it's good to have her here.

The next slide, Tom

We're going to cover a nunber of topics. W're
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going to tal k about the Davis-Besse oversight of the
recovery efforts. And we'll go through that pretty quickly
because we've di scussed that previously. Assessnent of
Davi s- Besse start up, the oversight we provided in their
performance, the oversight that we're going to have going
forward through the rest of 2004. Sone Agency successes as
a result of Davis-Besse and a unique technical issue |
think you'll be interested in in the end.

We' Il tal k about the contai nment sunp
initiatives that the Agency has undertaken and sone down
stream affects that are somewhat uni que that Davi s-Besse
identified. In Mag's e-mail, there were two topics that
you asked for us to talk about from a Regi onal perspective.
We don't have really nmuch to share and | just wanted to
touch on those just briefly.

One was any Regi onal comrents on the research
meno that shipped to Donnie, sent to Bill Travers regarding
structural integrity assessnment. Just possibly two
perspectives on that that we can share. It's unfortunate
that essentially all of the evidence that would give you
insight into the corrosi on mechani smand corrosion
progression was renoved at the same tine the cavity was
identified. They were sinmultaneous with doing the repair
on that penetration nozzle. They were also cleaning the

head.
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So by the tine the cavity was identified, al
t he corrosion and products and evi dence that woul d give you
insight into the corrosi on mechani smwere renoved.
Consequently, the Research utilized an expert panel and Dr.
Shack was a nenber of that expert panel to estimate what
the corrosion rate was. And that resulted in significant
variability in the answer they canme up with. So that was
unf ort unat e.

The other thing | just wanted to highlight is
we did a significance determ nati on process on the head
degradati on, concluded that it was a Red Finding. And that
determ nation concl uded consi deration of the fact that we
didn't have a good understanding of the cracks in the
cl adding material and what inpact that would have on the
failure, probability of the plan. So we incorporated that
thinking into the determ nation roughly a year before
Research concluded their analysis of those cracks.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER. Coul d you pul | your
m crophone a little closer?

MR GROBE: I'mfighting a cold. | apologize,
t hank you.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  The m crophone is -- so
that's safe.

MR. GROBE: The second itemthat Mag asked us

to tal k about was the GAO Report, the Region's reaction to
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t he General Accounting Ofice Report. The Chairman has
responded to the General Accounting Ofice regarding that
report on behalf of the Agency and we have no further
conments or insight regarding that.

During the course --

CHAIl RMAN SIEBER  Well, let ne expand on that a
little bit, expand on a question. The question is does the
Region maintain it's own list of action itens that are
separate fromthe Davis-Besse Action Plan, the |G Report
and a GAO Report? And if so, maybe you could tell me not
the specific itenms but the kinds of things that will be on
your Regional list and how you track it and how do you
det ermi ne when you' re done?

MR. GROBE: | think when we tal k about Agency
successes, Christine will get into alittle bit of what
we' ve done in response to the Lessons and Task Force
Report. We do not maintain a separate set of action itens.
But we have taken a nunmber of actions.

CHAI RVMAN SI EBER Ckay.

MR. GROBE: During the course of the dial ogue
here, we have one slide on the safety culture and | asked
Christine to bring sone additional slide material and we'll
pass that out. And I think we can get into a dial ogue on
what Davi s-Besse did with respect to safety culture and

maybe segway into some di al ogue on reactor oversight
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process and cut sone of our other presentation short. So
that will give us sone tine because | know a nunber of you
asked me on break some questions regarding that.

So at this time I1'd like to turn the heavy
lifting over to Christine and | et her go through the
presentation.

M5. LIPA: Ckay. The next slide tal ks about
the basis for the restart decision. And this is really a
two year long project. | was a nmenber of the panel from
t he begi nni ngs, when the panel was established, the 0350
Panel. And by the time we got to the restart process,
restart decision process, we had acconplished a | ot of
things. So let me just go through these here.

We did provide a briefing as a panel to Jim
Cal dwel |, Jim Dyer and Sam Collins on February 23rd. W
followed that up with a nmeno that gave our recommendati on
as a result of all of our work on February 26th. And then
restart hold was lifted on March 8. So that's kind of the
time line. And the panel did determ ne that the |icensee
performance was adequate for safe restart and operation.

We used a discipline process, the 0350 Process.
And | have nore details on another slide. And as part of
that, the licensee submtted in their Restart Report a
nunber of conmitnents that they would adhere to to continue

with long terminprovenents. So that was part of our whole

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

132

restart decision. And then as you probably al so know, we
issued a confirmatory order as part of the restart. And
there's nore details in the subsequent slides.

This next slide tal ks about the nethodi cal
process that we used with the panel. W had a restart
checklist that had 31 itens and they were broken up into
t he seven areas that are sub-bullets here. And each of
t hose, you know, we started with a list that was not quite
31 and we added a few nore as tinme when on as new findi ngs
came up. So we had high confidence that our |ist was
conpl et e.

And then we did over 12,000 hours of direct
i nspection. W had multiple inspectors from other regions,
from Headquarters and contractors. So we had a | ot of
vi ews | ooking at Davis-Besse. And then the decision naking
process included Jim Caldwel |, the Regional Adm nistrator,
consulting with the Director of NRR and the Deputy.

The next slide tal ks about sonme of the
commtments that the |licensee included in their request for
restart. And again, the main intent of these commtnents
was | ong terminprovenent action and we will be follow ng
up on certain of these commtnents as we go forward.

The next slide tal ks about the conformatory
order. This was provided with the restart authorization,

the restart approval letter of May 8. And really the
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purpose is that first bullet there; assuring effective cel
assessnment on the licensee's part and sustained safe
performance by what the order requires which are

i ndependent assessnents. And that's the key, that they're
i ndependent assessnents in those four areas that are on
here: operations, corrective actions, engineering and
safety culture. And then the --

MR. ROSEN: So when's the first one going to be
about? The spring of next year?

M5. LIPA: They have, all four of the
assessnments are planned for this year. The first one is
August and Septenber, COctober, Novenber. W' ve already
received the plan for the first one. W'Il|l be review ng
t he plan before they do the assessnment and then we'll be on
site during part of the assessnment to see howit's going,
the debriefing, and then we'll review the report when it's
i ssued.

DR. FORD: Christine, the other day we were at
Cook Station and they had a recovery program whi ch had many
nore item zed i nportance against this self assessnent,
which is what they called it. |Is there any reason why the
difference? You're talking about four, five that here and
t hey have about nine or ten bulletized itens. Should I
read anything into that -- engineering, one of the

bulletized itens.
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M5. LIPA: Well, let me tell you, | don't have
it --

DR. FORD: Cross conpari sons.

M5. LIPA: Between Besse and Cook?

DR, FORD: Correct.

M5. LIPA: Well, let ne talk about, the

previous slide | tal ked about the commtnents and | didn't
give a lot of details. But that second bullet provides
that the |icensee's own Comm tnent Plan, what they cal
their Cycle 14, which is the operating cycle they're in
now, inprovenent plan has nunerous areas. The order was
only focused on four areas that were of a concern to the
panel. But the licensee has inprovenent initiatives in

mul tiple areas including nmaintenance, internal and external
oversi ght, training.

DR. FORD: kay.

MR. CALDWELL: Yes, that's typical. The sane
thing we have at Point Beach. W have a confirmatory
action letter that has, | think it's four itenms. But they
have an Excellence Plan, they call it, which has many
nunbers of itens that they believe they have to do. W
| ook for the ones that are effecting our weekly, effect the
regul atory performance. And those are the ones we commt
themto under a regulatory tool.

But we | ook to see how well they perform --
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pr ogr am

M5. LIPA: Ckay? And then back to the
confirmatory order on Page 6, the other part of the
confirmatory order besides the independent assessnents is
the licensee plans a md-cycle outage early next year. And
SO we put, as requirenments in that order to do an upper and
| ower vessel, bear netal inspections.

The next slide, No. 7, is really nostly just
for reference that we have a |lot of public interest,
ext ernal stake hol der involvenent throughout the process.
And these are just sone of the high points, all the
different neetings we had, all the different briefings for
congressional and state and local officials. And we
believe that through our efforts we've denonstrated our
accessibility to the public and our focus on safety.

DR FORD: Could | go back to 6? This
statenent -- if you tell nme. About md cycle, this is at
M dl and?

MS. LI PA:  Yes.

DR FORD: And remnd ne. Was that a, were
t hose 692's?

M5. LIPA: They were the sane design as Davis-
Besse.

DR. FORD: kay, so they're 622.

MR. GROBE: They have an order a new head.
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DR FORD: Ckay.

MR. GROBE: And they also have on site
repl acement C Generators. And | understand they're going
to do that in the sanme outage. The new head has arrived --

DR FORD: M question was going to be if it
was 690 and 132, they presunmably would have told you what
t heir purchase specifications and manufacturing
specifications for that head woul d have been. |s that
correct?

M5. LIPA: There was a | ot of inspection of the
M dl and head t hroughout the process to make sure it
conformed with the right ASME codes. W had inspectors out
at Mdland |looking at it. | don't know the details but I
know we | ooked at the whole specs of it and the whol e thing
in detail.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, but part of the reason
why you did that was it wasn't fully conpliant with today's
standards. And so as the inspecting official, the Agency
had to approve its deviation fromcode standards to all ow
themto use the head.

MR. GROBE: And consuner's power hadn't
mai nt ai ned the -- package with all the non-constructive
exam nation and material analysis that they needed. So
they re-perfornmed that and --

CHAl RMAN SIEBER: And it would be unusual for a
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i censee to provide specifications for replacenment heads to
the NRC except to say that it qualifies under the ASME code
and these various attributes in the |icensee's opinion
accept for overuse. And then the region would inspect to
determ ne whether, in fact, it is acceptable for use, if it
neets the code. And the codes of standards that are
applied are the right ones for that application.

So, basically that's the process as opposed to
getting the Agency involved in pre-approvals or sonething
bef ore the purchase is made.

MR. ROSEN: Do you know whet her the repl acenent
st eam generat ors have been required cutting contai nment,
cutting a hole in containnment?

M5. LIPA: Yes, they will. And they cut a hole
in the containnent for the replacenent of the head as well.

MR. ROSEN: So they'll have to re-open it to --

M5. LIPA: Right, and they didn't put a door.
So they cut it open and then they welded it back together.

MR ROSEN: They'll have to cut it open again.

M5. LIPA: They'll have to cut it open again.

MR. ROSEN:. They're getting good at it, right?

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  Yes, well, that's why you put
everything in and take everything out at once, if you can.
Unfortunately for them they' re going to do it twi ce.

M5. LIPA: Okay? The next is Slide No. 8,
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which is the safety culture area. And we had a uni que
challenge in the safety culture area to map our inspection
plan for this. The regulatory foundation, even though we
don't have specific regulations on safety culture because
the |icensee did a root cause and found safety culture to
be the root cause of the problem that Criteria 16 was our
regulatory footing on this since it was a significant
condition as was the quality, they're required to prevent
occurrence.

So the next three bullets on the page talk
about the three phases that we approach this inspection.
First we | ooked at the depth of the licensee's root cause
assessnments. And they did a nore, a type analysis, very
detailed. W |ooked at the scope of those root cause
assessnments. Then we | ooked at the corrective actions that
t hey assigned. And that was the Phase 2 inspection. And
t hen Phase 3 was to | ook at the effectiveness of those
corrective actions. And part of Phase 3 was the |icensee's
| onger termand short termactions in a self safety culture
area. Not that we were assessing whether safety culture
was acceptable for restart but whether they had tools in
place to effectively nonitor it, whether they could tell
that it had inproved and what their actions were.

And then the fifth bullet tal ks about they had

done a couple of surveys at six nonth intervals. And in
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Novenber 2003 they saw a drop in certain areas fromthe
March 2003 that indicated some concerns in the safety
consci ous work environment arena. So we did anot her

i nspection to follow up on what they did in response to
what the Novenber survey results were telling them And we
had to probe a lot to find out what they were doi ng about

t hese, what appeared to be a decline in some of these
areas. And it was nostly through our efforts that they
took a really close look at it and put sone actions in

pl ace to understand the decline.

And then by the tinme they were ready to ask for
restart, we had another inspection and we felt confortable
that they had taken adequate corrective actions in that
ar ea.

DR BONACA: | nean, if they had not identified
safety culture an issue, you still would have pursued sone
eval uation of cost cutting issues in light of this
experience. So you would have really done some assessnent
anyway, right?

MS. LIPA: That's true because they woul d have
done a root cause and we woul d have probed at it. And
their root cause woul d have gone beyond the technical. It
woul d have | ooked at human perfornmance, organi zation
per formance, corrective action performance.

DR BONACA: Right, but particularly, | nean,
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you know, how does it like, the Corrective Action Program
now?

M5. LIPA: The, did you want to say sonething?

MR, GROBE: | was going to say, let's pass
these out and get into this in alittle nore depth.

DR. BONACA: Well, maybe we can do it later

MR. GROBE: No, this is an appropriate place.

DR. RANSOM Did you have access to the results
of the consultants who were hired to nore or |ess assess
the safety culture? You reviewed all of that material ?

M5. LIPA:  Yes, we have our team | eader, who we
were fortunate to have one team | eader and pretty nuch a
dedi cated teamfor all three phases plus the final phase of
this inspection. The team|eader and nost of the nenbers
of the panel were able to see both the prelimnary and the
final independent safety culture assessnment that was done
by, what was the nane?

MR, GROBE: Perfornmance Safety and Heal th
Associ ates, PSAJ.

Let's back up a little bit and get into this in
alittle bit nore detail because you've asked sone good
guestions. One of the prem ses of the 0350 process is that
if the Agency determines that it needs to inplenment that
process and the 0350 panel ensures a cl ear understandi ng of

the root cause and | believe, as you correctly stated, if
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the licensee had not identified this, we would have pursued
it. | don't believe we would have pursued it in the same
| evel of depth.

The root cause assessnents that they did,
excuse ne, were in seven different areas and it included
everything fromwhat you would normally expect of
engi neering, contribution and operations contribution,
problematic issues all the way up through Corporate
gover nance, managenent conpensati on approaches and
corporate | evel oversight, independence assessnent and
Nucl ear Safety Commttee, the Of site Review Committee
Functi on.

So it was a very conprehensive root cause
assessnment that they eventually got to with sone
intervention on our part.

What we passed out is the first Energy Safety
Cul ture Model, which they're using at all three of their
sites. This is nodeled very, in very close alignment with
the | AEA I nset Docunents on safety culture and safety
managenent. The young | ady from Perfornmance Safety and
Heal th Associates, Dr. Sonya Hayber, has done a nunber of
safety culture assessnents internationally in Canada, in
Spain and in other parts of Europe and she was one of the
principle contributors to those inset docunents. So she

had a very good foundation in that area. And our
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i nspection teamthoroughly reviewed those assessnents.

Fol | owi ng that independent assessment that Dr.
Hayber did, First Energy devel oped this nodel and one of
t he teans, one of the expectations that the panel
established for the inspection teamwas to conpare the
results in the mechani sm by which First Energy was going to
continue nmonitoring safety culture to ensure that there was
al i gnnment and that they could clearly understand what was
going on at the site.

We had individuals from NRR, Research that were
experts in safety culture that have done research. |'msure
you're famliar with Jay Perzinski and others. As well as
two forner industry senior executives, Mke Brothers and
John Beck, who were associated with the M| estone Safety
Culture. So they had direct hands on experience with the
debilitated safety culture and how to recover that. So the
team had trenmendous ability given the scope and breadth of
t heir experiences and conpetenci es.

W talked a little bit earlier about safety
culture and I think we got into a little bit in the context
of field supervision. What First Energy has established is
three levels; policy and corporate |evel, plant managenent
| evel and individual level. And all of those are necessary
in accordance with the International Cuidelines to have an

effective Safety Managenment Program You need the
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Corporate and policy level, guidance clearly stated. You
needed to be nonitored and driven hone on a day in and day
out basis at the managenent |evel. And you need nucl ear
prof essional s that are capable of doing the job.

Wthin each of those areas, on the side of this
chart, is a description of the various attributes that they
assessed. And for exanple, under the individual drive for
excel |l ence, questioning attitude, these are conmon things
that we would all associated with a healthy safety culture.

Sone other utilities have safety culture
assessnment tools simlar to this. Not very many. The
f eedback that we got fromour teamis that this is fairly
conprehensive and fairly unique in the industry.

Criterion 16 gave us the opportunity to very
clearly get into this arena. And as Christine earlier
stated, we didn't inspect safety culture. That's not
somet hing the NRC does. What we did is nake sure that the
i censee had an effective tool that gave them proper
insights into safety culture at the site and we ensured
that they responded to the things that this tool was
telling them

And just a, | think it's useful and
elusterative to get into what happened in Novenber. There
were two issues that drove a safety culture problem One

was that they transitioned froman hourly pay structure for
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t heir engineering organi zation to a salaried structure with
bonus. And the engineers interpreted that as a production
over safety because they were working tons of overtine, as
nost plants do when they're in a long term shut down. And
t he bonuses were m | estone driven.

The second thing was in the operations area,
the |icensee had built their schedule with a |ot of detail
for acconplishing the nodifications that had to be
acconpl i shed on site, the maintenance activities and things
of that nature. Major test activities to bring the unit
back. But they hadn't properly incorporated into the
schedul e routine operations activities to bring the plant
back on Iine froma tw year outage.

And as a result, operations, which is the | ast
one in a long string of folks that have to work on systens
and get them back into an operation configuration, didn't
have sufficient tine in the schedule. And the operators
interpreted that as a focus on schedul e over safety.

And those two things drove sonme safety culture
anomal ies that actually clearly showed up in their
assessnment tool. So it's, we have confidence that this
tool is going to give them adequate insight and they
responded to that. And you can see denonstrable
performance changes after they took corrective actions from

t hat Novenber situation.
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Do you have any questions regardi ng what First
Energy is doing in the area of safety culture?

MR ROSEN. Wsat do the colors nmean on the
slide?

MR. GROBE: That's a good question. There's
four colors; green, white, yellow and red. Yellow and red
require pronpt action and a Condition Report. The
Condi ti on Reporting process is required by the Nucl ear
Regul atory Commi ssion. It focuses on structure systens and
conponents. It doesn't focus on human performance or
safety culture. But they put within their nodel that if
you have a yellow or red, you have to have a Condition
Report and pronpt managenent action. And green is nirvana.
It's everything's working perfectly well.

They have about a 60 page procedure that
i mpl enents this. And for each of these attributes, on the
outside, there's a nunber of indicators that they neasure.
It could be anywhere fromfour, five up to al nost a dozen.
And within each of those indicators they' ve established
thresholds for red, yellow, white and green

And the teamthat did this inspection did a
t horough review of that procedure. It actually went
t hrough about a dozen divisions before First Energy settled
on sonet hing that worked effectively.

MR ROSEN: So | presume that say a drive for
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excel l ence, there are subsidiary indicators, sonme of which
have turned yell ow, many have turned yell ow, and that nakes
t he upper indicator on this chart yellow.

MR. GROBE: That's correct. That's the way it
works. In addition to a direct build up of subordinate
indicators, there's also a trenendous amount of managenent
judgnent that's facilitated in the procedure such that, for
exanple, in self assessnent area, it's white here. They
did this assessnent a nunber of tines during the outage.

In one of a prior assessnents that is red. And that was
managenment driven. Managenent made it red because the

| i censee organi zation was significantly chall enged during

t he outage, had not, to managenent's | evel of expectation,
had not established a self assessment programthat they
felt was sufficient even though the indicators, as neasured
in the procedure, m ght have given you a | esser |evel of
outcome. Managenent exercised discretion and made that a

hi gher | evel of concern.

MR. ROSEN: | presune the procedure |level wll
do that.

MR, GROBE: Yes.

DR FORD: And Jack, what do the arrows nean
besi des --

VMR GRCOBE: It's trend, the trend since the

| ast assessnent.
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DR FORD: So, you really got three out of 17
attri butes showi ng on the trend.

MR GROBE: That's correct.

DR FORD: Is that satisfactory?

MR GROBE: This really, | think, sets nicely
into a discussion of our inspection prograns. The panel
concl uded that -- yes, sir.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, before you go off in
that direction, | need you to ask just a couple of short
answers, fundanental questions, if there is such a thing.
If you look at Title 10 and any ot her source where the
Agency derives its rules and inspection criteria, if you
| ook at the attributes of safety culture, and nost of that
stuff is found in Appendix B. And Criterion 16 is pretty
broad. And | can see how one could interpret safety
culture in every one of its points and ramfications as
fitting into Criterion 16 provided the licensee said this
is the cause, the root cause of ny problem

If the |licensee failed to do that and you
believed in your heart that it was still safety culture
that was a problem you could not attached the regul atory
background to everything that's in the safety culture node
as you set it out here. You would get maybe 50 percent of
it, like Corrective Action Program and, you know, safety

consci ence work environnent and that kind of stuff.
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The question | have, after that |ong
i ntroduction, is does the Agency need nore tools to deal
with safety culture issues if they are a significant part
of declining performance at a |icensee?

MR GROBE: | thought you said this was a short
answer questi on.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER: Yes, it's nore than yes or
no. But it can be as short as you care to meke it.

MR GROBE: Really, this gets into ROP.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Yes, it does.

MR. GROBE: The Chairman has clearly
articulated to General Accounting Ofice that the Agency
does not believe it needs nore tools.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, | avoided bringing that
up.

MR GROBE: The ROP, | think I have a fairly
coherent understandi ng of how we transition fromthe old
i nspection programto the ROP. And there were two
fundanmental shifts in the approach, the regul atory
oversi ght approach. One had to do with safety and risk
focus. We didn't have the kind of probabilistic risk tools
at our disposal when we devel oped the first inspection
program It evolved over tine as has the ROP.

But the ROP incorporates risk and safety focus

in a conpletely different way than the previous inspection
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program And it resulted in the establishnment of the
cornerstones, which I think you're all famliar with. And
then inspection attributes that were different than the
prior inspection program And a couple of outcones of

that, for exanple, radiation protection energency
preparedness and security were elevated in their inportance
t hrough this process.

In addition to that, the specific inspection
procedures are very different under the ROP than they were
under the prior inspection program The ROP, as its
predecessor program is what we call Performance Based.
And we | ook at outcones, safety outcones, in the risk
i mportant areas. And only would get into this kind of
issue if the outcone is unacceptable. And we do that
t hrough the context of corrective action.

And that's how we currently inspect safety
culture. W' ve been inspecting it, |I've been around 24
years and we probably have a couple hundred years on this
side of the table. W' ve been doing it for 20 years. But
we haven't been doing it in the context of direct
i nspection. W' ve been doing it in the context of
per f ormance based i nspecti on.

CHAIl RMAN SIEBER  That's correct. In fact, in
the ROP systemyou're | ooking at cross cutting i ssues as a

way to identify safety culture types of issues in a
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| i censee's organi zation. Since you didn't answer ny first
guestion, maybe you can say is that sufficient, |ooking at
cross cutting issues? Because | see, for exanple, | read
all your letters, and | see where you identify a plant here
and there on cross cutting issues, which you call out. And
when you | ook at what the licensee is doing, it |ooks |ike
safety culture, those kinds of things.

For exampl e, Cook. That was your response and
that was their response. And | think both were right on,
if I amcorrect.

MR GROBE: The ROP has two ways of getting in
to safety culture attributes. You're correctly
articulated. One is the cross cutting issues. And those
are very broad, huge performance corrective action program
effecting this and safety consci ence work environnent.
There's very broad gui dance that gives trenmendous
flexibility to be able to conclude that a |licensee has a
problemin a cross cutting area. It requires dialogue with
Headquarters to insure consi stency across the Regions.

But, in addition to that, we get into safety
culture attributes. Every time there's a white or higher
fram ng, and that's through what we call Suppl enent al
| nspections; 95001, 002 and 003. And that's the other
fundament al change between the old inspection program and

t he ROP
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You've all seen the performance indicators over
the last two decades of unplanned scranms and safety system
availability and things like that. There's been a
t renmendous i nprovenent in operational safety performance
over the last two decades. And we refer to that in the
gui dance docunents that went out to he Conm ssion as a
mature industry. And by and large that's a correct
interpretation of the data.

As a result of that, under the old inspection
program inspection findings that were not risk or safety
significant could result in NRC engagenent. And through
enf orcenent conferences and regul atory neetings or even
escal ated enforcenent action. And under the ROP it was
determ ned that engagenent at that |ow |l evel was not
necessary. That's what we call |icensee response panel

But we do engage. |If there's a white, we have
95001, which requires us to evaluate what the |icensee did
in response to that finding. And at 95002, if there's a
yellow finding or multiple whites, the inspection
expectations require us to insure that there is a
conpr ehensi ve root cause assessnent. And, of course, if
there's a situation |like we had at Point Beach where you
get into a nultiple degrading cornerstone, we have 95003,
which is an extensive root cause assessnent by the NRC,

al so we expect the licensee to do that. But we
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i ndependently do it.

So we will get into these types of attributes
during the course of those types of inspections. So we
have both the cross cutting issues as well as the
suppl emental inspections. The difference is the |level of
risk significance at which you engage. W do not engage at
the green level. Wereas in the past inspection programwe
may have. And that --

DR. BONACA: If | understand you then, the nobst
nonitoring sone of the attributes of safety culture, sone.

MR. GROBE: Through performance, on a
perfornmance basis.

DR. BONACA: | understand that. And you -- but
you have again nore we say the attributes. Like, you know
deci sion making. That's something we would |ike to have
every enpl oyee have. That's an attribute, except culture.
You have an outcone that says the work has been done
properly, all corrective actions are effective. That's
what your --

The ot her trouble we have oftentinmes, you know,
in discussions is we've got performance is a |agging
i ndi cator of other things. So you may end up believing
that it really is fine until you have neasured --

MR, ROSEN:  An event.

MR. BONACA: Then you go back and | ook and you
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realize that, yeah, the attributes really weren't that
good. | nean, people are not nmaking preci se decisions, et
cetera, et cetera. That has always been the debate within
CCRS. To what extent should the NRC also to be nonitoring
the attribute itself.

Responsi bl e for inmproving the attribute clearly
is the plant. The plant has to be the one that has a pl an
like this to inprove the characteristics of its own work
force. But, you know, the hope has al ways been that one
could possibly nonitor those attributes. So just |ook at
it as and recognize it as a precursor alnost of events of
t hi ngs that coul d happen.

And then, right now the system doesn't all ow
t hat because what we are |ooking at is performance. And
t hat --

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Yes, let ne get back to the
original question, which probably with all this discussion
can cone to a yes or no answer. The question was are the
regul atory tools we now have adequate to nmonitor |icensee

performance or is sonething el se needed?

MR GROBE: I'mstill not in a yes or no
answer. Please, everybody else junp in. The -- |I'msorry,
Jim

MR, CALDWELL: | was just going to say, | think

you hit the nail on the head when you tal ked about the
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cross cutting issues and the Commi ssion has asked the
Agency to |l ook at the cross cutting issues to make sure
that we have the right tools to deal with them

In fact, we have changed one of the approaches
in dealing with the cross cutting issues. The procedure
now allows that if you go two cycles with a cross cutting
i ssue, you can ask the licensee to respond in witing and
have a public nmeeting on what they're going to do to fix
it. So we are |ooking at other tools. And that would hit
the corrective action program which doesn't require you to
get to a white. Corrective action program a cross cutting
i ssue over human performance cross cutting issue, could be
a sum of those things that you tal ked about, the pre-cursor
attri butes where they're non-conservative deci sion making
or, as in an offer, make it a non-conservative deci sion
making in error that doesn't result in a risk significant
probl em

But if there's a nunber of those type of
per formance issues, you can declare a cross cutting issue
and we're looking at tools to be able to deal with those
nore effectively. So, I'mnot sure what will cone out of
that. So the answer is yes and no. Yes, we have enough
tools but we're looking to see if there are nore and better
tools to be able to do a nore effective and efficient

review of the |icensee perfornmance.
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CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's sort of the kind of
answer that | was hoping | would hear. | asked that
guesti on because there may be sonething we can do. W are
supposed to or considered by sone as the driver of great
ideas. And that has a, sort of dubious kind of challenge
toit. M personal belief is | would rather first talk to
t he peopl e who know, who are in the field, who are doing
t he work and meking the judgnents as to whether their
resources are adequate or not.

And basically what you're telling me is by and
| arge they are. The Agency is noving forward to inprove
those tools but they're doing it in a |ogical progressive
ki nd of way as opposed to saying, well, we ought to wite a
new rul e that covers all these safety culture attributes
and make themdo it, which | think is al nost --

MR. ROSEN: | don't think anybody's really
consciously or seriously proposing that, Jack. Those
peopl e who wish to defeat that effort, the effort that
you' ve tal ked about, say things like that. That you shoul d
wite a rule for nonitoring safety culture. But those of
us who are serious about trying to get inprovenment at the
grass roots |level are tal king nore about the kinds of
t hi ngs you tal ked about here. Managing, no; nonitoring,
yes. How, what tools are you, do you have available now to

nmonitor? The elenents of the thing we call safety culture,
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which is a set of behaviors. And do you they need to be
i mproved.

One other area that | have focused on a little
bit as Chairman of the Human Factor Sub-Conmttee, is the
training of regional and Headquarters inspectors deem
corrective action program design and operation. | think
it's not a sinple thing. The way you get really, really
good at this thing, unfortunately, is through |ong
experi ence.

But there are sone short cuts to it and | think
that it can help to have extensive and training that's
based on operational experience. Training with |ots of
exanpl es of degraded environnents and bad behavi ors that
| ead to problens in conmunication or procedural conpliance
or the kinds of things that we know end up being factors
t hat influence bad perfornmance.

So | think to be constructive about the debate,
and it is a debate. There are people who would wi sh we
woul d just not even talk about that. Let the industry
conti nue. Jack, you raise the point, Jack Grobe, that the
i ndustry's has al nost a 20 year career of continuous
i nprovenent if you look at the charts and graphs. The fact
is that those are m sleading, | think.

It's true that they give you the average

performance. But it is not the average performance that we
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are worried about here, we, the ACRS or you, the Regional
branch. Wat we are both worried about is the tail of the
curve, the plant at the tail of the curve that coul d cause
significant problemw th the public's health and safety at
that region and that create a very negative public
environnent for us continuing this enterprise.

So | think the idea is to snoke out that
person. |It's true that the average has gone up but there
are always these performance and it nay be different plants
over different tinme periods because we all know that these
cultural things are very fragile. They can be good one
year and not so good the follow ng year. The change in
| eadership could change it, as your nodel shows, the Finack
Mbdel shows, a change in |eadership can change it literally
over night.

So, we have to be alert to the fact that there
could be one or two plants across the country or maybe in
the region that do need additional attention. W have to
find indicators that would alert you and us to | ook at the
pl ant as turning the corner and goi ng down a road we don't
want themto go on

That's ny position. | feel very strongly about
that. |'mproud of the industry. It has come a | ong way
but there are continuing risks at one or nore plants where

it ends up at a place we don't want them | really want to
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see sone indicators that our out there, sone tools
devel oped to hel p.

MR GROBE: This is, and I'll have to be really
clear here. This is just Jack G obe talking.

There is one area where we, and | think we've
al ready nmentioned it, where we are nmuch nore direct in our
i nspection of these kinds of attributes. And that's
problemidentification resolution inspections. The
chall enge with that inspection is that the findings that
are evaluated with the sanme risk tool, where we eval uate
any other finding whether it's an engineering finding,
operations finding.

Wthin the framework of the current ROP, which
we eval uate annually. There was sonme up ticks in curves in
t he | ast annual evaluation. And the Agency has paid cl ose
attention to that. And we're continuously revising the
program But within the context of the current ROP,
think that one area that, if we decided to change, woul d be
fruitful, is to establish a different type of significance
determ nation for the problemidentification resolution
findings. And that's significance determnation.

| don't know how to solve this problem It
requires a lot of thinking. But would focus |ess on risk
and nore on cultural attributes.

DR. BONACA: Well, you know, | nean | really
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agree with that. Been conplaining about a process from day
one. And the fact that repeat businesses of the sane
event, if they are not individually set to accept the

signi ficance and not being noted. And to ne that's such an
indication of the |axed culture, the one which you do
sonet hi ng wong, you know, learn a lesson. You do it again
and you do it again. Never resolved.

Each one of the instances that we accept as
significant, the aggregate of the attitude is going to
infest itself in something significant sonme day because by
t hat point, then, yes, the significant process doesn't --
That's just an exanpl e.

MR GROBE: And that really gets to |ast
di fference between the prior inspection program assessnent
program and the ROP. And that is the, the fact that the
ROP is reactive, it's not predictive. And you have to nake
sure that the nmedian of that performance curve is far
enough over such that the tail doesn't result in problens.

" mcertainly not excusing Davis-Besse but
there was no accident. The head didn't rupture, thank God.
| think we feel that a significant, that it was a
significant short com ng on the part of our Region that we
didn't find this sooner. This was not an ROP issue. This
probl em started nmany years before the ROP. And it

continued into the ROP. So neither inspection program
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resulted in identification of this problem at Davis-Besse.

It's not a sinple thing to sinply say the ROP' s
not working. | think by and | arge we have many exanpl es
that indicate the ROP is working.

There's some additional stuff we want to get to
and there's one technical issue | think you'll find
interesting. And so we can continue this dial ogue --

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  Well, what 1'd like to do, |
went through your slides. | think this dialogue that we've
just had is inmportant to us to help us understand just what
your opinions and inpressions are. And we certainly can
take that into account in our own pursuit of these kinds of
issues. But | noticed in your slide, on Slide 13, you
begin to discuss the substitutes and | had the privilege to
present the ACRS, these sane Conm ssioners recently for
whi ch | have been sent out of town, so to speak.

So everything you know about contai nnents
sounds, particularly Davis-Besse and its design, that you
can say within the next ten or 15 minutes, | would
appreci at e.

M5. LIPA: Okay. Well, you probably know a | ot
nore about this than | do but let ne just tell you about
t he Davi s- Besse perspective and kind of what the Region has
done.

Qoviously GSI 191 has been worked on for years
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now. And then the bulletin canme out last June. And then
we had tenporary instruction for the inspectors to go out
and see what the licensees are doing with response to that
bulletin. And we did conplete the Tl at Brai dwood, Byron,
Cook and Davi s-Besse. And then the rest of the plants are
schedul ed to be done by the end of the year

As a result of those Tl inspections that were
done in the Region, there were no findings, you know, that
resulted. But there were sone insights and generally it
| ooks like the licensees are on track to conplete the
actions expected as a result of the bulletin.

Wth the Davis-Besse, | have sone specific
exanmples in here. Wat Davis-Besse did early in their
outage, they realized that the NRC was going to be
expecting sonmething nore with respect to GSI 191 and so they
expedited their work and got their, you know, started
wor ki ng on their sunp before the bulletin came out. And
they had cone up with a new design to give them nore
surface area to account for nore uncertainties. They also
found, during their outage, that they had some paint and
some coatings that were not qualified. They |ooked
beautiful but they were not qualified so you couldn't count
on themduring an accident. And also there were sone
pai nts that were chipping and what not. So they did have

an LER and that did result in a public finding.
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One of the other inportant things from Davis-
Besse was their high pressure injection punps. Let nme see
if I have another slide here. Yes, if we go to Slide 17.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  These are what head punps?

M5. LIPA: Those are high head punps. Slide 15
and 16 show the Davi s-Besse diagrans of their newy
nodi fied sunp and the vastly increased surface area.

DR. BONACA: \What is the --

M5. LIPA: Ckay, 15 is the concept; the old
sunp i s up by where it says upper strainer and it was just
really like a screen box. And that was the surface area.
Then they extended it by putting these kind of |ike arns
and legs to it that look like, if you |ook at Slide 16.
That's the construction with quarter inch holes. So that's
how they get all the additional surface area.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER: Yes, that's basically what
this design does is provide surface, fit it into the
contorts of their tank.

MR CALDWELL: The whol e contai nnent bottom
| evel of the tank is really the sunp. But it's whether it
can get to the suction of the injection punps or not. And
before they had a small strainer area that you had to go
through to get it. Now they have a huge strainer area to
be able to get the water to the punps.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  Yes, huge is in the eye of
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t he beholder. There is a know edge base docunent, a new
grade, because we commented on and found that it was not
particularly consistent. WAs not in a shape to be used as
t he basis for analytical analysis of the appropriate sub-
size that did not adequately cover chenical events like the
coatings you were referring to. And |I'm wondering what
Davi s- Besse used to determne that the screen size that
they actually did install was adequate given the research
basis. They had a lot of uncertainty. Those are --

MR. CALDWELL: You nean screen size or surface
area?

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Surface area, not screen
Si ze.

M5. LIPA:  For our surface area, they tried to
make sure they had enough to account for the known
uncertainties and enough safety margin for other things
that could come up later. And we had an expert out from
NLR who took a very close | ook at the nodification and the
i nput s.

MR. GROBE: Yes, they did a detailed transport
anal ysi s.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Yes, the transport analysis
wasn't too hard, the analysis that was based on the sane
view or as inconsistencies in which we'll underestimte the

anount of debris that's generated. The only way to

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

164

overcone that is to renove anything that is fibrous or
articulate that would fall into these zone events was on
the whole large frane, always do that, to me. It wll
becone clearer as we study it.

MR GROBE: | don't remenber the safety margin.
Do you remenber the nunmbers? But | believe it's multiple
times safety margin. Miltiple tines, it's not a
percentage. It's two or three tinmes safety margin in ny
surface area. And we can get that.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  The original reg guide, 1.32,
said you calculate it, put the margin in for the PSH punp
and then double it, which is a pretty determnistic way of
doing it. So the original safety margin was a factor of
two and it did not account for fugitive particulars, paint,
rust, all kinds of stuff that would get generated and
cal ci um pi pe insul ati on.

And |icensees, probably in those days,
under esti mated what can insulation would do. You know,
reflect this stuff doesn't generate particles of degrees
ot her than pieces of the canning itself. But the other
i nsul ati on where you' re canning cal ci um sul phate or ot her
fiberglass, sonething like that, will tear it away and al
that stuff goes to the sunp.

So, the one way to get rid of uncertainty is to

get rid of all the materials that cause that. So |'m
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wonder i ng whet her Davi s-Besse's going to be okay or you're
going to have to do sonething el se.

MR, CALDWELL: Well, at least let nme clarify
it. Wien | said huge | guess maybe that's not a good,
clarify remark. | was saying in relation to the origina
sunp size, which was what? 50 --

MR. GROBE: 50 square feet.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  |I'm aware of where they were,
where they went. So that is actually a great inprovenent.
But I have a keen interest in seeing where all of this goes
to. Since the Conm ssioners have hel ped ne maintain a high
| evel of interest in the subject.

M5. LIPA: Ckay. Another thing | want to cover
on Slide 17 was Davi s-Besse found at their high pressure
i njection punp, which is unique to Davis-Besse but that it
did have sone internal clearances that were smaller than
the holes in the sunp would allow particul ar sizes to get
t hrough. So they made efforts to nodify the high pressure
i njunction punps to be able to work with quarter inch
hol es.

But through the course of their testing, they
did a lot of testing in our |ab, and they devel oped this
m xture of, they called it sunp soup, what kind of
contam nants could be in the water. They found a fi ber

matting concern through their testing. They found that
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they could get fromfiber insolation materials could start
to collect and then catch pieces of concrete and ot her
debris and actually become |like a hard thing that can be
abr asi ve.

And as a result of that Davis-Besse reduced
their fiber insolation in containnent. They resolved the
problemw th the HPI Punp, then they also resolve this
problemw th the fiber matting. And we have somne di agrans
in here that'll show you on the Slide 18 shows the hydra
static bearing, which is one of the things that they have
problems with the clearances and the hol e sizes being too
large. But 19 is actually where we start getting into this
fiber matting concern where it shows the, the way the
bearing is designed. And there's |ike what they call a
Figure 8. W can see sone groves in there.

Do you want to point themout fromthe screen,
John?

MR. GROBE: Yes, let's do that. Could you go
back to Slide 2? This is the cooling water supply. It
cane off the Fourth Stage of the bunp. And it went into a
cavity here and then cooling water for the hydra stead
bearing was injected through these orifices. And these
were snaller than the sunp screen.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER  So water can get through?

MR. GROBE: That's correct. And they actually
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ran testing, as Christine said. And these orifices clogged
solid within a very short period of time. The original
design had this cavity. This is the bearing surface where
the shaft can ride. The cavity was sloped up so it had a
wedge. \What that did was even after they got water through
the orifices, it tended to drive material into the bearing
surface and damage the beari ng.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Now this is a horizontal
shaft punmp?

MR GROBE: It is.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER.  \Wher eas Westi nghouse | oad
head punps are vertical shaft and contains straight punps?
So their situation is different, right?

MR GROBE: Yes. And as a matter of fact, this
is the only punp this manufacturer, it's a French punp.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It's the only one like that.

MR GROBE: In the United States. But the
fiber matting i ssue also affected the other aspects of the
punp, which are conmon to other punp manufacturers.

Next slide, Tom

As Christine was saying, they added additi onal
bearing surfaces, put in these slots to clear out
significant debris, significant sized debris. And the end
result, and this was done trial and error. This was not

engi neered design. This was designed by trial and error.

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

168

Next slide.

This was actually a successful test. You can
see the fiber that has accunulated. This is after they
renoved nost of the fiber fromthe containnent. But that
there was still, I think there's two or three square feet,
excuse ne, cubic feet of fiber left. So even that snal
amount of fiber in the water resulted in cul mnation. And
t he damage to the shaft was m ni mal

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  What's the mission tine for
this in an accident research relation --

M5. LIPA: Long term days, weeks. | don't
have a nunber.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER: It's days but not weeks,
right?

MR GROBE: No, no. |It's 30 days.

MR. ROSEN: Now, Jack, did you say this was
successful with all that stuff plugged in there? This is
an okay val ve?

MR GROBE: Yes. It was successful based on a
nunmber of analysis that are done. That test ran for 24
days. They extrapolated that to 30 days. They did rudder
dynam ¢ anal ysis and vi bration analysis and showed the punp
to function adequately.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It can, it can deteriorate,

not destroy itself in the mssiontinme. And that's an
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i nportant consideration, | think.

MR. GROBE: First Energy, there's a punp and
val ve conference in the Washington area in the first week
in July. And First Energy and NVMPR Associ ates are
presenting a rather |engthy paper on this issue at that
conf erence.

MR. ROSEN. See, | would have drawn the
opposi te concl usi on.

MR GROBE: Wy don't you go to the next slide?

M5. LIPA: The next slide, you can see on the
left, alittle nore significant wear. And there is a close
up of that on the final slide. It actually shows that that
part of the surface was, you know, because of the
abrasiveness of the fiber matting, it looks like a tenth to
two tenths of an inch that that poured into the, this part.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER:  Right. And so the bearing
woul d be pretty sloppy at this point. Vibrations would be
down.

MR, GROBE: Right. They did twd, two separate
tests. They did this Sunp Soup Test to see what kind of
damage woul d occur in general conponents. Then they did a
separate test where they disassenbled the punp and nachi ned
all the clearances, the two tinmes the long clearances. And
they ran it with clean water and nonitored vibration and

di d anot her dynam c anal ysi s.
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And based on those two tests they concl uded
that this punp was operable. And we did extensive review,
i ncludi ng observation of all this testing activity. It was
done at Riley Labs in Al abanma, and agreed with their
conclusion. But because this also affects the bushi ngs and
seal s, this has sonme applicability or could have sone
applicability to other plants. And we've provided this
information to NRR and the fol ks that are dong the GSI 191
work had this information. And they're considering it as
far as downstream affects fromthe sunps.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: | have, years ago, worked at
punps with vertical shaft punps. And punped slug out of
clarifiers, for exanple, as a nmaintenance person. And
that's about as -- as you can get. But it was sand and --
river they returned it to the punp. Strangely enough, the
bearings do wear, the shafts wear down until the vibration
actually breaks the shaft and the punp, it continues to
punp for a long, long tine.

So, | think that you have to eval uate these
based on testing as opposed to engi neering analysis so you
get the feel for the distribution, the failure notice that
woul d occur within the mssion tine, which is 30 days.

MR. ROSEN: | understand your --

CHAI RMAN SIEBER: That's basically the

appropri ate engi neering anal ysis.
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MR ROSEN: | understand that concl usion and |
understand your view of it but |I'mnot convinced. |
suppose I'll see the data sone tine.

MR. GROBE: The unique attribute of this that
had been previously observed was this fiber matting that
occurred. And the way they described it was as these small
little pieces of fiberglass went through the process, it
devel oped like a little velcro on the outer surface of the
fiber. And they ended matting together and incorporating
grit. They were just like a grinding. A nd they found
these in all of their close tol erance conponents where they
found these fiber mats inside grinding away at the
conponent .

DR. FORD: Jack, could I go back? Have you
finished on the sunp?

CHAl RVAN SIEBER:  Yes, | don't know if I'm
going to let you go back or not because --

DR. FORD: Well, you junped ahead under the
sunp - -

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  That was intentional .

DR FORD: | have a question. One interesting
thing here, you have specific training on the condensation.

MS. LI PA:  Yes.

DR FORD: Sone of it was discussed previously.

What good | essons we learn fromthis and all the attribute
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you got -- brought in their plan. Simlar to the |essons
| earned fromthe --

M5. LIPA: Well, frommny perspective, this was
training for inspectors on how to think about things and
how t hi ngs can kind of creep up on you and get in, you
know, approach problens, not probably resolve -- this was
training we thought was available to our inspectors. But
" mnot sure | understand your inspection at --

DR FORD: Lessons |learned fromthe Col unbia
Space Shuttle tragedy which are appropriate for Davis-Besse
situation in regards to safety culture inspectability in
terms of all those, what are the | essons |earned?

MR GROBE: There were trenmendous anounts of
simlarities between the casual factors of Colunbia and the
causal factors of Davis-Besse. As a matter of fact, |
remenber reading that report. There was one page where you
coul d have substituted Davis-Besse for NASA. And it was a
di rect description of what happened at Davi s-Besse.

So there was very close alignment between what
happened at Col unbi a and what happened as Davi s- Besse as
far as the casual factors.

DR. FORD: Trying to nove ahead --

MR GROBE: The specific issues at Davis-Besse
was that a mninmal |evel of action to insure conpliance and

a tol erance degraded conditions over a long period of tine
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wi t hout a conpl ete know edge of what was actually goi ng on.
So, in fact, they had a belief that they had one |evel of
degradation. |In fact, they were very significantly
different |evel of degradation. And those attributes were
woven through the Col unbi a.

MR ROSEN. As long as we've gone back to that
Slide No. 12 in the prior presentation, | wuld |like to ask
a specific question about training again on PINR W did a
study, we ACRS, did a little external study to conpare the
new i nspection procedure, the training procedure, the
training stuff for PINR the new stuff, against the inflow
principles with effective corrective action. And we noted
a glare, one glaring problem

Fi nal | ooked very good but the problem | know,
we noted was that there was a |ack of focus on
ef fectiveness of corrective actions. And that was
troubling. But | did hear you say earlier that you do
focus on that, you know. And yet you're training materia
does not appear to. |Is that training material that's
generic for the whole agency or just the Region? Do you
make your own training material ?

M5. LIPA: Let nme see if | can answer. The PIR
| nspecti on Mbdel was changed recently. A lot of that was
as a result of the |lessons |earned task force.

MR, ROSEN: 711527
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M5. LIPA: That's correct. And then there was
a read and sign training approach to help the inspectors
understand the differences and why they were there.

MR ROSEN: Superseded the old stuff that was
in &Q007?

MR GROBE: You're tal king about the training
course G200/

MR. ROSEN. Right.

MR GROBE: It's been a while since |'ve taken
t hose courses. | don't remenber exactly which one Q200 is
but --

MR. ROSEN. Well, that's really immteri al
Jack, because that's been superseded, | think, by 71152.

M5. LIPA: Well, 71152 is one inspection
procedure that the inspectors use. They have ben using it
since the ROP was recently revised. So this training that
| was tal king about here, that | think you' re talking
about, is how we train the inspectors on these recent
changes so that they get the nbost and fully understand
t hose changes.

MR. ROSEN. And that training material was
Regi onal | y devel oped for Region 3 or nore broadly?

M5. LIPA: No, it came out of Headquarters.

MR. CALDWELL: You're tal king about training to

show the difference between the two procedures.
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M5. LIPA: Right.

MR CALDWELL: You're tal king about training
for inspectors on how to recogni ze what a good corrective
action --

MR. ROSEN. Right, right.

MR CALDWELL: And we'll have to get back to
you. We have inported into this region corrective action
programtraining. | don't knowif it's the same one you're
tal ki ng about or not. So we brought it in here severa
times for our inspectors as well as we've done root cause
training. W' ve done a lot. Like | said before, we spent
a lot of noney on training and we, we've brought those in,
| don't know, Steve, are you aware of which corrective
action programwe brought in here? | can talk to ny HR
fol ks and find out exactly what we've brought in and get
back to you. | don't knowif it's the sanme one you're
t hi nki ng or not.

MR. PARKER: Yes, we brought an augnented one
into, it was based off the Agency 1 of the Root Cause and
Ef fective Action Training. W worked with the contractor,
Conger and Elesy to focus on corrective action prograns and
i mpl enentation of those. And we'll |ike exanples of what's
a good corrective action program and the inplenmentation of
t hose, how those work. In fact, several of our inspectors

have used that going forward on our PINR I nspections and
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had very good results.

MR. ROSEN. So you've gotten the need to raise
your own training rather than sonmething' s avail able broadly
fromthe Agency. So you did that. You brought Conger and
El esy in, which is okay. But what we did in our little
work effort was to conpare what was, what we felt was the
current training that was offered to Agency wide with the
principles of effective correct action, which is the info
docunent .

And what we found was that the nost inportant
finding, |I think, was that there was little focus on
ef fectiveness of corrective action, nmaking sure that the
corrective actions for risk significant stuff was
effective. And also, there was little focus on prior -- up
from maki ng sure that you applied detailed inportant root
cause analysis on the itenms of risk significance. You
know, basically separating the wheat fromthe chaff so you
could focus on the inportant stuff.

Those were the two things that |, and sone of
the things you said earlier today |lead ne to believe that
you're doing that reasonably well. | was pleased to hear,
Jack, you say that you use risk significant activities. |
presume you use themto sort out whether you think they're
doing a good job on the corrective action, that they're

wor ki ng on the inportant things as well.
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And finally, just to make ny point clear, |
think no corrective action programis conplete unless you
go back on the inmportant risk significant itens and see
that they were effective, that they effectively precluded
regardl ess.

MR CALDWELL: | want to correct one thing. W
didn't just decide to design our own program because we
didn't think the Agency's was any good. W |ooked for ways
of mnimzing inpact on, you know, travel, travel funds and
that. We brought a ot of training into the Region. And
in this case, I'"'mnot sure what training you re talking
about. You must be tal king about one that's available in
Headquarters.

And so we brought it into the Region in order
to get the maxi num exposure to the inspector. So we
probably had to work with Conger and El esy to design the
thing. But it wasn't because we were saying that the one
at Headquarters was bad. W wanted to get it here so our
i nspectors, we could get the nbst exposure to our
i nspect ors.

And we found that to be nore economnical too as
far as our training --

MR. ROSEN: | applaud all action. 1 think that
focusing on corrective action for understandi ng what a good

one is, if you stunble on a good one or a bad one, know ng
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the difference is what the governnent is really paying you
to do. | think it's right and where you ought to be.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Wl |, we follow that, keeping
in mnd that we have to end at 3:00 o' clock. Wat 1'd |ike
to do is take a break at this point and then we can begin
with the part of the round table when we cone back. So
let's conme back at 2:00 o'cl ock.

(Of the record.)

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: W' re beginning | ate and
that's okay according to the federal rules.

What |1'd Iike to do is have the round table
di scussion on ROP and quit around ten mnutes to 3:00 so
t hat everyone can catch airplanes and whatever it is they
have to do. So, we'll call this session back into session

MR, KOZAK: Ckay, what we're going to start
with, we don't have a |ot of prepared remarks for you. W
have a couple of things we'd like to show you that we're
using to help our inspectors out. W're going to cover a
little bit on fire protection. But first ny partner, he's
our Senior Analyst, one of our two here in the Region, is
going to show you a web page that they devel oped that we're
using in the Region to help inspectors out in the risk
area. And | have a handout which will show you the front
of the web page.

VWhat we did is put together an internal web
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site for that, put, collectively put the information

t oget her and have a coherent place where the inspectors
could go to get the information, to get the work sheets,
just assenble. Sonja put this together. This is Sonja.
We've got her sinple bio on there. And then we have the
ot her Regional contacts. Wen the other Regions get their
web site, we'll be able to put this together so there's
contacts in other regions if we have anot her issue.

F Power or SPV's, the inspectors are able to
come here, understand Manual Chapter 0609, which is the SPB
process. The Appendix Ais for F Power Finding. So all of
t hese are highlights where they can cut back and get the
upper managenent they need.

As you see on the left hand side, all of the,
this is Appendix H, containnment integrity. SPP, the
information is there. So they don't have to go and try to
search the web site or the docunentation. It's all here
el ectronically that they can do it. So, on the left hand
side, F Power Containment SPB, EP, External Events. W
don't have a SPB for external events but that's the basis
docunment, the information you m ght need.

Mai nt enance Rule will be com ng out with an
SPB, occupational Rad Exposure. W don't deal, Sonya and
as far as risk with occupational exposure but that's in

here. So all the SPB's are in here. Should the inspectors
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have questions or issues, we have a link to both Sonja and
| that they can automatically put the information here, get
to us. W can electronically put it on a feedback so there
w Il be a feedback form here.

O if they need to do a Phase 2 SPB, we've got
sone information here. This is just a link that we
devel oped but we're still devel oping at where they can have
all the information they need for a Phase 2 that they can
pul | that information down.

We have SPB wor kshops, nmanual Chapter 0609.
What we intend to do here under risk significant systens
and conponents is to highlight for the team if we have an
SSPI or an inspector that's |ooking for systenms to wal k
down, that we can highlight the risk infornmed system as
you di scussed earlier, is the diesel and off site power and
RPS is the key risk significant system They will be able
to understand that but not only understand that but what
conponents in those systens that they need to focus on.

Sometimes just saying a hipsy or hippus system
is not enough. But what conmponent is causing that to be
risk significant? 1Is it the driver of the punp or the
turbine or where do we need to focus on that? So our
intent would be that they have a collection of information
that they can easily pull out and have that information.

Down here, the work sheets, this is a web site,
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the NRR where they can cone down easily and pull these down
right here. The Region 3, all the Region 3 work sheets are
here. For exanple, Cinton, you can pull right down here
and downl oad the work sheets or be able to get any
information they may need fromhere. There's the work
sheet right there for TPCF, a transient w thout power
convergent system So they can easily obtain the

i nformati on they need here.

So, we'd just like to give you an overvi ew t hat
we're trying to devel op sonme conmunication tools, somne
information and try to collectively put it together that
it's easily available for the inspectors to pull up and
conmuni cate with us. There's only two of us in the Region
right now W' re |ooking at additional SRA Resources. And
we're | ooking at that mainly because of the, what we
believe is a potential inpact with MSPI com ng forward,
fire protection and trying to devel op better comrunication
as far as planning and coordination with the inspectors,
that we can have them focused on the right systens and
conmponents.

So | just wanted to give you a quick overview.
|f there's any questions, otherwi se we'll just sort of nove
on.

DR FORD: That's not rocket science, but

that's terrific stuff. | think that's great. It really
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helps. A lot of times finding the right stuff can be 80
percent of the job.

MR. PARKER And you're right. There's nothing
special about it. The idea was to try to pull everything
together and get that information in one place where they
can have what they need and be able to draw fromthat. And
then if they still need us, great, we're there. W're
available. That's our job is to be able to support them
for the planning inspection and determne the risk
significance of findings. So it's just another way to
maybe nake us nore effective, nore efficient.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER Why does MSPI cause
addi tional work | oad for you? What's the significance --

MR. PARKER: Initially I think, Ann Marie can
talk to that sonewhat, but it is going to have tenporary
instructions. Sone of the initial planning is going to
require potentially a couple of weeks for nmaybe the TI, as
it was originally planned to go out. And the SRA's would
require probably a couple of man weeks per site on a dua
unit site, | believe we anticipated. So we would have, be
a part of that support effort up front, at a m nimum

MR. ROSEN: Do you think, follow ng up on
Jack's comment, do you think that's going to be a
continuing work | oad that we, or do you think it's a start

up probl enf?
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MR. PARKER: It'll certainly be a start up and
then it'll have some inpact. And we don't really have a
good feel. | think Ann Marie mght be able to put a little
perspective. She participated in all the neetings and was
t he Regi onal Coordi nator.

M5. STONE: | can answer that now or --

MR. ROSEN: Yes, go ahead.

M5. STONE: Wth respect to the SRA's, the
greatest inmpact is going to be imediately once the
deci sion goes forward, if it is nmade, once the decision
occurs. Basically what they'll be involved with up front
is assisting the residents and the scoping of systens as
wel | as doing nore the PRA spar nodel type. And we do
anticipate it to be about a five week effort between
preparation and docunentation and the actual inspection per
site, per dual unit site, to do that type of work.

As far as what occurs afterwards, it is still
going to involve sonme involvenent of the SRA's. W don't
know at this tinme how nmuch. But each time the plant
revises their PRA, there's going to be an inpact on the
MSPI. So there's going to be some validations occurring
even afterwards. Not to the sane extent but still sone
effort on their part.

MR. ROSEN. That's right, but as far as the

pl ants are concerned, they could have just report
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unavai |l abl e hours and unreliability, the failure attenpts,

start up attenpts and failures and that sort of thing. And
the original data will be fed into their MSPI tenplate and
they' Il report the answers.

So, | think it's the sane, the plant still
runs. Nothing changes in the plants. |It's just what they
do with the basic raw unreliability and unavailability
dat e.

M5. STONE: You're correct that the data wll
still be reported to us, you know, they' |l report to us the
unavail ability and unreliability information. There is
some inspection after that occurs at the resident site to
val i date that information.

MR. ROSEN: But there's that now with the data,
right?

M5. STONE: That's correct but there are, with
the MSPI there are a nunber nore or a | arger number of
conmponents that are involved and currently involved. But,
yes, that's --

MR ROSEN: And | see that as a down side
because it's nore data. But on the other hand, we heard
this norning, I think what was it, yesterday we heard that
for Cook, for exanple, the essential service water systems
inmportant and it wasn't one of the Pl's that were being

reported.
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M5. STONE: That's correct.

MR. ROSEN. That flaw will be renedied by the
MSPR.

MS. STONE: That's correct. Essential service
water is pulled into the MSPI where it's not in the SSP

MR. ROSEN:. The support system

M5. STONE: That's correct, that's correct.
And then just to follow up on that, as | stated when
licensees nodified their PRA, and it happens, | won't say
on a consistent basis but it does occur. That would follow
sone re-inspection.

MR. ROSEN:. Every, | know at one plant | was
i nvol ved with was once every other refueling cycle. So
that's three years, roughly three years or sonething. In
ot her words, they would update --

M5. STONE: Yes, | can't answer that
concretely.

MR. ROSEN:. Updating the unavailability date
and the unreliability data every other --

MR. PARKER: Every three years. That's
different with the plants. That's part of their PRA
updates. There's no requirenent that we have potentially
t hrough the peer reviews and the PRA standards that they
develop with their auditors group, peer review. | think

nost of the plants in Region 3 are typically on a three
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year cycle.

MR ROSEN:. Yes, right. So you'll have to take
a look at the data and see if there's anything, the new
data and the old data, see if there's anything very
different. And if there is, check it out.

M5. STONE: That's correct. But that is
different than what we're doing now

MR KOZAK: Any ot her questions for SRA?

Al right, we'll nove, we have a couple of
introductory slides in the fire protection, which is
sonet hing they asked us to cover. And Bob Daley is a
Seni or Rad Inspector, will cover that.

MR. DALEY: M nanme is Bob Daley. As said, |I'm
senior Rad Inspector of DOS. |I'mhere to talk about fire
protection in Region 3. It's subtitled Issues and
Chal | enges. But fromwhat you see fromthe first slide,
|"mgoing to talk issues, |I'mtalking about some of the
findi ngs.

We' ve gone through an entire tri-annual cycle
and there's a trend that we actually seen is that a | ot of
the findings relate to conpliance with historical |icense
basis. Wwen | say that, there's really two categori es.

One category is back in the '80's when the fire protection
program was approved. And sonmewhere down then, either they

didn't follow up on nodifications that were being done or
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the licensee misinterpreted the requirenents or
m sinterpreted what was required of them And since then,
they really hadn't been in conpliance.

Now, we found a small anount of those. But the
vast majority of the historic |license based of problens
that we found have been of the nature where they have a
hi storical license base with an inproved fire protection
programin the early '80's. And over the years they
changed their plan in different ways and they haven't
recogni zed how that effective the fire protection program
They hadn't recognized that they didn't validate the
historical -- for certain requirements with in the SCR s
They have a majority finding in this category of --

And when we say, when we tal k about these types
of findings, we kind of categorize themas primarily
know edge based findings where the |icensee really doesn't
understand the historical |icense base. They don't
understand the requirenents or they msinterpret them and
that's why this happens. And it is fairly conpl ex.

Sone exanples of that, one big exanple is
Monticello. W had six findings, that's a half a dozen.
That's a lot of findings. W found that the vast mgjority
of these had to do with the programwhere they really
weren't keeping up with their program They had nane

changes to the plant, like | had tal ked about. And they
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didn't recogni ze that those changes were different from
hi storical |icense basis had approved.

|"ve often said you can normally ask one
guestion when you go into a licensee to get an idea of the
quality of the program And that's asking the genera
question, what's in your fire protection program |f they
come back and say that, you know, it's maybe one book or
two books with all the docunents. Well, there's probably
sonething mssing there. So you're probably going to find
some probl em

On the other side of the coin, if you have a
bi g book shelf full of documents, well, there's probably
probl ens there too, again, because there's so nuch there
and so conpl ex because as they've nade changes al ong 20
years or so, it's so conplex that it's hard for themto
catch everything and see all the requirenents.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER: There was, it's ny experience
in this area that |icensees, as they change people in
charge of Fire Protection, generally turn to this and let's
accunul ate material syndronme, sort to speak. But if you
| ook at the fire protection plan, hazardous analysis, if it
hadn't been updated in 20 years, it's probably deficient 20
years ago as it is today.

And it seenmed to ne that if the plants that

really were striving to seek current conpliance, they had
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to redo their hazardous analysis or plan, take into account
all these changes and to correct sonme of the
i nconsi stencies that originally existed.

s that a good inpression of mne or not?

MR DALEY: Well, in fact, in Mnticello,
that's kind of what they had. Wen | asked them what was
in their fire protection program they came back and they
gave ne three original SAR s and just |ike you were saying,
| mean, when they gave nme that | realized, well, there's
sonet hing, they've |lost, there's sonething m ssing here.
They don't know what's in it. That's what to a | ot of
findi ngs.

But it was successful because based upon
tal king to other people in the Corporate, NFC Corporate and
also talking to the residents, they spent a lot of time and
resources to actually -- their license basis.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: | think that's an inportant
feature. You know, one way to make that happen is through
t he i nspection program which I can see you understand and
that's what you're doing short of, you know, sone new ki nd
of NRR directives, |etter and what have you. This is
probably the best way to approach it. But hopefully the
| i censees are understanding in advance before the inspector
shows up on the doorstep that this is what needs to be

done.
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MR DALEY: And they have gotten better about
it. W follow themthrough the tri-annual, towards the end
of tri-annual inspection. The self assessnents that they
do the year before and the year before are nuch better.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  Good. That gives nme sone

confort.

MR DALEY: It does nme al so.

Kewaunee White Finding, again this is another
m sinterpretation. |In fact, there was kind of, the
licensee was a little confused. It's alittle bit nore

complex than this but there's mainly two conpliance
strategies for our fire area. You can conply with 322 or
you can conply with Section 323, and when we went out there
they were a little confused on which conpliance strategy,
whi ch specific fire -- we were | ooking at was.
And based upon that, they also kind of
m sinterpreted the requirenents and thought that they
needed a suppression systemin that area. W, in fact,
realized that they did. And thus we had a finding of --
Prairie Island, conbustible control; again
historic |license basis issue when they had an exenpti on.
We had agreed to do an exenption way back in the '80's that
said that we allow you not to have a suppressi on system
but, and you had separation over 20 feet for -- let's say

shut down equi pnent. What was clear fromthe intent, what
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they told us and what we told them back was that this was
all based upon a | ow anmount of insidual conbustibles and a
very | ow amount of transient conbustibles.

When we're saying a | ow anount, what they're
tal king about is the transient conbustibles, if you had to
work or you had to set up a C Zone and then you take them
out after the work's conpleted. W went out there and they
had whol e vats of anti -- they had some garbage, liquid
conbustible. They had wax of this, plastic bagging just
stagged out there. At that tinme we realized that they had
basically invalidated our exenption and we issued them an
on site evaluation. Again, those are primarily know edge
based i ssues.

As | go on, sone of the challenges that we have
in Region 3, that we perceive as challenges in the fire
protection area is the new fire protection SDP. | was at
the training for the fire protection SDP and overall | wll
tell you, it is an inmprovenment. Technically, it makes a
| ot nore sense than the old SDP. But just because of the
nature of fire protection, to nmake technical sonetinmes you
have to, it becones | onger

And there was a | ot of steps that you have to
go through. There's a lot of screening steps in that SDP.
And therefore, there's a |ot of decisions that the | ead

i nspectors, baseline inspectors are going to have to
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through. So it has to be conpl ex.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  There's still a fair amount
of judgnent required on the part of the inspectors.

MR DALEY: Yes, it does.

CHAIRVAN SIEBER: Is it alittle, is it a lot
ki nd of judgnent.

MR. DALEY: Yes, sir. And one of the things
that it does much better than the old SDP is the val ue of
potential sluts. The evaluants of circuit issues are nuch
better. But also, one thing that's very noticeable is that
a lot of these circuit issues, you' re going to go through
all those steps of the SDP, which is tine consunmng. And a
ot of these circuit issues still can't be screened out,
whi ch puts you, again, it's kind of a Phase 3 all over
again. So it's going to be tinme consuni ng.

Manual actions; since nost manual actions are
taken really as a result of circuit issues, we have cable
-- mal -operation of circuit. Those are going to be treated
pretty nmuch like circuit issues if you have an issue. And,
again, that will take sonme tinme to get through it. You're
probably facing that also.

Future inspection chall enges; NFPA 805, |'ve
read NFPA 805. |'ve got famliar with it for the last five
or six years both on this side and the other. And NFPA 805

is quite a bit different fromthe regul ati ons that we have
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now. Wen that cones out, if any plant so chooses to use
that in the Region, it's going to take a lot of effort and
a lot of relearning to actually inspect it.

Associated circuits; they're tal king about, |
t hi nk, January is the tinme frane now, January of 2005, to
l[ift the noratoriumon associated circuits. That's really
a tri-annual cycle and really have been | ooking at it. So
we need nore training which is going to take nore tinme for
the Region. And the big thing is really experience because
it's one thing you can get a lot of training but the real
thing is actually going out and | ooking at the issue and
| ooking at the actual circuitry and being used to and
famliar with the subject circuit type issue.

And that's really the end of ny presentation.

MR. ROSEN:. Before you set off that, there is a
manual action rule making --

MR DALEY: Yes.

MR ROSEN: And, we will hope, that wll
clarify the issue, at least as to what you can take credit
for and what you can't. You know, the actions will have to
be feasible and with significant time margin. W used to
call it reliable but nowwe call it significant time margin
to take it. And I think those, the decision as to whether
it's feasible and a significant tine margin will be human

performance i ssues based on probably sonmething |like the
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Therp Bottle from Gut man and Swane, the human performance
nodel .

So there's going to be this intersection or the
fire expertise, that you have, and the human performance
expertise that sonme of your SRA's have. And | see that as
quite a, it's going to be a challenge in the future.

But all of this goes back to solving the
probl em of finding sonme related conpliance with historical
license basis. One can, | presune, take credit for nanual
actions, whether or not they were taken credit for in the
i cense spaces, so if you conply with the new rul e making.
| nmean, | don't know what the rule naking is going to say.
But | assunme it will say sonething like that. | mean, even
t hough you mi ght not have taken credit for a manual action
before, in order to take a new |license spaces, in order to
take credit for it now, you're going to have to go through
one of the steps that's described in the new rul e nmaking.

MR. DALEY: Yes, |'ve seen sone of the wording
or I haven't seen the | atest wording that they've gone
through. But it's going to be highly dependent on tine
lines. 1'mestablishing atine [ine, and that's going to
actually keep the inspectors out there actually to walk it
t hrough - -

MR. ROSEN. Right, right.

MR. DALEY: And once the tine line, | mean
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that's really a question of will you have, based upon the
fire scenario that she's build to that ruling. Can you
have damage before that operator gets out to the piece of
equi pnent - -

MR ROSEN:. My point is that it's going to take
conti nued interaction between the SRA people and the fire
peopl e.

MR. DALEY: OCh, definitely

, much nore at the action --

MR ROSEN: | think that'll put both of you in
t he hot seat, sort to say.

MR. PARKER  You're right. | think that's one
of the things Bob pointed out. From Resources, that wll
be a significant resource, both that and understanding
cabl es and cable locations. A lot of plants don't have
very good |l ocation of their cables. So they're trying to
understand if we were to have a fire or at |east develop a
fire scenario because of a finding that Bob or the other
fire protection engineers identify, it's going to be a real
chall enge to get that information or to get the utility to
obtain it for us.

MR. ROSEN. Well, | think you need to, in the
case where utility doesn't have a good dat abase, doesn't
know where its cables are, you have to assunme they're in

the worse place. | nean, what el se can you assune? And
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t he good thing about doing that is it may encourage the
utilities to do a better job in configuration managenent to
know, to map out where their cables are, if they can
Because sone of the later points have in great detail where
they are and they have a leg up and rightly so.

MR PARKER  Exactly.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER  Thank you.

MR KOZAK: Next we're going to go over a
l[ittle bit on how we inplenent the ROP here in the Region.
What | just handed out to you was, and it's an internal
i nspection plan that our inspectors put together at
Brai dwood for a quarter. And we issue quarter reports that
are integrated for just about everything with the exception
of large teaminspections and security.

Steve Ray is here. He's the Senior Resident
| nspector at Braidwood. And |I'Il have himgo over this in
a second for you

One of ny primary jobs here in the Region is to
nmoni tor our inplenmentation and conpletion of the baseline
i nspection programhere in the Region. And | do that for
all of our sites, for all of our procedures, and put
together a report periodically during the year. And |'l|
file a report at the end of the year which details how many
hours we spent on each inspection procedure, how many

sanpl es we conpl eted for each inspection procedure and if
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we, indeed, did conplete the ROP in the Region.

So, we nonitor that on a big picture |level here
fromthe Region. And, of course, we have to report that to
NRR, the operating plan, that we conpleted the ROP in the
Region. So, given the way that the ROP is structured with
SO many procedures required to be conpleted a certain
nunber of tines, that's kind of a |arge task to do.

Wiy we handed this out to you is to try to give
you sone insights into how we want to chose different
sanpl es to do and sanpl es nmean how many tines you do the
i nspection procedure, quote, using risk insights and how
many hours we spend. So, I'mgoing to ask Steve to spend a
few nonents to wal k you through his plan.

MR RAY: Al right. Yes, there is a lot of
tracki ng that needs to be done to conplete the program
properly because each inspection procedure has a
reconmended nunber of sanples per year, a ban, usually,
plus or mnus sone, and a recomended nunber of hours for
years. So to make sure we get that program done, we have
to keep pretty close track of it. Each site does it a
different way. | was in the pilot program so one of the
first things | did was devel op a programto track this.

And what we do is at the beginning of the year
our Branch Chief will tell us, since each procedure has a

band of about plus or mnus ten percent or so, our Branch
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Chief will tell us, okay, you know, based on their
performance | ast year, where she expects us to be in that
band; the |ow end, the mddle or the high end of the band.
We take that and | ay out over the year for each quarter how
many inspections sanple we would want to do in that quarter
to nmeet that requirenent.

And that's based on, we nodify that a little
bit based on schedul e because there's a refueling outage
one quarter, for instance, we'll probably do |ess other
i nspections. So we'll put nore in the other three
quarters. Then each quarter | nmake a sheet |ike this.

This is toward the end of the quarter so it's nostly filled
in but it'll be pretty much bl ank except for the procedure
nunmber, the titles and, you know, it's listed one tine for
each tine we expect to do a sanple. And that can be

nodi fied during the quarter. You can add |lines or delete
lines.

And then as we do them we keep track of when
we did them who did them what we actually inspected.
There's a | ot of abbreviations there, so we can understand
a lot of them And then how many hours we took on that
particul ar sanple. Wat cornerstone was in what unit or
was associated with. And we keep tracking that way and you
can see how nuch we have |eft.

That's the tracking. To actually figure out
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what we're going to do for each of those sanples, we try to
| ook a week or two ahead at the |icensee's nmintenance
schedul es, testing schedules, things |ike that, what
they're going to be doing. And pick the high risk
significant jobs, the high risk significant systens and,
for instance, at Braidwood, the two nost risk significant
systens are the diesel generators and the excellory feed
water punps. So if you look at this, you'll see a |ot of
Eyesi ght AF and a | ot of DG sanples in there.

And dependi ng on what el se they're doing that
week, we try to take the high risk activities that they're
doing, in general, and inspect those. A lot of it just
depends on what opportunities cone up.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER  Let ne go back just for a
second. You said you would |l ook at the |icensee's
per formance and deci de where in the band the sanples that
licensee fits with regard to previous and expected future
performance. And then you will inspect, you know, a little
bit nmore where you think they mght be deficient and a
little bit |less where they probably excel.

Doesn't that lead to sort of a self fulfilling
prophecy in the huge spectrumif you can find a | ot of
findings? And so if | thought they were bad, spent a | ot
of time on 4, sure enough, they were. Does that happen?

MR, RAY: Well, sonewhat although the band
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isn'"t very large. It's only plus or mnus ten percent.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER: Yes, | can see that fromthe

chart.

MR. RAY: And so we don't worry that nuch, |
guess.

MR. KOZAK: The basel i ne i nspection program has
a m ni mum nunber of sanples. In order to conplete the

program we have to acconplish that m ni mum nunber of
sanpl es. Some of our baseline inspection procedures have a
band of sanples reconmended so it'll say do, for instance,
between, | don't know --

M5. STONE: 6 and 8.

MR, KOZAK: Yes, between 6 and 8 sanples a
year.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  That's probably not rel evant
for the inpact that --

MR RAY: So if we're doing a m ni num nunber of
sanpl es, that would be six. However, if we were saying
we' re doi ng the m ni mum nunber of sanples, that would
usual ly be based on the resources that we have avail abl e.
Qur Region, as you know, has had a |lot of challenges with
Davi s- Besse and Poi nt Beach, which requires us to spend a
| ot nore resources over there, which in turn affects other
plants. That's just the way it is.

But we nmake sure that we conplete the m ni mum
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required sanples in the procedure. And the band isn't that
large. So it's not like we're going in and inspecting
tw ce as nuch at one site.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER | understand. Thank you.

MR. RAY: Any other questions on that? | think
that's it on that subject.

MR. KOZAK: We didn't have a | ot nore prepared.

Mag i ndi cated that you may want to have some questions for

us on the ROP as -- Steve, Senior Resident, if there's any
ot her issues you want us to cover, we'll be happy to do
t hat .

MR. ROSEN: Yes, | think, just kind of follow
up fromour last neeting, | guess we were in Region 2 in
Atlanta --

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  No, 3 and 1 was the | ast.

MR. ROSEN. | got the sense fromtal king at the
previous regions that the SRA's really felt swanped. It
may have been part of the start up with the ROP. What is
your sense now in terns of the feedback you' re getting from
t he inspectors? And are you able to keep up?

MR. RAY: | would say right now that we're
doing a pretty good job. Personally, | don't think we're
supporting the inspectors as much as we would |ike. And
say that in regard that we have certain things we need to

do. W |l ook at assessnents, Managenent Directive 8.3 when
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there's a transient in a plant. W'Il ook at every one of
those and try to understand the risk significance and
i mportance in that regard.

W'll try to determ ne whether, froma risk
perspective, that we need to have a special inspection. W
have a piece to that. W look at it determ nistically and
we ook at it probablistically. So we have a piece there.
We al so have, every finding that we have, if we have a
performance deficiency associated, the SRA' s are required
to look at the risk characterization to support the
i nspectors.

And what we're trying to do and | think where
we have challenges is doing a better job in planning,
trying to help the inspectors focus the resources on those
risk significant system conponent, what are the direct
activities. And | think it's across the board. Different
regions do it nore effectively and they bal ance that. And
that's where we want to try to put sone additiona
resour ces.

And when we have sone of the mandatory things,
NOED s and SURP's, our risk significant or our enforcenent
actions, | think we're maintaining a pretty good job there.
We're neeting our schedules. W're neeting our activities
and planning. But we need to do a better job or we need to

do a better job in focusing on the inspections and
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supporting the inspectors.

M5. WESTON: How might the proposed MSPI i npact
t hat --

MR RAY: | think it'll have a significant
i mpact, specifically as | pointed out earlier up front,
it's going to take one to two weeks during the tenporary
instruction, or at least the way it was originally
proposed. And you multiply that out. W have a fire two
unit plant and it was believed that one week inspection
prep for the TI, for a single unit site. Two weeks for a
two unit.

And if you look at that, that's a significant
i npact because we anticipated that we woul d have an SRA
supporting each one of those. And that would take us away
fromthe, sone of the other activities that we have. And
currently the region is | ooking at whether we need
addi tional SRA resources. And so | think there's a
deci sion made to, at this point, to over hire additional
SRA' s

So we've been trying to think ahead and pl an
ahead in that regard and | think managenent's done a very
good job in dealing with that.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  One of, one of the issues
t hat has been around for the |ast few years is the

timeliness of the higher level SPP results. And it seened

NEAL R GROSS (202) 234-4433



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

204

to me the last tine | |ooked at that that we still weren't
neeting the time goal.

MR RAY: W have a |lot of challenges in that
regard. And a lot of it has to do with the process. W
have a finding. W have an inspection reports that cone
out quarterly. So that's 90 days. Qur tineliness is 90
days. And so unless it's under a special inspection
report, there are things there. And then if the licensee's
not willing to support us, that presents a chall enge.

And in that regard, we have a lot of things
that are causing problens for us. Mbst |icensees in our
region only have a Level 1 PRA. They don't have a size-
mate. They don't have a shut down. They don't have a
transitional risk. W only have two or three plants in the
region that have fire puree. So where I'mcomng fromis
it's a significant challenge that we, the NRC, don't have
t hose nodel s either

Qur SPP process requires us to do an
evaluation. It can be qualitating, such as a fire. If we
can denonstrate that we still have a safe shut down plant,
we can nake some argunents that we have one or two, it
didn't affect the safe shut down, in other words. So we
can nmake sone qualitative argunent. But if the licensee is
not willing to play, thenit's hard to get that information

and get it out in a timely manner.
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CHAl RVAN SI EBER: Do you have an anal ytical way
to determine fire risk or the significance of the fire risk
in a finding?

MR PARKER Right now, wi thout having a fire
nodel ourselves, w thout having the |licensee have it, we
still have significant challenges and the NRRis still
wor ki ng on sone screening tools for us on howto deal with
that. Qur tool requires us right now, Manual Chapter 0609
of the SEP says that if we have any finding that's a border
line green, nmeaning that it's 180 to mnus 7, that we need
to evaluate it because external events, fire, size -- could
all increase potentially an order of two magnitudes. So we
need to eval uate that.

And that's where we're having our chall enges on
that tool is without having the tools to do that, we put
this, an integral part of the process, but our
infrastructure and the utilities infrastructure hadn't
noved qui ck enough to support that.

The ot her challenge we have is if the utilities
deci des they want to have a reg conference, a regulatory
conference to chall enge our characterization, then that
adds another 30 to 60 days, depending on scheduling,
getting themin, having the neeting and then trying to
deci de whether that materially affected it. So that's al

part of that 90 day process, which puts an additional
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burden on us neeting our goals.

DR FORD: But if the utility doesn't have a
good PRA for fire or sonething |like that and you have a
finding and are trying to evaluate it, and you use your
best judgnment and have some argunents, it's going to be
hard for themto contest it. They can use argunents that
are different than yours and can test the qualitative
argunment. But in the end, you know, sormeone with a
cal cul ati on and a nunber is powerful, a |lot nore powerful

than just saying | think this.

If I"mthe licensee and all | got is what |
t hi nk and you got what you think, | guess you're in a
commandi ng position to say, well, we're the regulator. You

haven't done a lot of honework in this area. You're just
coming in with your assessnment. And we believe ours.

MR. PARKER: And that's true in a |lot of cases
but your point earlier that you nake the worst assunption.
We can't assunme all of the ECCS equipnment is in that room
You know you have division and stuff. So you have to
provi de the best reasonable, realistic argunment you can.

DR. FORD: Well, reasonable sure, but --

MR. PARKER: And that's the difficulty. 1In
sonme cases this has been transferred to NRR t hrough a
tenporary or a TIA asking for their assistance. They don't

have the resources. So fire issues specifically, it's
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contracted out, in sone cases to San Dia, and that may be
anot her 90 day or 100 days, 200 days to get San Dia to do a
ri sk assessment. It is a significant expense for the
Agency.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  And the eyes and ears that
tell you what equipnment is there and what's inpacted and
what the distances are and so forth is the resident
inspector. So | presune that periodically he gets a phone
call saying | need to know this additional information to
conplete the analysis. 1Is that the way it works?

MR PARKER Yes, for fire protection, yes?
Any SPP issue we'd be working with senior residents or
residents trying to obtain that information that they're
basically the eyes and ears. They have that. They have
maybe a better perception of it in sone cases, trying to
get a feel specifically if we have to do an HAA anal ysis
because they believe it's reasonable. 1Is the roomgoing to
have smoke in it? Can they acconplish that? So we work
very closely with the residents and the inspectors on their
findings. |It's quite a challenge.

But back to your point again, if the utility,
in some cases the burden is the utility will not play up
front. So the burden is on us to nmake our best judgnent.
We coul d have spent 60 to 90 days to do that. Now, all of

a sudden, the utility sees its potentially risk
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significant. Now they want to do the homework.

So, now what it is is we have the reg
conference and that additional time for themto provide us
information is inpacting us. So we have to nake a
concerted decision. Do we want to nove forward or dow e
want to give themanple time to provide us that
i nformation?

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Sonetines the |icensee finds
that it's not easy being --

MR, PARKER  Yes.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: It doesn't get excited until
the time is running out.

Let ne ask you this. You tal k about perhaps a
rel uctance on the part of licensees to share information up
front. How many tines have you had to go percentage w se
to a spar nodel because a |licensee didn't have continua
access to the PRA, their plan?

MR. PARKER: Generally the approach that we use
is we'll start out with the work sheets, and that's done
with the inspectors. |If that shows potentially risk
significant, then we'll start working on it fromthere.

But in every case that we've had a cert, | will do the spar
nodel and try to do ny own. And at that point | try to
communi cate with the utility to see what they' ve done.

And if we don't get or let's assune we get
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agreenent. |If we get agreenent then we nove forward with
exactly where we are, that the work sheets the inspectors
provi ded and the spar nodel get consistency with the
utility. We'll go forward with that characterization

wi t hout any additional effort.

If the utility has a disparity between us,
they' re showi ng green, we're showing gray, then we try to
appreciate that difference, no matter how big it is, to see
what's driving it. |Is it our tool? A third tool? And
where do we go fromthere.

So we've always, at least in this region, are
gi ving them anpl e opportunity to comunicate with us up
front.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  But the spar nodel s have been
benchmarked to the utility's PRAto the extent that it's
possible, right? That's part of NRRs --

MR. PARKER: All of them except for Perry, and
we just did Perry two weeks ago. So we should be getting
that on the street within the next nonth or so. But all of
themin Region 3 and | think across the country.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER:  So you ought to get
reasonably the same answers.

MR. PARKER: Yes, you're right. W would hope
so because the benchmarki ng we took maybe 50 component

systems and we ran through and tried to nake sure we got
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consi stent results or understand and docunent any
di sparities.

Yes.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: So | take it based on all of
that you feel pretty confortable that by the time you're
done with the process you get the correct answer, the
correct power?

MR. PARKER: Yes, yes, we do. W have had
challenges in the spars in the past and we're hopi ng now
t hat the benchmarking gives better correlations.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER Ckay.

MR PARKER  Thank you.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Any ot her questions from any
of the nenbers?

MR KQOZAK: Ckay, we've got about five mnutes
left.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  Ckay, go ahead.

MR, KOZAK: We already touched upon NMSPI

M5. STONE: | can sit here? Qur first slide
here di scusses the inplenentation concerns that we have
here in Region 3. First bullet there is performance
deficiencies are to be evaluated through the SDP. W had a
public neeting with industry on May 26th. And at that tine
t here was sonme agreenment that we woul d be using the SDP

with the MSPI. Again, we stressed at this neeting that the
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decision to keep or elimnate the SDP, further questions on
whet her we keep or elimnate the SDP we had to re-eval uate
our outstandi ng technical issues.

The reason, one reason why it's inportant to
keep the SDP is there's a nunber of fundanmental concerns or
problens with the ROP phil osophy and enforcenent if we use
the MSPI. |If we do not, if we use the SDP nobst of these
concerns will, you know, will be elimnated. One of the
concerns, for exanple, is howto handle enforcenent. Wth
the MSPI it's possible for a, depending on how the MSPI is
tracking, it is possible for sonething that is really not
significant to cross into a white boundary. Wereas if we
eval uated under an SDP, it would be green. So there's a
potenti al discrepancy there.

As well as in the opposite direction. If we
i nvoke what's called the Front Stop, a risk significant
failure of a conponent, if we invoke the Front Stop the
MSPI woul d be green whereas if there was performance
deficiency associated with it, the SDP would be, you know,
hi gher than green.

CHAl RMAN SI EBER. Now, correct nme if ny
understanding is wong, Pl's stand on their own and a
greater than green Pl finding would not be eval uated using
a bow of SDP's. Whereas inspection findings are al

eval uated using the SDP process. |Is that correct?
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M5. STONE: Al performance deficiencies are
eval uated through the SDP. It is possible for a
performance deficiency to both inpact the SDP and the PI
| f both resulted in color, for exanple, if the SDP, the
performance deficiency is white, for exanple, and it
happens that the Pl is white, the ROP currently has a, we
can evaluate that. W don't have a double counting
mechani sm

CHAI RMAN SI EBER. Well, ny concern would be if
the PI was white, the SPD was green. How do you handl e
that? And it is possible you can --

M5. STONE: It is possible. W have that
situation at, in fact, at Braidwood where the auxiliary
feed water systemfor one of the units, because of its
hi story, the key eye is white. However, each individual
per formance deficiency that comes up is evaluated to the
SDP. It is possible for it to be green.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  If | go to the web site,

t hough, that white PI will show up.

M5. STONE: That's correct.

CHAl RVAN SI EBER:  And so that overrul es what
t he SDP woul d have sai d about evaluating that white finding
unl ess you have an inspection finding that has nore issues
init, the SDP determ nes sonething different. Am!]

confused or have | continued to confuse everyone el se?
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M5. STONE: The SDP is | ooking at one event,
one occurrence, one performance deficiency. Wuereas a Pl
is | ooking over a period of tinme.

CHAI RVAN SI EBER:  Hi story.

M5. STONE: Yes. \When the MSPI was first
devel oped, first presented, the idea was that the NMSPI
woul d repl ace both the SDP and the SSU. W have, we have
problems with that. And as | said, the May 26th neeting
there was a decision to go forward where the MSPI woul d
replace just the SSU

MR. ROSEN:. WII the industry, what was the
i ndustry's reaction to that?

M5. STONE: They have agreed to that.

MR. ROSEN: They have.

M5. STONE: | say that they agreed that the, in
an effort to nove forward, the MSPI woul d replace the SSU
The decision as far as is that all the tine for trial
period, that has not been devel oped yet.

MR. ROSEN:. It sounds like you' re resolving
sonme of the key issues.

M5. STONE: W lessen the significance of sone
of the key issues. They are not resolved. For exanple,
the Front Stop is still a technical issue that we need to
-- I"'msorry?

CHAlI RVAN S| EBER: It's an i ssue.
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M5. STONE: It's still an issue that needs to
be resolved. Using the SDP for performance deficiencies
reduces the significance of it. But it's still an issue
where a risk significant failure could occur and the Agency
cannot react as it would have perhaps in another situation.

CHAI RVAN SIEBER: | think we're getting pretty
close to our adjournnent tinme. And what | would like to do
is to thank everyone in Region 3 for your hospitality, for
the work that | know you went through to prepare for our
visit here. And | can assure you that your input to us is
val uable and it's a perspective that we only gain once or
twice or three tines a year when we either visit |icensees
or the regional headquarters.

Nonet hel ess, to ne | respect your opinions very
greatly because this is where the rubber neets the road, so
to speak. And I think your input to us and your input to
NRR and the rest of the Agency is very inportant. And if I
can do anything, | try to carry you, your thoughts and your
nessages forward so that they' re considered by the resident
and the Agency.

So | think every one of you who has
participated and particularly Regional Adm nistrator, Jim
| think the work that you have done is inportant. And so |
wi sh you all God's speed. And it's a good thing if we

don't come back for four years, | think. On the other
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hand, since | was raised here, went to high school here,
never object to being sent to the wild Downers G ove area.

So thank you very nuch

MR. CALDWELL: Thank you. Well, | appreciate
you taking your time in comng. | hope we've been
responsive to your questions and issues. This is, like I

said in the opening, a very good stab here to do a good
job. So we appreciate the opportunity to show case our
talents. | also want to nmake sure you understand that we
work very well with the NRR and the other regions so that
not hing we were trying to indicate here woul d show poorly
on ot her organi zati ons because we do work well w th those
f ol ks.

And, in fact, we put a concerted effort in
maki ng sure of that. But we have sone really strong
i nspectors aggressive and nanagers inspectors here. W
take the m ssion of the Agency very seriously. And so |
hope that cane across today. And we appreciate you taking
the tine.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  Not only that, we net a | ot
nore of your folks and every one of themis a true
pr of essi onal

MR. CALDWELL: Thank you very nuch.

CHAI RMAN SIEBER  And | think that this Region

is blessed by having good peopl e.
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MR. CALDWELL: Thank you. 1'd also like to
t hank Tom and his work with Mag. They worked together to
set this up. Tonms been working just about day and ni ght
to nmake sure we were all set up to go here. So we do
appreciate his efforts.

M5. WESTON: And 1'd |like to comend his
efforts. He really, really nade an effort to get this done
even when | couldn't reach him because you all were in
neetings all the time. So thank you very nuch for that.
And al so thank Patricia and Gail, both of whom were very,
very hel pful

MR, CALDWELL: Thank you.

CHAI RMAN SI EBER  Ckay, with that, | think
will adjourn the neeting. And again, thank you very nuch.

(Wher eupon, the neeting was adjourned

at 2:52 p.m)
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