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PROCEEDI NGS
(8:26 a.m)

MR. PLISCO Welcone to the second neeting of
the Initial Inplenentation Eval uati on Panel .

Just to rem nd everyone this is a public
neeting. We'Il have an opportunity to address public
comments and questions if we have tine at the end of
each session or, if there's a good tinme in a certain
subject area, we'll allow tinme for that.

The neeting will be transcribed. It's usual
to help out our court reporter here to try to mnimze
the interruptance of other clients so he can keep track
of who's talking for the record.

Since our |ast neeting we've had sonme changes
in our nenbership and al so added on since our first
nmeeting. So, if we could go around the table and all ow
everyone to introduce thenselves. W'Il| start here.

MR. SCHERER: |'m Ed Scherer from Southern
Cali fornia Edi son Conpany.

MR. BLOUGH: Randy Bl ough, NRC Regi on-wi de
Director of Projects.

MR. FLOYD: Steve Floyd from Nucl ear Energy
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I nstitute.

MR. BROCKMAN: Ken Brockman, Projects
Direction, Region IV.

MR. SHADI S: Good norning. Ray Shadis, New
Engl and Coal ition.

MR. BORCHARDT: Bill Borchardt, NRC O fice of
Enf or cenent .

MR HLL: Richard HIl, Southern Nuclear
Oper ati ng Conpany.

MR. REYNOLDS: Steve Reynolds, in Region III.

MR GARCHOW Dave Garchow, and for the
record I've had a change. [|I'mnow V.P. of QOperations
wi th PSEG Nucl ear .

MR PLISCO |I'mLoren Plisco. I'mthe
Director, Division of Reactor Projects, Region Il

MR KRICH |'mRod Krich from Commonweal t h
Edi son, now.

MR MOORMAN:  |'m Ji m Mbor man, Seni or
Resi dent Inspector of Palo Verde Site.

MR. LAURIE: Good norning. Bob Laurie,
California Energy Conm ssion.

MR, TRAPP: |'mJimTrapp. |'ma Senior
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React or Anal yst with Region I.

MR SETSER. |I'mJim Setser with
Envi ronnental Protection Division, Georgia Departnment
of Natural Resources.

M5. FERDIG |I'm Mary Ferdig. | amthe Research and
Devel opnent Consul tant and right now associated with
Benedi ctine University.

MR. CAMERON. Chip Caneron. [|'mon Speci al
Counsel of NRC, Ofice of the General Counsel.

MR. MONNI NGER:  John Monninger fromthe NRC
"1l be the Designated Federal Oficial

MR PLISCO And we'll discuss the issues
that were collected fromthe nenbers that we' ve gotten
so far, and we'll talk about collecting the rest of the
i ssues during that session.

And then this afternoon, continue discussions
of those itens, and then resune work planning as far as
how we' re going to neet our goals at the end of our
panel activities.

As was suggested in our first meeting, to
work out an outline for our final report to help us

prepare our end gain.
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Tormorrow, we'll do a recap of first day's
nmeeti ng and then we have sone presentations from
external stakehol ders as we tal ked about in our |ast
nmeeting. W have the State of Illinois, the State of
Vernmont will be represented.

W did invite the State of New Jersey. They
had sonme scheduling conflicts and we're going to have
them conme in January in our January mneeting.

And then we'll have sonme time in the
afternoon to tal k about the issues fromlllinois,
Vernont, and state issues and any other issues that
came up during today that we want to continue to talk
about .

And then late tonorrow, the agenda pl anni ng
as far as finalizing our January agenda; what topics we
want to cover, schedules, and our | arge neeting dates
in a tentative agenda topics with that. And we'll
cl ose the neeting tonorrow. Any questions about that?
(No response.)

And Chip and | -- Chip's going to help us today.
Unfortunately, he's not going to be here tonmorrow. He

has anot her public neeting to take care of.
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MR. CAMERON. Ri ght.

MR. PLISCO But what we want to try to do
today and tonorrow is, again, collecting the issues and
maki ng sure we all understand what the issues are in
all the areas. Not necessarily try to resolve them
today, but to get that coll ected.

For those that have not sent us their issues,
once we tal k about the ones today, | would say it would
hel p you. You don't have to duplicate the ones we
al ready have. W're going to build one common |ist, so
if your issues are already discussed or in the |ist
al ready provided, then just provide with the new i ssues
you have on the ones you haven't seen on that list. O
if you have a different spin on the sane issue, please
do that too.

But we want to really, the next two days, get
a conpilation of those issues and begin a process where
we can prioritize themso we can reach a goal of our
findi ng.

As far as the neeting m nutes of our | ast
meeting, | think John e-nmuailed those to everyone. D d

everyone get theirs?
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MR. MONNI NGER: That's correct.

MR. PLISCO Ckay. That worked out well and
that was your request then. You did electronically and
John was technol ogy chall enged, but he's did it.

MR MONNINGER: | can do it.

MR. PLISCO Five hundred pages of transcript
caused sone difficulty.

MR. MONNI NGER: The entire neeting summary is
the four-inch binder of the public where it contains
speci al attachnents, if anyone wants any copi es.

MR. PLISCO They'll be able to -- if they
want to read the transcript, it's available now on
el ectronic.

MR. MONNI NGER: Everything right nowis in
al buns, but everything is not quite right yet. W have
an individual working on that. It should be ready to
read.

MR. SCHERER. Maybe we can talk it through so
we can make it through out byl aws.

MR. PLISCO W did approve our bylaws and
operating procedures. Those are included as an

attachnment to the mnutes. | also wanted to highlight
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-- you' ve got copies here that tal ks about our
committee objectives and general approach and it's
going to be a factor today as we tal k about the issues
and try to put themin context. Wen we talk about
each issue, we do want to go back and link that to one
of the agency goals to help us prioritize those.

Any questions on the mnutes of the |ast
nmeeti ng or any additional issues?

(No response.)

kay. As far as basic logistics, | want to
get that out of the way. Everyone nmade it to the
building. That's a good sign. They made it through
the security process.

Qur court reporter had sone problens with
el ectroni c equi pnment .

There's a cafeteria downstairs.

The only conplication here in the Region |
office for logistics is that the men's rest room
they're all behind | ocked doors on this floor. There
are publicly accessible, just one floor down on the
twenty-third floor. Just take the elevator down. It's

in the hallway there. O one of the NRC people who are
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getting the non-Region Il people' s badges coded and
make themlet you in the doors here for the nen's rest
room

There's a ladies' rest roomright outside the
door here.

Like | said, there's a cafeteria downstairs.
We can use that for lunch or there's also sone areas
wi t hin wal ki ng di stance of this building you can use
during lunchtine.

| f you need copies or anything like that, |et
me know and |'Il have ny secretary take care of that.

And al so, phone nunbers. Does anyone need an

ener gency phone nunber that they can call? 1 think
said it innm e-mail. It's area code 404-562-4502.
That's to ny secretary, Jeanette Barns, and she'll get

t he nessages to us.

Any Admin | ogistics questions? Anything you
want to tal k about, John?

MR MONNINGER:  No, not at this tinme. Ch, |
guess maybe just for nenbers of the public, there's a
sign-in over there and there's also a public neeting

feedback formthat we use at this neeting.
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MR. PLISCO And also there are copies of
handouts we give to the nmenbers on the table. Ckay.

Well, the first agenda topic is to tal k about
the results of the Regional Wrkshops Three. The
wor kshops have been conducted in Regions Il, Region
11, Region IV. | think Region | is later this week.
Is that right? Wdnesday?

MR, BLOUGH: Wednesday.

MR. PLISCO \Wat we propose to do is talk
about sone of the issues that cane up on those
wor kshops. We can see if there were any new issues in
addition to the ones we've already provided in our |ist
for John or that will be provided in your list to John
for those that haven't done that yet.

The first neeting was held in Region I11.
Steve, you were at that workshop?

MR KRICH  Yeah.

MR. PLISCO You guys want to tal k about
t hat ?

MR. REYNOLDS: Sure, 1I'll go ahead and start
it unless you wanted to.

MR. KRI CH: | wasn't able to attend all of

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059
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t he sessions because | was hel ping two of you.

recount.

MR. REYNOLDS: | think we shoul d have a

MR, PLI SCO Go ahead, Steve.

MR. REYNOLDS: It won't take quite that

15

| ong

to figure this out. Anyway, the region neeting was

gquite a bit American Nuclear Society neeting between

the NRC and industry and we had six break-out sessions.

So it went a little differently, | think, than the

ot her Regi ons neeti ngs.

progr am

on event

We had a break-out session on the inspection

one on the SVP, non-cost cutting issues.

One

response, discrimnation. And the |ast one

was on regulatory inpact. And the first four fit

into a new i nspection program

don't know if -- Rod, you want to junp in and take

over?

(Yeses.)

kay.

nore

Can you hear nme okay?

"Il start with the cross-cutting issues. |

MR. KRI CH: How about if | do that?

MR. REYNOLDS: Gkay. Cross-cutting issues,
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think the overall conclusion on that was there needs to
be criteria for what's substantive and what are all the
cross-cutting issues.

We have cross-cutting issues, as we know, in
corrective action, and human performance, and ot her
guestions for cross-cutting issues. Do we have things
i ke design issues or commobn node issues. That cane
out in that.

O her things that came out of cross-cutting
i ssues were the fact they end up being no color, and
what does that nean and how does that conpare, | guess,
to green, white, yellow, red as a finding or as a
per formance i ndi cator.

| think the group determned a | ot nore work
needed to be done in the cross-cutting issues really to
define the criteria and the threshold for those type
issues. That's about all | had on that one. | don't
know i f you wanted to add anyt hi ng?

MR. KRICH No, that covers it.

MR. REYNOLDS: STP, the six significant
determ nati on process. That session focused on three

of the STPs, | guess: Five protection STP, the

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059
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saf eguards STP, and then the reactor safety STP. W
didn't talk nmuch about health -- in which to prepare
this. | don't know

MR KRICH BP-- alittle bit of BP

MR. REYNOLDS: Okay. Safeguards, | think
everybody knows, is being redone totally. So |I'm not
sure what comments we woul d have except for we think
that's the right thing to do. 1In fact, we have one of
our safeguards experts help leading that effort. So
the STP needs to be focused on safeguards, and that's
what will be -- needs just to be revanped.

Fire protection. That is a very, very
conplex STP, as Rod and | found out. | think that
group again said: | just need to be clearer, nore
streani i ned.

| guess there is arealistic factor --
realistic fire scenario. That nmeans two different
things to realistic to sone people like Jim Trapp, the
Senior Risk Analyst and realistic fire scenario for
fire protection engineers. So we found that out before
t he panel neeting, but was di scussed at panel neeting.

Two different things. And so definitions are clear

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059
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criteria of what the different terns nean, because what
we found out in fire protection is the risk anal yst
thought it neant totally different than what a fire
protection engineer did. So we get two totally
di fferent answers, depending on that definition.

So, defining, | guess, the terns and
expectations of the fire protection STP is about what
canme out of that panel.

The other STP, | guess, the reactor safety, |
think the overall comment was: It doesn't clearly
reflect the site's current PRN. In fact, we're still
waiting for -- we, | guess, we, all of us, we the NRC
is waiting for the latest revised Phase Il work sheets.
But it's a big difficulty now with having the current
wor k sheets and them being different in the sites.

PRN causes a |ot nore work for the NRC and a
ot nmore work for the industry. W're trying to figure
out which one's correct and goi ng through Phase 11
takes a lot longer, |I'msure.

MR KRICH The only thing I'd add to that is
that there was -- he kind of hit onit -- the

i nteraction between the safeguards STP and reactor
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safety STP. When you get into |like ossuary space after
you go fromthe safeguards STP to the reactor safety
STP, at sone point, if you get through all the barriers

for the safeguards and that transition and how you nove

into the reactor safety STP was -- needs a | ot of
attention and work. | think, Jim you probably know
t hat .

The only other comrent | think that came out
was using the STP to find problens. It's one of the
i ssues that | sent up, but what we have found is that -
- and | think it was a natural inclination of people to
use the STP to find the problens, instead of finding
the problens then applying the STP to it. You | ook at
sonmething and say well, let nme apply the STP to it, and
if it looks like it could conme out other than green,
t hen you say, okay, | mght have a problem here. So,
it's sonething that we identified as -- we felt we were
starting to see sone of.

MR. REYNOLDS: Then the fourth break-out
session related to new i nspection program was event
response. And the bottomline, | guess, on that was

t hat the managenent directive, NRC s nmanagenent
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directive 8.3, which is in the process of being
revised, needs to clarify exactly what type of response
the NRC does to an event; how we're going to provide
ri sk and nmake that one nore risk informed. It wasn't
real clear.

| don't think -- it's still not real clear
exactly what's the threshold and both froma risk point
of view and revised froma determ nacy point of view,
how that's going to be handl ed.

And | think also the other thing that cane
out of that was how to be able to respond to conditions
versus an event. More |like BC sunmer or through wall
crack, things |ike that, which is nore of a condition
than an event. | think that's an area that needs --

t hat break-out session found needed to be inproved and
clarified, getting sone flexibility to go | ook at that.

MR. KRICH There was only one other point |
think that came out that was |earning for us, at |east
at Conmonweal th Edi son, | think for other people, was
the timng when there is an issue. How quickly do you
want us, the |icensee, to have gone through our PRA to

be able to answer questions so that the inspector can
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do his STP. And that was a learning for us. W take a
little nore tine to go through it and then think -- is
it 24 hours?

MR. REYNOLDS: Twenty-four, right.

MR KRICH  So, | guess --

MR REYNOLDS: That's nore of a -- we have to
determ ne what sort of response the NRC s going to nake
fairly quickly and how we're |l ooking at risk to try to
get a senior risk analyst involved very quickly so we
know wi t hin 24 hours.

For a ot of the people fromthe industry at
that nmeeting that was, like | said, a |earning
experience. They weren't on that track. They were
going a little nore methodical, a little -- not quite a
pace that would help us, so. That was a good take
away, | think.

MR KRICH Yes, it was.

MR. REYNOLDS: That was the four sessions
that applied to new inspection program | don't think
| need to discuss inpact or discrimnation. It doesn't
really apply to what we're doing here.

MR KRICH W could tal k about
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di scri m nati on.

MR REYNOLDS: Well, we could. | didn't sit
in that panel

MR KRICH Bill and | could probably.

MR. REYNOLDS: You guys could tal k about it
if you want to talk to spare the rest of us. | don't
know i f anyone has anything to add that | m ssed?

MR KRICH No, | think that pretty well
covers it.

MR. REYNOLDS: Well, if there's any
guestions, | would be nore than happy to answer them

MR. MONNINGER: Did you coalition a neeting
summary fromthat?

MR, REYNCLDS: Not yet.

MR. PLISCO Yeah, that's one of the things

we've got on our -- we're -- as far as action and when
t hese neeting summaries cone out, we'll get copies to
you. Actually, Region Il's, | hope to have it today.

W're finalizing it on Friday, so before you | eave,
hopefully tonmorrow, | can get back Region Il's to you.
MR. CAMERON. Good nmorning. Can | just check

inwith the group for a mnute? As | -- it may be
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useful to do this early rather than | ater on

As | understand it, with ... drills or this
nmeeting was to identify. Some of those issues will be
coming fromthe reports out of the regional neeting.
Sonme of themw Il be coming fromindividual panel
menbers who submtted some things, and don't forget our
famous parking lot issues, if |I can use that termfrom
the | ast neeting.

And then a discussion to nmake sure everybody
under st ands what the issues are and then to try to
categorize them by these NRC goals. M question was to
-- as I'mlistening to Steve and Rod, do we have an
organi zation -- or you're going to have, |ike, probably
a kazillion issues. Do you have an organi zati onal
frame work to plug those into?

For exanple, Steve was tal king about they
organi zed that regional session by four panels. |
noticed fromBill Borchardt's Ofice of Enforcenent, he
had i ssues in several categories.

| didn't know whether if it would help to
establish categories to plug these issues or if you're

just going to sort of do it free-wheeling. And | guess
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that that's ny question to the group. Do you need sone
organi zational frame work for this? And should we
start capturing issues that are brought up fromthe
regi onal neetings right off the bat, and then we can
sort of integrate those with other regional neetings?
How woul d you like to do that?

MR. PLISCO Well, one of the things I was
going to suggest is that if you look -- or one of your
handouts or the inputs we've gotten from | guess, four
individuals fromthe tail-nmenbers are their issues that
they collected. | sort of like fromRod's --

MR. CAMERON. We want to nmake sure everybody
has one.

MR. PLISCO Actually Bill Borchardt's is on
the top of the package that's all stapled together. Do
you see the nmeno fromBill to John with his issues.

Let's see, after his issues you'll see
Richard Hll's. And it's after that that you'll see a
t abl e about the issues that Rod col | ected.

What | was going to suggest -- | nmean we're -
- or | can do this today, obviously. John and | wll

do this after the neeting once we get all the details

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

25

of the day. His bill of table is simlar to this. It
has the issues by program area.

MR. REYNOLDS: Yeah, that's what we agreed
to, | thought.

MR. PLI SCO.  Yeah.

MR. REYNOLDS: These four issues. Exactly
we're on this. W tal ked about sorting them by PIs,

STP i nspection?

MR. PLISCO Yeah. Wll, I'msaying -- yeah,
you gave it to us that way. |'msaying as far as
presentation. |If we collect themall and get them back

out to you. Yeah, everyone provided themthis way, |
think, with the programareas and the criteria. 1'm
j ust sayi ng, when we piece themtogether --

MR. CAMERON. | understand that. | agree
with this process. | heard Steve nention in the
program areas that you're going to use these as the
four large bins to organize these issues, for exanple,
and sonme of the material that cane fromthe regiona
report that Steve just did. Those could all fit into,
obviously | guess, into one of these four areas.

MR, GARCHOW A little, I'lIl say alittle
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concern that -- not a mmjor concern, but having sat
t hrough being a nmenber of the pilot flying evaluation
panel, we seemto be doing this different which may be
okay, because there was nothing that -- we invented
that a little bit along the way and we can invent this
along the way. But | see us getting way too nuch into
the details and getting into, you know, this should be
fixed or this. There's a whole process between the
NRC, the public, and the industry to get in through the
details of fixing, you know, if there's an issue with
the fire protection STP. That's running on anot her
frame that sonme of us in this roomsee, and others are
i nvol ved in.

| thought our role was collect the feedback
relative to the NRC objectives and are they neeting
them W could spend a lot of tinme -- there are issues
as everyone's trying to inprove |ike the industry, the
NRC wi Il be inproving the next 15 years. [It's no
different than how we treat procedures at our plants.

| nmean, they were good procedures 15 years
ago and they're better now And there's people

changi ng them you know, processing the change today
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after 15 years.

' mworried about how nuch detail we're
getting in on the individual elenents as opposed to --
what | thought this panel was is flying a little higher
and sayi ng, how does this all cone together to neet the
agency's goal of protecting the health and safety of
t he public, stakehol der comrunications, the things that
were on that flip chart before you just flipped them as
opposed to, you know, debating elenents of collecting
all these issues which m ght be good for sonebody to
foll ow up on afterwards.

But I'"'mnot sure if it's helpful to us in
maki ng our conclusions at hand. | just throw that out
t here.

MR. GARCHOW | think that goes to a
fundamental point -- and this particularly m ght be
important for Mary and for Ray and, obviously, for al
of you to get sort of grounded on where you're going to
go with all of this.

And, David, when you talk about flying a
little bit higher, | guess that can have many -- how do

you define -- does everybody agree with that. But |
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guess the first thing is, is what does that nean,
flying a little bit higher? 1 nmean --

MR. GARCHOW | think he's talking about
trying to ook at the NRC did a pretty good job, |
mean, last time comng in saying, okay, we have a self-
assessnment program W' ve defined the program el enents
that we feel that needs to be successful. W brought
forth performance indicators we're collecting in each
of these areas, and we'll be able to cone back as we
collect the data, be able to give you at |east sone
sort of objective, and in sonme case, at | east
consi stently subjective opinion on each of these
el ement s.

| was under the opinion fromthe |ast neeting
that we were going to stay sort of focused on those
objective criteria and the data el enments and nmaybe do
our own polling with the states to see what their
i npacts -- what they thought as opposed to burrow ng
down into the type of interface issues.

Wen | read sone of what we've al ready
witten, it's alnost |ike our report's going to have a

| ot of recommendations that we want this to be fixed
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and we want that to be fixed, which I didn't really see
as, at least where | thought this was going, we
certainly can do that. | mean, we can do anything we
want to do, but | didn't see that as the value of this
was.

MR. SCHERER. | do agree, but maybe not to as
broad an extent. M expectation is that we woul d not
be getting involved in trying to fix this PR or that
PR, -- working the definition of unavailability, where
the T of the 2 is the right approach.

But not only | ook at the entire program and
deci de whether or not it's ready for a bl owout, but
the ethicacy of the processes the NRC has in place to
revise, and anend, and resol ve issues.

If we agree that the process is okay and it
can work its way through, and it's a bal anced process,
and all the stakeholders get their input in how those
i ssues cone out, | think is down in the grass issues
Dave is tal king about avoi di ng.

But | do think we should be | ooking at
whet her we're satisfied with the ethicacy of the

processes that are in place to resolve those issues on
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and sayi ng, you know, we want to hel p adjudi cate how
this PR gets resolved or how that one, or we're worri
about this area or that area. It's just is the proce
a coherent one. Does it neet the objectives that the
NRC set for the process, and are there ways to resolv
the issues that seemto have a good chance at success
or are there big -- do we proceed if there's a gaping
hol e sonewhere, if there's a need for a process or

i nput that doesn't now exist and needs to in the
future.

MR KRICH | guess | agree with Dave's
point, but | don't think you can get there without
| ooki ng at what are the specific issues. And that's
havi ng done this now froma pilot plant now and
conditional limtation.

But we found is that if we stayed talking
about phil osophy at the high level all the tine, we
never really got any place. And you m ssed the real
i ssues of what was working and what wasn't worKking.
| guess the approach we took here was to identify at

| east what we felt were issues, and then we thought
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that then rolls into the higher level of well, is the
process being effective or is it not being effective.
And if it's not, why is it not. And then you have the
details of the real material to know what's not working
and why.

MR. CAMERON: You need to tal k about this
i ndi vidual indicators to get an idea about whether the
process i s working.

MR KRICH That's what we found.

MR. GARCHOW | go back to the charter -- and
we can change that so, like | say, we can do anyt hing.
But we're sort of here in hel ping as an i ndependent
review of the NRC self-assessnent. And they |aid out
the sel f-assessnent and this panel of experts was
convened to provide an i ndependent view of the NRC s
assessnment of the process before they wite their
commi ssioner letter in the spring.

And | agree with Rod that we have to go
t hrough sone of the detail to get there, but we had
agreed upon, or | thought we'd agreed upon, what the
NRC had as their criteria. And I'mworried that when

we get down into these discussions relative to these
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categories, they're not tied to criteria. W don't
have the NRC performance indicators, doesn't provide a
bal anced -- | don't nean the performance indicators for
the utilities, the performance indicators the NRC
devel oped for their nmonitoring of the process. W
don't have those to bal ance agai nst.

MR HILL: | think it's true that we're
supposed to | ook at their assessnent, but it also says
that we're supposed to nonitor and evaluate the results
of the first year. And if you don't know what the
i ssues cane out of that first year, how can you say
you' ve done an evaluation on it?

MR. PLISCO | see as we go back -- |ook on
page two here, the summary of our first neeting. Let's
go back and | ook at these objectives we tal ked about
last tine. In the mddle of page two -- the cover
sheet is a meno fromne to Sam Carl son. The summary of
the first neeting. These are the objectives we tal ked
about. | think we've been tal king through these.

The first, and that is the big picture
guestion. Is the process achieving the NRC s goal s?

And these are the eight criteria we've picked to | ook
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at, and that's how we're categorizing the issues. |
think that gets their issue there. | mean, that is the
first question, isn't it? | mean the big picture says:
Are we achieving the goals or not in these specific
areas?

And then the first four are the agency goals
and the second four: objective, risk, infornmed
predi ctabl e, understandi ng where the comm ssion goal s
when this programstarted out. And which the first
panel used, al so.

The second area is to | ook at sone specific
probl em areas. The nore significant ones, both short-
termand |long-term whether they've been identified or
not. W' re not going to provide the answer. W don't
need to solve it. W just need to nmake sure the issues
have been identified and fed back into the process.

Part of this, at least the way | see it is --
well, let's look at nunber three first. And three is
what we tal ked about, is the self-assessnment process.
| s the sel f-assessnent process working, and then in the
long haul is it going to provide self-correction

mechani sns as issues are identified in the process for

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

34
the long term assunming they're not going to establish
this panel every year to keep | ooking at the program
you know, if the internal self-assessnent process
wor ks.

So | heard people talk about all three of
those parts and | think part of the answer is we're
going to do all three of those. W are going to answer
the big picture question: |Is the process working? And
if it's not, what are the nore significant problem
areas?

And the part to address, | think your
concern, Dave, is, we're not going to solve every issue
and | don't think every single issue that we're al
going to raise are going to end up in our final report
-- in the same colums in the conm ssion

| think we need to start to tal k about al
the issues and then we're going to need to go through
our prioritization process after we get everything on
the table. Wat are the nost inportant things? The
bi ggest problens with this programthat need to be
corrected in the short term and in the long term what

things do we think need to be corrected. | think we'll
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see some overlap on these issues.

|"ve been in a nunber of these workshops and
| think as you hear themall, there's a |ot of
i nterconnection to sone of the issues and |I think some
of them-- ny prediction is that sonme of these are
going to conme together with simlar issues and we can
characterize those. But, again, we're not going to
sol ve them

My goal today was to nmake sure we get them as
many i ssues as we can on the table and nmake sure
everyone under stands what those issues are fromthe
di fferent perspectives of the different stakeholders to
make sure we all understand. And then we can begin to
prioritize them and deci de whether we think they're
i nportant enough, at least forward fromthis panel, to
Sam Col lins of the comm ssion of what they are.

MR. BROCKMAN: And, Loren, | think you hit
the nail on the head as to what keeps us at the higher
| evel that Dave was tal king about. W're all going to
have to get very much out of character.

This panel is not the place to solve problens

and every person here alnost is a problemsolver. W'd
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be problemidentifiers, recormmendati ons naybe as to
things to consider, and then we have to |l et |oose of
the issue, which is going to be very difficult for sone
of us. That's the key thing that we -- and that keeps
us at the higher |evel.

You're right, Dave, if we get down into a
| arge discussion of what it's going to take to sol ve

this problemand fix it, we've gotten way too close to

t he weeds.

MR. CAMERON. And you can. And let's go over
to Steve and then to Mary. | think this is a
di scussion that going to be -- it's useful for you al

to have, not only in ternms of bringing Mary and Ray up
to speed, perhaps, but to make sure you all agree on
the place that you're going to here.

St eve.

MR. FLOYD: Yeah. Fromthe |ast neeting
t hought what woul d be useful today is what we're
starting to do, and that is to allow for sone |evel of
detail, but then we ought to stand back and | ook at
what the central issues are.

We're going to hear cross-cutting issues that

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

37
came up at all three of the workshops so far. Al wth
a slightly little different twist, but there's a common
theme there and we should identify that thene. And
t hen what we ought to do, | think, is to go back and
take a look at the critter that the NRC put out to see
if it's likely in their nmonitoring programand their
corrective action elenent would they likely identify
t hat piece also, and pick that up, and have a plan for
resolving it. And that's what we should be doing as a
commttee i s passing judgenment on whether their
eval uati on process and correction process is going to
be adequate to address what we think are the issues
that are out there.

So | think it is useful in getting sone |evel
of detail, then look for central thenmes to bounce
agai nst the evaluation criteria.

Mary?

M5. FERDIG Well, my conment is just an
observation. | think what | hear being voiced is an
interest in grounding, what we do in specific exanples,
specific cases, particular issues. But |I think the

danger is going into the diagnostic of finding all the
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things that are wong, because | think you can al so
find very particul ar exanples of things that are right
relative to the criterion.

And | just suggest that what we're | ooking
for is specificity to help I ook at the overall picture
and, perhaps, not enphasize the target of diagnostic
probl emidentification, or whatever the words m ght be
to find the things that are probl ematical

MR. CAMERON. Bill, do you have sonething --
Dave submtted some issues here. | think that there's
sone agreenent around the table here on how we shoul d
proceed. |'mnot sure what that means in terns of
goi ng through the resol ves of the regional neeting and
whatever. | nean, we just do that. Do you have any
comments on that?

MR. BORCHARDT: | think the approach that
we're on is sound. By going through detail, it's
al nost |ike a brainstorm ng session where you lay out a
| ot of ideas and then we can all integrate them
oursel ves and cone up with sonme major topics which can
t hen be the subject of our recomendati ons or our

report to Collins and the conmm ssion.
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In fact, | think we were through nine nonths
of an initial inplenentation. W waited until this
point in time so that we woul d have specifics because
the initial eval -- what was the initial group called?

MR GARCHOWN  PeepUp.

MR. BORCHARDT: PeepUp, had just theory to
tal k about.

MR. CAMERON. And a hand gl ance worth of
dat a.

MR BORCHARDT: And now we have a | ot nore.
And so | think those specifics will help lead us to
sone valid views.

MR. CAMERON. Ray, do you have anything to
offer at this point in listening to call this as a new
menber of the group?

MR SHADIS: I'minterested in specific
exanpl es to denonstrate whether or not the programis
working. | mean, it's as sinple as that.

Whet her or not NRC sel f-assessnent programis
working is a whole other matter. It's -- | think it's
inmportant to look at it, but you have to recogni ze that

you're really getting into analysis alnost in the
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Freudi an sense. W' ve got to get into the mnd set of
NRC s sel f-assessnment program | don't know that that
t akes care of saying whether or not the Reactor
Oversight Programis a success inits initial
i npl enentation. And | think that's what we're being
asked as to whether or not this thing is working.

MR. CAMERON. And the self-assessnent is just
one part of that |arger question, so --

MR SHADIS: Well, | nean, self-assessnent
it's -- just fromthe outside, you know, |ooking at the
way NRC works is a great puzzle to those of us on the
outside as to how this agency works.

MR. CAMERON. Maybe --

MR. SHADI S: Wen you're invited to a neeting
and there isn't a sign in the |obby directing you to
where the neeting is, it says to ne there's a certain
degree of dysfunction. And you know, | go up and down
the scal e, wherever you want to go. But if you get
into the self-assessnent program |'mjust presum ng
that it has some of the sane quirks that we have in the
physi cal arrangenents with these neetings. A snal

exanple to the big one.
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Any case, | don't know how you can progress
t hrough this wi thout going fromspecifics to
generalities. | don't think you can start m d-way
somewhere with generalities about the program and then
progress to even broader generalities.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Good. | think there is
agreenent on that.

And one | ast question for the group. Going
back to these process elenents that Rod -- his table
on. W're going to be tal king about |ots of specifics.
Can | assunme -- do you want to assume for your work
that, at |east for organizational purposes, that any of
t hese specifics that you discuss that are going to get
you to this larger | ook, that they're going to fal
into one of those four areas: performance indicators,

i nspections, the significance determ nation process and
assessnment, and enforcenent? Does anybody have any
problems with that? OCkay.

MR PLISCO | think if you ook -- well, we
had a presentation at our |ast neeting of the self-
assessnment process the MR has devel oped. They actually

have a fifth category which they call "overall." More
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broad scope issues that really cross all these areas.
They have another area where they capture. And | think
we can allow ourselves if we have some of those kind of
i ssues that --

MR. CAMERON. And that would be -- would you

call that --

MR PLISCO W just call it "overall." Any
ot her discussion on the Region IIl issues?

(No response.)

| think we'll hear sone of the sanme topics at
sonme of the other workshops. | know that we're in the
Region Il workshop and sonme of the sane subject areas.

Chronol ogi cal ly, the next one was Region | V.

MR. BROCKMAN:  We had not had the benefit of
having a ANS workshop to conpare this to, so we
generated a separate neeting down in Region IV. The
attendance was really pretty good in that it was |arge
enough representation to be able to get a good cross
view of points, but it stayed small enough, in relative
about to 60 and 70 people area, that when the format we
t ook which was not to do break-out sessions; to have

four plenary sessions that spent about 90 days per
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t opi c.

(Laught er)

It seens |like 90 days. At 90 m nutes per
topic, you could get a good dialogue still going. No

one felt encunbered by the group or anything, the size
of it, so that --

MR. TRAPP: \Where was the neeting?

MR. BROCKMAN: The neeting was in the
Arlington area. W had it at a hotel there and we
announced it as nuch as we could. W gave it to what
we call our expanded distribution. Anybody who gets
one of the old Sal per PPR reports or what have you, you
know, which is about anybody who's ever expressed an
interest in having a copy of an NRC docunent on that
distribution list. The down side of that -- excuse ne?

MR. SCHERER: Anybody from California?

MR. BROCKMAN: Excuse ne?

MR. SCHERER. Except for the -- fromthe

i ndustry?
MR TRAPP: Fromthe State of California?
MR. BROCKMAN:  Fromthe industry --
MR TRAPP: No, I'minterested in citizen
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groups?

MR SCHERER:  No.

The four areas that we broke into our plenary
fund on were, once again, the inspection program STP
Pls and assessnment. |1'll cover very quickly in that
ar ea.

Certainly, there was sonme |lively discussion
and recognition about the increase in the |evel of
effort between the current programand the old core
program where nunmerous of the utilities were realizing
that they had historical good performance under the old
program and had | evel X of inspection effort that was
conduct ed.

Under the new Baseline |Inspection Program
they were seeing close to two tines X. And this
reflects itself in both financial and regul atory i npact
i ssues and that was a concern for several of the
utilities there.

The nunber of occurrences. How many tines do
you go out and observe surveillance or naintenance
activities? Sonmething along those lines. And that

goes into the depth of each of the individual
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pr ocedur es.

What's an adequate sanple for one of the
aspects of the baseline programwould be to take a
pul se on all the different activities in sonmewhat of a
systematic way. There was a | ot of discussion on that
fromboth the utilities view point and fromthe NRC
i nspectors view point.

The inspectors felt that the small band that
is currently allowed was overly restricting their
ability to focus on risk informed sanpling. Were you
see an area of vulnerability at a plant, so certainly
that's a higher risk potential of there being sonething
wrong there that they didn't have the flexibility to
i nvestigate that area as thoroughly as they want,
because of the bands you've got on the nunber of
occurrences.

Resources was a topic that was di scussed and,
as | nentioned al ready, the overall expenditure of
resources at the different utilities.

Anot her area which was di scussed was the
techni cal expertise that's available in the regions

with the NRR now becom ng the repository of |icensing
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activities and all of the inspection being delegated to
the regions. The technical expertise in sone of the
nore specialty areas is a great challenge to the
regions to be able to neet, and that was recogni zed.

Those were probably the key issues that |
carried out of the inspection arenas.

Steve or Jim any comments fromyou all? You
were there.

MR. FLOYD: Yeah, | guess the other comrent |
heard relative to scope of inspections -- | forget who
made the comment, but the comment cane up a coupl e of
times about: As part of this process, would the NRC be
goi ng back and | ooking at the scope of the inspections
to see what the history of findings and occurrences
were agai nst themto. Perhaps, strengthen those where
the inspector felt like they didn't have enough hours
to do the job, but in areas where it may | ook |ike
there's an excessive nunber of hours being spent for
the types of findings that are there, maybe reducing
the level there, and adjusting the program

MR. BROCKMAN: | think Gol deen, who was

there, agreed that was part of the self-assessnent
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process to do that.

Ji n®?

MR. MOORMAN. The one thing that | took away
fromthat was sonme of the industry representatives
di scussi on of absol ute avoi dance of a white Pl w ndow.
And in sone other discussions that | had, it appeared
to me that that woul d occur sonetinmes possibly under
circunstances that we wouldn't want to see as
i nspectors. So I'mnot so sure that we conmuni cat ed
wel | what --

MR. BROCKMAN: And that's a good segway into
the PI part of the neeting. That was probably one of
the unique insights that really cane out is, under Pl's
i nspection findings, either one.

From executive managenent in the industry,
the concern, the pressure that is placed upon the
operating staff not to have a white indicator is just
as great as a yellow or a red.

White is unacceptable. There's the -- what
was promnul gated. And that |eads to the question, then,
is it acceptable for everything to be green(?) for

there to be an interesting discussion on that.
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Phi l osophically if you |l ook at the current
definitions of what's a white which identifies
outliers, but it identifies outliers based upon the 95
to 98 data, you can conme up with a lot of different
di scussions, which we did, as to is it acceptable for
everything to be green. It can be. Does that engender
public confidence? Well, it can; that everything' s
runni ng wel | .

But it can also -- then the public confidence
can go but it's so easy to be green, everything could
be terrible and there's still green.

The ot her aspect you've got in that was an
i nteresting discussion of the reason the white was
| ooked upon so badly was because there are very few
white findings out there, although we're finding the
popul ation's growing a little bit.

But within Pls especially, there are so very
few white performance indicators out there that it
definitely does beconme a concern because it's way
beyond what | think had been the initial vision of what
white Pls would be. There would be sone rotating five

percent band or sonething in the performance. Now it's
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nmoving up to a level that's causing that not to be
true. Wien sonmeone does go there, there's a | ot of
pressure.

Wthout a doubt, the availability of Pl is
the PI of discussion nmitigating systens. The FAQ that
are associated with PIs, a boon and a bane. It's
wonder ful that we've got all this robust guns on the
Pls out there to be able to identify what you need to
do with any individual PI and it's data overl oad.
Nobody can nanage all the FAQ that are out there and
at any one tine be able to figure out what is all the
gui dance that's being given to you. And that's
probably what | carried out of the Pl session.

St eve?

MR. FLOYD: Yeah, | guess | just heard quite
a bit of discussion on potential for unattended
consequences on sonme of the perfornmance indicators.
Again, | think that the theme m ght pronpt operators of
the facilities to take the wong action to try to keep
the indicator to be green.

On the other hand, we also heard on one of

the indicators that there may be a problemw th the
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i ndi cator that m ght keep the operator from nmanagi ng
their plant the way they would normal |y rmanage their
facility and they would go green, but it really
woul dn't be risk infornmed or really would not point out
a problem And | think people are concerned about the
unpl anned power change is the only other definition
that that one, | think, creates a problemwth, in
addition to unavailability at a collection issues.

| think back on being all white, | think
heard -- or the not being all white, but the unused
color white, | think | heard some people comrent that
it was their experience or their observation that nost
peopl e haven't had a white yet. So a lot of the
sentinent seens to be out of fear about what's going to
happen to nme if | get a white; whereas a few utilities
that had a white stood up at the conference and said,
well, it's not that bad to get a white. You know, the
NRC cones in, they do a small anount of inspection
activity, the issue gets put in perspective and they
followit and it wasn't all that bad.

So, | think we're still seeing sone |earning

going on here. And | think | did hear the observation
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that maybe this issue will not be as significant as
time progresses and nore people get a white, because
t he nunber of white inspection findings is starting to
clinb now as the program goes through its first year.
So it's not just PI, but it's also inspection findings
that can give you a color as well.

So the conbination of the two is probably
going to nmean that everybody over the course of the
year is probably going to have at | east one white. So
| think some of this concern will go away.

MR. SCHERER Well, | attended that session.
| know quite a bit of dialogue on this very subject.

It was clear to me fromthat session that (1) there was
a difference in the NRC s expectation with the
acceptability between white and versus yell ow, red.

And a | ot of people fromthe utilities perception that
anyt hi ng ot her than green was unaccept abl e.

There was a | ot of discussion of other
st akehol ders that come in to play and a | ong di scussion
of at least one or two utilities that had, for exanple,
visits fromtheir waiting agencies that wanted to go

t hrough, carefully, each one and understand what the
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inmpact is. So clearly there is a different perception
by different stakehol ders, and as to what the
significance of green, white, yellow, and red are.

And obviously, there's a difference, as Ken
poi nted out, to the way the green to white threshold
was set and the white to yellow and yellowto red, with
the latter being "risk infornmed" and the other one just
being a 95-5 outlier. And what does that nean to the
future?

That then brought up the issue of: 1Is the
NRC prepared for everybody to be green? O naybe we
just don't have enough white. And if there are enough
whites out there, then people wouldn't overreact to
receiving a white. But there was clearly, in my mnd,
at that session at |least, a split between what the NRC
per cei ved the neaning of going fromgreen to white and
everybody in the audi ence that had gone, |ike Steve
i ndi cated, that had had a white, said the NRC did not
overreact to the white. It wasn't all that bad.

The NRC seened to be reasoned and focused in
its approach and took it in context. And everybody

el se got up and said, but our managenent tells us we
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are not to go white. W are to stay green and we are
to be driven to stay green.

And sone got up and said and we are told to
stay well within the green. Stay away fromthe green
and white threshol d.

So there's clearly -- my point is, as a clear
-- anongst the stakehol ders, and again for the first
time | heard at that session with other stakehol ders
i nvol ved, like bond rating agencies, that set the val ue
for the utilities, and the parent agencies, are
involved in this process in that perception.

MR. BLOUGH: Wen you sai d about having
mar gi ns, staying well within the green, not only just
in the green, but well within the green as being a
nmessage that sonme utilities are doing, that raised
anot her question in my m nd about why there's such a
fear of white.

And if you have one white that's one thing,
but once you have one white and a cornerstone of a
second white, creates then a degradi ng cornerstone.

And | was just wondering within the utilities, how nmuch

of a factor that is that once you have one white in the

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

54
cornerstone, then there's a worry that, you know, an
issue of lowto -- | guess it's |low to noderate
significance? |Is that the definition of white?

MR. BROCKMAN: Yeah.

MR. BLOUGH: One nore issue of lowto
noderate significance can put you actually in a
degraded cornerstone call. |Is that a factor in this
kind of fear?

MR. GARCHOW The conversation did not really
get to that. They just brought that up in the
introductory and there were a whole | ot of eyes that
got very wide at that stage of the ganme, as | think
people started reflecting on that. But they hadn't
al ready been there and seen now, wait a second, |'m one
i nspection finding away from having a degraded
cornerstone. Once you get that first white, you start
| ooking at that. But the conversation didn't focus on
that a whole lot. It really focused to a great deal,
you | ook out there, you call up on the web, and you see
this massive screen of green and then you go, whoo
D abl o Canyon. That's not green. Wy is that? O

what ever it may be.
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MR. GARCHOW To directly answer your
guestion, we're sitting there with a white, actually
no, two whites and two different cornerstones, although
one's about to roll off. | think the -- | can't -- I'm
not speaking for the industry, but | find focusing on

runni ng these plants and nultiple plants on one site,

which is nmy case, | nmean, we don't focus a |lot on the
NRC performance indicators. |'mfocused on running the
pl ant excellently. If you focus on running the plant

excellently, the rest sort of takes care of itself.
Now occasi onal |y things happen. And when

t hey happen, and if you end up a white, or you focus

and I'll share -- I'll share -- | mean, the NRC
reaction wasn't overboard. It was exactly as the
programsaid. It spotted an area that needed further

attention. They conme in and evaluate it, put it in the
right context. And it's either a big issue or it's not
a big issue and you stay white | ong enough before it
resets to make sure that, you know, the problemreally
has a chance to be fixed even if it really isn't a

pr obl em

| think we spurred this conversation about
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green and white, and the conversation being spurred
actually keeps it alive. So here we ask the question,
then we get the input, and we al nbst created a | anguage
of this issue by keeping it alive.

MR. BROCKMAN: And fromthe operational view
point, Dave, | was in a conversation -- that very fully
-- that wasn't focused. Were it becane interesting
is, okay, I've got a white mtigating systens, and |'ve
got a safety system functional assessnent schedul e next
month in a system| haven't |ooked at in forever. GCee
whiz. Wiy did | want to delay that by a quarter or
two. That's a paperwork review that has a good
probability of turning up a |latent issue.

MR. GARCHOWN Well, what if --

MR. BROCKMAN: That's the type -- that's the
type of thing. See, it's alittle bit different spin
in the operating plant as to what could be an
uni nt ended consequence of having a white already on the
books. But do I want to take on that type of a | ook or
do I just want to change the timng by two quarters and
et that white go away off the books.

MR. SCHERER: This discussion is focusing on
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just the NRC and the utility interface.

MR, BROCKMAN:  Yeah.

MR. SCHERER. And | want to rem nd you again
that was part of the discussion in Region IV. That's
only two of the stakehol ders. The other stakehol ders
are the bond rating agencies, the executive managenent
at the utilities --

MR FLOYD: A&l .

MR SCHERER -- A&, all those other -- the
| ocal press, the local citizens groups, that want to
focus on anything that isn't green. So we have to
understand that definition, but it also on part of that
transparency and that ability for others to understand
this process. You know, | can explain to you all --
and | think everybody in going through the details, we
focus on the NRC utility interface. That's a different
issue than | think the one that was being discussed in
Regi on | V.

MR. FLOYD: | just want to put in perspective
this issue of maintaining yourself deep in the green.
That's not a bad nessage, because if you | ook at the

metrics that the NRC is going to neasure the success of
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the programis, one of themis maintaining safety
i ndustry-wide. And if you |ook at all these
performance indicators, the industry average and nedi an
val ue is about only one quarter fromthe top of the
green down.

| think that's a good nessage that managenent
is putting out to the utilities is to be well into the
green, because that nmeans we are, as an industry,
mai ntai ning safety. What it shouldn't mean is that
you' re doing dunb things to try to stay in the green.
| nmean, that's what --

MR. SCHERER. M nessage for that is, | think
Steve is raising a very inportant point. |If you | ook
at the trend data, since it's been there, what gets --
it's true, what get neasured, gets managed. So if you
get set a security PlI, it is nmoving well within the
green. The nedi an val ue and the average value is
nmovi ng towards 100 percent availability because now
it's taking a high profile. People are nanaging it.

Where you have to worry is things like
unavail ability, which is the one that everybody

di scusses, because pure, you know, zero unavailability
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means you're not doing preventive maintenance.
Preventive maintenance is a good thing. So you don't
want to drive well within the green. In sonme cases,
you want to drive towards the green/white interface.
That's the right answer, is go do that preventive
mai nt enance. Go take it and be proactive at
mai nt ai ni ng that piece of equipnent, even if it neans
taking it out of service briefly in order to naintain
it. So those are the unintended consequences that we
need to be careful that we | ook at.

But | would -- just |ooking at the netrics
that 1've seen on the web site, it appears to be true,
the ol d adage that what gets measured, gets managed,
and that the nunbers are noving well within the green.

MR. BROCKMAN: The key thing is managing to
t he indicator, not nmanaging the indicator.

STP. Not hi ng new.

Fire protection safeguards. Lots of
di scussion. W need the Phase Il sheets and how we're
goi ng to use those.

Probably a point, a |ot of people said an FAQ

for the STPs and how t hey get used and sharing the
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i nformati on woul d be sonething valuable. This then
pl ayed on the discussion that we had in the Pls of the
second edge to that sword.

When you get the FAQs, it establishes another
whol e data set, and really the optinmal solution would
be the FAQG to be interimlessons, and then you go in,
and on a recurring basis, upgrade the baseline
docunent ati on associ ated there so you don't need this
conpendi um on t he side.

There was al so di scussi on on event response
versus the need for a CCCDP insights. And it becones a
very, very interesting dilema when you get into event
response as to what's going on and the need for it to
be able to put a risk perspective on an event, which
will call different than being able to crunch a risk
nunber.

Because if you' ve got an ongoi ng event, NRC
is not going to wait 24 hours to decide whether it is
going to get involved with that event. That will be
done in a couple of hours; three or four.

I s that an uni ntended consequence of this new

process as to what type of risk expertise a utility's
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got to have available to at |least cone up and let's
tal k about what are we talking about. |Is this white
issue? Is this green issue? 1Is this yellow issue?

And start putting some of your perspective on there. |
don't know, but it was a part of discussion that went
on because | know within Region IV, we have shared with
our utilities that our internal expectations w th our
SRAs is to be able to put an initial topical, broad,
per spective on an ongoi ng event within four hours. And
we wll use that to reach a response decision off that.
MR. LAURIE: | have a question. And this may
be goi ng back just a nonment, but on all these
di scussions we're going to have regardi ng the col or
issue. And froma public perspective, that's at the
very top of, certainly, ny list. | know what the
summary sheets say about the definition of the col ors.
What did the red say? Could | get sonebody to give ne
a copy of the reds? Are they far nore detail ed than
what the summary sheets say about what the col ors nean?
MR. BORCHARDT: There are sone --
MR. LAURIE: The program the process.

MR. BORCHARDT: There are no regul ations on
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this program

MR. LAURIE: Well, when you tal k about white,
when you tal k about operating out of the standard, is
there sonething nore detailed than what I'mreading in
the summary? If so, | need to see that.

MR. PLISCO Yes. The detail is really
inmplied in what has been significance in terns of the
process itself. Jimcan probably tell you. When they
go through an analysis, there's specific tables in the
back when they do their risk analysis, and for an
i nspection finding on --

MR. LAURIE: Well, what --

MR. PLISCO W have an inspection nanual
chapter, it's called. It has the details.

MR. BROCKMAN: If you don't have a copy of
t hose --

MR. LAURIE: |I'mlooking for sonething a | ot
| ess conplex than that, because one of the challenges
bei ng faced in the discussion regarding the col or
coding, going fromgreen to white -- and | know we're
going to get into this -- is the stakehol der's

perspective, is it significant?
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If you're able to say it is not significant,
the public will understand that. The legislatures wll
understand that. The governor will understand that.

It makes it easier for industry to deal with. Just
operating outside the specific standard doesn't
necessarily make it significant.

And so I'mworried if there's a two-sentence
definition rather than the one-sentence definition that
| should be reading that |I'm not.

MR. FLOYD: \Where's the one you're reading
out of now? That new ray 15497

MR. LAURIE: No. The --

MR. BROCKMAN: The inspection report. The
one page --

MR LAURIE: And that nakes no nmention of the
term"significant,” so that ad which routed we're
unable to stand up and say it's white, but this isn't a
significant deal, because that termis not a term of
art that is being utilized. And nmy guess is nmaybe we
want us to be able to say that.

MR. GARCHOW Especially on the Pls where we

just done the framng of it, it's just five -- the
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bottom five percent of data that was available in a
t hree-year period. There was no relative -- | mean,
all of the data, even the 100 percent data, were plants
that were operating safely, but just by virtue of a
construct of the programto give an indicator of where
the NRC m ght get sone val ue out of | ooking further.

We col or the indicator white when you're
outside 95 percent of the industry. A hundred percent
of the industry could be operating with five decades of
margin to safety, and those |ower five out of a hundred
pl ants took white out of this population. So there
really is, in many of the indicators, no safety
significance to being that the green to white threshold
on the white m ght.

MR LAURIE: | would like us to engage in

sonme di scussion about the term "significance" and see

if that will help us at all.

MR. BROCKMAN: | see | didn't shape these
words - -

MR SHADIS: It's out of control. |It's like

tourette's syndrone, only just a --

(Laught er)
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" mwondering if the issue really isn't how
this is reported. It isn't a conmunication issue as
opposed to how does it affect plant operations; safety.
How does it affect change with the plant? Now | have
big issues with that. [|'ve got two exanpl es here, and
| just want to just toss themout and as a concrete
physi cal exanple of how it cones to us, the public.
kay. And these are news accounts, so you'll have to -
- |1 didn't have tinme to get the LERs and what ever went
with this, but, okay.

At the Sumrer plant, you had a steamdriven
energency-feed water punp inoperable during power
operations. And this was rated as an issue of
"substantial inportance to safety and awarded a col or
yel | ow. "

At M1l stone, you had a turbine-driven
auxiliary-feed water punp out. Failure was
characterized as a |low to noderate safety significance,
and awarded a white. And | don't know how nuch
information is in the LERs, but you know, when the
public sees this, we either go to the news accounts and

what statenments are made by NRC spokesnmen, or we go to
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the web site and we pull up the LER And we can't see
the difference in these two events, and yet they're
awarded -- one is not a particularly safety
significance. The other one is, you know -- and I'm
| ooking at this and |I'm going, "Well, what's going on?"

MR. TRAPP: The key to that was when we
i ssued our white when we saw a potentially hel pful for
Sumrmer. W said people are going to have questions
about this. So we |ooked into the event. And the
reason is primarily the duration. | mean, one was out
for a long period of time. One was out for a short
period of tinme. |If you have a piece of equi pnent out
for a short period of tinme, it's inherently less risk
significant than having it out for a long period of
tinme.

So while in this case we were |ucky 'cause
that was the case, there's going to be other cases
where you're going to have a turbine-driven punp out
at, let's say, Beaver Valley One and that woul d be
di fferent than Beaver Valley Two, because Beaver Vall ey
One has a dedicated feed punp that backs up Ccks feed.

So you can't, you know, just by |ooking at a
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pi ece of equipnent, different plants are going to have
different risk associated with it.

The inmportant thing, | think, is that we get
the risk categorized correctly for that plant. And |
think in this case that's what we did.

MR. SHADI S: There's another factor that goes
into this, too. At MIIlstone, they did surveillance on
this punp and it wasn't operating correctly. They had
problems with it. They said to hell with it. They
buttoned things up and ran it.

Now, to me, you know, as a nenber of the
public who wants the conpany to do their very best,
this is, you know, this borders on intentional. It's
i ke, you know, a real failure of judgenent on their
part, to say the |east.

Whereas, in the other case, | didn't find it
inthe article, but it may or may not have fallen
within the intervals of surveillance, maintenance and
i nspection, however you would say. So --

MR. TRAPP: At MII|stone, you get the news
clip, but you don't get all the details. | nean, sone

of the details at MII|stone, whereas they did the
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surveillance test and the governor was sluggish, did,
in fact, pass the surveillance test. So they did their
surveillance test, took their data, passed the test,
and upon shutdown is where they believe the governor
becanme a part of it. So, you know, there's always nore
to a story than probably what's printed. | think
there's probably nore to that story.

MR. SHADIS: | understand that. And I

appreci ate your explanation of it, but | think -- |
guess what |I'mgetting to is, when these things are
reported out, that our sense at this point is we don't

have enough i nformati on.

You know, when | | ooked at the red indicator
for Indian Point Two, | said, "There goes the
objectivity.” They got a red because of the political

heat .

MR. TRAPP: W were absolutely involved in
t hat one, too, and | don't think we had a red because
of political heat at all.

MR SHADIS: In tines past --

MR. TRAPP: The risk analysts were kind of

| eft al one, and we showed up with a nunber, and we
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defended the nunber. So | think, personally, it was a

MR SHADIS: | can only tell you that in
ti mes past where you had steam generator do failures,
it was no big deal. You know, | don't want to nmake
that too tight a thing -- nail that too tightly, but we
di d have NRC spokesnen coning out and saying, well, you
know -- as they did it in Indian Point Two. They said,
"There really is no public safety significance here."
This had no rel ease and ta dah, everything worked.
Everything worked. They told themto shut down so,
fine. And then a few nonths later, out rolls the
hi ghest award you can give that plant.

And to us, you know, right away, there's no
consi stency and we're wondering where the objectivity
iS.

MR KRICH If | could, Ray, ask a question.
What would it look Iike? Wat would a good press
rel ease or a good discussion | ook |like so that you
could figure out what was goi ng on?

Because I'min the industry, when you read ne

those two pieces, ny i medi ate thought was not know ng
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t hose two was probably that one was out for a |ot
| onger than the other one was. And that turned out to
be, because | know how the process works. But as a
menber of the public, what would it |ook |ike? Could
you give ne an exanple of what sonething woul d | ook
i ke that would give you enough information so you
coul d reach a reasonabl e concl usi on?

MR. SHADI S: Maybe. Let ne just say that
you're on the right track with that thing. One of
t hose punps was out for 48 days or sonething. W'd
offset that with the conpany's failure, and the
mai nt enance and surveillance then on the other one, but
-- and it goes, | think, to maybe to what M. Laurie
was saying that, when we see these reports, we don't
really have a good understandi ng of how t hat category
was awar ded.

And if there were -- | don't know what (?) ten
points that were in English and easy to understand.
These are the things that we | ook at in order to grade
the severity of this or the safety significance.

MR. PLISCO Have you got this issue

captured? | think it's a good issue. There nust be a
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change in how these issues are communi cated in the

cont ext .

MR. SHADIS: And they're not.

MR PLISCO Tied to this, too, is that we've
had an issue -- it's really the sane issue,

communicating with the utility how we reached our
conclusion to make sure that's clear in the context
that we put it in.

Now we' ve done sone things, | know in Region
1, even at the Phase IIl part of the process before we
had the regul atory conference to nake sure everyone
under st ands what the assunptions were in trying to
reach that risk significance decision

MR. CAMERON. Just before we go on to you,
just wanted to check in with the group. 1In these
di scussions of the Regional neeting, there's a | ot of
i ssues comng up, and I just wanted to point out one
thing that Mary pointed out to ne is that these are not
only issue categories. The issue mght inply that
there's sonething wong or there's a concern, but data
categories of what m ght be working well, also. So I

just put that up there.
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But sonme of the summaries that are com ng out
at the regional neetings, | nmean, they may be issues
and i nportant issues that you want to deal wth, but
this whole utility and stakehol der expectati ons,
perceptions of the towers; how they're expl ai ned,
what's the rel ationship; the use of terns |ike
"significant.” This seens |ike this is going to be a
big issue for all of you, and I'mjust putting these
under what |I'mcalling annal flags, |ike you m ght want
to come back and pay nore attention instead of keeping
track of everything.

MR. SCHERER: | just want to nake clear to
you that we need to be careful wi th discussion.
heard Dave say, well, five percent remenbers just the
bottom five percent of the performance. Nobody says
that's unsafe, and all the plants could be safe or
could be well within the safe range, and this just
happens to be the bottomfive percent.

Separately | heard Ray indicate, "Wll, you
know, I live near MII|stone and we want that to be the
very best perfornmer.” And that's the issue that |'ve

been trying to raise. Unless you' ve lived in Lake
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Whebegone where all the kids are above average, you
know, there's going to be a bottomfive percent. And
there are stakehol ders that don't want to |live next to
t he nucl ear power plant that's in the bottomfive
percent. They all want to |ive next to the nucl ear
power plant that's in the top five percent. And we
create that issue.

And the reason I'"'mbringing it up again is
because this is the issue of the green to white
threshol d; the way we've defined it in the process. By
not risk informng it, but by just doing it the 95-5.
That issue will live with us as long as that's the
green to white threshold or as I ong as we debate noving
that threshold to stay with the 95-5. So that's why |
want to make sure it gets onto the parking lot and will
remain a perception issue. W won't solve it, but it
will remain a perception issue.

MR. GARCHOWN And that causes the unintended
consequences, all kinds of mischief, if you wll,
around being able to conmunicate it, being able to
manage to it, and there's nothing about that that's

ri sk i nforned.
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MR SHADIS: |I'd kind of like to clarify our
perception on this. First, | live a mle-and-a-half
down wi nd of Main Yankee. W call that a good plant.
Plus a dead wind. But even then we have issues.

It's not just whether these plants are ranked
in the bottomfive percent of a category that is
overwhel m ngly safe or, you know. 1It's not that. It's
al so for stakehol ders a question of whether or not this
is drawi ng adequate attention from NRC, and whet her or
not there is real enforcenent, and whether or not the
conpany i s paying adequate attention to realizing the
safety significance or trying to do a tenporary fix, or
brush by, or wait until next refueling, or whatever it
may be, you know, that mtigates them attacking
what ever the problem may be.

So it's -- it's specific to the itemthat's reported,
you know, not just to whether or not you think overal
the plant is safe or not safe.

MR GARCHOW |I'mtrying to conme to closure
on this scares ne.

(Laught er)

Though the last topic we di scussed was
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assessnment and a | ot of what we've been discussing
right here. You get STP and you get assessnment. And
as we can see very quickly, they becone quite
intertwwned. It's very hard to separate the two. One
directly affects the other. Wat are sonme of the major
concerns that came up, conmunications with the public,
| think we've pretty well beat on that one.

Action matrix rigidity/action matrix
predictabilities/action matrix flexibility, that the
need to be able to be predictive, but that predictivity
al so has sone boundaries to it as to what you can do.

It doesn't say you're going to do, you know, for
exanple, if | turn up a degraded cornerstone, it
doesn't say I'mgoing to go out and do 240 hours of

i nspection. It says depending upon the issue, it wll
be anywhere from40 to 240 and you have to have sone
basis into that. And there's a big difference for
anyone who hasn't.

| know all the utilities fully appreciate the
di fference between a 40 and 240 hour inspection effort.
And that's a significant difference. And you' ve got to

be able to communicate that right. Getting
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conmuni cation -- what's the decision as to the |evel of
effort that you're placing in there. The timneliness
that's associated with that. You get into the aspect -
- we tal ked earlier about the resources that are
avai l abl e. How quickly can the agency now generate a
foll owup inspection for a particular issue and it's
gquite a bit dependent upon the significance of the
issue. Certainly, the higher the significance, the
gui cker we're going to respond to it.

Al so, what is it that we should be out there.
Looking at if the programis to go out and | ook at the
| icensee's corrective actions that are inplenented,
you' ve got to give them enough tine to inplenent the
corrective actions. |If you're out there doing your own
i ndependent re-cause analysis that required you to be
out earlier. So there's a lot of things that were
di scussed in there that there is still a great deal of
flexibility within the action matrix, within certain
prescri bed boundaries, and nmaking sure that's
under st ood.

The | ast issue we tal ked about under

"assessnment” was the concept of conpliance versus
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prioritization mnor violations are still violations
and conpliance needs to be re-established. Wereas,
| ong-termcorrective actions to preclude it recurring
again is a prioritization issue.

If it's mnor, it's very snmall and it makes
no difference if this signature, perhaps, is not nmade
agai n, then maybe you can prioritize the issue that the
corrective action can take a little | onger.

If it's an issue related to equi pnent
operability and making sure that this piece of
equi pnent will operate when it's called upon, that's
sonmet hing you deal with right then. You don't wait
until the next refueling outage or sonmething |ike that.
O you' ve got appropriate conpensatory actions and if
the automatic starter's not there or you've posted
operators there who's specific duty is part of that.
|"m pul ling some exanples off the top of ny head, the
different dilenma that you're in.

And there was a very interesting discussion
going on within that arena, conpliance versus
prioritization. Understanding there's still the

overall requirenment to cone into conpliance with the
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regul ations, irrespective of the significance of the
assessnment or the significance of the enforcenent
finding that's associated with that.

Any ot her topics you' ve got?

MR. SCHERER  Yeah, on the assessnent area,
it was thrown out towards the end of the workshop about
should we have a tine period for the length of tine
that a ... stays in the action matrix. R ght now,
we've got white, yellow, and red findings that all stay
there for a year.

A concept was thrown out that may be a red
ought to stay there really until it's fixed, naybe a
yel l ow stays for a year, but maybe a white coul d be
sone | esser tine interval and that mght alleviate this
concern or this unintended consequence of having one
white, now you set up for a degraded cornerstone, given
that a white still has relatively |ow safety
significance associated with it.

MR. FLOYD: That was what | was going to
bring up as well. | think that was a good, creative
i dea and sonet hing we ought to ook at. That canme from

t he NRC?
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MR. SCHERER  Yes, it did.

MR. FLOYD: May | take from your point?

MR BROCKMAN:  Now, we were blessed with
having Mary there and |1've sort of waited to call upon
Mary for sone cap stone, which she's usually pretty
good at bringing things in an overall perspective. So
that was different than a true public -- an inforned
menber of the public wi thout any preconceived
st akehol der al | egi ances to be responsive to. So |I'd be
interested in your sharing your experience.

M5. FERDIG Well, | think that your sunmmary
of the content deals in line with ny observations. |
think the only thing I would add to that was what |
t hought was an effective format of the plenary session
and the kind of discussion that occurred, and the
vari ous points that were surfacing that reflected

di fferent perspectives and sone conversation around

that, that | thought felt constructive. It was a good
nmeet i ng.

MR. FLOYD: |'ve got one other issue that did
cone out and that was in the STP area that there -- and
| mght be confusing it with Region Il, but | think it
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probably canme up out of Pices. There was quite a bit
of confusion, | think on the part of the |licensees and
the NRC staff as to how nmuch communication is really
al l oned or avail abl e between the licensee and the NRC
during the Phase Il eval uation and when does the clock
start. The licensee said it was obviously very easy to
talk to the inspection teamwhile they were on-site and
gi ve them suppl enental information, but then once they
left site, they weren't sure of what the process was
before the prelimnary finding cane out to get the NRC
any additional information. 1In fact, sone were
convinced there wasn't a process for doing that. It
appeared to be the door was closed once the team | eft
site and they were trying to get a read on whet her that
was i ntended or not or whether that was just their
per cepti on.

MR. LAURIE: Wat was the answer?

MR. FLOYD: | don't -- | think the answer was
-- that was given was -- and | think it was a regiona
adm nistrator that said, "Well, if you ever have nore

addi tional information before the report cones out, by

all nmeans, pick up the phone and call your counterpart
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at the region and give them you know, the updated
information. But it's not --. Now, obviously, at sone
point the NRC staff's in the process of witing their
report, they can't be considering and reconsidering

i nformati on.

MR. BROCKMAN: Yes, we can. It wll delay
the output, but if -- | nmean, the answer that was given
was the first point of contact is the team | eader for
that team The second point of contact is the branch -
-chi ef responsors of that team The third point of
contact are the SRAs who have, certain within our
regi on, gone to each site and established personal
relationships with the risk staff nmenbers at those
individual sites. And if that doesn't work, then you
start going into the executive managenent of the
region. But if there are factual inferences -- if
factual information is identified that could change the
consideration, it is never too late to bring new facts
to the table. There is a point at which tine you say
phil osophically as to the assessnment we're going to
make on that, you're bringing nothing newto the table.

We'll go into the formal nmethods at this stage of the
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ganme, but it's never too late for facts.

MR. LAURIE: And there's no rules, Ken.
There's no noticing rules, no neeting rules. [If an
operator wants to call up at the inspector and say,
pi ck up the phone and say, "I need to have a cup of
coffee with you and further explain" --

MR. BROCKMAN: I n fact, there are regul ations
and that door is totally open at all tinmes for
anything. | nmean, that falls really within our
al l egation process and it's very much open door at any
stage of the ganme to cone to the agency, to the NRC
residence, to get a hold of any nenber of the agency
and present any technical concerns that you' ve got.

And that is very nmuch mandated by regul ation that those
channel s are avail abl e.

MR, BLOUGH: In terns of after the inspectors
have left the site, the licensee wants to provide
additional information, they can call and provide the
addi tional information, because that's really part of
the -- they're trying to provide additional information
for the inspection just as if they were on-site. So,

it depends on the nature of the information provided.
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Then once our report goes out, that's the report of the
i nspection that should have considered, you know, all
the information they brought. And we do discipline our
i nspectors to try to conplete the inspection, get al
the information they need by the tinme they | eave the
site if that's the plan. If it's not one of those ones
where they | eave and conme back again. But after they
| eave the site, they should be open to receive
additional information until, yeah, really it's too
|ate to change the report. And then we would go into a
nore formal process after.

MR. BROCKMAN: That does set up a very
interesting dilemma which we've tal ked about on the
tinmeliness. The tension that you' ve got between trying
to get a product out in a tinely manner. That's
certainly an expectation we have with respect to
performance. W believe that is sonmething that public
has an interest in that they can get tinely feedback on
an issue and as to where it's at versus the absol ute
techni cal accuracy associated with the issue. There is
no event that goes on that is just very sinple, that

you can go to one little database and there's all the
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data. A mtigated plant is exactly that. Everything
ties in to everything and the nore you -- it's sort of
like taking the skin off of a golf ball. | nean, you
can't believe how many tines things wind around there
and everything else, and howit all interplays with
each other. And that's a very interesting tension that
goes along with respect to our ability of finding out
the public's confidence. | nean, if we go out with a
finding very quick and just go with a conservation cal
-- I"'mgoing to call this white thing very nuch, and
then we'll get enough data to determ ne whether it is.
And you find out that 90 percent of the tine, the
whites that you go out with becone greens. | would
prentice that that's probably not going to give the
public a | ot of confidence in the accuracy of our
assessnment process. And, in fact, it could lead to
sonmeone saying oh, well, as soon as it gets further
down the line, you get conprom sed because you're
continually retreating fromyour initial position. So
there's a ot of reasons to cone out with what you
truly believe is a solid, defendable position on your

first cut out as opposed to, you know, just going ultra
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conservative. Because ultra conservative --

MR. LAURIE: No question. But once it is in
witing, to change it takes a | ot of explanation.

MR. BROCKMAN: We're certainly living in the
m dst of that.

MR. SETSER. Let ne point out, I'"mlistening
here. This is a very interesting conversation and, in
fact, | think probably to the heart of a |lot of a
coupl e of issues of what he just tal ked about. But
remenber, what we're trying to do is to insure that the
oversight process that's put in place mnimzes |oose
ends to the point where the public's going to have a
perception that there's a enlarging public safety. And
the particular point that was brought out in terns of
what to report, as long as we have a normal oversi ght
process and we're dealing with the performance
i ndicators as neasured at a particular facility, that's
one culture. If | was going to be arguing with sone
di scussions as to how far you go with what you don't
do, but the mnute that you --feed nore into the
energency responding of things if very critical and

very crucial that you don't limt yourself to an
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artificial sheet of music that's in witing and say,
"That's all we're going to say and that's all we're
goi ng do," because then you really are going to have a
situation where NRC doesn't know what's going on. A
governor of a state may not know what's going on. And,
believe it or not, you know, the NRC and the governor
of the state do talk back and forth. So, if you have
the | ong sheet of information, then you see such
headl i nes as "Governor is kept in the dark about this
situation.” So that's that |oose hand hold out there
that allows people to jerk onto it and say we're not
using the process correctly because you' ve got,
obviously, a difference in safety. | know there's a
| ot of other communi cations that go on other than just
what's witten down on the sheet, but the danger is
that you put it in witing, you ve created an
artificial tool and you limt your ability. And that
may not have too much of a risk during the normnal
oversi ght process, but when it comes closer to an event
which is nore news worthy -- it's nore energency
response related, where there are a |ot of other folks

that get involved other than just in the regulatory

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

87
process of things. And I think those are very
inmportant. So | think this is a very right-on
di scussion and | know there are a | ot of comunication
i ssues you' Il never solve because they're just

differences in culture, but this is particularly a

perti nent one, | think.
MR. BROCKMAN: | think it's a good thing for
us to look at. | believe the agency and their program

has, wi thout a doubt, tried to establish a --bungee
board by which they would make a decision to respond to
an event. And that's different than the final
assessment you may cone up with on the significance of
the event. We will get engaged very early, and then go
into our --. W may launch an inspection and come back
and say, when it was all over and done with, that it
wasn't a significant event. It was a green event. And
| think that's proper to keep that |evel of

comuni cations. But for us to have a feeling is that
right? 1Is that threshold -- is there sonething in

pl ace that establishes the right type of
differentiation of a type of an area we may have not

| ooked at yet in our parking |ot somewhere. You know,
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we' ve been focusing on the inspection and everything
else. It may be response ought to be another area and
how that relates to the current --event that we shoul d
just quickly say, yeah, they're on the right path and
the right type of processes.

MR. FLOYD: As Ken pointed out earlier, we
tend to be problemsolvers and all we are identifying
so far are all the things that aren't working quite
right with the new oversi ght process. Region IV was
the only region so far that's done this, although
think Region | is planning on doing it tois trying to
capture what are sone of the things that are working
right.

MR. PLISCO Yeah, ny input |'ve prepared,
|"ve tried to capture at least the things that |'ve
heard in our public workshops.

MR. FLOYD: Yeah, | think it would be easy
just to focus on all the negatives, and then the
conclusion of this evaluation we've got all these
negati ves and say, "Oh, gee, the process is no good.
Look at all the problens.” So I don't know how we do

that, but at sonme point along the |ine we've got to
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bal ance the other side of the equation and say, "Ckay.
W' ve got problens, but on balance, is this thing
wor ki ng or acceptable.”

MR. PLISCO Yeah, but try to do that in the
group of skeptical inspectors.

MR BLOUGH: We've just had our inspector
sem nar and the inspectors are dramatically nore
positive on the programoverall than they were a year
ago, say. There were still attacking issues, you know,
intrying to get at things where it need to be
i nproved, but it's alnost ironic because the inspectors
at the sem nar were saying things like, "Wll, it's
working well. W' ve been able to develop the issues at
pl ants such as 1 P2, Fitzpatrick, and MII|stone Two. So
the inspectors are feeling it's working in those cases
whi ch, you know, it's ironic because it underscores
what you say about being able to conmuni cate and get
across why it cane out the way it did and if we think
it's objective, you know, why we think -- why it's
obj ecti ve.

MR GARCHOW Look at the difference in

comuni cation. Three years ago, you'd have to go drive
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by sone plant to a public docunent room |eaf through
huge --self-reports, and enforcenent reports, and spend
a day or two at the library to try to present sonme sort
of independent view of what was happening with this
pl ant. Today, you can |log on your conputer from
anywhere in the world and at | east see sone objective
evi dence, read the |last inspection reports, see these
green and white findings. And, | nean, in a matter of
ten m nutes, soneone |ike Raynond can get a picture of
the entire nuclear industry in the United States that
has sone criteria. W can debate the fine points of
the criteria, but at least it's done in sone consistent
manner. And three years ago, you didn't have a chance
to do that. So we focus on the problens, but fromthe
bal ance of where we were conpared to where we are now
and being -- everybody being able to get a snapshot and
burrow i nt o whatever detail you want relatively
efficiently, it's night and day.

MR SHADIS: Ch, if it were only that easy.
MR. GARCHOW Conpared to that, | don't know
what you did three years ago, but you' d spend a | ot of

time at the library.
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MR. SHADIS: We did; |ocal public docunent
room And the days when there was paper comng in, the
it was a matter of going down periodically and |eafing
through it. There is no mechanismfor |eafing through
t he Adans document system There's no way you can
casual ly peruse what's in there and see what's
happening with i ssues. And, you know, there are plenty
of exanples. At Main Yankee, in the six nonths the
time that plant went on-line, NRC had identified cable
separation issues and el ectrical separation issues, and
they resurfaced periodically over time until '92, '93.
And t he conmpany had proposed solutions. There were
requests for information. The solutions were
unsati sfactory. The work was never done. And in '96
t hat was one of the issues that broke the canel's back
and the plant went down. Not |ong after making 3, 800
new | abels for trays and cabl e bundl es, whatever,
because nobody had any idea. And | -- but the thing
that was easy for us under that systemwas to track
that. You know, we had docunents referencing
docunents. W were able to |eaf back through it even

t hrough the fiche system And today, we're trying to

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

92
track a sinple deconm ssioning operation and which is
not hi ng conpared to an operating plant; shouldn't be.
And it's al nost inpossible using the current electronic
system | hope it will get to be as good as you say.
And I will acknow edge, though, that for a -- as you
say, yes, you can get the LER instantly or, you know,
whatever it may be. But | -- | took your tine to tel
you that because |'m hoping that's one of the things
that's addressed. | know that's one of the things NRC
was very proud of was that you could put up a chart and
say this plant performance and, you know, have your
color indicators. You could see it in a mnute. And
|"m hoping that it will be devel oped and be sonething
nore than that.

MR. FLOYD: Main Yankee is not under this
system so they're not on the color charts that Dave
referred to. | nean for the issues that you' re talking
about. You wouldn't find decomm ssioning issues.

MR SHADIS: No, no, no. W are on a
di sconnect because | was taking historical exanples of
Mai n Yankee when it was an operating plant and the way

we were able then to track issues and satisfy oursel ves
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as to whether or not they were bei ng addressed, not
bei ng addressed, you know, what the essential status
was. And |I'mhoping that as this information is
presented to the public that it will growin ternms of
the real information that is conveyed.

MR PLISCO |Is this a good time for a 15
m nute break? Of the record.
(OFf the record at 10:14 a.m, and reconvened at 10: 42
a.m, this date.)

MR. CAMERON. -- under these panel flags

besi de the one, but the whol e perspective on --a powers

is that how do we evaluate what is working well. Wth
this working well, what are the attributes of working
well. Can we learn anything fromthe working well that
m ght -- although we m ght not be recomrendi ng

solutions, do any of the working well attributes,
what ever, tell us anything about what m ght not be
working well. And Mary and a few others of you have
raised this, so I've put that up there as a second
issue. That's all | wanted to say.

MR. PLI SCO Thank you. The |ast workshop

we're going to talk about is Region II. 1'Il go ahead
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and start off with that discussion. W issued our
nmeeting summary Friday. | have you an excerpt of the
i ssues. You should have that on your desk. The one
that starts with "the summary of neeting e-vac issues.”
And I'Il just wal k through some of these. Performance
indicators -- that was kind of a m xed response in
di scussi ons about the frequency of changes to the PI
Sonme thought it was too frequent and it would create a
burden on the -- and this was nostly fromthe utility
perspective -- burden on the utility staff in keeping
up with the changes. But other people said when they
had a question, they wanted an answer yesterday. |
don't think there was a consensus. Steve was there.
don't think we reached a consensus on what was the way
to go. There was sonme concerns about the changes in
the process. Discussion of the frequently asked
guestions, mainly had to do with unavailability and
sonme of the issues involved with that set of
performance indicators. There was a di scussion on
trying to nake the frequently asked questions, the
responses nore generic because it is kind of a m snoner

to call it frequently asked questions. They're really
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not frequently asked questions. They're very specific,
site specific, case by case issues. And there was
quite a bit of discussion on the potential msuse for
t hose where a plant may see an answer, and take it out
of context, use part of an answer when the full
situation didn't apply to them and those ki nds of
situations. W tal ked about that. Apparently there
was some kind of effort. Steve tal ked about to | ook at
maybe providing nore generic answers and responses, and
general issues that are raised to try to help in that
area. There was discussion of trying to get the
definitions of performance indicator simlar to the
other activities that go on to collect perfornmance
i ndicator data. And | know that's an ongoing effort
with the internal clean up to help the utilities on a
report; information and use the sanme set of
definitions. Early in the -- process, there was a
guestion regarding enforcenent of Pl errors. W had a
good bit of discussion on that. | would say the
general consensus is the current policy that's in place
is reasonable and I think -- | don't think there's rea

di sagreenent with that. | know there were early
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concerns of what would happen if --barriers were found
and how they woul d be handled. W can al ways re-
enphasi ze that the inportance of that data being
correct and accurate.

MR. FLOYD: | think as the feedback we were
hearing, while there was a |ot of early concern on that
with the tenporary instruction which told the
i nspectors to focus on verifying the varsity of the
Pls, early on in the program | think a |ot of
| icensees feel much nore confortable now that they've
identified where nost of the issues and di sconnects
were so they feel less vulnerable to get the --point
ni ne i ssues.

MR. BORCHARDT: There haven't been nany

i ssues.

MR. FLOYD: No, there haven't been any,
right. | think that's why the confort level is pretty
good, yeah

MR, PLISCO There was a di scussi on of
surveillance periods and inpact, the fault exposure
time, and the T over 2 issue. |'ve heard that at a

nunber of workshops and what the inpact of that is.
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And, again, that gets back to the issue of having to do
wi th unavailability indicator.

MR GARCHOW So ~-- this struck ne as
unusual maybe because | hadn't thought about ever
t hi nking of doing that. But | nmean, so the issue is
that maybe this is how | understand, maybe -- well,
kind of saying if sonebody has a white or red and you'd
say okay, | had six surveillance tests in 92 days, but
if I doit every 45 days and it fails, and | do ny
fault exposure tine through the process, it's not
enough to color it white and is that --

MR PLISCO Right. And this -- and I think
this is a natural rub right now, where the agency's
regul ations aren't risk inforned and the process is,
now. You know, there nmay be sone techni cal
specifications that time is not risking for and the
surveillance frequency isn't. And | think it's raising
sone of these questions on this frequency and sone of
t he surveill ance tests.

MR KRICH It's the issue when if you have
an 18 nmonth surveillance, you only do it on 18 nonths,

and it fails, you're definitely in white and

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

98
potentially in yellow. You're not -- you can't get --
you have no choi ce.

MR. GARCHOWN And sone of the surveillance
you know, the tech specs say during review. They don't
say 18 nonths, so you absolutely can't do them any
ot her period but during refueling.

MR, HLL: | think that's conpounded, too, by
you can have that fail, the operator could still take
reasonabl e action, but you can't count it for
unavail ability hours. You've still got to consider
t hat as unavai l abl e.

MR. PLISCO Right. And that's another
di scussion related to that performance indicator
program Right now it doesn't give credit for operator
action that there is operator action that can take
pl ace to restore the equi pnent in a reasonabl e anount
of time. Right now, they cannot --. M/ question was,
whet her it should or not. -- they don't tal k about the
ones that generated it. Mst of the discussion --

In the inspection area, there was a | ot of
di scussi on about non-colored issues. | think there was

soneone that asked whether it's a new enforcement
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category or a new -- essentially a newcolor, if | call
it a non-color. A lot of discussion of how those --
now and how there's none. How issues are generated.

MR. GARCHOWN You know, on that, that's
probably a good one for comunication. | nean for
Raynmond's point, it's hard to stand up in public and
have an intellectual discussion about a non-col or or
col or.

MR PLISCO  Yes.

MR. CAMERON. You can't get those.

MR. FLOYD: That's what he's saying to ne.

MR. GARCHOW There's at | east one since now
on the web site where a bunch of no color findings have
been categorized now and rolled up into a --green top
code. You' ve seen the first exanple of a multiple
nunber of non-col ored findi ngs having col or.

MR. GARCHOW So on the web page there mnust

be an invisible box. | have allowed --
MR. PLISCO And you're right. | think it is
a comuni cation issue. W went -- about how you can

get them and | think once you | ook at the NRC process

if you can understand how you felt some of those wll
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fall out and it is a relatively new and | ow nunber, but
there are sone issues that fall out that's a non-color.
There are sone commruni cation problenms with that.

There was a di scussion about what was ternmed in
here and ternms at the workshop as "cherry-picking," and
this is an inspector rating of the |licensees current
action programto find issues to put in an inspection
report. Sone of these may have al ready been identified
as maybe | ow safety significance, but it's stil
docunented as an issue in the report, and what the
policies and --correction report for that. And there
wer e concerns about that.

And there was a discussion -- a phil osophi cal
di scussion of whether -- it really doesn't apply just
to ROP, | think applied to the old programas well, is
woul d the NRC s actions -- taking issues that were
already identified by the utility and putting in a
report, and making an issue out of it, determning
self-identification issues. | think the point was
made, --it would. And | don't think that's a question
that really just applies of the new inspection program

| think it's a question of the old inspection program
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as wel | .

MR. BROCKMAN: Except that point that we
identified in argued. |If you' ve already got a white on
t he books, it certainly sets up an interesting dilema
for timng as to how quick you're going to do your
sel f-assessnent.

MR. PLISCO W already heard sonmeone comrent
about resources. W heard the same comment in our
wor kshop. Specific utilities that said that they're --
t hey saw hi gher charges than what they'd |ike to for
the NRC i nspection for the year.

There was a concern about the length of tinme the
processes use. This overlaps a little bit in the STP
process as far as identification in what we call
unresolved itens in an inspection. W may need sone
external assistance or assistance from headquarters how
| ong that takes, and whether that's tinely or not.

And sone issues about utility involvenent in the
process. Wen is there a point they get involved
before the issue is resolved or decided. For exanple,
in TIA or a -- what we call a task interface agreenent

with the headquarters office in a specific subject
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area. Wen is the proper tinme for the utility to get
i nvol ved before the final decision is nade in a public
way.

MR. GARCHOW That issue conmes up
occasionally, too, because -- and | think that's a real
i ssue that when you include NRRs you get that
perspective. Then the question if you have nore
information or where it's heading while you're in that
interface is conpletely done, you know, so it's not
seen by the |icensing.

MR. PLI SCO There were sone |icensee
representatives that were concerned about whether the
new i nspection report format provided enough
information for the public perspective. Because the
reports are slimer now. They're really only focused
on the nore significant issues. There's not a |ong
di scussion of low | evel issues |like we used to have,
and reports, and whether that would be perceived as
| ess information froma public perspective. | knowin
our region we haven't gotten a | ot of feedback on that
yet, but that's one of the areas we're | ooking at.

STP process, again we had issues with the Phase |
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work sheets. Until those final work sheets get out,
there's a lot of issues. You know, a |ot of the
utilities, and I know in Region Il, when issues cone
up, they like to work through it thenselves to see what
they get for an answer -- color -- as we're working in
parallel. And actually we found there were a coupl e of
utilities that didn't realize they couldn't use the
current Phase Il work sheets. They've been working
t hrough and, in fact, got different answers. So right
now, the sheets really aren't -- haven't been valid.
The new sheets aren't out yet, so the current sheets

aren't valid to use. It's caused sone conmuni cation
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pr obl ens.

Agai n, physical protection STP was an i ssue.
That's been, | think, in all the workshops.

The question about using frequently asked
guestions for STPs al so came up in our workshop.

Again, the difference between all ow ng operator
credit in the STP and the -- the performance
indicators. This raises an issue. Not only as a
practical issue, but as a comunication issue in

dealing with the public and how those issues are
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handl ed differently.

There was sone di scussion, too, on the process the
i nspectors use to determ ne whet her sonething is of
significance enough to put it in the inspection report.
We call those the G oup One, Goup Two, and G oup Three
guestions. Sone of them are subjective and di scussion
about the potential for inconsistency on how issues are
handl ed within a region or between the regi ons because
of those subjective questions.

MR, BLOUGH: We've got the sanme fromours at
the inspectors sem nar neeting. W got several
branches and the branches kind of |ook at those group
poi nt questions and read themeven a little
differently. So, we have inspectors standi ng up saying
-- presenting a finding to the group, you know, another
"y

i nspector sitting there saying, ve had essentially

the sane thing and it was m nor instead of green, so."
MR. PLI SCO. Assessnent enforcenment area,

there was a question raised about -- this was an

interesting question, if a licensee ended up crossing a

Pl threshold because of a willful violation of one of

their staff nenbers, how would we handl e that. It is a
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good question. No one had an answer. |It's a workshop.
But within the process --

MR. GARCHOW So |ike soneone signing off a

surveillance test that failed and -- and when you go
back and ook at it, and --1'mappalled at the exposure
pl an?

MR. PLISCO Yeah, | don't think anyone gave
a specific --

MR. FLOYD: Well, there is a real exanple

MR PLISCO Oh, is there one? OCh, | didn't
know t hi s.

MR FLOYD: | believe it's at Peach Bottom
They had a siren test which was contracted out to a
contractor and they found through their own internal
i nvestigation that the contractor was putting a junp --
a junper so that it always | ooked |ike a siren was on,
but of course you didn't know that the siren was on.

MR KRICH Plus they weren't doing the test.
They were signing off for it. So they were cross- the
records as well. It was just that they hadn't neasured
it. And then that caused themto go to white for

r epeat .
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MR. PLISCO So | guess Randy's got the
answer to that question, then.

MR. BLOUGH: Yeah, the way we approached it,
isit's awhite Pl. W're expecting to hear the
corrective action and then we're expected to do the
suppl emental inspection and then, you know, if there's
ot her things that come out of the investigation, now,
we'll handle in due course. But, | nean, we haven't --
we're handling it as a white Pl in doing this. W're
doi ng the sane thing.

MR KRICH In fact, as the --cycle
assessnment approaches, cane out and was identified that
there will be a supplenental inspection in the EP area
because of this.

MR. BORCHARDT: | nean, let's try for the Pls
is that they are, in fact, independent of the
i nspection program | nmean, |I'mnot really sure why
there's a lot of confusion on this. The issue of the
Pl's got to stand on its own.

MR. PLISCO But | think this gets back to
the original issue we put on the board is, there is a

phi | osophical difference, I think, and I've seen it in
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all the workshops between the way a lot of utilities
percei ve white issues, and the way the NRC perceives
white issues, and maybe the way the public perceives
the white issues; how inportant they are and what they
mean. And | think that's where a |lot of this rub cones
from

MR. FLOYD: | think another el enent of
confusion in this was the program has been couched as a
way of assessing the |licensees perfornmance, and here
was an individual performance, not a |icensee's
performance. So, do you have a licensee's perfornmance
i ssue or do you have an individual performance issue?
And there's uncertainty as to whether the perfornmance
i ndi cat or shoul d capture both.

MR. FLOYD: That is a question

MR. REYNOLDS: A bunch of individuals make up
a licensee --

MR. GARCHOW  You know, you always write your
mail to me, so | don't knowif that's true or not.

MR. FLOYD: | don't think there's a big
issue. | think there's a question nore than anything.

MR. PLISCO Really the last thing in this
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area was the tineliness of how we handl e greater than
green issues and how inportant it is to get those
i ssues through the process and disposition our -- |
know our track record has not been good, at least in
t he begi nning of the program but | mean, obviously,
those are the nore conplicated issues, and it takes a
while to work our way through them But our track

record hasn't been good yet in that area of getting

those out and handling themin a tinmely manner. |'m
not sure -- | can't speak for the other regions --
well, actually Bill could probably help us out. As an

agency, we're doing it, but it hasn't been good.

MR. BORCHARDT: Yeah, | know. [It's taking
| onger. Right now that's one of the concerns, | think,
the process needs to | ook at. Because ultinmately, at
least in ny view, that the real objective is to get the
problens fixed. | nmean there's an awful |ot of time on
the front end trying to define the significance of the
problem and if that ever interferes with correcting
the problem then we really have a problem | nean, we
can debate endlessly if we want to about the

significance, as long as the issue gets fixed. And
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that's what we're trying to take a look at is that
interval between issue identification and when it
actually gets fixed in the plant or, you know, whatever
the corrective action is. W need to nmake sure that
t hat period does not expand.

MR. FLOYD: |s anybody aware of any
uni ntended i npact on actually fixing the issue that the
argui ng over significance has had? 1'm not aware of
one.

MR PLISCO | think it's nore of a public
confidence issue, nostly, and maki ng sure once we
deci de what's going to take our action and make sure
that's out, you know, that's well conmunicated in what
the significance is, and what the NRC i s doing.

MR GARCHOW You don't contest the non-
conpliant. | nean, by definition, the |licensee has to
fix it. So then all your debating is --when. Because
if it's a non-conpliance, it's a non-conpliance.

MR. PLISCO | know we haven't had any issue
with the problemitself didn't get fixed pronptly.

It's really the deciding what it was that took a | ong

tinme.
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MR. SCHERER: |s there any exanple of a
licensee that it canme through as an issue once it was
identified, arguing the significance? |'m curious.

MR PLISCO W haven't had it.

MR. BLOUGH: W haven't had any of those. W
had one case where there was a white Pl at --Calver
Cl ose and we did the supplenental inspection and it
showed that the corrective actions weren't adequate.
And then that puts the NRC -- the inspector feels in a
bit of a quandary about what weight the inspection
report carries in that case. But once we did the
i nspection, the |licensee, you know, agreed what the
areas they had not really |ooked at, and they really
went after it very aggressively. So that was our
success.

MR. PLISCO And we had one issue going to
pilot where the utility vehenently di sagreed with out
position that it was an issue. They fixed it anyway.
And | think to this day, they still don't agree with
the issue that was raised, but they did correct it.

MR, SCHERER. |'mjust trying to determ ne

whether the reality fix is --, you know, say to fix the
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under |l ying i ssue and you can debate whether it was
white, or yellow, or green. But go fix the issue and
I"mtrying to understand whet her the real issues or al
of that is --

MR. BORCHARDT: To my know edge there aren't

any that corrective action has not been taken. | think
there's a second half to the issue, though. It gets
into resource utilization and efficiency. It takes

effort to resolve whether or not what the safety
significance of the issue was. And at sone point, the
fact that it's fixed, makes the argument neani ngl ess.

| nmean, it's not neaningl ess because there's a | ot of

i nterest on stakehol ders perspectives of whether the

i ssue's green, or white. But we're spending an awf ul

| ot of effort trying to agree to that. And is it worth
it?

MR. PLISCO And you'll see that issue
specifically spelled out in ny wite-up on what sone of
the issues are as to the resource expenditure on sone
of these. And trying to characterize it long after
it's been fixed; whether it's dimnishing resources.

MR. BROCKMAN: This is not new.
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MR PLISCO Yes. Yeah, this existed in the
ol d program

MR. BROCKMAN: The ol d program where did we
spend all of our tinme in endl ess debate as to whet her
you were a soft one or a two. Not whether you were a
two or a three. That's where all the debate went. W
spent a lot of time onit with the stakehol ders and the
uses of their neaning of this determ nation.

MR. PLISCO And there's sonme practi cal
internal issues within the NRC as far as --. You know,
the Jim T Trapp's of the world. W only have two of
those in every region. And it was a nmultitude of
i ssues that are being, what | call, tested and what the
significance of it is. And there's a lot of wrk and
re-work done. Their resources get tied up conpletely
on those issues. And there's other things we have a
risk analyst do is like | ooking ahead in what we're
going to -- inspection planning and other things we're
going to do; nore proactive type activities. But that
can get all our time tied up in these, what | call,
penci| sharpening exercises. They go back and forth.

MR. GARCHOW It's interesting that this
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i ssue just spins us right back to that.

MR. PLISCO Oh, yeah, it does.

MR GARCHOW Because on several of these
things that we're tal king about spin us right back
here.

MR. CAMERON. He needs a repeat of that
parking lot --

MR. GARCHOW In the end of GM spends, you

know, 40 inspector person hours debating whether it's
green or white, and all that you would do if it really
was white is send an inspector in for 32 hours to

val idate the corrective actions that are ongoing or
sound anyway. | nean --

MR. TRAPP: Well, a prinme exanple is any
point two steam generator red, yellow transition. It
didn't make any difference with the action matrix
whether it was red or yellow. You know, we woul d have
taken the sane actions regardl ess, yet we spent |ots of
effort in trying to determine red or yell ow.

MR. BORCHARDT: And we're seeing indications

that it's not a white, yellow, red threshold. There's

I icensees chall enging green issues. Right? | nean
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there is no threshol d.

MR. GARCHOW But the process has to allow --
| nmean the old process, it was violations. | nean, you
know, the process allows for disagreenent. And then
that's a healthy regul atory process, so there has to be
sonmething in the process that allows for disagreenent.
Now in the end, since this is all you're trying to
decide is the level of oversight and it's an internal
NRC process, | nean, in the end sone of the NRC s are
kind of saying this is what it is, and this is what
we're going to do. Because it is your internal process
for allocating inspector resources towards those plants
that are maybe drifting a little away and have i ssues.
It's not the industry's program

MR. PLISCO Is there anything else? Any
ot her issues?

MR. HILL: You covered nost of it. | nmean a
ot of it was very simlar to what we've heard fromthe
ot her agencies. | can't give you anything you haven't
covered. Were there ?

MR. PLISCO Yeah, there were a lot. Again,

| didn't nmention themin here. | tried to include sone
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of themin that wite-up that | provided. W'IIl go
over it in the next session. But there were a nunber
of --. But we had the sane discussion of that. The
sanme discussion | had with the inspectors at Region |
was we started tal king about the process and the
problens in the process. You know, we were usually
conparing the current process to perfection rather than
conparing the current process to what the old process
was. Sonetimes you fall into that trap. Once you
start asking, then | want to start asking the
i nspectors about, okay, now conpare it to what we were
doing two years ago and five years ago. They al
agreed it's a significant inprovenent; nmuch better.

But once you start generating trying to get the issues
and problens at hand, you get caught up in that
soneti nes.

MR. GARCHOW Was that the sane kind you saw
in yours, Steve, in yours where there are tal ks about
the positive aspects of it? O did they i mediately
just get into let's generate the list of all the issues

MR. REYNOLDS: In fact, once we started out
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with every session listing the positives, and then
areas for inprovenent. Rod and | just focused on the
t hi ngs needing to be inproved upon. There were -- |
think there were nore positives. The bigger picture
positive is in the nore detailed or nore focused areas
to work on.

MR. BROCKMAN: The nore they're |l earning the
program and what we'll allow themto do and how it
will allowthemto focus, the greater the positive
feedback that I'mgetting fromthe resident staff.
They -- | think they end at region bay staff also. |
think they all see it as a great value added. But why
don't we go to the voice of the inspection staff? Jim
we'll put you on the spot.

MR, MOORMAN. W are trying to focus nore in
what we're doing. The programseens to work. W are
focused and find a way to stay within the procedures;
do what we're told.

MR. BROCKMAN: That's probably the biggest
concern, you know, that |'ve seen conmi ng up once again
is understanding the flexibilities that the program

all ows you and the nore you learn the program the nore
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you find it does give you a lot of flexibility to | ook
at a lot of things, whereas the first read, you could
| ook at it as being very narrow and constricting. Once
you start understanding the program there's a | ot of
different ways to | ook at about any concern that you' ve
got at the plant.

MR MOORMAN: Yeah, that's -- that does all ow
us to do that, but we're spending a lot of time trying
to figure out where to focus, you know, |ooking for
t hose problens. And the inspectors have expressed to
me that we're spendi ng maybe an inordi nate anount of
time trying to define those areas. But we do have the
latitude to do that.

MR. REYNOLDS: The new i nspector program has

really hel ped us at one of our sites is we recently

t hought we -- we had concerns about -- and new
i nspection programw Il et us focus in on those
probl enms and through the PlIs -- -- substanti al

corrective action. And the residents and our region
base inspectors saw that they were able to deal with
the issue of -- inspection program W don't think we

were able to do it, at |east as quickly, through the
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old program That's in a place where it has worked; to
be able to identify and focus our attention.

MR. GARCHOW Does the NRC have a process to
feed those kind of |essons |earned back into the
i nspector training progranf

MR, MOORMAN:  No.

MR. GARCHOW So that kind of good story and
how it worked for you woul d work?

MR. REYNOLDS: You'd be amazed at how --
wel |, you should be amazed, but the residents talk
quite a |l ot anongst thenselves and share their stories
wel | before we even get to our bi-annual resident
sem nars. But even at the resident sem nars, that
i nformati on gets shar ed.

?: Then it's good.

MR. TRAPP: -- of the walls are pretty high
| think. 1 mean | get sonme because | deal with the
SRAs in other regions, but I don't think the inspectors
have a good understandi ng nati onwi de, or as good as
under st andi ng as they coul d.

MR. BROCKMAN: | would dare to say that ny

i nspectors are not going to have nearly the degree of
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under st andi ng and satisfaction on the Kiwana i ssue or,
Loren, you've probably seen the same of your
i nspectors. Your inspectors won't have nearly the
appreciation for the inspection efforts that's been
going on in Cooperville as ny inspectors woul d.
Loren's probably got the sanme thing at --Summer and
Sequoi a.

MR. REYNOLDS: But we have other |icensees
that we haven't been able to focus the new i nspection
programwi th the areas we think we need to. --Kiwana
is just a success story as far as being able to
identify a problem and have a |licensee al so recogni ze
to take action to go fix it.

MR. BROCKMAN: | was focusing on getting the
f eedback back into the overall -- that's one of the
things we're looking at. There was a task force that's
on right nowto re-look at the entire agency's training
and re-qualification programfor its inspectors in
light of the changes that are going on right now |
think | essons learned intra-region, there's a very good
comuni cations of intra-regional |essons |earned.

I nter-regional, the highlights get passed on, but the
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real understanding and in depth appreciation, it's not

t here yet.

MR. MOORMAN. For a lot of the inplenentation
i ssues, the residents are still struggling with how,
exactly, to do this program And we don't, | feel

have an effective way of getting information on

i npl enentation i ssues out nationw de to inspectors.
And that's one of the things we tal ked about at our
counterpart neeting.

MR. SETSER. In other --training projects
simlar to this that sone of the other federal agencies
say they do were conducted, they found out at the --
field line you're looking at a three year curve before
the inspectors started to feel confortable because it
takes that long just to get the know edge and get
famliar with where you are. So you shouldn't expect
it right up front. This is normal and al so you should
expect your cost to go up because they do --. [It's not
a real negative. This is just a cultural pattern.

MR. BLOUGH. Loren, we haven't had our
nmeeting yet, but could you indulge me and give ne five

mnutes to just tal k about the types of feedback we've
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been getting? Even though we haven't had our neeting
yet, we are expecting several states to participate, by
the way, in our nmeeting and we're getting at |east a
few nenbers of the public at our neeting Wednesday. So
we should get a |lot of good input there. But I
menti oned a few things that the inspectors have
provi ded feedback on. GCenerally, you know, they think
they're really involved with the new program and their
on-| earning curve and progressing -- happy that the
program seens to focus them better on what's risk
important. And, again, they think it's -- there have
been a nunber of successes with the devel opi ng non-
green issues and cross-cutting issues. And | nentioned
that, you know, at specific sites.

In Region I, there's the inspectors and their
managers are worried about getting it all done during
this first year because it is -- there are a | ot of
start-up costs and | earning curve associated with the
first tinme through on these things. And in Region
anyhow, we've got a |lot of other demands including a
heavy training load this year and a | ot of invol venent

of everyone in the feedback and program eval uati on
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phase. And we've designated procedure sponsors; our
subj ect matter experts, you know, to help with the
eval uation evaluating right down to the individual
procedure. And then also Indian Point Two is a big
work load of Region I. So there is a concern about,
you know, getting it all done this first year. Along
with that, when you | ook at the procedure |evel, the
i nspectors are seeing -- were seeing a variability in
the resource demands. The same procedure wll take
vastly different amounts of tine at different sites or
even, you know, successive tines at the sane site
dependi ng on what's found, what sanples are chosen, you
know, how easy that site is to inspect. And there is a
worry, particularly at the inspector |evel, that those
-- rather than seeking to understand which of those
variations are valid and which are, you know, which are
due to inconsistent and which are valid variability
that over tine, those variations variability nmay get
ironed flat instead of, you know, getting understood
and endorsed where it's valid.

MR. GARCHOW Randy, one issue that we cane

up with that was sort of unknown that we were going to
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run into this. Sone plants have easily retrievable
design basis information. And other plants don't. And
one of the inspections you did at Sal em when you were
digging in a design review, we end up trying to find a
calculation that's in a salt mne in Pittsburgh and,
you know, the inspector's there three days. He'd |ove
to get all his informati on and get done to get back to
the region, and we're out there trying to convince
West i nghouse to, you know, open up the salt mne and it
caused sone frustration on both sides. W couldn't
whistle this docunent up in a heartbeat. And | think
there's going to be nore cases |like that when you guys
are on atight tinme frane. |If you pull a string that
gets into an area that m ght not have been, you know,
happened to have been | ooked at in 20 years, it's not
easy at tines to find some of the source docunents. W
know where they are, but to get your hand on it, isn't
qui ck.

MR BLOUGH: That's an issue. Sone of it
will be alleviated with a | earning curve, but a | ot of
it won't. On thresholds of docunentation, there's been

a lot of talk about that. But there are several ways
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of reading those questions on, you know, what gets
docunent ed and what doesn't. Along with that, the
i nspectors -- their verbal conmmunications with the
licensees is an issue as well. Just fromthe
standpoi nt of during the inspection, the inspector
particularly the residents -- well, all of the
i nspectors are going to see a lot of things and ask a
| ot of questions and find problens that may, in the
end, turn out to be so mnor that they don't get
docunented. And the licensee generally wants a roll-up
at the end of the inspection of everything the
i nspector saw. So the inspectors kind of have a
guestion in their own m nds about where that | eaves
t hem when t hey' ve seen and tal ked about a | ot of stuff
that eventually falls below the threshold
docunentation. Cross-cutting issues, | nentioned we
have sone success stories there, but there are al so,
you know, inspectors who are concerned kind of in a
phi | osophi ¢ point now, you know, about how they woul d
identify and docunent an adverse trend in a cross-
cutting issue. And then once they're able to do that,

what weight that would carry. Like |I said, though, the
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ones where we thought it was inportant to get to, we've
been able to get to those. Likewise, in the Pl in our
area, you know, there's a |ot of discussion about the
right way to inspect that and the interface between
what's done in every inspection and the periodic
i nspection, and are we getting a good | ook at PI&R
And the corollary to that is if there's a |licensee that
doesn't take adequate corrective action, what weight
does our inspection find and carry and how we handl e
it. Although, like |I said, in the cases we've had, you
know, they're all on a success path now. | think the
specific cases are on a success path.

We get a | ot external stakehol der feedback in
Region |, too. And we'll get nore within the next few
days. But sonme of the things the external stakehol ders
are saying at the neetings, you know, |ike Ray said a
| ot of people are appreciative of the web site and they
can get sone information fairly easily. W get a |ot
of antidotal feedback from stakehol ders; a | ot of
guestions about events, and what we're doi ng about
events, and what we make of events. W get sone

external stakehol der outraged. For exanple, at --East
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Creek, they had an event where they were inspecting new
fuel and two of the bundles fell over when they were
trying to inspect them And that came out green or,
you know, in our inspection, and yet there was a
certain amount of outrage fromthe stakehol ders about
that. And so we answer that now as it cones.
Actual ly, sonetinmes the states get asked the sane
guestion we get asked, and they've been helpful in
answering that mail.

The ot her point of external stakeholder is that we
get a lot of feedback about enforcenent; that there's a
di sconfort with the relative |ack of sinple penalties
and fines as we nade these changes. So that's kind of
the feedback we're getting w thout having had the
nmeeting. And | didn't go through -- we told themwe'd
nmeet back because we have what you told us here.

MR. KRICH  Could you explain a little bit
nore, Randy, about the one issue about the adverse
trend in the cross-cutting areas? Wat's the concern
t here?

MR. BLOUGH: The inspectors are worried kind

of at a conceptual level that -- with the | evels of
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threshol d for docunentation and the way the program s
set up. WIIl they be able to detect early and identify
an adverse trend of cross-cutting issues because, you
know, every licensee has issues in the cross-cutting
areas. Every single plant will have issues at sone
level. And so there was a certain anmount of concern
about, you know, nost of that falls into the m nor
category so it never gets witten. And when it starts
to fall into a picture and anount to a trend, will you
identify it and docunent it, and characterize it? But
agai n, yeah, that's just kind of a valid concern the
i nspectors have.

MR. GARCHOW Tal king to our senior resident
who just recently got reassigned to Washington, his
concern here is very articulate and I sort of agree.
The process doesn't, you know -- the best plants in the
country are always working on human performance.
mean you ask the best plant what their biggest problem
is, they'll tell you human performance. Because when
you fix everything else, that's all you're left wth.
You' ve got 18, 19 hundred people around the plant.

That's what you're left with. So he was concerned that
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as there's human perfornmance issues that are popping up
in non-safety rel ated areas, you know, that would
probably have sone of the same pre-cursors -- those
human performance i ssues. | nean, they're the sane
peopl e, so you wouldn't think that there would be a
difference. He was just a little bit concerned that
t hrough the inspection process the inspectors don't get
involved in those to maybe see sone of the things
occurring that may have that, you know, popping out
later, | would say in one of the PIs or one of the
i nspecti bl e areas.

MR. MOORMAN: | think that carries over even
into safety related i ssues where you can see severa
m nor issues come up, but yet it does nake a trend.
There are sone seniors that |'ve talked to that have
seen several human perfornmance errors, severa
procedural errors, but yet they don't pass the Stage
One questions. So, they're mnor and don't get
docunented, but yet there is a trend there and it's
being set up. This PIR inspection may be a good one to
| ook at for sonme out of the box sol utions.

MR, BLOUGH: It's a tough issue because, you
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know, there's a |licensee response bin and are these al
right at the level that they should be just left as
| i censee response issues or when is the right tinme that
the NRC should start to trunpet the case, | guess.

MR. PLISCO Is there anything you wanted to
add?

MR. FLOYD: Well, thank you for indulging --
|"ve just commented there is a cross-cutting issue is
wor ki ng group that | guess we're going to hear from at
sone tinme --

MR, PLI SCO  Yes.

MR. FLOYD: -- on this topic. | nean, this
is the topic. The prem se of the program was that
where we set the thresholds and the fact that we have
four col or bands and several decades of degradation
avai |l abl e before you're going to have an inpact that
t he point of where you' re going to get actively
involved in cross-cutting issues that they start to
af fect performance results. But people want to dig
sooner, and | don't think the industry objects to that.
| think the thing that we're hearing fromthe industry

right nowis that they're not sure that there is a
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clearly defined set of criteria for what constitutes a
trend. | don't think if there is a trend there, |
mean, | think everybody wants to know about it and have
it pointed out to them but the real issue is what is
the criteria for determning a trend?

MR. PLISCO There isn't one.

MR FLOYD: What's that?

MR PLISCO | nean, it's not clear.

MR. FLOYD: Yeah, there isn't any good
criteria.

MR. PLISCO Yes, there's a question, but
it's --

MR. FLOYD: What people are afraid of is, you
know, as Dave said you' ve got a |ot of people on-site
and we've got a |ot of procedures on-site. Sone plants
are nore proceduralized than other plants and you can -
- where the real concern cones, | think, is nostly in
the procedure area. They're mssing a step in the
procedures. They're failing to follow a procedure
that's at the station and then what you start to see is
an inspection report. Ww, you know you had one of

t hese six nonths ago in maintenance and then we noti ced
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Ops in this one, you know, |ast week. And three nonths
ago, sonebody in engineering mssed a step in a
procedure, so |'ve got an adverse procedure trend.
Well, I don't know. Do you?

MR. TRAPP: On the back end, too, once you
find an adverse procedure trend, then what do you do
with that?

MR. PLISCO Yeah, | nmean. kay. Now you've
got one. Now what do you do?

MR PLISCO It's a tough area. It really

MR FLOYD: And the thresholds are different,
too. | nean, our experiences as far as what -- until
this corrective action systemyou see a significant
difference in the threshold. A plant may | ook |ike
they have a | ot nore, but because their threshold is
different. You know, they have it down to where
soneone's -- | thought about doing the wong thing, so
they wite it down. Were another plant, sonething
very significant has to happen before it gets in the
system And then --

MR PLISCO --There's a |lot of area -- and
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that's why it's a difficult problem

MR. GARCHOW The other issue is, you know,
managenent's job all the tine is when | play connect
the dots. So, | nean, |I'm always | ooking well, how
does this relate to this, relate to this. |Is it bigger
than just one little thing. And you know, the NRC to
sonme extent's trying to do the sanme thing for the sane
reason, actually. But there's differences in how you
do that and with no clear cut criteria, as Steve says,
| nmean, in a debate on procedure you said when does a
lot of little things equal a big thing. A lot of
little things may just end up being a lot of little
things. But that's all they end up as. And the danger
is mssing when a lot of the little things are actually
poi nting to sonething nore significant.

MR KRICH At the sanme tine, Jim you can
probably explain this better in your view point. But
if I was an inspector at a station, I'd want to make
sure that | was protecting nyself. For good reason, if
| see sonething going in a bad direction, but it
doesn't fit any of the thresholds, how do I handl e that

so if sonething does happen, something really bad
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happens, that it doesn't cone back and the first
guestion is was the resident inspector doing that -- is
telling ne things were degradi ng?

MR BORCHARDT: It seenms to ne that --

MR, MOORMAN.  Well, I'll say our nanagenent
| ooks at us to do the right thing and, you know,
soneti mes things happen. 1've never been singled out
for any sort of adnoni shrent.

MR. LAURIE: W could arrange that, though.

MR MOORMAN. So can |. But, we're |ooking
for trends in different areas. And when you see
sonething, it's nore than just these one little things
that add up. It's your entire observation of the
facility. It may be nmanifested in little events or
little glitches that you see, but it's generally nore
information that's behind that. And | don't like to
use the term"gut feel" because we don't go on those.
But it's the conbination of all that information that
goes into saying, hey, there's an issue here and how do
| get at that. So we need to be able to | ook at these
| ow | evel issues and point to them Now, sone

facilities handle that better than others. Sone wth
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go at a low threshold and others, it takes the witten
docunentation to get that novenent. So that's --
you're right. W do |ook at this.

?. | hate to do this to you, but | need to be educated
as to what do Europeans do? And ny pul se says that
you're all experts as to how the Europeans inspect
their plants. And I"'msure all of that will be taken
into consideration when this process was devel oped.
But | -- give nme sonebody to talk to. I'mreally
interested in whether there were any | essons |earned
fromthose fol ks or even the Japanese. Does anybody
know?

MR. FLOYD: | just attended a regul ator
wor kshop in Madrid, Spain about a nonth or so ago where
they were | ooking at the use of performance indicators
and how they go about setting up an assessnent program
for their licenses. |It's kind of all over the nap.
The Spani sh regul ator which is very closely tied to the
U.S. NRC approach, is in the process of switching to
sonet hing very nmuch like the revised reactor oversight
process.

MR. LAURIE: So it's your sense, Steve, that
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there really are no |l essons |earned to be gained from
t he Eur opeans?

MR. FLOYD: | don't know. | think they're
all feeling that way, too. | nean, | saw Spain nove in
this direction. Germany and Switzerland are noving
towards this direction in various degrees. -- was kind
of going the opposite direction. The French were going
north towards a --Saltz type systemwhich is what the
rest of the country's in Europe seemto be noving away
from The big thenme that | heard at this conference
was we really would like to nake this be nore
objective. But the French seemto be going the other
way. They had a very interesting system where they had
11 or 13 characteristics associated with every adverse
condition they found at the plant. You know, the
el enents |ike were there hunman performance invol ved,
managenent oversight. | nean, there's a whol e bunch of
categories and they gave it a score of one to five in
each of the 13 categories for every condition. And
then they added up all the points and they were just
going to plot the total nunber of points and give a

score based upon how many points you had. | don't know
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how t hat woul d wor k.

MR. BROCKMAN:  You have a bond mar ket woul d
| evel .

MR FLOYD: Yeah, the bond market would. |
don't know what sense you woul d make out of that.

MR LAURIE: | would also -- I"'mnot going to
give you a hard time doing this, but I also need to
talk to you all about howthe mlitary handles their
nucl ear inspections; both the arny and the |esser
branches. So during lunch break or sone coffee break -
--- the sane issues and the sane pressures are involved
and you all -- many of you have experience in that. At
such tinme as appropriate.

MR. BROCKMAN: And the Japanese are a little
di fferent because they're driven by the | aw that
requires every plant to shut down every year and do
their total naintenance outage which is where they
focus all of their inspection activities. They take it
down to the sixteenth inch X nut.

MR. LAURIE: Are their plants governnment
owned?

MR. BROCKMAN: No, but the law is that they
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have to take them down for a nmintenance outage every
year and they basically strip them down to parade rest
and rebuild them

MR. LAURIE: Pretty expensive, huh?

MR SHADIS: | think it's a question of
focus. | think that the focus on plant specifics to
sonme degree has to informthis process also. And | do

know t hat the Europeans have a different sense of

priorities -- at least the French do as to what they
want to spend resources on inspect -- it's way
different, but it, you know, | would |love to get the

answer to the question that you asked. Really, how do
they | ook at the issue of, you know, a reactor
i nspection program

MR. CAMERON. This issue you're tal king about
now, you've handled a little bit about last tine --
per formance by thinking about -- do you need -- what
ot her information do you need fromexternal sources in
order to do your work? The only issue that came up the
last tinme that we had a parking lot was that it seened
i ke you wanted to hear froma group of the senior

reactor analysts in addition to the people we have on
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the panel. | don't know if you still want to do that,
but do you need anything -- data fromforeign
experience, mlitary experience? |'mjust noting that

for you to sort of put in the back of your m nd you may
not need anything extensive or anything at all, but
"1l put that up there.

MR. LAURIE: Wen we get into detail in sone
of this, there may be | essons learned in other -- with
ot her experiences such as the green to white issue; on

t he psychol ogi cal repercussions of that. That's not a

new i ssue. It may be a new green to white issue, but
it's not an issue unique to the NRC. It's not an issue
uni que to a nuclear power plant. [It's an issue that's

addressed in every inspection that's ever been
conducted fromday one. That is, how do you encourage
proper inspection wthout penalizing those being

i nspected to the point where it provides disincentives?
That's an issue that |I'm sure has been studied for the
| ast thousand years. | mean, we don't have to reinvent
that today. What's the answer to that? Wat do

busi ness professionals say about that? And there have

been 10 mllion such inspections over the |ast thousand
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years.

MR. CAMERON. So | think that what you're
saying, Bob, is that, | think this would -- after you
identify all of the issues and prioritize them that
there may be sone issues that you'll see where you
could say let's | ook at the experience from ot her
fields in inspection or whatever and bring that to bear
on this particular problem

MR LAURIE: | just don't want to fall into
the trap that everybody falls in, in the belief that
the answers are limted to those present in this room

MR BORCHARDT: | would ask that those are
very inportant points, | think, that you rai se and good
guestions. But it's really information I think the
peopl e that are going to revise and devel op the
approved oversi ght process need to get an answer to,
not us. | think what we need to do is identify the
flaws and any fatal flaws with the process and direct
NRR and NEI and the rest of the stakeholders to go out
and do the kind of research that you're tal king about.
Go get the answers, but | think with the tine we have

avai l abl e and the people that are in this group, that
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it's far beyond the capacity of us to give themthe
answer .

MR. LAURIE: | understand that, and | respect
that. | don't know where the line is. The green to
white issue, | think we can end that discussion in one
mnute. The utilities will say, "Not an issue. Not a
problem W can handle it. |It's trustworthy.” And
there's other folks that will question that. And there
is no objective answer to that. So maybe the nost we
can do is recognize it as a possible issue and then is
it your intent that that's all we do, or do you take it
alittle bit further and try and understand the issue a
little bit further. 1 don't know the answer to that.

MR. PLI SCO Yeah, fromny perspective, |
don't think, you know, we're not going to be in the
pl ace or have the tine or resources to resolve the
issues. W can only identify what they are. Make sure
we understand all the perspectives of them and that's
what | was hopi ng, you know, as we discuss these issues
that -- | nean, obviously, people have different
perspectives on what the issue is and nmake sure we

understand all of the perspectives of the particul ar
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i ssue. Make sure that gets captured. So when we pass
that on as an issue and it gets resolved -- needs to
get resolved, that they understand all those
perspectives. But | don't think we're going to be in a
position to get the informati on necessary and reach a
consensus on what the resolutions to sone of these
i ssues are. Sone of them have been worked on for two
years, and they're still not resolved yet. | nean,
these cross-cutting issues in the industry, the NRC,
and we're trying to get -- for a couple of years, and
we're not -- | think there's a |lot of understandi ng now
of what the problemis, but no answers. But | think
Bill was right. | think in the tinme that we have, |
think we're going to be lucky to get a good |ist of
i ssues and nmake sure they're well defined and what the
di fferent perspectives of them are.

MR. GARCHOW And their inmpact and whet her
they really do or don't have any bearing at all on
whet her these plants are operating safely or not.
There's been a good bit of discussion --

MR. PLISCO Get back to our goals.

MR. GARCHOWN And as we have di scussions, --
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we're hunting for a plan. At |east the best we know,
we' re operating safely.

MR. CAMERON.  You probably should deal with
this now and square this away, because |I've heard in a
couple of different discussions with all of you as sone
peopl e were tal king about recommendati ons to resol ution
sonme of the issues that were identified. And from
others, we're only going to have, as Bill suggested,
we're only going to have tinme to identify and
characterize the problem So |I think you should all be
clear on that. And there may be sonme -- once you do
that identification and characterization, there may be
sonme -- you nmay be able to pass along a general sense
of how these issues m ght be resolved even, for
exanpl e, Bob's point about that in resolving these
i ssues, the Conmm ssion should |ook to the experience of
ot her agencies. | nean, you mght be able to get into
t hat sonmewhat, but is there other discussion from other
panel nenbers about this -- are you | onely about the
busi ness in identification and characterization or is
there sone resolution aspect to it. Do people

understand that that was not going to be --
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MR. BORCHARDT: | would add just in addition
to characterization and identification, maybe sone sort
of batch prioritization. But beyond that, and |I've
al ready said ny piece, so |I'll be quiet.
MR. CAMERON. \What do you nean, batch

prioritization?

MR. BORCHARDT: Well, | think it would be
worthwhile to identify -- | nmean, this report's going
to SamCollins, is that right? | nean, ultimtely.

MR PLISCO It will end up with the
Conmmi ssi on.

MR. BORCHARDT: |Is to say, you know, director
of NRR, here is 20 things that we think the program
needs to evaluate and come up with inprovenents. And
these are the five nost inportant that ought to be
gi ven the highest priority because of the inpacts that
they can have. That's what | would see as our role.

MR. CAMERON. Like a near term long term
l[ist?

MR. BORCHARDT: \Whatever. Keep in mnd that
that -- we not only have that. | put Bill's identify

and characterize prioritize. Now, again, that's as
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Steve nicely put it, areas for inprovenent. Ckay. But

don't forget the other issue that you were going to

talk about is do you take a |ook -- do you fold into
that -- what is working well. OCkay. | think Bill --
fromBill's perspective, you were just focusing on

where there m ght be areas for inprovenent.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, | don't think we need to
focus very nmuch at all on what's working well. | think
we can acknow edge that there are sone distinct
advantages to this process. But we're not in a trial
case. We're in the initial inplenmentation phase. The
Comm ssi on has decided that we are going to use this
process. And now our objective is to nake it as
effective and as good as we can. And so | don't think
we need to do a sales job. It's not our responsibility
totry to sell this program It needs to be sold on
its own nerits. Wiat we ought to do is take the tine
we have avail able to see where the problens are that
need to be addressed.

MR. BORCHARDT: | respectfully disagree in
terms of one area. | think there are things that we

are doing well that we may want to put in so that we
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don't lose it at sone point in the future. 1'Il give a
personal exanple. | think the FAQ process worked very
well in terns of identifying and resol ving issues

wi thout having to do it as we did in the past, for
exanpl e, by the nmaintenance rule, we did it by

i nspection and essentially as people identified and

i nspection reports issued, then other people were able
to nmove their programforward. | think the FAQ process
was working well. That nay cone out to a
recommendati on recognizing that if others agree with ne
that the FAQ process, on the whole, is working well,
that we may want to maintain it or not lose it, or have
a process in place should the FAQ process be repl aced
by sonething that would al so acconplish those sane
objectives. So | think there's sone advantage in
identifying those attributes of the process that are
working well. Identifying it so that at some point in
the future, sonmebody doesn't drop it wthout

recogni zing that there are sone attributes that FAQ may
not be the only answer, but what will replace that if,
in fact, it is .

MR. GARCHOW Because of our independence of
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it, I hope it will bring sone balance as well. | nean,
we're going to say that if we have public jobs and |I'm
going to prepare a report that lists a laundry |ist of
prioritized issues so sonmeone's going to pick up the
report and say take it for what it is. The independent
panel nmet on the whole laundry |ist of issues they
prioritized. But |I do think even though we don't have
to sell it, | agree with that the Comm ssion has
spoken. | think we do need to be bal anced and provide
an obj ective understandi ng of whether this is neeting
t he agency objectives or not, and not just prepare a
report that, you know, |I'Il be standing up in our
community and say, look at this, here's a three inch
report that is a laundry list of problens.

M5. FERDIG | think we m ght be tal king about an
orientation, a perspective that we're | ooking at here.
| nmean, | don't -- I'"'mnot into comng up with a
perfunctory list of things that are going well to, you
know, tell people in a perfornmance review of what
they' re doing well just before you hit themin the gut
with telling them everything they' re doing wong

because that's how you do performance reviews. That's
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now what |'mtal king about. Wen | think about this,
what I'minviting is an orientation that the potenti al
is rich for in a group conversation such as these, to
never | ose sight of the perspective of what are the
possibilities. So it's not just putting down all the
things that are wong, but give themwhat we all want
to achieve toward this programin the first place.

VWhat are the possibilities for |ooking toward to deal

with what aren't going to be sonme obvi ous concerns and

issues and so on. So, | don't know if we call them
what's going well. | don't knowif we call them
solutions, but | think that just drilling down on the

problens and listing themfor Sam Collins isn't enough
-- isn't maybe | should say conversations that can
occur in a group like this.

MR KRICH Let nme try. But | also see as
one or two quick founds on this problens are, you have
to identify sometinmes what's working well so as not to
sol ve sonething so nmuch that you kill the patient.

MS. FERDI G  Yes.

MR. KRICH Do you understand what |'m

sayi ng?
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I n other words, when we go through and
identify the problenms, which is what we're here for, to
bound the problens so that when they go through the
solution, you don't do sonething too nmuch. You need to
sonetinmes to -- you have to put a bound on it, and
soneti mes that boundary, by expl ai ni ng what works wel |,
so you know when to stop with the sol ution

MR. BLOUGH: Qur charter says we're to
provi de advi se and recomrendations to the Director of
NR on reformng and revising the ROP. So | would
agree, if our recommendations are primarily towards
revi sing and not reform ng, which should be the reason
for that. And likewi se, it also says our witten
report will provide an overall evaluation of the ROP
So that suggests balance. | nean, overall evaluation
ternms suggests that there should be some bal ance.

MR. CAMERON. Wuld this point on the
organi zational -- your answers to these questions are
going to be very inportant in terns of what you do with
your tinme.

In other words, all this list of issues that

John has been capturing that came up fromthe regional
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reports -- | mean, they've been mainly and excl usively
what hasn't been working. GCkay. Sonme of them are
serious; some nmaybe serious; some of them are not.

Just on those issues, one of the things you
need to figure out is -- | nean, he has, | don't know,
40, 50 issues there. Just on those things, you have to
figure out: What are we going to call on? How are we
going to organi ze those? What are we going to call on
fromthat list that we want to tal k about?

Now, if you were going to do sonething nore
than, | think, Mary is suggesting with her use of the
term"orientation” on working well, if you were going
to go around the table or try to |l ook at the regional
nmeetings and say: What is working well? | nean, you
are going to have a whole other |ist of 50 nore,
per haps, what is working well.

So |l think it is inmportant in ternms of how
you do your work to try to figure out if there is sone
boundary that you can put around work. W've had two
suggestions. One from Mary, which is we should have a
sense of that, at least, and that ties in wth what

Randy brought up fromthe marching orders. Have a
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sense of what's working well so that that is in the
report.

And Rod said sonething to the effect that, if
you're going to try to fix something that isn't working
wel |, that you should know what is working well, so
that you don't unintentionally get in there and screw
it up.

Keep in m nd Randy al so brought us back to
this initial issue which is the panel -- whatever the
panel does, is it going to nake recomrendati ons or only
do what Bill stated, which was identifying
characterized prioritize.

| think, Randy, in what you read are the
mar chi ng orders for the panel, recommendations -- |
mean, is it recomendations on howto fix things? |
mean, you need to figure that out, too.

MR. TRAPP: It seens to ne that it is Bil
Dean's job to identify, characterize and prioritize
these issues. It just strikes nme that -- | mean what
we're | ooking for, I would think, would be fatal flaws
in the process that we'd want to tell upper managenent.

Coming up with these issues, | think we're
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just being repetitive to work that's already being
done. | mean, | think we need to be a higher |evel,
| ook at the process. 1Is Dean out there finding issues?
Does he have a reasonabl e corrective action systen? To
me that's the inportant thing for what we need to do.

MR. GARCHOW It got to where | was afraid we
were going to get two or three hours ago. This will be
t he approach, | think, mght work to get the bal ance.
| think it is good to get all the issues out, so | nean
we can't fly so high that we're superfluous, obviously.

But the NRC refers back to their Pls and the
way they characterize how they're nmeasuring the
success. \Wat might be the approach is do this issue
so when we started this, sonehow bend that in
accordance with how they're doing their PlI's, and then
our report would be: W agree with the NRC s
conclusion in this area, and all the PI's nmeasured, the
ef fectiveness of the program but we also found that in
this area the followng issues still remain to be rea
i ssues that could help make the program better as we go
forward. O the NRC s assessnment Pl's, not for PI's,

but their PI's on how they're going to -- their
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nmetrics. The netrics of the programfall alittle
short because the netrics, you know, sort of would
paint this picture.

But the results of us is certainly weighing
all this information and sone of these other issues
m ght give a different perspective to that issue in the
NRC s metrics.

And then our report would be sone assessnent
of the NRC netrics ability to identify the program
plus -- | don't believe -- was that Mary? | go from
what Mary says that the richness of this group could
add to the NRC s assessnent by virtue of our
conversations and our assimlation of all the problens
and areas for inprovenent. Then we would have a way of
witing them [I'mjust trying to begin with the end in
m nd. There has to be a report.

Then we could sort of follow the sanme format
as the NRC assessnment. Have sone judgnents on their
nmetrics when they bring them back after they have
coll ected, and then add our issues and concerns with
these different areas, based on our boil up of these

i ssues, and provides a roadmap for us to get a report.
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|"m sure the conm ssioners are going to see
the NRC s assessnent report. So if they saw our
reports sort of in the sane |ayout with our issues
inserted it, it provides sone continuity and how you're
actually going to work through an eval uation of a
fairly conpl ex process.

| just throw that out as a suggestion. That
way it gets to the issues, but we've given them-- or
sonmehow characterized themin accordance with the sane
manner that the NRC is laying out their assessnent
report. And we put our comments in.

It's -- Rod, you'll appreciate it, it's like
| MPO does for their training. They conme give the
report, and then you insert into the sections, you
know, your viewpoints on it so the final report becones
t he assessnent plus your perspectives nel ded together.

MR. SHADI S: You're tal ki ng about sonmehow
integrating the protocols here so that it can mesh with
NRC s internal assessnent of this progran?

MR. GARCHOW We agreed. W heard their
i nternal assessnment program The first neeting we all

agreed and tal ked; went through a great deal. Al
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their Pls, and listened to Alan talk, and we said, you
know, we've passed sone judgnment or we had sone
conversation around this adequately | ook at the
program Now we're concerned if they have their data
metrics. W have the experiential basis of the room
t he work shop, whoever the panel mght chose to cone in
and talk to us, and then we integrate those together
and pass a judgnent in each of these areas whether sone
of the issues remain, and have the NRC net their
objectives. What their objective was for inspection.
What the objective was for enforcenent.

O, if the objective isn't quite right, it's
based on our talk. W could nake a judgenent that, you
know, that the objective didn't quote enough based on
the state's inputs or the state holder's input. Maybe
it was too narrow.

MR SHADIS: It seens to nme that the, you
know -- vul nerable to sonme kind of circular
reinforcenent. You' ve got an agency that says we're
| ooki ng at our program and this is what we find. And
t hen an i ndependent panel says: Yes, you're |ooking at

your programand this is what you'll find.
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MR. GARCHOW W th the following --

MR, SHADIS: But in order to do that you
really need to have an independent | ook. A separate
customl ook, if you will, at the inplenentation of the
program

| mean, the fact that the feedback fromthe
regions this nmorning, | thought was really informative
about how, at the regional level, they' re seeing this
thing go down. And to hear from sone of the
i nspectors. And we do have the advantage of having
sonme people who were operating plants, and they're
going through this --

MR GARCHOW Because the NRC s assessnent
has actually been into those areas, but we lead the
di scussion through. | nean, if you're going to talk
about the program we're going to talk about PI's. |If
you are going to tal k about the program we're going to
tal k about the inspection. You're going to talk about
PSDPs. You're going to tal k about public
communi cation. Those are all the areas that were in
the NRC self-assessnent. W don't have to -- all we're

going to pass judgnent, do we agree with their
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assessnent or not; and are there other issues that we
brought up from our conversation and insight that shed
a different light on it then naybe the comm ssioners
woul d get just by reading the internal self-assessnent.
That was the only thing I was suggesting. | think
we're actually in agreenent.

MR SHADIS: Well, it's a matter | think of
concentration or focus or devoting of resources, you
know, parceling those out as we go.

If you're going to do a review of NRC s sel f-
assessnment, that's wong. | don't think that's what
we' re being asked to do.

MR PLISCO It's part of what we're asked.
That's why | went back to the objective this norning is

MR SHADIS: | think it's a small part but not

MR. PLISCO One question we do need to
answer is, is the process in place for, on the |ong
haul , to assess the program provide the feedback that
i s needed, make the process changes that are needed?

We heard part of that at our |ast mneeting.
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This is the process they put in place. W do need to
say sonet hi ng about what we think about that process.

MR SHADI S: And how nuch of -- what we do in
the remai nder of the tinme that we have. The thing
ought to be devoted to scoring NRC s internal
pr ocessi ng.

MR GARCHOW That wasn't earlier what | was
suggesting. It becomes a frame work of discussing the
process. They're bringing forth netrics that we don't
have. W're trying to be objective. | nean, we can
sit around and be subjective. The NRCis going to
bring us forth data, how many inspectors, what are the
findings. | nmean, they showed us all those PlI's on the
first --

MR. PLISCO At our next neeting they're
going to come back with our first status.

MR. GARCHOW | don't see how we coul d pass
judgment on this process without data. | nean, the
whol e process -- the word "judging” is trying to get
objectivity on what was previously a subjective
process. |'msuggesting we stay with that thenme and

use the objective data the NRC s is preparing to help
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us, along with our insight and experience determ ne
where we are at.

MR. SHADI S: Please don't msunderstand. |I'm
not suggesting to exclude all the, you know, hard run
data that they put together. That's not what |I'm
suggesting at all. But, you know, a clear | ook
directly fromthe point that we're sitting to the
i npl enentation of this process, | think is inportant.
And it is very easy to be drawn off into sonmeone else's
perception of it. And especially if you have a | ot of
energy and a lot of talent and information going into
putting together a in-house review.

| don't see that the charge of this committee
is to do an in-house review. | want to make sure --

MR. SCHERER: You're discussing fornat.
Categories of the different -- the way the NRC | ooks at
the program and the way we | ook at the program | see
an advantage to having the same format that the NRCis
using, so that we can focus to the sanme sort
efficiency. | still think this panel would have an
i ndependent view of those issues.

My personal opinion is that we should have a
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spectrum of views fromdata flaw that we send to them
to finding that the NRC process in place result
correcting, what | refer to as the closed due process
exits, or that we see gaps in a closed due process that
we think need to be addressed, all the way through into
what we were discussing a few nm nutes ago.

| believe that those positive attributes,
that we want to nmake sure aren't renoved w t hout prior
t hought. Whether they are docunented. Where there are
"successes" or strengths in the programthat we can
i dentify.

So | see us again as having not at the bi-
foot level, but at the 50,000 foot |evel, some broad
uses. Close the processes, open new processes that we
see, and strengths in the program which we believe that
those are inportant for the future. And then we frane
our reconmmrendati ons around that.

MR. CAMERON. You have been touching on a | ot
of issues, and | wouldn't confuse format with what you
are going to be | ooking at in the independence of your
revi ew.

Oiginally, this nmorning, we tal ked about
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t hese four bids, okay. And that's the way the regions
have been reporting, etc., etc. So that seens to be
part of your format.

The top issue that we're getting to is, fatal
flaws, date of call is flying high. Ed has actually
given us a specific height (50,000 feet, | guess). But
how do you, out of all these issues you are
identifying, forget how do you capture the working well
context. How do you follow through all these issues
that you' ve seen and said that's a fatal flaw versus
sonmething in the weeds? You know, maybe you need to
see all of those issues and be able to -- to be able to
figure that out.

MR. GARCHOW | have a problemw th the
| anguage, right? Were we've just created fatal flaw,
you' ve just created the possibility that fatal flaw
exists. Till you just said that, we didn't even know
we had a fatal flaw possibility.

MR CAMERON. |'mjust --

MR. GARCHOW [|'mnot taking it on you,
right?

MR. CAMERON. You have a really good point
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there. | think that Jimis using that not -- Jim
doesn't want to use this -- | nean a major problem
maj or issues, whatever you want to say.

MR GARCHOW That was di scussed the |ast
neeting, too, the possibility. That was one of the
first things we were supposed to |look at and see if
there was anything that says we should say stop the
program Right. But that would have to be sone
criteria, so we'd have to go back to, |ike, what are
t he objectives. And which that takes me not being. It
t akes me back to how we set the framework on how we
were going to eval uate the programwas going to be
done.

MR SETSER:. Well, let ne see if | can add
sonething here. You're falling into the sane trap, as
| can see the nunber of people who tried these kind of
projects in the past have. You're |ooking at, hey,
we've got this programin place. Let's evaluate it and
figure out what we need to do to change it. That's not
what our objective is. W're |ooking at a | ong range
programthat we've only begun to inplenent.

What ki nd of progress have we made on

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

162
sonmet hing good to inplenent this? Were we are and
where do we stand fromthis viewpoint to see our big
i ssues right now?

| f you take these issues, you've got to list
them Five years fromnow you can cone up with five
times the amount of issues, because that's the nature

of the process, to have a continuous inprovenent

program You can't change all of those all in the
first year. You can't change themall in the second
year.

But what are the big players here on the
board that, from our perspective, need to be tackled
now in order to be able to nove forward on down the
road? So if we get bound up in all of these issues,
that doesn't say anything about the quality of the
i ssues, whether they need to be or not. That's not the
-- there are other forces within NRC, within the state
prograns that's going to nove on these issues and
provi de sonme kind of solution to those down the road.

So what have we done as far as inplenent the
progranf? \Where are we? Have we established a

comuni cati on process? How do the inspectors in the
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field supervise? And are we training? How does
industry feel it's working, in ternms of confort zones?
And then by in |arge how the program seemto be com ng
across to the public at this point? Those are the
ki nds of things we need to be tal king about and | ooki ng
at, rather than getting bogged down in the trenches.

MR BROCKMAN:  You've hit the nail on the
head, but | think one of the things we've got to do and
what's right this afternoon, what is the vision of the
end product? What are the questions we have to be able
to answer? And that's what we're batting around here.

|, personally, think you two are -- one is on
the left side and the other is on the right side of the
net, and you're just beating balls back and forth at
each other trying to get into the sane -- you' ve got to
|l ook at it both ways. You have to | ook at assessnent
criteria or are they adequate to be judgi ng what
they're doing. And then are they adequate, period.

And that has to be done froma different perspective.
Sonmet hing you're both -- you've got to look at it from
bot h si des.

But the key thing is, the conm ssion has put
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out, if ny nmenory serves ne right, about eight
different things that this programis supposed to do:

i ncrease safety, increase confidence, etc., etc., etc.

| would prem se, when we get into our
conversations this afternoon, that that's probably the
focus we've got to take. |Is there sonething out there
that's jeopardi zing neeting one of those eight
objectives, if we identify that there is sonething here
if not tended properly? Call that a fatal flaw, cal
it a significant concern, call it a |eft-handed nonkey
wrench. W can figure out words we want to call it,
but we need to bring that forward.

Are there areas that are being extrenely
successful in addressing this, and should sonme vested
shoul d be retaped? W should bring that forward as one
of our recommendations. This is good. Keep the
phi |l osophy of this in the program

If we've got that type of vision, | think
we're going to go and get the balance that we're
| ooking for, get the overall assessnment, and have th
| evel of recommendations that we're tal king about.

Keep focus on those ei ght questions.
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MR. CAMERON. And woul d you take what the
panel agreed to before, these eight goals which you' re

going to be |looking at the information from are you

recoomending a filter -- and | hate to use words |ike
"significant” or "substantial"™ -- but your filter for
what the big issues -- and maybe we could call them

maj or issues, and nmaybe we don't have to call them
fatal flaws -- but is the filter sonmething |ike
sonmet hing that would substantially or significantly
prevent the NRC fromreachi ng one of those goals? |
mean, |'m asking the group.

MR. BROCKMAN: There is not a process in
pl ace at the nonment to take the concern we've
identified and reach an appropriate answer at the end.
That's big, fatal, whatever you want to call it. In
one of those eight questions there's a dilemm out
there and there's nothing addressing it, and that w |
cause that question not to be satisfactorily answered.
The public's confidence will not be -- the public wll
not have confi dence because of this problem and
there's nothing fixing it at this time. But we ought

to identify that. That's a big problem It nmay not be
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fatal but it's certainly a big problem

Now al |l these issues we've just listed, all
443 pages of them there's going to be a ton of them
we're going to throw out. They don't hit our |evel.
And we'll need to look at those, or it's captured just
in the essence of another issue. |It's being addressed.
| don't have the process for that at the nonent. But
if we make this thing in two-inch volune, it will go
the way of all two-inch docunents. It wll gather dust
on a book shelf and never be used.

This group needs to be concise and cone up
with a good, crisp report that can be used, and keep
that | evel that we were tal king about, and that's going
to cause sonme synthesis, sonme anal ysis, sone
irrigating, a little bit of conprom sing probably on
this issue as adequately addressed. W've got the
capability to do that with mgjority/ mnority opinions,
and what have you. So | think this afternoon's
di scussion --

MR. CAMERON:. Let nme ask Mary and Bill if
they' d give us sone feedback on what you just said, and

also on this idea of what the filter would be to decide
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whi ch of those 400 of the 420 issues you're going to
t hr ow out .

Mary, do you have any thoughts on what we've
been di scussi ng?

M5. FERDIG Well, to answer your question
about the filter, 1'd have to think about that. W
have to think about that in terns of sensitivity
guestions. But | think what |I'm hearing you say -- and
| really want to acknow edge David's conment about the
| anguage we've used -- it is critical in fornulating
our expectations, even as we speak to each other in
this room nuch | ess what goes onto the report. So if
we think in terns of perhaps what we're seeing is, as a
group we're going to cone together with sonme collective
i deas about what we think NRR needs to pay attention to
nost, in order to ensure the continuing success of this
program

And the paying attention to is going to
concern sone of those very real experinental issues
that are occurring right nowout in the field, that
will constitute the kinds of issues that we've been

tal ki ng about today.
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And we al so m ght be saying they need to pay
attention to sonme of those things that we can't |ose,
that are carrying the nmomentumin the direction that
serves the collective purpose of this whole program
That's one reaction |'m havi ng.

MR. CAMERON. Bill, when we were identifying,
characterizing, prioritizing areas for inprovenent,
Steve said. Ckay. In your view, what would we be
identifying, characterizing, prioritizing? Wat are we
these areas for inprovenent, big issues, Mary, what
needs to be paid attention to? Okay is the way Mary
paraphrased it. Bill, what do you have on this?

MR. BORCHARDT: | believe it's appropriate
for this group to arrive at a concl usi on whether or not
this programis adequate to continue forward. | mean,
that's about as high |evel as you can get. Ckay.

In arriving at that conclusion, if there's an
appropriate construct of these eight elenents for us to
eval uate each of those eight, the only way that | can
think of nyself of being able to arrive at an
i ndependent concl usion as to whether or not these eight

goals are satisfied is by |Iooking at sone |evel of
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detail of the issues that have been raised by the
gr oup.

In going through that, I think we need to
make a sunmmary statenent about each of the eight, and I
think it would be beneficial to all of the people that
are trying to nake this programwork to | ay out what
sonme of the specifics were. Not in an outrageous
anount of detail, and certainly not to give themthe
fix, because we're not in a position to know that.

But to ignore the detail comrents, sonme of us
probably do not have enough facts in order to arrive at
an i ndependent conclusion. And so | think we need to
work through the details to arrive at various |evels of
hi gher | evel of conclusions, ultimately reaching a
conclusion as to whether or not the programis robust
enough to go forward.

MR. CAMERON: Now that should not address the
filter, but it did not lay out what the panel's work
m ght be. Do the people generally around the table
agree with what Bill just said?

(No response.)

He tal ked about there needs to be a panel
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concl usi on on whet her the program shoul d conti nue.

MR. GARCHOW Stop there on that one and we
can revise our charter, but reading that that
concl usi on of whether to stop or go wasn't in the
charter. Doesn't nean that that isn't what we want to
do, revise the charter and go forward. That would be a
good di scussion. Actually, | think that m ght be a
val uabl e to the comm ssioners to have that concl usion,
but that really wasn't in what we started to do.

MR. PLISCO Well, the question is indirectly
answered by the question we have down here now. The
answer is, is the program achieving the NRCs goal s?
You' ve answered it.

MR. GARCHOW |If they're all no, you have.

If there's three yeses, one no, and two we-t hi nk-sos,
well, then, all you' ve done is provided input for who
is ultimtely going to make the decision, which is the

conmi ssi oners.

MR, BLOUGH: | agree with what Bill said. W
shoul d answer that type of question. | just used in
our charter the word "reformng.” W' re supposed to

provi de advi ce and recomendati ons on reform ng and
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revising. And "reformng” |I read that as very broad.
Yeah, | personally don't think we're going to be
tal ki ng about throwi ng out the program or conpletely
reforming it into sonething different. | think we'll
be in the area regarding advising.

So I"'magreeing with what Bill said.

MR. CAMERON. So you think that the question
of whether the panel states a concl usion on whether the
program shoul d continue, you think it is consistent,
going to David's question: |Is it consistent with the
charter? You think that's included there.

MR BLOUGH  Yeah.

MR CAMERON: Let ne ask Bob. Bob wanted to
say somet hi ng.

MR LAURIE: W had a discussion the |ast
time whether or not we felt it was in the purview of
the panel to each a conclusion, and we determ ned, yes,
that we thought it was within the purview of the panel
to do so.

| question whether we will have enough
evi dence to reach such a conclusion. | would question

whet her we woul d have enough evi dence to reach any
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concl usi ons other than we believe the follow ng issues
are necessary to address in order to assure success of
the program Because we are not obtaining a | arge
degree of external evidence.

W're relying to a |l arge extent on the
knowl edge and experiences of the individuals in this
room and we're talking about it, and we're going to
take all of that cunul ative know edge and wite about
it inareport. It's not how you investigate.

And | don't know how you reach a concl usi on
unl ess you investigate. And | don't think it is fair
to say that we're investigating. W're not doing that.

UNI DENTI FI ED PERSON: We're eval uati ng.

MR. LAURIE: Even an evaluation requires a
| ot of external input. W don't have tine to do that.
At least | don't see how we do that.

MR. BLOUGH: Isn't that sonething though we
deci ded -- based on how nuch information we have, what
type of answer we could give to that as opposed to what
we --

MR. LAURIE: W're tal king about expectations

today. And | don't know how many nore hours we're
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going to nmeet before Normhas to start witing his
report.

MR. GARCHOW A group of very simlar people
with the Beep have got to this point. W had the sane
short terms, sanme problens. Steve was there. W nmade
a conclusion that there was a way to do it wthout
spendi ng three weekends in a rowin January witing a
report in a hotel. And we were successful.

MR. LAURIE: The solution may very well not
be that we fully endorse that's right, but we see no
reason why not to go on. W nmay very well concl ude
that there's no evidence before the panel to recommend
that the program be discontinued. But, you know, when
you tal k about evidence, what is that? W're not
getting a lot of --

MR. GARGOUGH: Let me check on sonet hing.
understood fromthe first nmeeting, which is, we're
going to have various states cone in, |like we are
today, to give us their feedback on the process. W're
going to, | think, if I renmenber correctly, invite sone
inspectors in fromthe field to give us their feedback

onit, and I think we were al so tal ki ng about inviting
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sonme ot her stakehol ders outside the process to give us
sone feedback, as well as the collective feedback from
this group. So in a sense we are collecting sone
i nformati on.

MR. SCHERER: | thought at the first neeting
we told that at |east four representatives fromthe
utilities and the four regions were expected to send
the information out to all the utilities in the region
and col | ect back feedback fromall of the utilities in
the region, and bring that -- that was an expectation
that we were to do that and bring that informtion back
to the panel

MR. PLISCO And you're going to get two nore
things. You're going to get sonme of the netric results
to the status collecting. And we heard what they're
going to collect. And we'll get some of the results
fromthat, partially, at our next neeting. And they're
al so conducting, as you heard | ast nonth, they're going
to do sone surveys, sonme external surveys and interna
surveys, and you'll see sonme of the results fromthat.

MR. KRICH  So, personally, | think we have

nore information that the Florida Suprenme Court.
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(Laught er)

MR. LAURIE: | just want to make sure that we
al | ow enough hours to acconplish that, because --

MR. GARCHOW A work pl anni ng session.

MR. KRICH | guess that this issue about the
concl usi on about whether to continue, there could be a
spectrumof, while we don't think it should
di sconti nue, we could go back to what Mary said and
soneone el se said about what needs to be paid attention
to for successful inplenentation. You could |eave that
| oose until you see where you are going with this and
how t hat shoul d be characterized. ay. But the
general objective is you' re evaluating this program
based on those eight goals, and still need to deal with
the filter issue.

| think Bill and others are agreeing that
there needs to be sone sense of what's working well in
t he report.

MR. SHADI S: Wen you tal k about your filter
issue, is this an altitude filter? 1Is this |ike when
you get below a certain altitude you filter out things?

What kind of filter are you tal king about?
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MR. CAMERON. | guess what I'mtrying to find

out is whether the group has a way to | ook at all of
t hese 500 issues and say that's bel ow the radar screen.
We don't need to worry about that. That's not a -- we

wanted to use fatal flaw. That's not a big issue. How

do you determne that? | nmean it's the whole thing
about obscenity, you know. 1Is it one of the things
that, well, we know it when we see it, or is there sone

general criteria that the panel could agree to?

MR SHADIS: It seens |ike that woul d be
sonmet hing that you woul d desi gn sonewhere down the
road. But right now you're trying to figure out
whet her or not you want to have a concl usion, you know,
that says "go" "no go" on program Tal k about that.
You're tal king about what you want to include in a
general sense. How fine you want to screen that, or if
there's certain itens that you want to definite exclude
categorically. Maybe that's something you woul d want
to | ook at after you get some of these other things out
of the way. The one thing that -- and | guess an
eval uation is what you nake it.

This nmorning on | eaving the Westin Peachtree

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

177

Plaza | filled out a 60-second guest evaluation. |Is
the portage too hot, too cold, just right? | thought
it was confining. | wanted to say other things. And I
t hink here we have to decide, you know -- you've cone a
| ong way to deciding what you want to include.

Top question you have there on your sheet
there is what | initially thought we started out
di scussing, and then kind of went el sewhere. The
guestion of whether or not the panel -- what was the
role of the panel in suggesting solutions, and then we
got fromthat to whether or not to include the positive
aspects of this, positive assessnent, focus on the
problens and it went el sewhere.

|"d like to cooment on that first question
there. Yes. The panel should have a role in
recommendi ng suggestions, because if they surface in
t he discussion, and it seens reasonabl e that soneone
woul d benefit fromthem | don't see that you would
want to throw out suggestions just because you' ve
deci ded that you're not going to include suggestions in
your report.

MR. BROCKMAN:  Which is different fromtaking
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on the mandate that we will have a suggested sol ution
for each item

MR. SHADI S: Absol utely. Totally.

MR. CAMERON. To nake sure everybody agrees
with that, and to just sort of clarify what both of you
sai d, recommended solution or solutions would be
identified for maj or problens?

MR. BROCKMAN: If they are, we'll inprove
t hem

M5. FERDI G \What ever cones up

MR. BROCKMAN: If they're not, they' re not.

MR. CAMERON. But for every little issue or
just for the ones that we finally say are najor issues?

MR. SHADIS: If you want sone | anguage,
woul d say that we could agree that this panel would
consi der including solutions or suggestions as they
evol ve from our discussions.

MR. CAMERON. For any i ssue.

M5. FERDIG Right, as the nerged --

MR SHADI S:  Docunent .

M5. FERDIG -- docunent

MR SHADIS: In the mcrocosm Mnor issue.
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This nmorning we tal ked about the lack of information in
the reportage, both in the nmedia and on the web site.
And that fromthe public perspective it would be nice
to know what went into the decision-mnmaking process to
categorize different defense.

| f that was a problem soneone said: Wat do
you do? And | thought maybe you coul d have a 10- point
checklist or sonmething included in the information that
went out. That was a suggestion. It may not have been
a good one, but if it was determned that it was a good
suggestion, why couldn't it be incorporated at the end
in an appendi x of sone ki nd.

MR. CAMERON. So you're tal king about that
during the panel's discussion a nunber of issues were
addressed and here are sone proposed sol utions as an
appendi Xx.

Anybody want to comrent on that?

Now Ray has taken us back to this question
about should there be recommendati ons over and above
the conclusion that Bill was suggesting about should
the program continue. Watever we do with that. What

about Ray's suggestion?
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MR. BORCHARDT: | think as long as it is
clear that this is just food for thought and that the
eventual inplenentors can do whatever they want with
it, and not create a huge work burden in responding to
each one.

M5. FERDIG R ght.

MR. BORCHARDT: | wouldn't object to it.

MR. CAMERON: And woul d those recomendati ons
in ternms of solutions be sonething that the panel woul d
want to be in there? Wuld it be just |ike sort of the
brai nstorm ng i deas of any individual panel nenbers?

O would you want it to be sonething that the panel, as
a whole, felt confortable with? And that goes to our
Consensus process.

M5. FERDIG It could be |anguage about how
you characterize them They could be possibilities for
future consideration. It is a whole |lot easier to get
consensus on sonething |like that than a recommendati on.

MR. FLOYD: | would point out that |I haven't
heard any problemraised here yet today that | don't
think Bill Dean and his staff are not already aware of,

and are already working on it in sonme fashion. So when
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they conme to the course of these neetings and report to
us, not only how they're performance netric results are
com ng out, but what are they doing about sonme of these
specific problenms, which is on everybody's radar
screen, we may get sone insights and we m ght be able
to put in our report we agree with the candi date
resol ution proposed by the staff, or we disagree with
it. That's another possible outcome. But | think
they're going to wind up probably putting a |ot nore
t hought into how to resolve these issues than anybody
in this room or collectively inthis roomis going to
have the tinme to do. It's their nunber one job.

MR, BLOUGH: | wouldn't have a problemwth
i ncl udi ng any reconmmendation in that we can reach a
consensus on. Then that provides it's own bal ance in
that if it's very mnor thing, but yet it is so clear
to the panel that everyone says "yes" immediately, you
know, why not include it.

If it's a mnor thing and people can't say
yes i medi ately, then people aren't going to want to
spend tine, | hope not, talking about it, so it won't.

If it's a major thing and people want to
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spend tine to try to hanmer out a consensus, so it kind
of levels itself, I think.

MR. CAMERON. And just to check back on on
what Mary suggested, Mary, your term nol ogy woul d not
be reconmmendati on but...what was the phrase you used?

M5. FERDIG | was just trying to make it
nore abstract that didn't require nuch detail, since
that may not be the focus of the group, and | was
calling it possibilities for --

MR. CAMERON. Possibilities for inprovenent.

M5. FERDIG -- consideration, which could
include raise Ken's ideas.

MR. CAMERON. |s that acceptable to the group
i nstead of nmaking a recommendations to call it
"possibilities for inprovenent"? At least at this
stage. You can revisit this later on, when you hear
all of the Bill Dean recommendation fixes, etc., etc.

MR. BROCKMAN: The concept we're talking
about | think is common anongst all. | would propose
let's table what we're going to title it until we see
how we organi ze our final report, and then we'll figure

out what we call it now, and we know that there's two

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

183
possibilities at least. It will need to fall into the
construct of the final report. | think we've got a
comon vision and that's the key point right now as to
what we want to do here. W'I|Il call it Barbie or Ken
whatever. W'Ill figure out that nane | ater on.

MR. CAMERON. You just want to table what we
call it for now, and we know that there's two
possibilities at |east.

MR. GARCHOW |'d actually suggest that
Laurie and | or John could take a shot at it and not
waste a ot of group time trying to figure out three
words. Wen they wite the report, take a chance at it
and it is probably going to be okay. And we could nove
on to tal king about some of the issues.

MR. CAMERON. Based on a panel consensus,

t hough, these things would be, and as they cone up in a
di scussi on.

MR SHADIS: | just felt that if there are
i deas that they probably shouldn't be lost in a thick
transcript or, you know, collection of docunents.

M5. FERDI G  Sonebody can take notes of

Bill's things only and add themto this group.
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MR. CAMERON. | have a |ot of notes.

(Laught er)

MR. CAMERON. Have you figured out how you
want to deal with recomrendations or possibilities for
i mprovenent ?

MR. REYNOLDS: | think a key point that Ray
was tal king about, and Ken said, is, if we don't have
to have a recommendati on, as everyone believes.

MR. CAMERON: That's correct.

MR REYNOLDS: W don't have to search for a
recommendation. | agree with what we're discussing.
| f one conmes up, we capture it. But don't strive or
t hi nk about striving having a reconmendati on foll ow
i ssues.

MR MOORMAN: | think we need to be careful
wi th our reconmmendations, because anything that cones
out will have the information of the panel, and may be
construed as constrictive by those who may have nore
data and want to change the programin a slightly
different way. So we may be posing sone additional
risks for those who are actually --

MR. BROCKMAN: | like Mary's "vision" a
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little nore than "recommendation.” Reconmendati ons
carries a connotation with it that this is sonething
new. Whereas, the possibilities for inprovenent is
nore |i ke seeding the cloud for thoughts and what have
you. And when we get our final report, the right
words, | think, will beconme very self-evident at that
time.

MR. MOORMAN. But down to the actual wording
of any sort of recomrendation or instructive criticism
or however it may go. |If it gets too prescriptive,
then we risk --

MR CAMERON: | think that 1'Il rewite this.
But | think there is a sense of the panel here in terns
of this issue of recommendati ons.

MR. PLISCO Is now a good |lunch break tinme?
Say 1: 30.

(Wher eupon, a luncheon recess was taken at

12:35 p.m, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m)
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AFTERNOCON SESSI ON
(1:30 p.m)

MR. CAMERON. Just to give you what | thought
was a summary fromthe |last neeting, and this norning' s
di scussi on about the panel's work, if you'll |ook at
page 2 of the Summary of Initial Inplenentation
Eval uati on Panel Meeting. (Pause) That's a Decenber 5
menmo fromWarren to Sam Col lins. The panel stated
obj ectives there.

| don't see anything that we discussed this
norni ng that has been in conflict with that. But is
the reactor oversight process achieving the eight NRC
goal s? Have the nore significant areas been
identified? Has the NRC devel oped a sound sel f-
assessment process?

And the input for answering those questions
woul d conme fromlooking at the, as this docunent called
it, the nore inportant issues, which we have referred
to as big issues, major issues this norning.

Now al |l of those issues, as Rod, for exanple,
had organi zed them are into these categories of PI

i nspection, STP assessnent. The data to identify the
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nore inportant issues conmes fromall the discussions
that we started off doing this norning, and what Loren
is going to continue with. All these issues that we've
tal ked about. The ones that Bill Borchardt devel oped.
So sonehow or another there will be a wheedling effect
t here.

And the two new things that we did, | think
the is agreenent around the table is that the panel
shoul d | ook at what is working for perspective and
context, and the general sense -- and to give people a
general sense of how the programis worKking.

And the other thing | think you reached
agreenent on, although the term"recomendati ons" may
not be the right term is to include any consensus
recommendati on for the panel problens, as these
recommendati ons or solutions conme up during the
di scussions. But it wouldn't be for every issue that
you identify that you al so have a systenmatic di scussion
of how that can be. At least that's at the sense that
you woul d do that systematically with each issue.

That's what | sort of heard over this norning

and the last neeting. And there still are maybe issues
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for all of you to resolve. But naybe when Loren gets
to the format for the three o' clock session and see if
there is agreenment on that.

MR. PLISCO To go back and ook -- | don't
want to feel constrained as to what the previous panel
did, but they did provide what we're calling
recommendations for certain instances, and they talk
about it. Every category did not have a
recommendati on. But where they had an issue, they
called it a reconmendati on.

And in general, | just |ooked at them
They're not what | call real specific. They're just
general overview kind of recommendations, as far as
areas to |l ook at and things that ought to be
consi dered, and they reviewed that.

MR. GARCHOW Maybe i nportant enough for --
we al so had roomfor mnority opinions. And that's how
we broke |log jans of discussions, because there really
wasn't a right or wong. W agreed that if we had a
mnority opinion, that we would just insert it, you
know, allow the mnority opinion and put a coupl e of

par agraphs in that section saying it should be noted
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those are mnority opinions. So the reader-of-the-
report could see it all.

MR. PLISCO Any nore discussions?

(No response.)

What | would like to do is continue with
washi ng out sonme of these issues and go through -- sone
of the menbers have al ready provided i nput on sone
i ssues that they have, or they've heard about. | would
like to wal k through sone of those provided to you this
nmorning in your pile. [1've got another one I'll hand
out, when you get those from Steve.

MR. GARCHOW | think I sent those two days
ago or three days ago. Saturday. But not everybody

wor ks seven days a week, sorry. \Wen you get to your

office, you will see an e-mail that | think I did.
| did send it to everybody. It was a real brief e-
mail . Just on two issues.

MR. BORCHARDT: Well, I'Il very briefly run

through them The top one on that handout was a note
to John Monninger fromnyself. A nunber of these have
al ready been di scussed and nentioned, so |I'Il be very

bri ef on those.
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The first itemis, notw thstanding the
i nportance of what we are doing in this task group, it
is a reconmendation to consider having a i ndependent
group assess the effectiveness of the program
especially as it goes to public confidence and sone of
the other issues that are of inportance to the agency.
Al t hough we were independent fromthe creation of the
ROP, many of us in this roomhave a stake or a role to
play in its current inplenentation, and this just goes
to recommend that sonme consulting organi zati on and
previ ously not-involved nmenbers of the public also have
a review function.

The second one was directly nentioned, |
think, in the Region Il work shop.

MR. GARCHOW Hey, Bill, on that first one -
- this is maybe sonmething the NRC could hel p us,
because of your contacts in the governnent. | nean,
certainly the NRC doesn't have the corner on the narket
of regulating, you know, very conplex industries. It
m ght be interesting to note, you know, what does the
FDA do.

MR BORCHARDT: Yeah.
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MR GARCHOW \What does the --

MR. BORCHARDT: Well, that was ny thinking.
| think there's a benefit to having that kind of a
review done. And all I'msuggesting is that we, as a
group, meke that suggestion. And that's about all we'd
do, | think. Not provide any nore detail, but --

MR. PLISCO And it also mght be a question
we can ask Bill Bean. | know they do that kind of work
up front before they built this program is go |ook at
ot her agencies. They have routine in their actions
with the international regulators. They | ooked at al
that before they marched off on this. So |I think the
next tinme we talk to Bill, he may be able to provide
sone insight as far as what they | ooked at and what
t hey considered at the front end.

MR. GARCHOW | was just wondering what the
ot her agencies do. | don't have that comng up in the
conversations nuch. Thank you.

MR BORCHARDT: Item No. 2, like | said, cane
up in the Region IIl conversations. This is
recognition that, on occasion, NRC will want to have a

near or inmedi ate response to an event. And that
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agency gui dance, | think, needs to be strengthened to
di scuss what the criteria would be, and how it
interacts with the agency actions.

The third item goes to how, and actually if,
mul ti ple issues should be grouped in the designation of
i ndi vi dual inspection findings. And then it would al so
potentially relate to enforcenent, although I think
we' re already grouped in the enforcenment world.

But the question is, if there are five
related issues, all identified, say, through the sane
i nspection activity all surrounding the sane event, and
they have a variety of colors because of their
i ndi vidual significance, is it appropriate to have
five, distinct, separate findings which would then
translate or work their way into the action matrix. O
because of their close relationship, should they be
conbined into one finding that covers all of them
Then what safety significance do you give that one
findi ng?

MR. GARCHOW |s there an exanpl e of that
Bill, where that came up? Did that happen at |P2?

Were there nultiple --
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MR. BORCHARDT: No. On the steam generators,
it was really one distinct inspection finding relating
to the effectiveness and adequacy, | think, of the
findi ngs.

MR. GARCHOW |'msorry, were you talking
about EP?

MR. TRAPP: | was just tal king about one
event, and then how it had nultiple colors in one
issue, if that's what you were tal king about.

MR. BORCHARDT: There's also Region |11
findings on EQ prograns, where you have multiple pieces
of equi pnent that have degraded. Each one, by doing
its risk significance, will come up with different
color. Are those each independent findings, and how do
you group it?

In violation space, the agency has, for many
years, and we continue to group those issues into one
notice of violation fact. But, yeah, we prefer
groupi ng because for other reasons. And we're not on
t hat .

The fourth itemgoes to the role --

MR. PLISCO Just to save time. In ny wite-
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up, | have a simlar issue, sanme kind of questions, but
with alittle different spin, is that we've had a
couple of instances -- one was in a file that we had --
i ssues that were related to a non* finding, but really
weren't going to be called -- weren't even significant
contributing causes. Sonmething cane up as we were
| ooki ng at the bigger issue. And our tendency seened
to be early. You find issues related to that issue
gets the sane col or.

Wat we tried to do with the Sequoia flooding
i ssue, when we investigated, the stormdrains and the
turbine building were in the mai ntenance program And
t hey shoul d have been. And it was a viol ation agai nst
t here.

Whether it was or wasn't didn't nake any
difference in the real cause of the event. But there
was a |lot of internal discussion. You know, | think
they were early on in the program It had to be the
same color. And again | think that's a simlar
guestion to what you're asking is, how do you
characterize these issues related to these col or

findings? And how do you group them and package then?
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MR. BORCHARDT: The fourth itemhas to do
with the role of the regulatory conference, which is
our experience show ng taking on very highly technical,
very deep neeting, largely focusing on PRA anal ysis and
di scussi on of assunptions.

The rol e of senior nmanagers from both the NCR
and the utilities, in contrast to what was previously
done in enforcenent conferences, has subsequently
dramatically changed, to the extent that the senior
managers are much | ess involved than the actua
di scussion of the regulatory conference. And we think
there's an opportunity here to inprove the
ef fectiveness and utilization of resources by
recogni zi ng that difference.

Five is something | think that we have
alluded to already this norning. Also the validating

of the thresholds in the STP, and that's not really a

new i dea.

Nunber six is --

MR. SCHERER: Excuse nme. Wen you're talking
about five, it still cane back to risk ratio. Are you

-- were you intending to limt five or focus five on
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white to yellow and yellow to red? O were you
intending here to also focus on the green to white,
whi ch is progress?

MR BLOUGH: Well, for inspection findings,
it is.

MR. BORCHARDT: Yeah, you know -- for
i nspection. Its thresholds between all colors is what
| was intending.

MR. SCHERER: You're tal king STP only.

MR, BORCHARDT:  Yes.

MR. SCHERER: (kay.

MR BORCHARDT: Nunber six. There's a basic
assunption that sonme prograns, a nunber of prograns are
effectively inplemented at |icensee facilities, and
that assunption allows the programto carry forward
when it has certain findings.

One of those assunptions has to do with the
corrective action prograns.

What | don't believe is adequately covered
right nowis, what would be the result of a NRC
conclusion that the |licensee's corrective action

program was fundanentally flawed and coul d not be
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relied up

If that find were made then, it would, in the
enforcement world, invalidate the use of non-cited
viol ations instead of notices of violations, and woul d
impact, | think, other parts of the reactor oversight
process.

|"mnot raising this as sonething | think
will be a high frequency issue, but | don't believe it
is adequately addressed at all now, and we shouldn't be
devel oping this kind of policy for something this
significant on the spur of the noment.

Also, this is alnobst a cross-cutting issue.
There are certain prograns |ike the mai ntenance rul e,
EQ program that the program | don't believe, fully
descri bes how t hose woul d be eval uat ed.

For exanple, if a licensee were found to have
a grossly deficient EQ program it could potentially
af fect thousands of conmponents within that. How would
the licensee and the agency assess the safety
significance of that progranmmatic breakdown, and what
woul d be the resulting outflow fromthe matrix of that

kind of a findings?
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Nunmber seven is, | think, another itemthat
we briefly tal ked about this nmorning, and it goes to
utilizing information from green inspection findings.

Al of the people, whom | view as ny
constituency in the enforcenent program very firmy
believe that we are in a nmuch better of an approach now
where we assess the significance of individual
findings, and don't try to aggregate findings in order
to escal ate the significance.

Not wi t hstandi ng that, there are things that
can be learned by | ooking at the trends of green
i nspection findings. Unless green Pls, which are good,
green inspection findings, even though they are green,
are still not good. They're not positives. They
identify issues that need to be corrected.

We think that it warrants consideration to
see if there aren't ways to review and anal yze those
green inspection findings in order to provide a
f eedback nmechanisminto the inspection programor the
assessment process. That doesn't nean to drive every
licensee to the right on the action matrix to raise the

| evel of interaction with the |icensee so that there's

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

199
nore regul atory burden on the licensee. But, what it
does is prevent a blind eye being turned by the NRC
staff to green findings.

MR. FLOYD: Hey, Bill.

MR, BORCHARDT:  Yes.

MR. FLOYD: Maybe |'ve gotten this wong, but
| thought that was the purpose of the annual PI&R
i nspection. To collectively | ook across the board and
findings that have been issued and the itens that were
in the licensee's correct action programand see if
there was a big picture there as opposed to the nodul e
by nodul e 10 percent sanpling of issues in the cap
related just for that nodul e.

MR. BORCHARDT: | think in nmy mnd |'m
| ooking at it nore programmatically than site specific.
| think the PI&R will do it on a site basis, and that's
covered. What |I'mlooking at is the enforcenent
program or the inspection program | ooking at theses
issues to see if there aren't programmatic things that
shoul d be done to the inspection program

MR FLOYD:. | see. | see

MR. BORCHARDT: You know, as a feedback
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mechanismto the overall program |'mnot so --

MR. FLOYD: You're not tal king about |icensee

MR BORCHARDT: W th individual sites.

MR. FLOYD: -- you're talking about
progranmati c assessnents of your program

MR. BORCHARDT: Right. And right now there's
at | east the perception that in agreeing a finding are
pretty nmuch off the plate. | nmean they're in the
licensee's response then. All the licensees fix the
probl ens and not have any type of progranmatic foll ow
up. And we think naybe we ought to consider that's a
little bit too far.

MR GARCHOW | would al so use that
information in your regul atory burden reduction,
because if you just start collecting a whole bunch of
green * so they're in very |low safety significant,
areas that are non-confornmance with regul ati ons that
aren't risk significant, that could al so be a pointer
to say, hey, this is where the |licensees are focusing
on those. | nean, the argunent woul d be, you know,

there's only ex-anount you can focus on. And while
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you' re focusing on those, nmaybe you' re not focusing on
sonmething nore risk significant by virtue of the
program

So I would say that you m ght find safe and
you might find pointers, you know, to give you sone
insights on what to go look at further. But you al so
m ght find pointers on why are we even | ooki ng.

MR. BORCHARDT: Sure. You know, | think the
ot her point that supports this argunent is that there
are relatively few nunber of non-green inspection
findings. There are sone. There's sone significant
findings. But for the nost part there's just a handful
of licensees that have gotten non-green inspection
findings to date. It just seens we're needl essly
turning our backs on sone potentially valid
i nformati on.

Nunber eight has to do with what | see as a
weakness in that inspection of findings, issues that
are covered by traditional enforcenent, by that | nean
i ssues that inpede the regulatory process and are
willful, or have actual safety consequences, those

result in the traditional enforcenent approach.
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What doesn't happen, however, when that

treatnment is used is that there is no feed into the
action matri x. You could have a very significant issue
that had actual safety consequences. It could get, in
an extrene situation, a severity |level one violation
with a large civil penalty, but it would not feed into
the action matrix. Therefore, there seens to be an
apparent disconnect or a failure to consider that in

t he agency's foll ow on acti ons.

MR KRICH | don't need to get into your
whol e conversation, |'mjust been thinking about that,
because its been raised before. | always thought that

if sonething was that bad, if you got a | evel two
violation in sone area, that it was bound to show up
either as an inspection finding or Pl or both that
woul d drive you to the right on the action matrix. It
is hard to believe you get that significant a violation
on sonet hing and not have it show up sonme place where
it is going to be neasured.

MR. BORCHARDT: Not have it show up in a PI.

MR. KRICH Either a Pl or inspection

findi ng.
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MR. BORCHARDT: It would be the inspection
finding, under ny hypothetical scenario here, that
there is a very significant inspection finding. And
for the sake of argunent let's say it was willful. All
right. But the current policy is, we would issue
traditional enforcenent, and there would be no
correspondi ng yell ow red findings.

MR. KRICH (Okay. | understand what you're
sayi ng now.

But in the case of willful, and again the
whol e premi se we're | ooking at, where is the plan
relative in risk space? |If the willful violation
didn't cause the plant to be in |ower high risk,
whi chever is the appropriate place, then it would be
appropriate to have a severe violation. But really the
plant isn't sonething it should have been.

MR. BORCHARDT: But suppose it did create a
high risk situation. The current construct is,
notwi t hstandi ng that, the enforcenent action would be
severity level two and sone civil penalty, and there's
no corresponding red or yellow inspection.

MR. GARCHOW |'m not saying you're w ong,
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because you know better than I do, but | would have got
in a dialogue without knowi ng what the facts were,
whi ch you seemto have. | would say the issue would
have been percol ating al ong through the inspection and
the SDPs and end up what it is, and the willful would
be running its own highway to a |l evel 2 conference.

And you're sort of stuck with the willful

But the issue, you didn't have safety
i njection or whatever the egregious thing was through
the --

MR. BORCHARDT: And | think that's the
ultimate answer. | nean, that would be ny suggestion
of how it would work out, but that's not what the
program says, no.

MR. BLOUGH: Ckay. That's interesting.

MR. BORCHARDT: And that's the dil emma.

What | thought was happeni ng was, suppose the |icensee
willfully failed to do a 50-59 evaluation, and it turns
out that they nake a change that is risky to the plant.
| woul d have thought that that was a finding that m ght

be a color |like white or whatever.
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But then the fact that it was willful and
initially getting a white finding, rather than treating
it as a cited violation under the program you would
treat that still as a white finding, but then issue
them a superior level 111,

MR SCHERER. |I'mwlling to accept that.

MR. BORCHARDT: | thought that was how our
board --

MR. SCHERER. And maybe that's what we had
i ntended, but that's not what the programcurrently
says, at least -- if it does say that, it's not cleared

up, because | don't understand it, right, fromwhat I

read. | think that's the right answer.

Well, isn't the issue also, Bill, that you
coul d get inconsistent results? You could get -- well,
the other way as well. You could get a relatively high

severity level finding with a white issue and a

relatively | ow severity level with a yellow issue.
MR. BORCHARDT: No. that's actually

i npossi ble now. Well, ny guidance in the inspection

program says is that if you can use, under any

ci rcunst ances you can use the STP to assess the
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techni cal significance of an issue, use that.

And then if there is sonme factor such as
wi | | ful ness which causes that issue now need to be
treated differently than the reactor oversight, then
we'll use that to escalate the significance, if it's
warranted. But we will always start with the technical
significance determ ned by the ROPs. And that's the
way |'m mai ntaining conpl ete consistency between the
i ssues. Now, does that neake sense?

MR. GARCHOW Does that happen very nuch?

MR. BORCHARDT: Yeah, we've used it on 50-59
i ssues ever since the pilot |og programstart ed.

MR. GARCHOW So when you say "willful on 50-
59" it's an error in judgnent if someone not --

MR. BORCHARDT: No. Well, 50-59 is not

willful. 1t is one of those inpeding the regulatory
process.

MR. GARCHOW Ckay. I'mwth you. |
couldn't get that. | couldn't make the match

MR. PLISCO. There's a whole ben of --
there's not reporting things under 572 or 573.

MR. BORCHARDT: Al right. Nunmber nine goes

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

207
to this idea of -- not the idea, but the creation of
this no color finding and violation. | find that nuch
| ess than appealing, and | believe it needs to be
reviewed, and | woul d suggest ever effort be nmade to
remove this category. W either colorize it or treat
it under traditional enforcenent, one or the other.
But this non-color is just non-sensical to ne.

MR. PLISCO | would make it invisible.

MR. FLOYD: Region 4, a workshop that says
the original intent of the programwas that those non-
color findings be limted to the exceptions that were
going to be taken under the enforcenent policy. The
failure to neet the condition, failure to put
corrective action program then it m ght be a non-
colored finding and, you know, treated traditionally.

MR. GARCHOW And actually the --

MR. PLISCO Kind of transgress beyond that.

MR. GARCHOW It actually turned out with
sonme additional guidance. | see the need for the NRC
| mean if | were in their shoes on sonme of the human
performance and cross coding things, to have a way of

hi ghlighting those in a manner in the inspection
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reports so, like, when the yearly inspection or bi-
yearly inspection cones, there's a basis of that team
to go look at that's in the docunented record.

And |'ve been seeing sonme of these non-col or
findings come through with what | would say just sort
of setting the stage for the corrective action team
that's comng six nonths fromnow to say, hey, we had a
non-col or finding and corrective action. W made this
observation and it is in the report. And when | see
those, | nmean I'mfully expecting that I'll be talking
about those again when the corrective action teamrolls
through town. And | can see why you would do that.

MR. PLISCO Again, when | tal ked earlier
this nmorning about the rub between not having a risk
reformrequirenents and the risk reformprogranms, this
is one of the fallouts of it. And we talked a | ot
about the threshold for their violations and the things
t hat have not changed. And there are still issues to
come up that have no risks because they are very | ow
risk significance that are still violations and
conpliance issues. That's how this thing has evol ved

and how to handle themright now. | don't think anyone
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is satisfied with howit is handled, at least howit is
comuni cated. | nean there are violations and the NCBs
are issued. As far as conmunicating what they are is
satisfying to anybody.

MR. BORCHARDT: The nai nt enance being an
excel | ent exanple of sonething that's incredibly
difficult to do, a risk assessnment on an administrative
requi renent. And therefore, what we ended up doi ng was
goi ng down this no-color path for a maintenance rule
vi ol ati on.

MR FLOYD: That's where a |ot of them cone
from R ght.

MR, SCHERER:  Yes.

MR. PLISCO | think procedural issues is
anot her one that are things to come up with, you know.
If they had foll owed procedure, it turned out it wasn't
real .

MR. GARCHOW That was ny point. M
perception in reading these reports, is you' re putting
those in there so the corrective action team can go
say: Hey, here's a repetitive pattern of procedure

i ssues. What are you doi ng about procedures? What's
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the effectiveness of the corrective actions? And it
gives you a basis to go start |looking in an area where
if you didn't have that in your report, that can be
sort of starting from wherever you start from

MR. PLISCO That's part of it. But I think
it also puts the inspectors in a funny position,
because a |l ot of these issues no one is willing to cal
m nor or neet the mnor threshold. | think there is
significant errors to elimnate, and there are
conpl i ance issues, and they've got to dispositions for
them They're put in the box of they' re not risking
it, but their obligated. Dispositionis to deal with
it, and that's what's created this no-col or.

MR. GARCHOW But once you call the
violation, there's still the process in place for ne to
di spute that, whether it's colored or not.

MR. FLOYD: | just wonder if we've
artificially created a category that really isn't
necessary.

MR. PLISCO M personal viewis that green
is low significance only, zero.

MR. KRICH Right.
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MR. PLISCO W ought to just call it green.

MR. SCHERER: | agree with that. |If there's
a public confidence issue, try to get up and explain in
a public forumwhat a no-color finding is.

MR. FLOYD: There's a new box too that's
showi ng up on the web site, m scell aneous fi ndi ngs.

MR. GARCHOWN W had one of those.

MR. FLOYD: They're not green, they're not
white, they're not yellow, they're not red, they' re not
no-col or, mscell aneous that's showi ng up on the
website. There were no significant findings.

MR. CAMERON. This BRC, bel ow regulatory --

MR GARCHOW | don't know. But this is the
struggl e, because on the 39th year, 364th day, the | ast
ten mnutes of the licensee's tine sonebody is going to
come up and say: For 39 years, 364 days and 23 hours
you' ve had this mnor non-conform ng condition.

Because they're out there everywhere. These real, real
m nor non-conformance. | nean, there's thousands and

t housands of pages of regulatory requirenments. There's
m nor non-conformance everywhere everyday. Very, very

mnor. So, | nean, anytine sonebody goes and | ooks at
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any plant in the country, are going to find very, very,
very m nor non-conformance.

| nmean, we find themevery tine we | ook. W
put themin the corrective action program |nspectors
conme through. They're going to find themtoo, when you
start racking over an operations that's been running 25
years wWith various sets of organizations running them
because there's turnover. You're bound to find that.

So | think the process now handl es them But
| think the inspectors are struggling, because when
they find them what do you do with then? |Is that a
correct perception?

MR. MOORMAN. That's exactly right. W're
still looking for the right threshold, and still in the
back of our m nds we want sonmething to have to hold up
for assessnent. How nuch goes into the progran? W
really don't know.

MR. SCHERER. Martin, we spent a lot of tine
in the Region IV workshop di scussing no-col or findings
and, you know, | think one of the points that was made
is try to nove towards zero in terns of no-col or

findings. Maybe it mght be sinpler to just call them
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all green. But let's at |east keep this so we don't
| ose this issue along the way.

MR. BORCHARDT: Number 10 issue is
recognition that the tineliness appears to be slipping
on the resolution of these findings, and that we need
to establish a series of performance neasures that
takes a finding fromidentification all the way through
final resolution, to help us determ ne whether or not
there are programmatic process things that we can do to
i nprove the tineliness. Watever it is.

| nmean, we just don't have a real good feel
for what all the data is now So if we had some
nmeasures that would hel p us.

El even has to do with ny belief that there
ought to be a parallel process to allow |licensees to
chal I enge green findings, as there is for the nore
significant findings. | think it also ought to be |ess
resource intensive, you know. It'd be as nensurate
with the significance of the findings, so it shouldn't
have all the trappings and forrmalities of a chall enging
or red finding. But that there ought to be sone

established process to allow that interaction.
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MR. SCHERER:. May | ask a question on that?

MR, BORCHARDT:  Sure.

MR. SCHERER: | thought that that existed.
Wiile | would inagine it would be few and far between
that the |licensee would spend the effort to dispute a
green finding. Wy doesn't that exist now?

MR BORCHARDT: Well, it does.

MR. SCHERER. W disputed a --

MR. GARCHOW We had to appeal m nor, so,
yeah, | know what --

MR. BORCHARDT: Yeah. |'m suggesting that
the program needs to describe it. There is an appeal
process now. |It's just done ad hoc for the nost part,
and | don't think is the hugest issue, but for
conpl eteness the program ought to address it.

MR. BLOUGH: Spend nore tinme on that appeal
thing than you woul d have done on a suppl enent a
i nspection, and it's just a green --

MR BORCHARDT: But there is a --

MR, BLOUGH -- but just to begin with
there's a problem W're not risk informed any nore,

but we spend a ot of time resolving at that |evel.
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MR. BORCHARDT: Twelve has to do with a topic
agai n which we discussed earlier today, and that has to
do with the exchange of information between the
licensee and the NRC in order to fully characterize an
i ssue.

Al'l of the relevant discussions and exchanges
of information gets summarized in the inspection
report. But then, once the report is issued, there is
still an opportunity, obviously -- we want to have the
exchange of the best available information at al
times. But | believe that that information at that
poi nt, once the report gets issued, needs to be equally
wel | - docunent ed.

Be it either in the docunentation of the
NRC s final action or in exchange of information that
ends up being publicly avail able through Adans or
what ever the appropriate vehicle is.

That we should not allow even the suspicion
of having a secret exchange of information in order to
i mpact the NRC s significance determ nation.

MR. BROCKMAN: This really goes very closely

to Ray's concern this nmorning as to the checklist or
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what ever is out there, exactly how the decision was
reached.

MR. BORCHARDT: Thirteen is not a new topic.
Has to do with PRA quality and consistency. Although
t he exanpl e di scussed this norning where two apparently
very simlar issues ended up being different
significant determ nations, different colors, and the
expl anation this nmorning was because of the anount of
time covered by each.

It is equally possible that the tinme periods
coul d have been identical, but that the PRA for each
pl ant was different, and that is what caused the
significance to be different. And that's perfectly
okay if, in fact, the risk of the two plants was
different. But if it's just the difference in the PRA
nmet hodol ogy that was utilized, that becones a nore
difficult challenge to understand and to be able to
expl ai n.

MR. FLOYD: Do you renenber when the plant
specific work sheets cane out, that should settle sone
of this 'cause right now sone regions | know are

relying on the licensee PRA because the work sheets are
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not up to date. |If you conme out with the updated work
sheets, that should elimnate some of that concern over
consi stency --

MR TRAPP: But the other work sheets have to
be taken with a future grain of salt. There's going to
be a lot of issues. |If you have nultiple service water
punps feeding a single header, if you have a service
wat er i ssue the work sheets won't apply. So there's
going to be a whole host of issues. |'d say naybe even
like a 50-50 split. You are really going to be able to
apply the work sheets directly. And the other thing, |
guess, is, if you use the work sheet and cone up with a
white -- | can't conceive the situation where the
|icensee or us wouldn't go on and get sone better date
fromeither PRA or fromour own office.

MR. FLOYD: But aren't we really relying on
the SRAs to make a final determ nation as to whether or
not the licensee's PRA is constructed properly and --

MR. TRAPP:  No.

MR FLOYD: -- to be able to evaluate the
i ssue?

MR. TRAPP: To evaluate the issue, | nean,
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we' d eval uate the sequences and we'd | ook at the
critical sequences and that kind of thing. But we
don't go in and do, obviously, an in depth --

MR. FLOYD: Oh, | know you don't do an in
depth review, but you at |east have sone judgenent as
to whether the |licensee's PRA applicable to the
situation that's --

MR. TRAPP: Right. And we have our own
i ndependent nodel s that we kind of cross.

MR. SCHERER: | guess ny experience is the
same as we are tal king about here, at |east for our
plant -- and certainly for the ones in Region |V that
have the sheets and agreed upon -- | didn't think that
the variations that may or may not exist in our PRAs
really did affect the categorization because the work
sheets were dependi ng on plant characteristics not our
PRA. Wien we worked our way through it, it was
dependi ng on whet her we had -- or whether we had -- how
many trains we had in our system Those were then used
by the region to evaluate the situation. W used our
PRA to conpare it to that, but the NRC was not relying,

at least for our plant, on the PRA
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MR. BORCHARDT: It's my inpression, anyway,
that |icensees have been utilizing information derived
fromtheir own individual PRAs, and the regulatory
conferences which are trying to categorize. To the
extent that there's a variation there, that nmakes our
job nore challenging. W can hear what this one
|icensee says, but it is hard for us to put it into
context of all of the rest of the industry, and simlar
plants. | think that's what I'"'mtrying to capture.

MR. FLOYD: Personally, | think the program
has to rely upon the SRAs to nake the call as to
whet her its prudent or not to consider that information
and how to consider it, because it is going to be a
long tine, if ever, that these PRAs are consi stent
across the board.

| nean, you get a different answer whet her
you' ve done a shutdown nodel or just done a power
nodel , or whether you' ve got an extra...there's no
requi renent to have any of that.

So you' ve got to reach to the point where
having a PRA define a certain way with a certain

conpl et eness becones a regul ation, then you m ght be
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able to get sonething for inconsistency but not until
t here.

MR. GARCHOW There is no right answer to the
PRA. It's not a digital process.

MR PLISCO And that's what is a risk
informed. That's a process. It's not a risk-base
process. And another thing | would add on here is
nmet hodol ogy. W're dealing with an issue now, and we
set a reqgulatory conference |ast week for sumer. And
the issue as far as happeni ng cones down to one thing,
how you nodel hunman performance and operator recovery.
This issue turns out to be in-risk base, right on the
line between yell ow and white. And what assunptions
you nmake in operator recovery and the probability of
t hat decides where it is. And you have to | ook at the
air bands. In the end it conmes down to the judgenent
on what the understandi ng what the differences in the
nodel s are, and what the assunptions are. You have to
just make a call. And we're going to have a |lot nore
i ke this one.

MR. FLOYD: The bad news is it's conplex, but

the good news is, as Bill nentioned, there's only been
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nine of these so far.

MR. TRAPP: Not only did we discuss the
i ssues, we were discussing significance and stuff |ike
this where we used to just slap a |abel on it and nove
on.

MR KRICH To add to this. And your point
is going to take -- our experience is that the SRAs and
t he regi on have gotten very good techni cal working
relationship with our PRA folks. And so | think the
SRAs have a good feel for the adequacy and consi stency
of our PRA and know when to trust it and when to go off
and do their own type of analysis. So, unfortunately,
it is individual specific, but there is a backstop to
your concern here, which is SRA. At |east that's been
nmy experience.

MR. BORCHARDT: | certainly don't nmean to
under solve the inportance of the SRA in hel ping that.
From ny perspective, | see a tendency, despite our
desire to use the word "risk inforned" to "becone risk
based.” That when push conmes to shove, we're tending
nore and nore to want to | ook at the risk nunber. And

the nore we all ow ourselves to go in that direction
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the nore inportant ny item 13 becones. Because,
ultimately, what the NRC would have to do is to be able
to explain why for still saying this is a yellow,
notw t hstanding the fact that this Iicensee cane in and
gave us a white nunber. And it is a hard argunent to
make sonetines. But that's what being risk inforned
means and not being risk based. But there's a strong
push to becone nore and nore toward the direction of
ri sk based, | believe.

MR PLISCO In this item from our
experiences, directly linked to this tineliness issue,
processi ng i ssues, and how nmany interactions are
requi red, and how nmany re-analysis and re-|ooks are
required, | think directing should be to that.

MR. GARCHOW Maybe that cashes out during
the tine you are doing that. Are the plants operating
safely in the interin? The answer nost likely is yes.

MR. PLISCO Well, our experience has been
the issue was actually fixed a year ago. W're
debating what we'll call it.

MR. SCHERER: |'Ill go back and poll the other

plants in Region IV, but again | just want to enphasize
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my experience in working with Region IV is that
currently the NRC relies heavily on an individual
pl ant. PRAs devel oped by licensees is not, in ny
experience, we do in arguing our case.

But our SRAs and the residents use their
i nsights based on their views of the situation, based
on their work sheets and di scussion with our PRA
people. They certainly do have a dial ogue. And as Rod
i ndi cates, that hel ps change their mnd as to sone of
the issues as we've evaluated it.

But we rely on our PRA to nake our case. NRC
has been taking an independent | ook, at |east in Region
V. So | just challenge that prem se.

MR. REYNOLDS: Sone clarification mght help
there, though. The SRAs nodified the face to work
sheets based on the scientific PRAs. So that
information fromthe site specific PRAs is in our tool.
That's what it was based on.

MR. PLISCO But it's plant features.

MR GARCHOW  Your nodel said, too, we'll
credit you the third. Had nothing to do with our PRAs.

MR. BROCKMAN: Again, the PRAs in Region |V
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run anywhere froma Mock | Rev Zero up to the | atest
and greatest. And there's been a |lot of work by the
SRAs in staying very active with |licensees,
under st andi ng what their capabilities are, and then
getting a lot of data into the regional office that we
can use to work back and forth. And then we nay have
to go back and get nore suppl enentati ons.

But to say the nunber the |icensee brings in
is the nunber that's acceptable, no.

MR. GARCHOW | don't agree with that.

MR. BROCKMAN: It's a bid position. And work
of f of C-pluses and m nuses with, and then we'll go
back and - -

MR. GARCHOW Then you get into the
assunptions, and all of a sudden you're having a very
good techni cal decision instead of arguing subjectives.

MR SCHERER: | still think it's a valid
point. M perception is that that sentence needs to be
| ooked at. Ckay.

MR. PLISCO Ray, you still want to try and
junp in, right.

MR SHADIS: It's a question that |'m asking.
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" masking for those folks in the know to educate ne a
little bit and fromthe public confidence perspective,
but it's a question of how far do you go with risk
inform ng, not in the sense of being absol ute where
sonmething is risk driven but risk inforned.

Wul d you have on a plant-specific basis
where you eroded engi neering conservation, let's say,
you' re | ooking back at a plant and di scovering that
maybe you don't have as much heat renoval capabilities
you t hought you had.

Then you have events that would affect that
particular train in the plant, that system | would,
as a citizen looking at this fromthe outside, |I would
presune that that plant's condition of having | ess heat
removal capability, let's say, than previously thought,
were informed the levels of risk that you assign to the
failure of that particular conponent. |Is that the way
it ought to go? Now that's in the scoring end. But
how about in the end of allocating inspection
resour ces.

When we had this discussion with the public

nmeeting on this process at the Vernont Yankee Pl ant,
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what we tried to get fromthe resident inspectors and
the people up in Region | at that point was, if you're
risk inform ng the process, and you have a bunch of
categories here, the risk information for PWRs is
different than BWRs, and you go all the way down the
line you know, for whatever you' re | ooking at.

When it comes to the specific plant, we tried
to get themto say, well, what's high on the scope for
this plant? What are the areas where you see that
there are either eroded engi neering conversations or
weaknesses that you are paying particular attention to
when you inspect this plant? They clamed up.

Coul dn't pry word one out of them about how this risk
i nformation play out when you get down to the specific
pl ant .

And |I'm wondering if you could give ne a
little education on that. Because that's the only way
we can see it is by the way, how does this play out in
our nei ghbor hood.

MR. BROCKMAN: Let me try to project it from
a project's viewpoint, and then I'll give you sone tine

to fornul ate your thoughts, oh, Senior Resident
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| nspector, how you apply that at your plant.

It definitely does follow in, and what it
goes into is in your sanple selection that you are
going to pick. Wenever we go out to do an engi neering
i nspection, promnent identification resolution
i nspection, if my residents are working with an outage
comng up -- and that's typically -- for your exanpl e,
when we'd really | ook at heat syncopacities and heat
exchangers and things this, we get together with the
SRAs. That's part of our planning process. And
identify where are the nore risk significant areas to
focus at.

This is one we'd have -- there's a weakness
there. Al right. | got that one sitting over in ny
tickler file to pull up and be | ooking at whenever | am
doing problemidentification resolution this is an area
that's a higher probability to look at. It is
sonmething I want to get with Jimwhen |I'm devel opi ng ny
sanple plan and factor in to the right way to | ook at
it. AmIl mning it? No. Does it give ne insight that
this is a softer area and therefore has a higher risk

possibility associated with it, it needs to be probed
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to confirmor refute that fact, because it could be
refuted. At which tinme then I'Il back off in the
future. That's how you use that information within the
devel opnent process. That's froma division director's
poi nt .

MR. MOORMAN. But on a daily perspective, we
know whi ch systens in the plant are inportant to risk.
And bei ng m ndful of those, everything that goes on in
the plant that we nonitor in our daily plant status
monitoring, | look at every condition report that gets
generated at the plant. W look at that for how
probl ens are affecting those systens. And then we take
the inspection nodules and go in and take a | ook at
t hose probl ens.

We al so | ook at human performance. Were do
we see problens and are those likely to becone risk
significant if they get out of control. So we do know
what systens to | ook at, and we focus on these.

MR. KRICH The only question | had in
listening to your question was, you were saying, well,
if you have a degraded condition -- I'"mnot sure that's

t he word you used.
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MR SHADIS: Well, "erosion of an
engi neering" --

MR KRICH If it's a known condition, then
it's taken care of. |It's addressed to the corrective
action. And the inspection process and use of PRAs is
not going to necessarily help you with that. It's an
identified condition.

Where PRA hel ps you is, all of us have a |ist
of systens which have a high inpact on plant risk. So,
for exanple, the service water system |If you | ose the
service water systens, in nost plants you are in deep
do-do because it has a trenmendous inpact on the ability
to mtigate the consequences of an accident.

So the NRC will then use that, for exanple
to go in and do a focused inspection on the service
wat er systemto see if we're maintaining it properly,
is the training being done properly, human perfornmance
problens in operating it is being operated properly.
That type of thing.

But in ternms of eroding sonething that's
already identified as being eroded, then PRAs can't

hel p you with that because you' ve already identified

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

230
t hat .

MR. BROCKMAN: There's a key point that you
bring up, problemidentification resolution process,
the corrective action process the licensee has. If we
identify this concern -- the licensee identifies it, |
am operating under the prem se that they have enbraced
the issue and put into their corrective action program
and are dealing with as a responsible |icensee.

If they're not, 1'Il come back to that issue.
If they are, and it hasn't crossed a significance
threshold, it's in their ban, then what | expressed
earlier is what I'"'mgoing to do. I'mgoing to use that
to help ny risk informny sanples. If it has crossed
the threshold, then they' re going to get special
i nspection associated with that, as is appropriate for
t he program 95001, 002, what have you, dependi ng upon
the threshold it crossed and what that mneans.

Now i f they haven't enbraced it, and they
haven't seen it as a problem then that gets us engaged
to go out and inspect the brief clarification to it
associ ated for what we think the potential inpact could

be. And there are nore than adequate risk-inforned
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nodul es for me to be able to go out and probe into that
and pry to independently putting characterization on
it, which will then a little nore of what 1'Il call put
the shoe horn a little nore before its fit into the
corrective action program

| have not found the need to do that, |
t hi nk, except for one very mnor opportunity thus far.
Its nore been a foll owup because they've taken the
issue and use it to risk inform nyself.

MR, BLOUGH: Well, there's so many angles to
that question. | nean, when you start answering al
the angles, you know, it gets to be overly conplicated.
But there are cases where you woul dn't say the
engi neering margi n has eroded. But over tine, fromthe
original design, is the design requirenent here and the
actual design was here, and then various reasons:
nodi fi cations, changes to the plant, they m ght have
conme cl oser together, you know. So where it's stil
acceptable with less margin in the various
cal cul ati ons.

In that case, one, as | think Jimsaid or

whoever said, those issues are nore likely to get
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pi cked up in your sanple selection for the engineering
i nspection. But the other angle on that is, you're
going to have to spend nore tinme. | nean, the closer
it is, if you have -- diesel |oading, which has now
beconme very tight, you have to | ook nore closely at
every angle that goes into that, and the validity of
every single input to where, if there's nore margin, it
woul d be an easier inspection to do.

Sanme thing wwth service water. [|f you' ve got
a water system which the margin has gone down, it is
just going to be harder to take an inspector to inspect
it, because you have to go in and |look at the results
of the inspections, all the heat exchangers in nore
detail than you m ght have to with a systemthat is
nmore margin. | don't know. Your question has so many
angles to it.

MR SHADIS: Well, I think I'"mlooking for
reassurance that the plant specific information plays
into, you know, not only plays into the assigning of
val ues for various infractions and so on, but also
plays into determining how this plant is going to be

i nspect ed.
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The emergency di esel generator exanple that
you brought up is a good one. And | know,
historically, in the way back wi th Mai ne Yankee, we had
di esel generators that, if they were tapped fully under
an energency, it would be within three-tenths of a
percent of their plate rating.

Al so, | ooking back in the record at one point
we had a violation where a mx of diesel fuel was
delivered that was what's called a "winter mx" in our
area. It's about 40 percent kerosine. Meaning that
the choleric content of it was dimnished well in the
way past that three-tenths of a percent margin.

In other words, those diesels could not have
gotten their full horsepower rating out of that fuel,
no matter what you did to them And yet, these two
events, the synergy between these two events, was never
brought forward in anything that NRC did at the tinmne.
Not hi ng we saw at | east.

And so what |'m suggesting here is that where
you have ongoing conditions with a plant, fromthe
public confidence perspective, we'd like to see it

reflected that NRC is aware of these things and taking
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theminto cogni zance as they go forward with this
program wth this inspection program And this is not
a new issue and it doesn't pertain in a singular way to
this program but it does pertain to this program

MR BROCKMAN: | think it would be safe to
say that the programallows for these things to be
done. If we are doing our job properly, which is
hol di ng upon nme as a manager for that area and ny
staff, we would be doing that. Am1 going to tell you
that every issue and every correlation that I1'ma
hundred percent conmand of, | can tell you |l try. | do
nmy best, and we work on it, and we're continually
working on it. That's really the best | can go in that
area because of the anobunt of resources. W' ve got our
programin the sanpling program [It's not a hundred
percent verification program

Now, could I tell you we've still a process
i nvol ved, though, if such an issue was brought to our
attention, that we could i mMmedi ately address it and
handle it without a doubt, that's still in the program
and woul d be inmedi ately addressed, handl ed, and

reviewed and put into a proper context? No doubt about
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that at all.

MR. BORCHARDT: | can finish up, hopefully,
very quickly. M last itemhas to do with what the
definition of a "performance deficiency" is.

For an inspection finding to be valid, there
has to be a perfornmance deficiency. The question is,
is this a performance deficiency on personnel that may
have caused the problem or a performance deficiency on
the plant? And to illustrate the story quickly, 1"l
just give you a quick theoretical exanple.

Suppose a desi gn engi neer made an error 20
years ago, and it turns out that a systemw thin the
pl ant woul d not have been functional for a specific
scenario for the last 20 years. The licensee discovers
that deficiency. Dah! |Is that a performance issue?

Some woul d argue that this is an error that
happened 20 years; that it's not reflective of the
licensee's current performance in the area of design
engi neering and, therefore, is not a performance issue.
O hers woul d say, now, you don't | ook at who causes it
or how it was caused, you look at the fact that there

was a systemthat was required to be operable. It
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wasn't operable. It had sone inpact on risk, which you
can assess, and that it's the plant configuration that
is the performance issue, and that's what the action
ought to be issued -- the finding ought to be issued to
docunent and the violation, if there is a violation, be
i ssued to take enforcenent action on.

There was a fair amount of debate and
di scussi on on a nunber of recent cases that go to this
very questi on.

And ny last issue is that | believe that
program gui dance needs to be devel oped to specifically
address whether it is either or both of these
scenari 0s.

MR. FLOYD: Bill, | have another corollary to
that, and that is, suppose you have a di esel generator
fail to start. It's unavailable due to a random
failure of a relay and a piece of equipnent. The relay
i s under a maintenance programand it failed well
before it's neantine to failure, are you going to
evaluate that as a failure of that piece of equi pnent
using the STD or not? Because sone woul d argue that,

no, that's not a performance issue with the |icensee.
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They were nmintaining that piece of equipnent in
accordance with their program They just had an
unexpected failure well before its nmeantine to failure
on. That's another correlation to that issue that |
know has cone up. |Is that a performance issue? Yeah.

The first one | think is alittle clearer in
my mnd as to whether it’s a performance issue or not.
The second one | think is pretty clear. It is not a
performance issue. But others nmay disagree with that.

MR. BORCHARDT: Well, let's elicit the answer
to the first question.

MR. FLOYD: | think philosophically it is a
performance i ssue, because the |icensee has a program
where they're supposed to be going back and
periodi cally doing design reviews and assessnents,
reviewing it, picking up to see if there's deficiencies
that have yet to be discovered. So that is part of the
program and responsibility to do that.

The second issue, if they got a program and
it really was a random failure beyond their control, |
woul dn't think that as a performance issue.

MR, BLOUGH: | don't think we're supposed to
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be able to find a performance i ssue before review ng an
LER, and it ends up that it is just an equi pnent
failure. There's no program-- no reasonable thing
that shoul d have prevented it. | don't think we're
supposed to define any perfornmance i ssue and enter an
STP for it.

MR SHADIS: Right.

MR BLOUGH: But | do know that we did make
that m stake at sonme plants early on, and | hope we've
corrected it now where we specifically were review ng
LERs, and they issue gree3n findings what was just an
equi pnent failure. No perfornmance issue identified.

MR. TRAPP: The inportant aspect, too, in the
first case, 1'd want to do a follow up inspection and
see what other design issues are out there. So it's
probably wort hy.

The second case, if |'ve already got what |
need to know, why would I go in there.

So if the purpose of the programis to direct
i nspection resources, then that's exactly the key.

MR. GARCHOW There's another, |ike, opening.

| know sonme of the utilities are doing better than
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others; that in this programit doesn't matter who
finds it if you buy into the construct. So if we're
doi ng the sel f-assessnent, here's where the di sconnect
bet ween 5072 and 5073 in the program conmes in, because
| really have no regulatory basis to report that to
you.

Some utilities, our's included, have
submtted a voluntary LER. |If we think that we're into
sonmething we found that | can't get into a text-spec

probl em but when | review the issue in accordance with

the STP, | conme out with something maybe green or nmaybe
green heading to white, | get nervous on the disclosure
parts.

| mean | think if that's where, you know --
if you were really going to tie all the prograns
t oget her, you woul d have a I ength of 5072, where I'd
have to report that, so the people like Jimcould take
their viewof it and say it either is or isn't.

Ri ght now, not all those things would | enter
a text-spec or aml required to wite a LER or nake a
one- or four-hour call, but in nmy self-assessnent

program | found it and it exists. It happens
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infrequently. But as over 104 plants, as we're trying
to get our self-assessnment prograns nore robust, we're
really digging, we're really going to find. And that's
an open issue.

MR, BORCHARDT: |'m done.

MR H LL: Most of these issues have to do
wi th performance indicators, and nost of themwere, |
t hi 9nk, already addressed at the workshop, and so |
think they' re kind of known but I'Il go through them
anyway.

First there on "unpl anned power change
performance indicator” has to do with the fact that if
you have sonething that's broken, if you go ahead and
fix it in less than 72 hours, and take a power
reduction, you' re seen as being a poor perfornmer or an
outlier and really doesn't take into that, you know,
may very well be capable of being -- in other words, a
72-hour arbitrary tinme period regardl ess of your
pl anni ng capability.

The second one has to do with fault exposure
hours, and there's already been a |lot of tal k about

that. And the fact of taking half of the tine there.
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Like | say, that's already being worked on

The third one is simlar. Again, equipnent
unavail ability definition. That was different,
different prograns. And there's already groups working
on that. As David said earlier, a lot of things --
there's already people that have identified these, and
| think some of these were identified to us |ast
nmeet i ng.

The next one on the next page has to do with
reasonabl e operator actions, whether you should be able
to take credit for reasonabl e operator actions or not,
and the difference of not being able to do themfor the
unavai | abl e hours.

Then there's also a question about limting
t he exenption fromreporting plant overhaul maintenance
hours, which has an inpact on plants that already have
a text-spec that allows being able to do online
mai nt enance.

MR. GARCHOW Did that conme up at the work
shops, the plants that have the 14-day diesel LCGOs, you
know? |If you follow the NRC text-spec that they gave

you, that you paid for, you follow your text-specs
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right into white.

MR. SCHERER. The PI Manual was changed.

MR. GARCHOW Was that changed?

MR. SCHERER: Yes, if you have a risk based,
ri sk performed AOI, you don't have to do that.

MR PLISCO Nowit's gone the other --

MR. FLOYD: This is another exanple of making
a quick change to the programthat wasn't as well
t hought out as it should have been.

MR HLL: And then the |ast two have al ready
been tal ked about on security and fire protection.

MR KRICH In the interest of time, and al so
everyone's patience, I'll go through this right quickly
because | think nost of these issues have been covered
already. And I want to just put this in the context of
the way that these itenms were given. These are sone
very specific itens, but the objective of the idea here
was that they indicate some concern with the overal
programthat needs to be addressed either as a weakness
or as a progranmatical change.

The first one on performance indicators

really deals with the issues that | think all of us had
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experience with performance indicators either, you
know, masking -- using T over 2 process, the faulted
condi tion, masking sone other problemwth the
equi pnent .

And | want to address an issue that Dave
Lockbaum put in his resignation letter. The concern
with the T over 2 issue is not a concern with
unnecessary regul atory burden. 1It's concerned with
pl ant safety in the sense that, if you wind up counting
the T over 2 for those conditions where you do 18-nonth
test, and you fail the test, and therefore you have to
take half that tine and you're going to be in white or
yel l ow, you're possibly your attention on the wong
thing, in terms of plant safety.

In other words, the plant may be fine with
respect to risk, but because of T over 2 you are now
devoting a |l ot of attention and resources to sonething
which really doesn't affect plant risk. Wereas, it
may be better served to put your attention on something
el se which does affect plant safety.

So that's our issue with T over 2 is that it

can divert your attention fromreal safety risk issues,
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because you're just counting nunbers and you're not
| ooki ng at what is the context.

MR HLL: | think to expand on that, you
know, in his letter he kind of inplied that the text-
specs may be wong. You mght should test nore
frequently. And | think that well before this program
ever cane up, we always | ooked at -- at |east our plant
did -- if you had an 18-nonth surveillance and it cane
up and you had a problem you had to look at it and
see: Do | need to test it nore frequently for a while
or whatever?

Many, many tines we woul d take and sone
fails, and you'd test it. Okay. W're going to test
it every other day for a week, then we're going to test
it every week, and then we're going to test it a nonth
until we get some assurance we really figured it out.

| think the biggest problemwe have T over 2
is, you have -- there's no consideration of what is the
problem It's just the fact that it failed, and it can
have operator action and your safety function could
have been taken care of. And that's the same effect as

if it could never have worked at all.
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MR. KRICH  That's what we nean by taking out
of context.

MR. HLL: Right.

MR. KRICH And we had situations where
instrunmentation was drifting nore than we had
originally assunmed and, therefore, wound up calibrating
or surveilling this instrunmentation nore frequently
than was required by text-specs.

Now, ultimately, that put us into what's
called adding a letter of 9810 space, which is if your
t ext -specs are not conservative relative to what you
are finding in the plant, you need to get your text-
specs changed. And that's, in fact, the process we
went through. But we did find if that instrunmentation
was drifting further than what was covered by the
surveillance, so we did nore frequent surveill ance.

| really felt | needed to address that issue
in Dave's letter. The concern has al ways been on pl ant
safety not unnecessary regul atory burden.

On inspections, our issues here are sone that
we' ve al ready discussed in detail. The non-col or

findings is confusing to us, and the other issue is the
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estimate of tine it takes to do inspections. W have
found the inspections have gone way over what was the
original estimate.

Now we understand that those were estinates,
and that we're all learning fromthis process. For us
it's just a flag.

MR BROCKMAN: | want to make sure
understand. So you're saying the individual inspection
activities are going way over, not that your overall
i nspection work | oad conpared to the previous program
is different?

MR. KRICH  Both.

MR. BROCKMAN: The one is not surprising; the
ot her is.

MR KRICH R ght. The one here is that the
NRC -- what's indicated in the inspection procedure,
the tinme has frequently found it to be an under
estimated of what the time actually turns out to be.

MR. BROCKMAN:  Bi gger.

MR. KRICH  Mich less. So PlI&R spent mnuch
nore tinme on it trying fire protection inspection, that

type of thing.
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Also the tine we have spent preparing and
covering these inspections has been nore than what we
originally expected. So it's learning --

MR. BROCKMAN:  Yeah, but we didn't give you
an estimate.

MR. KRICH  You did not give us an estinate
on that. W gave ourselves an esti mate.

MR. SHADIS: Could we go back to that tine
issue just for a mnute?

MR. BROCKMAN:  Sure.

MR. SHADIS: Six or seven years ago NRC had
sent out letters inviting licensees to apply for
exenpt ness, to extend the intervals on surveillance and
mai nt enance.

MR. KRICH  That was generic letter 9406, |
t hi nk.

MR. SHADI S: Yeah, sonmething like that. And
that was pronpted by concern for plant safety.

MR. KRICH The generic letter has to do with
extendi ng surveillance frequencies to 24 nonths,
because |icensees at that point -- there was a nunber

of |icensees who were | ooking at extending their fuel
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cycl e.

MR. SHADIS: No. Now that was one area where
that was invited, and I know that M| I stone took
advantage of that to the extent that when they did
t heir extended shutdown, they didn't | ook at reactor
internals or anything for close to four years.

What |'mtal king about is intervals of --

MR. GARCHOW There really wasn't any
surveillance on the text --

MR. SHADI S: There was an invitation to apply
for exenption on surveillance and nai ntenance and itens
like relay switches, dowels. There was a bunch of
things that different |icensees applied for and they
were granted their exenptions. And fromthe public
per spective --

MR. GARCHOW There weren't really exenptions
because you actually were granted text-spec changes.

So there was no exception. You just had a new basis
for your license.

MR. SHADI S: Yeah. | m sspoke nyself. It
was a text-spec change, if you would. But we were

essentially invited to ask for. But we could never
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understand that in terns of increasing plant safety, or
enhancing plant safety. W were told by NRC at the
time that, well, you know, you keep testing these
things, you' re going to break them sooner or later. So
its like, kids, don't play with the light switch, you
know. W're going to need it sone day.

MR. FLOYD: The real answer is that you're
trying to balance availability and reliability. Okay.
Now, obvi ously, the nore you test sonething the higher
you can say the nore reliable it is, okay, if it
doesn't fail. But also, unless it's available to
performits function because its out for testing. That
was the basis of the earlier ones. You're trying to
bal ance --

MR. SHADI S: Thank you.

MR. GARCHOW And many of the tests on those
in Steve exanples to actually test them you have to
put the plant in a configuration where they're not in
the sane configuration to be ready for an event. But
the artificiality, you have to test up the test
condi ti ons.

MR SHADIS: And so, in essence, we have set
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oursel ves up for extended intervals on surveillance.

MR. GARCHOW Based on known reliability of
conponent s.

MR SHADIS: And that now -- in terns of
consequences, now we're tal king about T over 2. kay.

MR KRICH But a lot of these are -- nobst of
t hese cases, Ray, are not situations where we have
subsequent |y extended the surveillance. But a
situation when you cannot do the test when the plant is
operating, you can only do it when it shuts down for
refueling. | nean that's 18 or 24 nonths. So it's not
a question of extending sonmething, it was a question of
we can't do the test unless the plant shut down.

MR. SHADIS: Now I understood and | took well
to your issue of how significant this is after this
particul ar conmponent.

MR. KRICH Right.

MR. LAURIE: Just so | understand, the
conpl aint or concern about the inspections taking nore
hours than anticipated, the concern is based upon the
fact that portions of the operation have to be shutdown

for support personnel. Your support personnel have
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costs attached. Absent that, what do you care. So ny
understanding is that during the course of the
i nspection, it affects the operation. The operation
has costs. 1Is that --

MR. KRICH Exactly. The concern is that the
| onger an NRC goes on, the nore man hours and resources
are devoted to that inspection as opposed to doing
sonething else. Now |I'mnot saying they shouldn't do
i nspection, |'mjust saying, you know, we w nd up
spendi ng | arge anpbunts of resources responding to the
i nspections, which is what we're supposed to do. But
the | onger the inspection goes, the nore resources we
wi nd up expendi ng.

MR. GARCHOW And so much as a pl anning too.
| nmean, your planning expecting to be two hours, so you
need five engineers to support the fire protection
i nspection for two weeks. And it becones four weeks,
wel | then, whoever you were going to have in
engi neering that you were planning on working on the
ot her two weeks is now still supporting the inspection.
And nuch like the NRC tries to always keep their

resources bal anced, and we're trying to do the sane
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t hi ng.

MR. BROCKMAN: And an ancillary question that
goes with that. The NRC works five-eights. Everybody
may not work that. But as an agency we work five-
eighths. Eleven of the 14 sites in Region IV do not
work five-eights. They don't work five days a week
every week.

MR GARCHOW W work six-tens.

(Laught er)

MR. BROCKMAN: Well, you answered ny
guestion. I'mhearing -- is it a concern of the fact
that the inspection schedul es we had, were they
prem sed on getting out there sonetine on a Monday,
getting started, comng to closure by mdday on a
Friday, and then being able to exit out there. |Is that
causing an untoward inpact in having to have |icensees
rearrange schedul es of people and what have you and
distract themfromthe things they would normally be
doi ng.

MR KRICH If you're out there for
i nspection, we're going to be out there for inspection.

That has no inpact on -- | mean we're going to be
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t here.

The biggest inpact truly is, we take
resources that are usually devoted to doing either
i nprovenents to plant liability or addressing issues
fromthe corrective action program And now they're
off for the entire two weeks answering questions from
the NRC i nspection team That's life. |'m not
conpl aining that they shouldn't do that. But the
| onger that goes on, the nore they' re doing that as
opposed to these other things.

MR. BROCKMAN:  To nake sure | understand
then, the activity going on |onger than all the plans
that you' ve put in place to deal with that is sort of
like we're doing. Once the gane's defined, it's a
nine-inning gane. W don't get into it and deci de,
well, let's play 13 today.

MR. TRAPP: But was sone of that driven by
the findings or was that mainly -- | nmean, if you cone
through with a clean inspection, it's supposed to be a
week, and they take three weeks to do it, | can see a
conpl ai nt.

If it's an issue where you end up at the end
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of this first week and you have 15 late findings, then,
obviously, it's going to take another week to resolve
t hem

MR KRICH That is an elenent in it, but it
is not the driving elenment. Because if you | ook at the
way everybody does inspections these days, | nean, the
sanme thing that happens at his plant that happens at ny
pl ant .

W set up a very el aborate system for
handl i ng every single question that cones out of that
team The mnute the question is put down on that
system (snaps fingers) people are off running and
getting the answers to that question. So we're
resol ving issues as quickly as we possibly can. So
there are things that linger that cause it to drag on,
but that's not the driver's fault.

| think that people are getting used to thde
new i nspection procedure. They're finding things that
they hadn't anticipated. | think this is nostly a
| earni ng process.

MR. SCHERER. Is it the learning curve that

you're seeing, or is it an extension? | haven't seen
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an extension. And the NRC so far has said they're
comng for a week, they're comng for a week.

MR PLISCO Well, | was going to say that
this is one issue we can | ook at real hard data. The
first thing we've tal ked about today. W can | ook at
hard data. When Bill Dean brings his information, he
can tell us what are we using conpared to what was
estimated. We'll have real hard nunbers to | ook at.

| nean, we can cut it. | nean, you saw sone
of his nmetrics. He can cut it anyway we want it.

MR BROCKMAN:  But | think its an interest,
because | think we need to look at it in two different
cuts. The overall nunber, | can get that in a bunch of
different ways. And what | hear you saying is, the
concern is five-eighths has a different inpact than
four-tenths.

The physi cal nunber of days in which the
i nspection operates is also a significant factor in
addition to how many overall hours thd4ere may be
associated with that.

MR KRICH  Schedul e issues are an issue too.

| nean --
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MR. BROCKMAN: W don't have schedul es here.

MR GARCHOW We have a tri-annual fire
protection inspection comng up at one of our plants
that was noved up four nonths. There were a whol e
bunch of resources that -- because that's a big
i nspection. Well, your big inspections, we didn't have
pl anned to be doing that, to be preparing for that and
getting the information together in Decenber and
January. W had that schedul ed out for April and May.
And then the schedul e change becones the inpact as
we're trying to plan for outages and, you know, we use
people in multiple, different ways.

MR PLISCO And that's a netric too, |
think. How many of those schedul ed changes we have.

MR. GARCHOW A schedul e change on one
i nspector three days is different, than PIR fire
protection design basis review You know, your big
ones. They take a |lot of resources.

MR KRICH It was only raised as a flag that
| noticed this. | think it's a learning -- we had a
neeting a year ago Septenber, as a pilot plan, in

Region Il with Point Beach, and we tal ked about what
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was wor ki ng, what wasn't working. Wat we |earned at
that time was the PI&R inspection, for exanple. W had
| think the first PI&, and it went way |onger than
what was put in the procedure.

MR. REYNOLDS: Everyone of these we bring up
here: the tri-annual fire protection, the quad-city,
and the pilot PI&, was the very first tinme they were
done, and everything' s had substantial change since
then. The agency's dropped associated circuits, which
is a mgjor issue at Geat Britain that we put in
abeyance. (Qddly it wasn't a problemw th the
i nspection so nuch with the STP, so it wasn't that the
i nspection resources. It was the assessnent for the
programthat took so long. And the PI&R, |ike you
said, it was the first one to be common. And | think
everyone since then has been well within. So | think
all these issues aren't nearly as -- we've done
triangular fire protection since then. W' ve done the
fourth on fourth drills and PIRs, and didn't schedul e
goi ng on and resulting going over.

Al'l the ones that went over, especially the

fire protection and the osry was based on the issues
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that were identified, not just the equi pnment problens
at the plant or their programmatic issues at the plant.
There were a |l ot of programmatic issues that needed to
be ironed out with the inspection program

MR KRICH | agree.

MR. REYNOLDS: And so, I'mnot sure that that
was allocating inspection resources. It was the right
words, especially it was nore the -- in resources you
had to conply with the issues but it wasn't so nmuch an
i nspection activity. It was an outcome of -- we nake
differentiati on between i nspection assessnents and
i nspection prograns. | would put it nore in inspection
program i ssues.

MR KRICH W just lunped it altogether into
one. | understand.

MR. REYNOLDS: | just want to make sure
under st ood; otherw se, you and | won't comuni cat e.

MR KRICH  No, no.

MR. REYNOLDS: That's nost of our PI&Rs to do
the scope as we see it is taking nore. And the
engi neering SSDIs, which is a pretty w de variation and

t hose specially dependent, how conplicated the system
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is and how retrievable the information is.

MR BLOUGH |I'mvery famliar with these
particul ar ones that Rod was tal ki ng about tonight, and
the words and what he was saying | didn't think it was
cl ear inspection programissues.

And anot her procedure question. You skipped
sone of the issues, and some of the issues haven't been
covered. | was going to say the ones that haven't been
covered previously, and you're not covering, are no
| onger issues, or they're all issues and your just
hitting the highlights?

MR KRICH They're all issues. |'mjust
hitting on a summary statenment. |Is there sonething in
there you want to bring out in particular? 1In the
interest of tinme | was just trying to get through
qui ckly.

MR. REYNOLDS: Look, | guess we'll call it
all later.

MR. PLISCO And | woul d suggest -- | nean,
we can all read these. |If you see particularly you
don't understand, | mean if you'd been to sonme of the

wor kshops, | think some of these issues in all regions
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are simlar. But | think if anyone's got questions
about specific ones --

MR. CAMERON. Just a point of order. | don't
think the panel has started to wheedl e down the issues
yet, and | think that it would be Rod's intent to have
all of these issues identified here considered before
t he wheedling process would begin. Your not wheedling

yoursel f. Ckay.

MR, PLISCO | was going to say to stay out
of this, but I intended to -- John and | -- or John is
to take all the inputs. | know we're still mssing
sonme inputs. Is to take all of these and try to put

together a consolidated |list and make sure we have al

the i ssues captured, because there is a | ot of

duplication, obviously, and we'll try to pull one
conposite grouping together so these are not lost. |If
it'"s witten on this piece of paper, we'll work on it

when we put our list together. But | wanted to nake
sure that we all at |east understood what the issues
are as we wal k through them

MR. KRICH  STP, in general, the issues that

we found were simlar to the issues that we've al ready
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di scussed with regard to the use of STP in fire
protection area, in the security area.

One new one that we just hit upon is this
| ong di scussion here -- and, Steve, you're probably
aware of this one -- we had an HP inspection at our
Quad City Station. W had a very high unexpected dose
rates, when we shut the plant down for refueling, due
to some chem cal treatnent that we had been doing on
the primary system Therefore, we had to keep
adjusting the ALARA estimates for work that was being
done on the plant, because the dose rates were about
three tines higher than what we had expect ed.

And so we just got a finding because our dose
estimate for ALARA was greater than 150 tinmes -- or the
actual dose was greater than 150 times what the
estimate was, dependi ng on which estimte you start
with.

The NRC is starting with one that we when we
first shut down, readjusted it as we | earned about dose
rates, and so there was some di scussion about what's
the appropriate way to | ook at this.

MR. GARCHOW Was that a green or white or --
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KRICH |'msorry.

GARCHOW Was that a green finding?
KRICH It was a white finding.
GARCHOWN Wi te finding.

TRAPP: How did it turn out?

2 3 2 3 3 3

KRICH  One of our regulatory
conf erences.

So we think that this is an issue because
there's a -- and | think the NRC recogni zes this --
there's a potential disincentive nowto do good ALARA
pl anni ng, because if you're going to get held to that
first estinmate, then everybody's probably going to
inflate that first estimte so as to not get caught
into the --

MR GARCHOW That woul d be an undesirable

consequence.

MR. TRAPP: And sone undesirability going the

ot her way where you could just re-estinmating yourself
all the way up to your --

MR KRICH That's right. W agree with that
too. You can't keep changing the nunber as you go

al ong.
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MR. GARCHOW We had a case, a very simlar
exanpl e just occurred it sounds, and you do want to
keep conservatively redoing your estimate when you're
in the outage, because | challenge the team and say,
okay, this happened. | don't have to like it. But now
here's the estimate. Every day the work group has to
do nore to conserve their dose. So | was giving them
chal I enge goals every day in the fly to keep overal
doses down. | thought I was going to get penalized
every time | exceeded that chall enge dose. They
probably could still do it, but I didn't think it was
right that I was getting penalized for trying to do
sonmething that was in the spirit of ALARA by
chal I enging the work groups to be creative once we had
a problem

MR. FLOYD: The potential consequence here is
you could stifle plants wanting to expand the work
scope to further investigate problens to see the extent
of it, if they think they are going to go over their
dose Iimt. Their original estimte by nore than 50
percent and then trip into the white.

MR. SCHERER. Exactly. You don't want to
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penalize a plant that goes in and does an expansi on
i nspection, for exanple, in a steam generator because
that's the right thing to do, even though that m ght
mean that, even with the best ALARA program that
you're increasing the dose. That's the right trade off

to do. And you look at all of it, including the dose

to the plant personnel. But if the right answer is to
i nspect a steam generator that's still the right
answer .

MR KRICH | think that this is a good

exanple of a particular specific case that goes to
addressing the question of -- determ ning the new
oversi ght process is achieving the NRCs goals. What
was the goal here in terns of the ALARA STP? What
really was the NRC trying to get to? And then are we
doing that in practice? Are we, unfortunately, neeting
sonme ot her goal ?

This shows the kind of -- you go fromhere to
the overall objective. | think you can see how t hat
would roll up to that.

MR. TRAPP: Can you please explain the third

one. | still have a little trouble with that one.
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MR KRICH Third one?

MR, TRAPP:  Yes.

MR. KRICH. The change managenent issues?

MR, TRAPP:  Yes.

MR KRICH This is the one |l was -- this is
the one I nentioned, | think, earlier today. It
sonetinmes seens to us -- and it hasn't happened
recently -- but early on in the initial inplenmentation

we had situations where a plant condition existed that
the inspector may think was not a good condition. And
so, rather than -- there was an event that then kicked
of f the STP process.

What woul d happened is, he had cone to us
with, well, 1've done a quick STP on this and it | ooks
like your in the white, and so I think we have a
probl em here. And then we'd go back and | ook at the
condition and do our assessnment. Rather than there was
sonet hing that kicked off the STP process, he was just
| ooking at -- if this is the condition of the plant,
this is the way we operate the plant.

MR. TRAPP: So there's no performance issue.

He's just |l ooking at plant configurations.
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MR. KRICH  Exactly.

MR GARCHOW The STP, of course -- the fire
protection STP would sort of steer you and say, okay,
now that | know there m ght be this one issue, now the
STP is telling me that, you know, the difference
bet ween green and white. And | want to steer the
i nspection to say, okay, what's a good inspection,
what's a good detection, what's a --

MR. TRAPP: | think that's good.

MR. GARCHOW It is using the STP as sort of
steering the inspection instead of trying to find --

MR. TRAPP: W encourage people to do that.

MR. KRICH W want people to | ook. | mean,
the inspectors have to look. But I think, as I
understand the process, what kicks off an STP is that
there i s sone event.

MR. TRAPP: Right. Should be a performance
i ssue, and then you've still got --

MR. PLISCO Here's what we're trying to say
too. You don't have a problem | think what we do
tell our inspectors, actually our hopes for this

programis they learn the STP and will drive what they
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| ook at. Knowing what is inportant to | ook at is what
|"m you know -- based on using the STP over a period
of time. Maybe Jim can answer this.

Qur expectation was that after they had gone
t hrough a nunber, they're going to know what's
i nportant and what could fall out. Intuitively, that
will drive back to their same sel ection and what things
they I ook at is our expectation.

MR. MOORMAN. That's exactly what we do.

MR. FLOYD: Wiy do we have this one the way
it is. The original intent was, it was an attenpt by
NRC fol ks and the RP people in the industry to try to
come up with a performance neasure for a regul ation
ALARA t hat has no performance neasure. So they're
trying to put a box around it and say, well, if you're
doing this, then you're doing a pretty good job. And
that was their attenpt and hadn't got it.

MR. KRICH. The objective was to mnimze the
dose to workers.

MR. FLOYD: That's the objective obviously,
yeah.

MR KRICH And so you're trying to find sone
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STP that measures how well you are doing it.

MR BORCHARDT: And the STP in these areas
are really not nmuch nore than determnistic rationale
that's laid out in sone kind of form And naybe that's
t he bigger issue. Wether or not it's appropriate --

MR. GARCHOW | don't agree with that in the
LRP area because that was the case far before it got
jazzy to be risk inforned fromat |east a healthier
standpoint. The LRP regulations actually in the limts
and ...actually have a risk basis to it. It's not a
core nelt risk. But it was a risk that a basis and
risk of radiation to individuals. So it had a risk
basis already | ong before the rest of the regul ations
di d.

MR. BORCHARDT: Had sone basis. Right.

On your conments are you suggesting re-

eval uating the feasibility of a STP for these areas or

just --

MR KRICH W would on the STP that is now
in the procedure to see if it's going to -- first of
all, we think it needs to accomodat e readjustnents as

you | earn what the dose fields are. Wthin reason.
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|'ve never mssed a revised due date.
understand that concept. But you have to allow for
sone adjustnent as the |earn what the conditions are.
That's nunber one.

| guess the second part was -- there were two
things. You just think the STP needs to be | ooked at
if its" -- oh, the abuse part. |In other words, the STP
has potential consequences of causing you to over
estimate your alaratives.

MR. FLOYD: Bill, I can tell you that | know
the effort right now between the NRC and the industry
task force on this is to try and turn this STP into a
Pl instead.

MR KRICH Than it does an STP

MR FLOYD: Yeah. | don't know how wel |
t hey' ve --

MR. TRAPP: So there's a group working on it.
Did | answer your question?

MR. KRICH  Yeah, pretty well. | should
mention we did have a situation where at one of our
plants an issue was identified as potential white

condition. W had our regulatory conference; went
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t hrough our analysis. 1In fact, NRC concluded that it
was a green situation. So the process works. | nmean,
we went right by the book and it worked. It was very
sati sfyi ng.

MR. GARCHOW As his conpany grows, | nean,
they're us, and then he's like representing 22 percent
of the industry requirenent. So when he's giving an
experience basis -- how many plants now?

MR. BORCHARDT: Quad City is all the issues
we' re tal king about.

MR GARCHOWN | nean, you've got 17 or so.
It's not just an isol ated experience.

MR. KRICH  Actually this reflects both of
the plants as well as the Md-Atlantic plants.

MR. GARCHOW So the people that don't know
who he's representing, he's representing 17 reactors.
So there's a | ot of experience in --

MR KRICH W have Peach Bottom which was
t he exanple of where you had a willful act that then
caused a white.

On assessnent and enforcenent, the only

comments we have there really are, we think that the --
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and, Bill, this is for your benefit -- because we think
that the discretion will be considering that
di scretion.

And the other thing is that there's just a
ot of regulatory activity going on in the begi nning of
2001. And there's just going to be a lot of activity
all com ng together at the same tine, and sonething we
think needs to be carefully watched. And at the sane
time allow licensees to adjust to new |ife under 5059.

MR. GARCHOW Pilots for this and pilots for
t hat .

MR. KRICH Right.

MR. GARCHOW So |I'mjust counting on Steve
to do his job, because he's the one central form
following all of this.

MR KRICH So to wap up, | want to nake
sure -- at least I'mclear -- that we think that the
overall process is a trenmendous inprovenent over the
| ast process. W have found it to be nuch nore
obj ective and nuch nore scrutible fromour perspective.
However, as we go forward, there are things that we' ve

conme across that we think are shortcom ngs or areas
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that need attention, and that's what we've cone up.
And that's what I'moffering here. To use this then to
come to sone conclusion. But overall the program |
t hi nk, has been successful.

MR. PLISCO  Any other questions?

MR. BLOUGH: On that |ast comment, you have a
| ot of conmments there on the PIs, and | just thought a
whole ot of them And if you added themall up and
made sone drastic fix, you know, the Pls may | ook a
whole lot different than they are now. You know, |'m
trying to think about everything you' ve said here about
the Pl's, because |I think the Pls have been of great
val ue. They've highlighted good things.

The plants that have significant equi pnment
chal | enges, you know, those are showing up in the Pls
to some degree. Sone of the energency planning Pls
have been of great value. For exanple, in "A" they had
a design problemwi th the sirens, single barrier
susceptibility. Went through years of broke/fiXx,
broke/fix. And the PI went back and actually got to
root cause.

Li kewi se, these Pls being sonewhat arbitrary
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as they are with thresholds. They require once a
threshold is tripped that you go back and actually get
to root cause, even if you have a collection seem ngly
unrel ated i ssues on the surface. So fromny vi ewpoi nt
there's been great value so far having the PIs.
There's a threshold there, and once it is tripped, you
know, sonething has got to happen

MR. KRICH  There's so many comments on Pls
is that's where we spend a trenendous anmount of timne.
That's al so where we think that there is the best nost
benefit to gain if we get it right. And we think
there's a ot of roomfor inprovenent there.

W have four different definitions for the
sanme indicator that we have to deal with. You only
have to deal with -- as NRC, you only have to deal with
one definition. W have to deal with four different
ones. That causes us a |ot of problens.

W have what we call "data stewards" at the
pl ant who collect all the PI data. But depending on
the definition, they have to cal cul ate that nunber
differently. It is a recipe for a m xup. Especially

wi th 50-point-9 hanging over our heads, we get very
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nervous about that.

What we'd like to see is Pl data that's one
time for everybody. |Is there any NEI/NRC group working
on that? Also Pls that are truly neaningful, so the
issue of T over two, for exanple. |Is there sonething
in there that causes that to divert attention from
useful information. So we want to fix that. And
that's the type of stuff listed there. So | agree with
you. Pls are great. W like the idea. W just want
to make it better.

MR. FLOYD: If | could offer perspective
The unavailability of the PI is the one | think he's
got nost of the comments on in there. And that
accounts for about 60 percent of the frequently asked
guestions, as infrequently asked as they may be
individually. But collectively the 60 percent of them
are on the unavailability PI. So fixing that one would
take nost of the pain away fromthe PIs.

MR BLOUGH: Ckay. Thanks.

MR. PLISCO Wy don't we do Jims issues and
t hen take a break.

MR. MOORNMAN: | think nost of these we've
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al ready tal ked about, particularly the first one this
nor ni ng "avoi dance of a white PI." That's sonething
where the programis contrary to human nature.

MR GARCHOW Jim | think we all agree that
it's an issue, but few of us in here were involved in
this since the first work shop in Novenber, whatever
year it was. And it is really unfortunate how t hat
came to be, and that was the only issue | had, because
the intent was not to -- the green/white threshold was
set thinking there was going to be white's, and that
the NRC would then go in. And if it wasn't a very big
deal, or it wasn't an issue, it could be very sinply
closed out in the follow ng inspection report and
di sposition, and then went away.

But to use the Pls as a screening tool in the
STPs, they sort of took a life of their own. But the
original construct was to use as a screening tool just
to determine if further allocations or resources were
needed. And sonehow in the inplenentation of it, with
t he | anguage, the comunicati on or human nature, that
obj ective was not achi eved.

And what we thought was going to happen in
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the framng of it, at least in the discussions early on
with the NRC, what we're doing at the green/white
threshold is what we envi si oned woul d happen with the
white/yell ow threshold. But we never get to the point
because all the energy is consuned at the green/white
t hr eshol d.

It really wasn't in the NRCs initial framers
mnds. And | don't think if any eyes in the industry
as we were working on. W expected there to be nore
whites. You didn't necessarily have to |like them but
it was recogni zed the white being just to steer a
cl oser | ook as opposed to sonmething to avoid at al
costs.

MR. BROCKMAN: That is the fact as to the way
it has evol ved to.

MR GARCHOWN And that's unfortunate.

MR FLOYD: | think -- and, correct ne, if
I"mwong. | think that comment nostly goes to the
unavail ability and the unpl anned power change PI

MR MOORMAN: That's correct. The unintended
consequences of those. And now with the ALARA PI

There's sone uni nt ended consequences there.
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| think as the individual Pls are | ooked at,
this will probably be addressed. | will be willing to
wi thdraw that as a state of issue.

MR HLL: One thing I"'mtrying to figure out
was what Dave suggested needs to be done. You said we
need to kill something. [|'mnot sure what you're
suggesting or asking we do.

MR. GARCHOW We weren't going to get into a
fix. | think it is going to be a very tough fix.
mean, if you |l ook on the action matrix we were very
clear in our working together with the NRC. And it got
to a cormon place that there really was no difference
on the action matrix between green and white. And that
consuned a | ot of converse. So, really, if you think
about the action matrix having a single, white finding
does nothing really on the action matri x.

MR. PLISCO It does sone things but not
significant.

MR. GARCHOW When you nove fromleft to
right -- and | renenber having those conversations --
it’s a --

MR. PLISCO There's an inspection.
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MR. BROCKMAN: Yeah. There's a follow up.
Does it have to be a tean? There's a 95001 inspection.
But what it does is it nmakes that particular site plant
utility look different.

MR GARCHOW And that's the unintended fee.
And we didn't play out |ike what would that really | ook
like in practice. The behavior you wanted was to have
all that behavior be at the white/yellow threshol d.
That's where you were really crossing the risk
threshold; that's where there was a clear -- anybody
could stand up in public, like Jim and say, | can tel
you that the plant has degraded in this manner. And it
is based on risk, and you could have the intell ectual
conversation in public. That all has started to happen
now at G een Lake, which I think underm nes the
process.

MR HLL: Well, is that sonething then we
need to capture as an observation?

MR PLISCO | think that's in our report. |
think that's the one we captured this norning. Relates
to how we communi cated and what the different

perceptions are of what a white issue is.
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MR. CAMERON: \What's white?

MR. GARCHOW That was just a restatenent.

MR CAMERON. | rewote this. | haven't put
it up yet. There's different perceptions to the
utility NRC stakehol ders of what white neans, what
green neans.

MR. PLI SCO What neans clear? The issue
t hat Bob raised earlier, too, about how that's
conmuni cat ed.

MR HILL: But | don't see that it is that
much different in perception. | nean, Ken even said
that's the way he sees this evolve to. Wen we got two
whites and one cornerstone, we were told we were
getting increased attention from comm ssioners because
we were not -- NRCis seeing it the same way as
utilities are.

MR. BROCKMAN:  You get two whites that's
different than one white.

MR. GARCHOW \When you get two unrel ated
whites, | nean it is and it isn't.

MR. BROCKMAN:  You' ve got several issues that

are associated with this. One, as Jimnentioned
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earlier, is the conmmunications issue.

Two, is the use of the data by others, not
necessarily as closely rel ated stakehol ders, and the
pressure that that has placed on the utilities.

Three is the perceptual issue. The
performance has gotten to the point where the 9598 data
does not indicate 5 percent, it probably indicates one
percent or less. And therefore the standout is
significantly nore.

MR PLISCO  Another factor is the one we
tal ked about is, froma risk perspective the white Pls
is not equivalent to the white finding, inspection
finding. And that also contributes that --

MR. GARCHOW Then we shape that with the
| anguage. You can be a significant outlier and still
have no significant change in the risk profile,
relative to the public health and safety. | nean, of
104 plants soneone is going to be 104. Everyone of the
104 could be very safe. But by definition sonebody --
when you start taking objective criteria-- is going to
be 104. Doesn't nmean there is a 104 -- that one person

is any |l ess safe than the first person. And as the
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i ndustry performance continues to inprove, as the data
suggests, | nean the different between top and nedi um
in nost of the WANO i ndicators now is starting to be
| ess than one or two percent.

| nmean the whole industry is com ng together
like in a shotgun pattern, and the difference between,
you know, mediumand top core tile in sone cases is one
per cent age point of a hundred percent scale. So it
starts to becone irrelevant. And then that |anguage
starts shaping the public perceptions.

In sone cases there are real outliers with
ri sk significance. Wen that occurs, the process
adapts to it. But that's down in the yellow red, not
just an aggregation of a couple of whites. Wich two
whites just nmean on two separate indicators you're in
the bottomfive percent. Doesn't nean anything about
ri sk significance.

MR. TRAPP: Performance indicator threshold.

MR. GARCHOWN | nean that would be a whole
separate di scussi on.

MR HILL: But it is not just the threshold,

it's how you determi ne the threshold, |ike
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unavail ability problenms. The problens associated with
how you determne it.

MR TRAPP: | nean, there is an effort out
there to make reliability and unavailability and risk
based and based on your plant.

MR. FLOYD: The problemis they depicted a
one size fits all threshold.

MR. SCHERER: The difference is we have a
different logic on the Pls. Geen to white than we do
for the white to yellow and yellow to red. That
phi | osophy at sone point is going to come back. There
is no rationale reason for having a different
phi | osophy, and eventually we're going to have to
rationalize it or the staff will have to rationalize
why is it a different philosophy fromgreen to white.

| heard all of the discussion here as to what
wasn't the intent, and I understand that. | was part
of that process it wasn't the intent. But realize is,
not the NRC and the industry, but the other
st akehol ders are taking it in different context.

| heard a good conment just now that | think

is very valid. W treat findings differently, ah, STP
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findings differently than we do the PI. G een neans
sonething different for a STP finding than we do for a
Pl. Wite neans sonmething different for STP finding
versus a PI. And yellow and yellow, and red and red
tend to |ine up.

Soinnmy mnd all of that is an artifact of
the fact that we used a different definition for green
and white than we used for white to yellow and yel |l ow
to red.

MR. GARCHOW They | ooked the sanme in the
action matri Xx.

MR. FLOYD: Can you explain the green to
white threshold issue that you just said the criteria
we use is different?

MR. FLOYD: The green and white Pls was based
upon a 95-5 breakdown, based on 95 to 97 data across
the industry.

Wereas, in the STP it was based upon having
a risk significance greater than 10 to --

MR. GARCHOW We got to that sort of funding,
because if you took reactor trips and you said you were

going to do a risk base -- if you were really going to
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be risk informed of the threshold green to white, using
the STP it would be 12 reactor trips a year.

MR. FLOYD: Well, that won't fly.

MR GARCHOW We said, well, it'll never
stand up in public. The plant is okay, even though
everyone el se is running breaker to breaker. So
literally a little reality crept into that PI, and had
sone other influences not related to statistics or
risk. It was nore based on the public perception.

MR. PLISCO Do you want to finish up?

MR MOORMAN: Sure. The second one is the
RPS activity PI. It can linger at a very |ow | evel
during plant operation. |If you' ve got a few | eakers
after a reactor trip, possibly with tube rupture or
activity spikes. And I'mnot so sure that's the best
nmeasur e.

MR FLOYD: Was that fixed, Steve?

MR SCHERER: No. But | don't think the
ori ginal purpose of the RCS spike was --

UP. The RCS was to provide an indicator potential off
site release. It was really there to neasure how

effective our quality assurance programa |licensee has
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for buying fuel that was --

MR. MOORMAN. ...and as such, in ny opinion,
it was intended always to be a very | ow nunber, and one
that -- if people were not neeting the safety
significance to |l osing one of the three. The intent,
my recollection, was to capture all three. Now we
couldn't do the containment for other reasons, but we
did the fuel and we did the RCS to try to capture at
| east two of the three.

MR. MOORMAN. That is sonething that is
measurable. But a plant with a few | eakers can
actually take a trip and activity goes way, way up.

MR, GARCHOW | think there's an FAQ on that
or sonething that tal ks about the intention wasn't to
capture the spike; that it was steady activity.

UP. Yeah. Wasn't it said at 50 percent of the text-
spec?

MR. SCHERER. Which will only get you
somewhere in the nei ghborhood of 500.

MR. BROCKMAN: He's absolutely right. The
i ndustry has found several decades of one percent that

we - -
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MR. SCHERER: And the data you chose that
everybody's well, well, well within that.

MR. BROCKMAN:  The uni ntended consequence of
this, irrespective of what it is designed to do, a | ot
of people are |ooking at this as an indication of a --

MR. MOORMAN. ... especially if you ve got a
direct primary to secondary and secondary to the
at nosphere rel ease, which we've seen sonme of those
recently that have an inpact on health and public
safety in a fal se nmessage. That's the unintended
consequence. The potential of a fal se sense of security being
sent by these PIs need to be |ooked at for that potentiality.

MR MOORMAN: Let's nove on to significance
determ nati on process. W've already tal ked about the STP work
sheets not being issued. That's causing the inspectors sone
i ssues.

For inspection, sone of the inspectors see that the
fire inspection protection |ike the wal kdowns done by the resident
staff as not our best use of resources. There may be ot her issues
out there.

MR, BROCKMAN: | was wondering who this "nmany" was;
now | know.

(Laughter)
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MR MOORMAN:  The next one, the threshold for raising
and docunenting issues related to the assessnent of the corrective
action prograns by the resident staff is not commensurate with the
overal | program assunption that a healthy corrective action
program exists in each facility.

W' ve got about, | guess, ten percent of our tine
allotted for each inspection nodule, but no really good way to get
information into the inspection reports at a level that would, if
trended, indicate a possible breakdown in the corrective action
pr ogr am

We spent a lot of time during that PIR inspection
early in looking at a snapshot of the PIR program But the PIR
programis, as | see it, nore of a rather than just a program
So | think we can be nore effective in our assessnments.

MR BLOUGH. And when you say "be nore effective,” do
you think it involves changes in docunentati on or changes in
i nspection?

MR MOORMAN: | think it involves changes in
i nspection. And | guess what |'mlooking for is a way to capture
i ssues, the threshold issue again, but a way to provide
i nformati on that woul d indicate a possi bl e breakdown in the
programw th issues that may not rise

And for public confidence, changes to our inspection

program are not updated on the website with any frequency.
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think if we're going to communi cate our inspection programto the
public, it should be tinely.

And as a consuner of that information, the exanple
there is 0610 star was out for a couple of weeks before we had a
count. So in general it's just a conmmunications.

MR. PLISCO Any nore questions for Jinf

MR LAURI E: Education. You take sone of
t hese issues, referring maybe to some of Rod's issues.
Who has the authority to make changes? 1Is it the
comm ssion? Is it a division? Is it the comm ssion as
a division so when --

MR PLISCO  Depends on what kind of change you're
tal ki ng about .

MR LAURIE: Well, okay, when you | ook at these, the
changi ng authority is not necessarily the same person or the same
body.

MR KRICH There is a fixed process to go through to
make changes, for exanple, to the Pls. That's all agreed upon
that's all part of this whole Reactor Oversight Process that we've
all adhered to to nmake changes to the Pls, for exanple. It's very
nmet hodi cal process, step by step

MR PLISCO Actually all processes | think are part
of what we have as the formal change process. |It's different

| evel s of what can be changed. And it depends on if it's an
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internal process issue or if it's a policy issue, obviously now
those would go up in the Conmission. If it's a --

MR, REYNOLDS: Those are pretty clear. So to identify
t hese i ssues and say, yeah, we want to change this, 1-87.
Everybody in this roomwoul d know which category those fall in and
there's a process, pretty nuch

MR. REYNOLDS: They all could go through
t hese special program branches in the office of the
branch of regulation in our headquarters, Bill Dean's
group, as we always call it. That special program
branch is responsi ble for devel oping the program
Everyt hing goes through them whether they nake the
change t hensel ves, they or another group. To change
the Pl will need to go up to the Comm ssion.

MR LAURIE: Ckay, the Conmmi ssion does sign off on
changes or not necessarily?

MR PLISCO Not individual-like process program nore
like policy and the overall philosophy of the program They
reviewed it initially when it first went through | ast year. Sone
of these issues -- we're talking a |ower |evel are handl ed out of
a speci al program branch.

For exanple, enforcenent issues Bill here, he can
change sone of these things at a certain level, right? Somne

enforcenent policy issues have to go up to the Conmi ssion
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dependi ng on what we're talking --

MR KRICH So, Bob, if you see us -- if you see Dave
and ne, kissing up to Bill Borchardt, you can understand --

(Laughter)

MR BLOUGH: | ama Division Director of the region,

and | wouldn't necessarily know for each issue we discuss here who
has change authority. | know generally that Sam Collins can
change pretty nuch anything with a programthat doesn't conflict

wi th previously provided Conmm ssion policy or regulation

And | know there's sone | evel change that can be nade
probably without Sam s pernission but -- without his concurrence
because it's an operational type thing. But that's actually a
conpl ex question, you know, so we have to have experts --

MR LAURIE: W don't have to get into that now.

MR, PLISCO  Yeah, specifically as we go along if we
could try to answer those. | know we handed out at the | ast
neeting the draft nmanual chapter on how perfornmance indicators
woul d be changed, because that's a special process now since it's
a voluntary initiative by the industry. And the NRC are worki ng
with NAI to develop this process. That has sone special processes
that are put in place that are in that draft nanual chapter

At the last neeting we tal ked about how i nteraction
will occur if you get those changes for specific perfornance

i ndi cat ors.
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Ready for a break? Fifteen m nutes?

(OFf the record at 3:36 p.m, and reconvened at 4:23
p.m, this date.)

MR PLISCO | think we have two nore inputs with the
red marks. W'Ill walk you through those and then try to get into
our last itemon our work planning session

My input is the last one in this packet that was
stapled together. | went ahead and did include a couple of
positives, and | want to go through those. W talked about the --
this is just the work shops we've had and the feedback we got from
i nspectors overall, fromhigh |evel viewpoint on things that have
been wor ki ng.

["I'l try not to duplicate sone issues we've already

tal ked about because a | ot of these we've already tal ked about.

Performance indicators, first issue really
gets to unavailability. | termit as | think we're
reaching a plan of sonme perspective, a credibility
i ssue: so many caveats and so nmany changes. Wat that
indicator really nmeans, | think, is cause for confusion
even anong our inspectors. What is the indicator even
tell us anynore with all these caveats and excepti ons.

Consequently we tal ked about naking sure

we're mndful that -- and again the definitions we
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tal ked about that too, naking sure there's just one
common set of definitions.

MR KRICH Do you have an exanpl e of where soneone, a
licensee, has nodified their practice?

MR, PLI SCO W have exanpl es where |icensees have
nodi fied practices. There's different perspectives on whether it
was the right thing or the wong thing to do, but there have been
practi ces.

MR KRICH And it was strictly to affected
per f or mance?

MR PLISCO Yes.

MR. MOORMAN. St acki ng mai ntenance. Wuld
you expl ain what he sai d?

MR PLISCO He said "stacki ng nai ntenance."

MR GARCHOW  Stacki ng nai ntenance? Wat does that
mean?

UP. Taking "A" train, alpha train, as
opposed to taking conponent by conmponent to mnimze --

MR. FLOYD: Take "A" train now, work on
everyt hing sinmultaneously, take "A" train back. That
way your unavailability for "A" train, you could say,
is all |unped together.

Froma risk profile that's not the right
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thing to do. W consider that a negative; actually we
won't allow it because ... snaller availability,
because once you take the whole train out, take it out
and put it back, take it out and put it back the
i ndi vi dual - -

MR HLL: But then availability is a najored on a
train, for exanple.

MR FLOYD: Mbstly |ooking at the part system i npact.

MR HLL: R ght.

MR FLOYD: It takes personalized system out
separately. You put the frontline systemstill in service, and
take unavailability on the "A" --

MR HILL: Exactly.

MR FLOYD: hen we have to take diesel down and we
take another hit on unavailability. So if you take your service
water at the sane time and only get one hit.

MR HLL: And that's an exanple again of what --

MR FLOYD: Statute.

MR HLL: | know, but that's the exanple for
what ?

MR FLOYD: Mbodifying practices to manage the P
results.

MR PLISCO | don't think anyone is saying at this

poi nt whether it's good or bad practice, but it's got to be
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eval uated yet. But |I'msaying overall every instance. This one
maybe. My question was nore generic.

MR, FLOYD: And | think it's inmportant to
under stand why that happened. The stations that that's
happeni ng at is because their maintenance role
performance criteria availability on that systemis
| ess restricted than it is under the NRC oversi ght
process. So they kind of distance that. So in order
- in either case they're fully in perfornmance with
t heir mai ntenance rol e performance criteria.

MR. PLI SCO And we've had cases where
sonet hi ng happened in the plant, say it's on the BOP
side, and it appeared to us they were waiting 72 hours
to do the maintenance.

We asked themthe question: "Are you waiting
72 hours because of the performance indicator?"

And the answer was, "Yes." They normally would have cone
right down and fixed it.

MR REYNOLDS: Just to be clear, we're tal ki ng about
the "A" train. W're talking about all systens on the "A" train,
not just "A" train and its systens.

MR FLOYD: Well, no, you've only got four systens

that are on unavailability. There are only four that you really
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have to worry about it.
MR REYNOLDS: Right. Wen you take "A" train out for
mai nt enance, it's not just that system
FLOYD: Right.
REYNOLDS: Once you stack it; you do everything.

FLOYD: Ri ght .

3 ®» 3 3

REYNOLDS: But it's all those systens.

MR SHADI S: But your grading for unavailability is
not the only thing that would be driving people to want to apply
that practice. | mean you got --

MR GARCHOW | can't think of any other reasons why -

MR. SHADI S: Well, you' ve got conplex risks -

MR. GARCHOW Unl ess you're sonmewhere |ike

Sout h Texas, where you've got an "A" train system where

MR SHADIS: Well, at the risk of opening a big
conversation, where you have conpani es consolidating and t hey want
to acconplish econonm es by synergies, they want to send a teamin
to do stuff. You can go in and swanp the situation with personnel
to take care of everything at once. It's a way to save bucks.

And that would be a tenptation to take out an entire

system al so. Although you might find yourself in a hard pl ace
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trying to get it all back together if you needed it in a hurry.

MR, PLISCO Inspection program first thing is really
an internal process. At issue for the NRC, we should nmake sure
there is the infrastructure to properly process procedure changes.
That hasn't been a conplete success story in terns of getting
procedures revised as we identified changes that we needed.

There is a bal ance that begin back about the sane tinme
we were in workshops about the FAQ and the change to the PIs.

You can nmake too frequent changes, so people don't know what
they're doing. There is a bal ance there.

MR. GARCHOWN Did you say anything about the
procedure agai n?

MR PLISCO No, we really haven't had any procedure
adherence issues. W've had nore -- it's really the opposite
question froma nunber of inspectors, relatively inexperienced
i nspectors, the newer inspectors.

The I evel of detail in our old procedures had a | ot
nore detail; nmore |ike what | would termlessons |earned from
things in the past or best practices on howto do the inspection
ways to do the inspection. Nowit's gone to two procedures and
now it says just look at two of these. And that's all it says.

In the old procedures there was a |ot of detail in the

back. Here are sone things you can |ook at to get sone

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O 00O N OO 01 B W N +— O

297
perspective that had been devel oped over the years. And that was
renoved from procedures. There's been sone conmments from our
i nspectors. They said that some ought to go back into the
procedures. But again that's like this last coment: getting
that back in needs to be done, you know, on a nationw de basis,
make sure of consistent application of inspectors across the

country doing it the sanme way.

The second one is -- actually this is a new one we
haven't tal ked about this -- is the PIMand the inspection report
are kind of nerging as far as purposes. In the inspection report,

we' ve reduced the level of detail.

I want to focus the discussion on the inportant issues
and that's sort of what the PIMis, or was before. And now the
i nspection report has only the nore significant issues init.

They are al nobst the sane issues there was in the PIM
even though the PIMis a shorthand or a concise description of
what the issue is. They're keeping themkind of close. The
report obviously does have a little nore context, a little bit
nore detail.

But we've asked the question, especially in the
el ectroni ¢ age when you can go to the web page and you click on
the box, why not just go click right to the report? Wy do you
need the little PIMin the m ddl e?

Because we've had a coupl e of issues because of its
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conci seness, the PIM-- you don't have the right word; you can be
taken out of context or not conpletely understood until you go

| ook at the report. Once you read the report, you understand it.

It's even worked the opposite effect; we've seen in a
coupl e of cases, causing confusion about what the issue was,
trying to get the brevity of the PIMentry.

So why even have the PIMis sonme of the
guestion | consider. It's the electronic age. You can
go right to the report, right fromthe yell ow bl ock
right to the section report. |'mnot sure what the
purpose of it is any nore.

MR. SHADI S: There's sonet hing about having
the i mediacy of the first version that if there's
consistency it's reassuring. | think you can elimnate
potential problens by doing it.

MR PLISCO That's part of a public conmmunications
issue, | think. 1In effect of its efficiency obviously as a natter
of practice, we have to create PIM You go to the inspector's
report and wite separate PIM It's a shorthand version. You
al ways | ose sonething in that translation

MR MOORMAN:  Although if we go back to just using the

report, then the licensee identified non-site violation is going
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to back your report now, not in the summary but also in the PIM
So that rmay al so be a natter of confusion

MR PLISCO Problemidentification and *resol ution
i nspections really had nmixed results, and | think we have reasons
totalk to this, too. It's not really clear fromwhat we've seen
that this broad base inspection approach is the nost effective and

efficient use of our resources to try to cover a lot of territory.

And I'mnot sure we're getting the biggest bang for
the buck with that inspection. W have had sone that have gone
wel |l and others, | think, the inspectors weren't satisfied that
they really covered the area and cone up with a good conclusion in
the area.

Because of the procedure, *drives have been | ooking
things in all the cornerstones. And if you have a plant that we
know probably has nore issues in one cornerstone than the other
this gets sonme of these earlier discussions we had about
obj ections in the program

Based on things we al ready know about probl em areas,
maybe that flexibility ought to be in that procedure, rather than
spend our resources in the area that we know is doing well.

MR GARCHOW This is part of the sane di scussion we
had with PSA. There's really no standard out there to go devel op

PSAs. And there's no standard out there for utilities to go
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devel op corrective action programs with criterion 16.

Certain vendors got themfavors, so you'll find a | ot
of simlarities since different conpanies use the sanme vendor. So
you'll see a lot of simlarity. But other than that, you know, |
nmean there's nmany ways to neet the * criterion and that you suffer
alittle bit. Because when you go in that plant, you' re not
al ways | ooking at the same general process.

MR PLISCO And the other problemwe' ve had, as Jim
nmentioned earlier -- | don't know if everyone caught it -- is the
threshold of the Iow level problemidentification issues that cone
up during the year

I think the original intent of the programwas to
capture those in the report. So when we get ready to do the
problemidentification inspection, they can | ook back at the |ast
year and try to connect the dots and deci de what they're going to
focus on for inspection.

Because the threshold is not clear, sonme of those
i ssues nmay not be in the report. So they can't connect the dots,
so they may not have the background information to do that
i nspection. That's the cause of the problem | nean we work
around that.

And if it's in practice, what the team| eader does is
call the senior resident and say, "Ckay what woul d have been the

issues on it last year? Wat should we focus on?" That's how
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they do it. But it really ought to be all laid out in the

docunent ati on

MR. BROCKMAN: The 0610 concern right now
really -- the issue has to percolate up to a certain
| evel on that Pl or the ongoing before it would even be
docunent ed.

MR. PLISCO The last one is sonething |
think we've already tal ked about. Two is we've heard
in workshops. Again is there flexibility in the
program where there's an area where the utility is
perform ng well.

They' ve done a detail ed sel f-assessnent of an area,
and it's really wasting NRC resources to reinspect that area just
because it's part of the baseline program

The ol d inspection programhad sone of that in it and
currently the new program does not.

MR GARCHOW That's going to be a bigger problem as
time goes on. As this industry right now through Rento is really
focusing on self-assessnment and the quality of self-assessnent,
think you're going to see a |lot nore sophistication in the
industry in the quality of self-assessnents.

MR, SCHERER: | know a parallel discussion going on with

t he NRC between the conbustion engi neeri ng onus group and NR
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because the conbustion engi neeri ng onus group has a equival ent of
a SSFI, or whatever it's called now, a programwhere we go around
fromplant to plant doing that as a self-assessnment with a team of
peopl e.

And there's been a dial ogue going on for well over a
year as to whether the NRC would or would not credit that.

MR PLISCO It's been asked internally but there's no
answers yet.

MR GARCHOW I n fact, sone of the same consulting
experts that you bring in to hire for your SSFI expertise are
working with the onus groups and utilities. So in sonme respects
it's the same pool of experts that's conming in and passing
j udgnent .

MR BROCKMAN: It gets into the interesting question
of what is the purpose of the baseline inspectoin program

MR. PLISCO Yes.

MR BROCKMAN: That's really what it gets down to, is
that exactly. |Is that the dom ninus programthat has to be done
at every site?

Is it the dom ni nus i ndependent inspection that has to
be done at each site because it has a verification capability to
it. And the reason that we've gone fromthe core programis
because we know it's a given.

The |icensees were doi ng sel f-assessnments and
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corrective actions had noved on to that. And that's sort of the
ground rules by which it evolved to this. That whole definition
of and really phil osophical confirmation of where the programis,

I think, is going to find a lot of the answers to this.

MR PLI SCO There's a spectrum too, it's in the old
program It's not that we didn't do any inspections. But if we
|ower the level and actually went in and | ook at what the self-

assessnment did and ook at the results of that. So it wasn't no

i nspecti on.

MR, BROCKMAN:  Uh- huh (affirnmative).

MR PLISCO |'ve heard that question raised a nunber
of times. | think the answer fromthe programoffice that we've

heard is we're going to get through this first year and eval uate
t he program and then come back to this question

MR REYNOLDS: | would conmment that | think Bill Dean
woul d say that, if he was here, that the inspection programis
performance based. But the baseline is the m ni mum i ndependent
i nspection that the NRC thinks they need to do to assure safety.
And so you're nmaeking a good distinction here.

The basel i ne, which was designed not to be performance
based, nmay need to be nodified. You nmay want to reduce the
baseline. The baseline, | think, in philosophy needs to be that
m nimumthat we're going to do independently. Now what that is

may be changi ng.
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Now that's what you're really saying, right?

MR PLISCO Yeah, | think there's a nunmber of

aspects. Anot her part of this is, | nmean, it's a programthat
can't be fixed; it's got to -- we've got to nove it along as tine
goes hy.

My Regi onal Admi nistrator, one of his favorite
exanpl es is, you know, say we we're going to |ooking at the nost
recent significant systemin the SSDI, (Safety System Design
I nspections) and we decide that systemis off feed water. W | ook
at it four tinmes in a row, you know, over ten years. And we don't
find -- you know, it isn't atim to stop |ooking at feed water
and pi ck up sonething el se.

MR KRICH Because it's gone through the inspection

MR, PLISCO Yeah, that's what I'mgetting at. So
fromthe big picture the programhas got to be able to nake those
deci sions and assess is it time to change the program You know,
ei t her change the resources or change the scope of program

Si gnificance determ nati on process, tineliness. W
tal ked about -- | think I tal ked about nost of those issues during
t he day, about the pencil sharpeni ng exerci ses.

Anot her fallout of this we didn't tal k about
specifically is expertise. And we have sone concerns in the
regi ons about having sufficient expertise. If a lot of these

ext ensi ve di al ogues are going to continue to occur as the program
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goes on, we're not sure if we have the resources to do that; at
| east the way it's structured now.

The Phase Il worksheets we've tal ked about.

MR GARCHOW That's an interesting question interna
to the NRC, is we've noving to deregulation and the industry is
changi ng, the reallocation of what our resources on-site are
wor ki ng on are changi ng.

And | would say as the oversight process is
changi ng and even sone of the work load with life
extension and other things, you may have the right
nunber of people but maybe not the right mx of people.

The chal lenge is going to be how you can get nore
workers. W suffer the sane thing every day.

MR. REYNOLDS: As Loren points out here, the
ef forOst are underway to nake inprovenents.

MR PLISCO Right, we've got things underway, but
it's still a concern

MR REYNOLDS: His point isinthe interim That's a
very valid point. W have already taken steps to try to inprove
that, so.

MR PLISCO In that response we tal ked about in
managenent directive, perfornance issues that Bill tal ked about
earlier today. The non-STP issues. W tal ked about the no-col or

i ssues. Assessnent enforcenent.
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MR GARCHOW | guess | don't understand the
enf orcenent nexus because unless it's 50.7 or 50.9. In the
regul atory process there really isn't nuch enforcenent basis to a
green-white conversation. |'ve been in a couple of those and
guess there's really no one really tal ki ng about enforcenent.

MR PLISCO Right, and that's --

MR BROCKMAN It's not advertised like it used to be,
but apparent violations still go out associated with issues. And
especially if you' re yellow or higher level. It becones very
interesting at that stage of the game as you're |ooking at the new
process what different stakehol ders receive direct conference,
regul atory conference now becoming. A lot of people just |ike out
at it: oh, it's just precision conference with your nanme on it.

MR PLISCO | had a conversation with a M. Msary
the other day. He had a regulatory conference. |If you | ook at
the table and if you look at the presentations, it's very nuch the
sane as what the enforcenent conference used to be

We can say it's not an enforcenent conference. W can
say it's supposed to be focused on a risk. But the way our
presentation is set up, our Regional Manger starts the
presentation, and the first person he turns to is our enforcenent
officer. And they do the introductions; say, well -- because
think it's got to be a paradigmshift.

MR BROCKMAN. If it's a regulatory conference, and
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usual ly the |licensee has gone a great deal down the path to
totally characterize it. They've got corrective actions that they
want to cone in and share with us and everything. And it just
evolves to a lot of the topics that used to be the topics de jeur
i n enforcenent conferences.

MR PLISCO And this is a change in nmanagenent issue

MR, BROCKMAN:  That's right.

MR PLISCO -- that | think a |ot of people have to
wor k on.

MR KRICH Qur first regulatory conference was a
conplete surprise to us. W saw the enforcenent officer there.
You know, everybody called back to ne and said, "Wat was the
enf orcenent guy doi ng there?"

MR BORCHARDT: The real reason is because we're
serving a function for that agency as facilitators.

(Laughter)

MR. KRICH | understand your reaction to
seei ng the enforcement guy at conference was, "Gee this |ooks a
lot like an --

MR, BORCHARDT: What you need to do, | think, is train
yourself that | can attend a neeting and not be the enforcenent
representative. | could performanother function as well. That's

what these people are taught.
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MR GARCHOWN It looks like the IRS facilitating ny

financi al pl anni ng.

(Laughter)
MR PLISCO ... cause confusion and also a focus on
the neeting as far as neeting the neeting objectives. | know our

experi ence has been difficult because we weren't sure where we
were going in the first couple of ones we've had.

The other issue | wanted to talk about is allegation
We have sone problematic issues as far as how we handl e
al | egati ons because the new programis very discreet, well planned
out .

W give you our schedule a year in advance now. The
old programhad a ot of flexibility, a lot of what we cal
initiative inspections.

Sonetinmes if we did follow up on specific allegations,
we could do that within the body of that programand still have at
| east some hope in protecting the identity of the allegor (sic)
by, you know, not tel egraphing what we're | ooking at and why.

It's a lot harder in the new program

W sent a paper up to the Commission, | guess, during
t he sunmer expl ai ni ng what the pros and cons were OF ways to go.
They sinply decided to stick with the sane program go with the
ol d program understanding that there are these potenti al

pr obl ens.
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MR, FLOYD: Back up, I'msorry, the one on assessnent
process information.

MR. PLISCO Yes.

MR, FLOYD: You' ve got down a, | guess, a negative
i mpact would be in effect on the Comm ssion, but it was a positive
impact, | think, on predictability.

MR. PLISCO Yes, it has been very
predictable --

MR FLOYD: This is some misleading criteria in here

MR PLISCO And again this nay be nore internal as
far as change in managenent with our staff. W used to have these
bi g neetings and peopl e woul d work for weeks and weeks and get
ready for themand do a |l ot of detailed analysis. You know, and
now you | ook at the web page. And if there aren't any non-green
i ssues, you're done al nost, except for |ooking at sone potentia
cross-cutting issues.

That's why | put in there if you' ve done everything
right during the year, followed the action matrix, and taken the
action, the assessnment part of the process is really anti-
climactic.

MR, FLOYD: Yeah, but was that Region IV or Region I
wor kshop? This was discussed at sonme length as to whether or not
you even needed t he annual assessnment cycle because they basically

execute the action matrix on a quarterly basis?
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And | think the final outcone of it was that well that
may be fine for, you know, NRC |icensees but there's another
audi ence for the annual assessnent report.

MR PLI SCO  Yes.

MR. FLOYD: And that's an opportunity for the
public to demand and be able to raise issues. Maybe
what you needed to do is change the characterization of
t he annual assessnent.

You're right, you know, to discuss issues that are in
the action matrix. Everybody already knows about those. And
maybe you ought to think of a new structure on it.

Was that Region Il or was that |V?

MR BROCKMAN It was at ours. W did a ot of
brai nstorm ng on these things that even maybe that neeting shoul d
-- the annual neeting should have a significant -- a training
conmponent to it, where we're describing the new process, trying to
just nore and nore inoculate, if you want to say, the |ocal public
and especially the |ocal decision nmakers and what - have-you which
can have a very short half-life. They turn over very quickly on
the aspects of what is the process, what data can we get, where
can we get it, what does it nean, along those |ines.

MR GARCHOW Kidding aside, on Bill and his staff

.our regulatory conferences...ln our case we were a pilot plant

and we probably had as good an understand at that point in tine
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our conferences.

But the issue was with the papers that cane and sone
of the external people that cane to the public neeting. Wen they
saw it open up in the sane way that they had been to enforcenent
conferences before with the enforcement action, | nean, their mnd
was al ready made up in what kind of neeting they were in;

i ndependent of what was said afterwards.

So even if | nmade a joke, | wasn't trying to, you
know, insult Bill or his staff. But the inpact of introducing the
enforcenent officer, I mean, fromthat point on, the people that
don't know the process very well, the people fromthe newspapers
and naybe sone of the state reps who don't attend all the
neetings, | nean, what do they take away? What do they hear?
They're at an enforcenent conference.

MR SHADIS: Did they mani fest that understandi ng
somrehow? Did they say sonething about it?

MR GARCHOWN | nean we've had articles in the paper
you know, after those that -- because the neetings, you know, they
announce the neeting. It's to discuss the perfornmance issue. |
nmean from an outsi de perspective who doesn't know the intricacies
it sort of, you know, wal ks |ike a duck and | ooks |ike a duck
And they cone to the neeting thinking it's going to be a duck
And it really wasn't outside of the introductions and goi ng.

But still the newspaper reads the utility was called
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to the region to tal k about the performance i ssue and, you know,
there was a violation discussed. And so, | nean, the article in
the paper it doesn't look a lot different than it used to | ook

| don't know if we had the sane witers, the same
local press interest. It sort of |ooks the sane to them At
| east it does around our plant.

MR KRICH W didn't get a whole I ot of attention on
the one that we had. But everybody who was there canme back sayi ng
it looked an awful lot |ike an enforcenment conference.

MR GARCHOWN So | think your change managenent is
just changing of the structure of the neeting and the | anguage and
how it | ooked would nake it look |like a regulatory conference to
di scuss the risk significance, as opposed to the rituals that
really look the sane as the rituals that we used to do in trying
to --

MR PLISCO | think the rest of the issues on there
we tal ked about, unless you've got specific questions.

MR SHADIS: One thing that would help to of fset that
woul d be to open the exit neetings as | tried to get themto do at
Mai n Yankee, which they decided not to open the conference calls
for those that have a denonstrated stake or interest.

MR GARCHOW |Is that like the routine inspections,
your routine resident inspection exits and those kind of exit

neeti ngs?
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MR. SHADIS: Right. The nore you understand
of what's going on, the nore you can put in perspective
how serious or not serious these different things are.
Then you finally get all the way down to where you
finally get it in an enforcenent conference or a
regul atory conference. 1It's too late to get a
perspective on it. Al you can get in the information
right there. I'mjust making a pitch for it, you know.
The cure for a lot of problens in conmunications is
nor e conmuni cati on, nobre openness.

MR TRAPP: [|If you could add sone data on that, too
because I know we had a | ot of teans woul d have open exit
neetings. And it was rare, if ever, if anybody of the public
would cone. It was like it would be a lot of fanfare and then all
of a sudden nobody woul d show up.

MR FLOYD: Steve, you want to go through this?

MR, FLOYD: Yeah, | can be very brief. Everyone
shoul d have a sheet onit. | didn't put ny name on it.

MR GARCHOW |s that so you could distance yourself
fromit?

MR FLOYD: [I'Il just hit the ones that | don't think
have been covered in the interest of tine. On page 1

"under st andabl e support system cascadi ng" and the rules for that
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are pretty nebul ous.

We have a nunber of frequently asked questions on how
do you cascade. What are the rules of cascadi ng? Wen can you
say a support system-- how rmuch anal ysis can be used to say a
support systemis actually available and if we're not inpacting
the frontline systen? How nuch recovery tinme could be credited?

And there seens to be a different set of rules in the
manual for a support systemunavailability and its inpact on the
frontline system And it is confusing to folKks.

MR GARCHOW And can you credit engineering judgnent?

MR FLOYD: Right.

MR GARCHOW And all that's river, 40 degrees matter?
In any event obviously it should.

MR FLOYD: Scratch the Boston heat renoval. This is
one that is going to be -- in fact, it is being repiloted right
now to remedy this. But right now the ground rules are confusing.
Sonme people are not reporting the instances where the | oss of
normal heat renoval initiates the event. After the scram occur
did they have a | oss of normal heat renoval ? There's a di sconnect
out there right nowthat this will work with

The rest of the issues on that area have al ready been
tal ked about.

Under "inspection" on page 3, no new issues there.

Page 4 under the "SDP" under "predictable," we're
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getting a nunber of concerns; sone of themcomng out of the IP 2
event, but sone other ones as well
about what's the ground rules for changing the frequency of
initiating events, and for care and on the action matrix -- not
the action matrix but the SDP, sheet No. 1.

You have an assuned event frequency class on there.

If that's going to be deviated fromand adjusted, what's the basis
for adjusting that? And do we need sone clearer criteria for
doi ng that?

In the case of IP 2, it noved two orders of nagnitude
internms of event frequency. And | think a ot of people are
confused. How could that possibly be, you know, two orders of
magni t ude change? There may be a good reason for it, but it
hasn't been wel| conmuni cat ed.

And on the | ast page under "assessnent process,"
guess that's just a place hold for you, Bill

W have enforcenent guides. 1t says, "Menorandum for
enf orcenent di scretion expires the end of January 2001 for the
base system" But there are a nunber of perfornance indicators
that are likely to be revised during the second year of the
program And we're already getting the question, you know, would
there be any consideration of extension of that discretion if
there is significant changes in Pls and gui dance?

And the other issues that are in here you can read
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them | think they' ve already been addressed by other people, so
I won't keep up any | onger

MR CAMERON: | think you al so noted positives.

MR FLOYD: Yes, that aspect of positive line, also

MR PLISCO  Any other comments on those or any ot her
i ssues you want to throw out now?

MR SCHERER Yes, | had two that | didn't hear
specifically nmentioned. One we touched around. And that is
uni nt ended consequences setting up a process. Not just addressing
i ndi vi dual uni ntended consequences, but setting up a process,
continuously nonitoring Reactor Oversight Process to identify and
resol ve the issue of unintended consequences. The exanples we've
spoke of here are just exanples.

But we need to have a cl ose-|oop process for
identifying and resol ving those issues. An exanple of where the
process worked is one that was nentioned earlier. W have a
di esel generator allowed outage tinme which at |east for sending,
we justify to the staff as an i nprovenent in safety.

And because there are nore systens avail able to back
up the diesel generator at power, doing it at power was actually
safer. Yet we would have tripped -- as Dave pointed out before
NRC agreed to the change, we would have tripped the green-white P

threshold just by going into that fourteen-day ALT.

Anot her process issue to nme that | don't
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recall being nmentioned is, we talked a |lot earlier
about fal se positives comng up with, finding sonething
that trips the white when it has no safety
significance. The fault exposure hours was an exanpl e.

I think we need to set up a process to be as
concerned, or nore concerned, about fal se negatives.

The biggest thing that would undermne this entire
process is to have a plant with all green Pls that everybody woul d
agree is degrading in performance, that the Pls don't show.

| don't have exanpl es of fal se negatives, but we need
to worry about that. Maybe the nearest thing was: Well, I'm
green on ny reactor or I'mgreen on ny failed fuel; and,
therefore, I"'mokay. And |'ve got 300 failed watts.

| think you' re paying for it el sewhere in
your indicator or those others would be off scale. But
are there, in fact, fal se negatives?

And | think we need to have a process
continuously looking at it and trying to identify those
and not assune that the process is okay and worki ng
okay.

MR LAURIE: That was the point of mine in a previous
question. And what | thought | heard was there is an ongoi ng set

of mechani snms desi gned to address issues and nodify issues. |Is
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that sonething different than what you're tal ki ng about now?

MR SCHERER |'mopen to hearing it. But | haven't
heard a discussion that in ny mnd it satisfies a process.

W' re | ooking at the performance indicators and
| ooki ng at the SDP process and | ooking at those results, and
sati sfying oursel ves that as we screen the process and we screen
the findings and we screen the issues, that we aren't coning up
with fal se negatives. This |ooks green, but, in fact, is an
underlying i ssue here if we -- and the SRAs are missing and, in
fact, is risk significant. Only in 20/20 hindsight do we find out
that we've been | ooking at that issue and m ssing the issue.

| think public credibility, our own conpetence in the
process woul d be undermned to the point where this entire process
woul d - -

MR FLOYD: If you would expand it to not just Pls but
Pl s and i nspection process.

MR SCHERER Ch, I'msorry. |If I didn't nmake it
clear, it was all --

MR, FLOYD: Because sonme of themcould be all green in
the Pls because that's just a sanpling. But the conbination of
the Pls and the inspection --

MR SCHERER If | didn't make that clear, it was the
Pls and the SDP process and the cross-cutting issues. | |eave no

area out fromthat concern of the fal se negatives.
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MR, BROCKMAN:  The NRR off plan and the inspection
program branch assessnent has at |east one criteria that starts
| ooki ng at that.

And that's the aspect of going back and having the "S"
revi ews and what - have-you i ndependently done by research where
they just | ook at events per se and go back, and then to see were
they characterized right. So, | nean, that would be done
i ndependent | vy.

If the Oversight Program hadn't bubbled that issue up
at all, the question would get asked. | don't know if it fully
addresses it. There's the beginning of the thought there that
conmes to ny nind off the top of ny head.

MR PLISCO Now we had one area, one practica
exanpl e of a potential problemarea. One had to do with one of
the press rel eases that you read about this summer, the ox feed
wat er punp. Wat we found in that issue, we went to the SDP
process; right nowit's prelimnary that we just had reg in for
It's still a prelimnary issue but it's prelimnary; it's a
yellow. |If you take that sane 48 days and you plug it into
availability, it's still green

Once we researched that, we found there's a nunber of
issues. One is the ox feed water threshold is a generic
threshol d. Looking at notor-driven and ox feed water, some plants

-- the turbine-driven is nuch nore significant nd that threshold
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is not recognized. | nmean that's the answer to the question

And obviously those thresholds are not site specific
risk-infornmed thresholds. But that's hard -- try to explain that
to sonebody. Wen you plug the nunbers in the unavailability,
it's still green. But those inspection findings are yellow for
the sane issue. That's a good exanple of that.

Once we researched it and after we had sone
di scussions -- when you read those press rel eases, we had sone
di scussions with Region | on what are the differences between
these two issues in Region | and Region Il: why one is yell ow and
one is white. And that was easy to explain, but this other one is
alittle nore difficult to explain.

MR SHADIS: That's a consistency issue, you know, but
I"'mglad to hear you say that because history has us getting
plants with very good scores all the way around. And stuff
happens, and it turns out that things were mssed.

And froma public confidence perspective, you know,
we' re | ooking for assurance that that doesn't happen in this
pr ogr am

And when you tal k about allocating inspection
resources and potentially not covering all the bases because you
have sone confidence that, you know, that's all right. That's a
j udgnent that you have to place on it, and there's a certain

anount of potential for m sjudging.
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And then as you begin to assess the safety
signi ficance of each of these things and pour it out, you've got,
you know, roomto conpound that judgnent to where you really, you
know -- fromour side you' ve got it and you say: There's room
here to be mssing stuff. And I think in the best of prograns you
have to adnit that's got to be case.

And it's not a question of whether or not this is the
best programor the worst program But if you' re depending on it
bei ng a hundred percent successful in preventing any incidents,
unpl anned out ages, whatever it nmay be, it ain't going to happen

MR KRICH Let nme go to the other side of the coin
because that is a good question; it's a good conment. The ot her
side of that also needs to be | ooked at, which is, you have
situations where a plant may have not a good operating history but
show up all green in the performance indicators and i nspection
findi ngs or non-color for inspection findings.

But there's kind of a lingering doubt or desire on
people's parts to say that can't be right because we know that's
not a good performng -- wasn't a good performng plant in the
past. There nust be sonething wong going on here; there nust be
some playing with the nunbers going on here.

MR SHADIS: Well, not even playing with nunbers but
are you m ssing sonething. Mddlestone would be an exanple. As

soon as you have an incident and it's scored, and people renenber
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all the problens of the past and they go, well, have they really
refornmed their operations?

MR KRICH And again, yeah, exactly the point. But
renenber that the indicator is what we're looking at in terns of
performance indicators or lagging indicators. They are not going
to tell you what direction you' re headed in necessarily. It's
going to tell you what you've got fromthe way you' ve been
managi ng t he pl ant

MR SHADI S: Unh-huh (affirmative).

MR KRI CH. And al so to go back to your point about
the indicator for summer that | just put in there. |If it'd been

for nore than 48 days, they still would have gotten a green

We got a reverse situation that was in here, but |
didn't nmention it. W shut down the Sal Station unit one for
refueling -- unit two for refueling outage. And during this
shutdown we got...had tagged out the SRVs.

And your inspection procedure said, you know, "Go and
check the SRvVs are still operable and | ook for operation." Well,
they don't need to be operable for operation

So the inspector questioned what's going on
here. And we wound up going through a back and forth

with the Region as to what was going on. One of the

comments we had was that we think there needs to be
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better peer review appendix "G' of that inspection
pr ocedure.

My report being that there's both sides to
each one of these issues that needs to be | ooked at.

MR REYNOLDS: |If you go back to Ed's final point,
think he's right onit. You can do nore danage to the industry --

MR KRICH  Absolutely.

MR REYNOLDS: -- by false negatives than you can by
fal se positives. False positives are going to cost tinme and
effort for that particular |icensee and NRC people, but too many
fal se negatives, we all lose. | think that was Ed's point.

That's why | took away

MR, REYNOLDS: Fal se negatives where you' re way off,
mean, you can be off a little bit and there's no harm done. But
fal se negatives where you're way off is sonething you have to be
worri ed about

MR, FLOYD: Like Ray said there's no programthat's
perfect. I1t's not going to prevent an event.

If you go back in history, the plants that had good
grades across the board and did have good perfornance were just as
likely per the analysis to have a significant event at the plant
as a plant that found thenselves in trouble and had a nunber of
i ssues associated with it. |It's not going to be perfect; it's

just a sanpling.
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MR. SCHERER As | recall, we went back and
when we were conceptualizing this process, we went back
and | ooked at the "problem plants” that had been on the
watch [ist. And sure enough they showed one or nore
degraded Pls; they showed findings that woul d have been
classified other than green as white or yellow or red.

So there's sonme conpetence that | feel very strongly
we need to institutionalize this questioning attitude involved in
the process to nmake sure we constantly question this process, not
be satisfied we've got a perfect process; question ourselves to
make sure that we're validated, that we're not giving fal se
negatives as a result of this process.

Just for conpleteness I'd like to list four issues
that have al ready been -- sonebody addressed. | don't need to go
into them

| strongly feel that we need as a group to address the
unavailability issue that nore than di scuss comng up with nore
robust SDPs, particularly other than the Morris machi ne, SDP that
seens to be going in the right direction

The issue that has been discussed a lot: the green
light threshold versus the other threshold.

And a concept that |'ve becone nore and nore intrigued
with, which is a variable time line on the race against tine for a

finding. Having a
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white finding have a relatively short half-life, and a yell ow and
red finding have | onger periods where they remain in effect ought
to be | ooked at.

MR CAMERON: | just wanted to point out too that Ed's
i ssue on the fal se negatives shows the value of the parking |ot,
too, if you go back to revisit it, because this is a parking |ot
issue if you see the attachnment to the Plisco to Collins, Decenber
5, 2000 meno. And | would just urge you don't forget to at |east
revisit these other parking lot issues to see if they're stil
viabl e for consideration. But No. 12 on there was the fal se
negative issue.

MR SCHERER | raised it.

MR CAMERON: And you raised it then. So you didn't
forget it.

MR, SCHERER  Thanks for pointing that out.

MR PLISCO  Any other comments on that? Randy?

MR BLOUGH | didn't provide anything witten on
this. So | just wanted to provide two --

MR PLISCO W're still accepting, Randy, between now
and next neeting.

(Laughter)

MR BLOUGH I'Il read it to you. Now just to
rei nforce one and add another one. On the question of risk

informng the programand naking it efficient, we really need to
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have a way of making sure we're spending less time on both the
SDPs and appeal s of di sagreenents when we're down in the
green/white area. |f the agency spends a whole |ot of tine
determ ning the significance of sonmething that's in the
green/white, that's taking away tinme fromother activities that
t he agency coul d be doing.

The other one is in the area of risk informng the
program and nmai ntaining safety. If you look at the programif you
want a risk informant, you have a spectrumof plants out there and
we' ve got a process here. The process has to be really, really
good at dealing with the plants that have significant problens or
the plants that have nore significant problens.

For exanpl e, degraded cornerstone, nmultiple degraded
cornerstone has to be really good al so at defining what's
accept abl e and unaccept abl e performance because those col ors, at
| east where they have risk significance, there's a order of
magni t ude change with each color. So the programto be risk
informed has to be really good at dealing with plants that are in
t hose categori es.

And plants that are |licensee response band or
regul atory response band, the program can be nore qui ck and
approximate for those. | nean, there's a chance you could be a
little off over there and it's not as big a deal

W're running a full-scale initial inplenmentation
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here, and alnost all the data we're getting is on those plants
that, you know, have very little problens of risk significance.
The experinment, although it's being done on a grand scale, is
getting very little data on how the programworks with the plants
in the degraded cornerstone or nultiple degraded cornerstone and
none unacceptabl e, so.

MR GARCHOW It's hard to get volunteers for pilots,
t 0o.

MR BLOUGH. Yeah, it's hard to get, right. So far
we' ve only had one for the nmultiple degraded cornerstone. That's
just an aspect we have to be aware of. If we're trying to risk
informthe program it's got to be really good in the area for
whi ch we have very little actual data.

MR GARCHOW O course, differently in those areas,
it ought to provide the nost flexibility, so you don't end up wth
being too rigid in an area that hasn't been well defined. | rmnean
to a point, it ought to be flexible out there where you can use
sorme of the judgnents of your previous experience as opposed to --

MR, BROCKMAN:. This is probably a good segue to one of
the conments | nmade to yours, just to nmake sure we really got it
down there and that's going to be getting an exact definition of
what is the base-line. Wuat's it for. Again, is it again the
dom ni nus?

If it is, and you fully encunbered the inspection
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staff to acconplish the dom ni nrum capability of adjusting and
diverting into those areas where you've got a nore risk inforned
need, how to get that proper balance. | think it's a key thing to
make sure the programis got adequately defined because there's
still is reactive inspection.

I nmean, event response, which is listed as a base-Iline
i nspection by definition, is still reactive inspection because if
you don't have an event you're not going to get an event-response
i nspection. So by definition you haven't done the dom ni nus. At
| east one event, no nore, no |ess.

MR PLI SCO  Anything el se?

(No response.)

VWll, we'll nmove on. It may ook |ike we're a couple
of hours behind but we're not. W already had one hour of this
di scussion this norning.

MR SCHERER So we're ready for |unch now?

MR GARCHOW So you're going to accept the other
f eedback in some detail ?

MR PLISCO Yes, Wat | was hoping is if you heard
his issues. If you would think it got captured, you don't need to
recapture that one. If there's other issues or a different
perspective on the sane issues, we want to hear that too, to get
all these angl es captured.

Yes, we'll pull this list together.
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MR SCHERER  Before we -- one of the issues that was
rai sed was enforcenent discretion ends January 2001. |Is there a
position -- already issues that are good faith efforts to conply

with Pl or FAQin the process. Does that extend beyond January

2001? I1'mjust asking it as a question.

MR, BORCHARDT: 1'd have to go back and read the *HEM
but | don't think it addresses a period after 2001. | nean
there's some gui dance...schene for... significant incorrect

statenment and what its inpact would be and then have that
correlate to what the Agency's response is. But | don't believe
we addressed post-2001.

MR SCHERER So it may be an issue we would
separately have to address.

MR PLISCO Just to start off the conversation,
took a cut fixed on | ooking at the previous report and sonme of the
conversations this norning in a general outline. W talked about
sorme of this earlier this norning, about how we want to format and
present the results of the panel's concl usions.

And also this will help us decide what el se

we need to tal k about and who el se we need to hear

from and whether we need help with the planning

process. And actually we'll do that sonmewhat tonorrow.
Tomorrow we' || do sonme agenda planning as far
as what for January and March -- what topics we want to
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hear about to hel p us reach our concl usions.

MR LAURIE: Wat's our tinme frame on the agenda?

MR PLISCO W need to get our report out by the end
of April. | think we have a tentative mlestone laid out for
April 29th, or something like that tinme frane. Because we tal ked
about earlier this norning, in reality what's going to happen is
we want to nake sure the staff sees our report before they put
their final report up to the Comm ssion, so they have the benefit
of what our views are before they --

MR LAURIE: In order for us to get our report out by
the end of April, when do we have to have our work done by to
allowtinme for the report to be witten and then shared, or draft
shared, in order for rewite?

MR PLISCO 1'd say by the end of March we better be
in pretty good shape. | know the | ast panel went through a couple
of processes trying to get a report.

MR GARCHOW It's actually done fairly efficiently
now. Mich in the sane way you night talk to Frank G | epsie and
get his learnings on howto herd the cats at the end --

MR PLISCO He told nme he took all your input; he
wrote the report.

(Laught er)

MR GARCHOW He threw sone drafts out --

MR PLISCO  Yeah.
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MR GARCHOWN -- and it was nuch easier to mani pul ate
somet hing that existed, than to try to create sonething

MR SCHERER |Is that our report, do you know?

MS. FERDIG Yes.

(Laughter and | ots of background talking.)

MR, BROCKMAN. Wl |, they said you read them your
report.

MR PLISCO But |I think as far as getting our
consensus positions then we're -- especially for this front-end
i nformati on we need to have I'd say in by the end of March

MR LAURIE: Do we need to give thought to the scope
of the report? Are you looking at -- do you know what your
audi ence needs? Are you |looking at a hundred-page report, a
fifty-page report, or a twenty-page report?

MR PLISCO The |last one was a fifteen-page,
thirteen-page --

MR LAURIE: Fifteen, one-five?

MR PLISCO Fifteen. And you'll see on here what
they did, and | think it's a good idea, is what the previous pane
did is the final report fromthe panel is fifteen pages, but they
al so attached all the input fromevery nmenber, put everything in
context. That's why this is so thick because it has every
i ndi vi dual rmenber's input.

MR GARCHOW W th sonme minority we couldn't agree in
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the sense that we allow one or two individuals to wite a mnority
coupl e of paragraphs, so the reader of it could see sone of the
diversity of the thinking where it wasn't in agreenent.

MR, SCHERER: Having seen the context of this
outline what do you think is short termand | ong ternf

MR PLISCO That's what we tal ked about this norning,
and | think we gave sone prioritization to things. These are the
bi gger things you need to do now. Here are sone things --

MR, SCHERER  These are the things you need to do
before you put it into operation. And here are the things you
need to do, you know, over the first year

MR, PLISCO Right.

MR SCHERER That's sort of easy. Here, as we

di scussed earlier...it's inplenented and all the operating plants
are using it. So when we define a short-termaction, | think we
need to put a common focus with it. Is it 30 days or is it 90
days --

MR PLISCO | thought these ternms may not be the

right terms, in the sense | think we need to give sone priority --

MR SCHERER | think it's a right thing to do. And

personally agree. | just want to get everybody sort of thinking

of what is short term Is it 90 days or is it six nonths or is it
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MR REYNOLDS: That inplies we're going to try to

solve the problens. W mght go back to what Bill said earlier
this morning. | think is prioritize, what he called bl ock
prioritization. |Is that what you said?

MR, BORCHARDT: Unh-huh (affirmative).

MR, REYNOLDS: Because we nay have a very inportant
issue, but it's going to take a long tine to fix it. But we may
want to focus on that with a lot nore effort than deal with a
short termthat gives not as nuch gain.

MR CAMERON: Did you nean, Loren, when you tal ked
about short termand long term were you neaning to really
enphasi ze the priority of the issues, as Steve was suggesti ng,
rat her than focusing on the tenporal aspect, in other words when
t hey shoul d be sol ved? Is that --

MR BROCKMAN  Well, it could be either. You could
have an issue that's very inportant, that needs to be worked on
But if it takes tinme, getting it right is nore inportant than
getting it done qui ck.

You coul d have anot her issue that says this one you
need to change right now. At |least an interimchange needs to
made if the long-termvision is...you ve really got the two
options and both would be priority issues either way.

If I were to | ook tenporally at sone of this, right

now there's discussion going as to the planning cycle -- not the
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pl anni ng cycle, starting in April that --

MR CAMERON: Starts in April

MR BROCKMAN: O course, that's a logical tinme to
start sonething in April, the 2nd of April, excuse ne. Should it
be set on the fiscal year? Should it be set on the cal endar year?
If the Conmm ssion neeting is not going to happen probably unti
sumer and get final confirmation on that, you've somewhat of a
di sconnect al r eady.

You know, | would alnost say if we're | ooking at the
tenporal aspectS, are there changes that need to be nmade by the
end of cal endar 2001, which nmay be where this thing w nds up
kicking off its next cycle and going on to an annual cycle? That
to ne would be a sort of tenporal aspect.

This needs to be done very quickly while it's still in
that transition aspect before the concrete starts setting on this
which will be the final guidance If the Conm ssion conmes out with
respect to the wi sdomthey share with us on this aspect.

MR BORCHARDT: | would hesitate to schedul e
on...Nunber one we have no idea what the full |oad of activities
is that's already on the plate of the people that are going to
have to do this work. If | can be an optinmst for a second, and
assune that we are going to conclude that the programis okay and
can continue, then that's our concl usion.

Now we can identify sonme ways to nake it better and
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prioritize that, | think, to sone degree. But if we're going to
say it's okay, then we ought, | think, given the level we're
operating from just stay out of the schedul e.

MR SCHERER | tend to agree with that. The reason
kept com ng back to this is |I think that rather than short termor
long term | tend to think in terns of... And it may be, as severa
peopl e have said, that the nore inportant issue, the nore
i mediate issue is to spend a little nore tine and get it right,
as opposed to | ooking at the short termand nmaking a fix.

There nay be other areas that we say but you need to
ook at this in the short term but it's not that critical

I think that the value of our recommendations woul d
be, and the inportance we attach to the issue, as opposed to tine
frane we necessarily say that the Conmm ssion ought to address the
issue or result. | wouldn't hesitate to -- or preclude us froma
tinme frame.

MR PLISCO That's what | was saying earlier. |
think |I probably picked the wong -- when | said short term what
I was thinking was that these are things you should work on first.
That's the way | look at it, not that you got to get it done in
three weeks.

MR SCHERER  Sort of like line items. It's really
nmore like a prioritized |list of reconmendati ons or whatever we

call the advice and recomendati ons areas --
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MR, PLISCO Right.
MR, CAMERON: Anybody want to offer a dissenting
opinion? It seens |like a |lot of people agreeing on or shaking

their heads.

MR. PLISCO There's a better choice of
wor ds.

MR. CAMERON. You're into this high priority
rather than --

MR. PLI SCO  Yeah.

MR CAMERON: Al right.

MR, BLOUGH: | think the only time we tal ked
-- the short termdetermned -- was like if the overal
concl usi on was kind of a conditional conclusion. Then
you m ght want to say those things -- MR PLI SCO
If there's a specific issue we nmay say --

MR BLOUGH W can address that when we get there.

MR PLISCO And as we tal ked about this norning
really on the front end of -- or overall conclusion that's what we
tal ked about a while this norning. W should continue or not or
within any specific caveats that we had. And overall it doesn't
neet the iscycles.

And if not in specific areas, we should spell that

out. |If there's a specific goal, we --
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MR, GARCHOWN The question is not whether it should
continue or not, the reality is it's going to continue. So, |
mean, even if we say it shouldn't continue, the reality is the
Conmi ssion got into the right stuff. There's no interest. It's
just not going to stop. It's like turning an aircraft carrier
So it's not should it continue.

I think we've all pretty nmuch agreed it's out of the
pil ot stage; nmaybe continue with a trenendous anount of
significant high priority issues. | nean, |I'mnot sure of what
they -- I"'mjust trying to think if I was a Conm ssioner or Sam
Collins, what | would do with this esteened report that conpletely
stop doi ng his agency function

MR SCHERER | think what he would do is | ook at
these reviews and stop. And that's all we would --

GARCHOW | think a stop work order to the NRC
SCHERER:  Yes.

GARCHOW | nean |'mnot sure what --

3 ®» 3 3

SCHERER: | think a back sw tch

MR GARCHOW | don't know what that means back up
handl e. ..l ooking at to stop.

MR SHADIS: If you would have told himthe program
shouldn't go forward, it could be that it would evol ve over tine
into sonething quite different, and it has all the potential for

doi ng that.

ANN RI LEY & ASSOCI ATES (202) 842.0059



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O 00O N OO 01 B W N +— O

338

MR GARCHOW | just find that interesting that we
woul d entertain -- I'mnot sure what they would do with it

MR PLISCO But | think the words Randy was reading
this nmorning out of our charter. And again this is cryptic
evi dence: "Continue as is or reformed or with the foll ow ng
change." And there's nore to that sentence. Randy woul d probably
tell what the words were; he read themthis norning.

MR, CAMERON: You can revise your words to say should
the programcontinue as is? And that's certainly a question that
we woul d be answeri ng.

MR KRICH Inits present form

MR CAMERON: Inits present form as is, right.

MR GARCHOW The pilot panel, Iimted as it was, took
alittle different approach. |Is the basic framework sound? So
then you' d be saying, okay, now that we've got a hundred pl ants’
data. W had an idea it was sound. W did it with nine plants.

A group gets together and says based on sone linmted data, no
clunkers; still sound; go ahead; 104 plants. WlI, now we've got
104 plants for a year

I'd say the question should be: |s the genera
construction framework sound? And does it neet the objectives?

So the idea of Pls and then the inspection reports and
the way the activity has all played out with one year of operation

to still be a sound construct, because this is a pretty radica
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construct when you proceed to shift fromsouth to this. |If the
answer to that question is no, you' d have to take some pretty
significant action. So | think you get to the sanme spot.

MR CAMERON:  You can draw the concl usi on, does the
ROP franework neet the Agency's goal ?

MR. GARCHOWN Right.

MR CAMERON: And that's really, | think, the question
that we're bei ng asked.

MR GARCHOWN Right. So the idea of Pls and
i nspectable areas and howthis all fits into the action matri x,
all of that is what's on the table.

MR CAMERON: As we're noving, it seens funny --
shoul d the program even continue or should it continue as is to
sone statenment about is the framework sound and does it meet the
Agency obj ectives?

MR SETSER | think that's -- renenber there are
powerful macro driving forces that created the Agency's souls in
the first place. And those are beyond the scope of this group
here. So to assune that we conme up with anything to negate those
woul d be a pretty big assunption. | don't think it's within our
scope to do that.

MR SHADIS: The key word is evaluate, and this cover
page ought to be witten after you get done evaluating. Wen you

get done evaluating, if you ve honestly evaluated, you may run
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i nto sone hunongous show st opper you m ght say yeah or cease or
what ever. Trying to work through what kinds of reconmendations
you mght make at this point is getting ahead of the gane

MR, CAMERON: But you're suggesting, | think, that
shoul d the program continue is not necessarily synonynous with is
the framework sound. 1In other words you --

MR SHADIS: Wat |I'msaying, Chip, is that the cover
page is the last thing you want to tal k about.

MR CAMERON: Al right.

MR SHADIS: | nean, granted you may have a |ist of
contents included with your cover, but that too needs to be
devel oped after you' ve conpl eted your basic mssion, which is to
evaluate this interiminplenentation period.

MR GARCHOW WAsn't an interimjust corrective
| anguage? Wasn't --

MR SHADI S: Excuse ne. Let nme correct nyself,
initial conpliance. So the question | have for you is, have you
all gotten enough information and are we done with infornmation
now?

We're going to nove on to clearing up what we're
going to say. O are we still in the process of --

MR GARCHOW We're still fact finding.

MR SHADI'S: Do we need nore informati on and what kind

of information do we need in order to evaluate the progranf
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M5. FERDIG It seens to ne that that's what this is
about. What extent does the ROP framework meet the NRC
obj ectives? That becomes our criterion for evaluation and the
results will be whatever they are. So we're not determ ning that
now. W're sinply saying that's our objective.

MR PLISCO That's why we're going through this
exercise, not to cone up with the answers, but to conme up with the
guestions that we mght answer at the end to hel p us deci de what
informati on we need, and who we need to talk to and where, we need
to go in our work planning to get ready for that. That's all it
was, really not to answer any questions. Just what questions do

we need to ask.

MR SHADIS: |I'mjust a country boy. Al | knowis it
says right here: "Overall conclusion: Should the program
conti nue?"

And then up there it said: "Should the program
conti nue?"

And that is conclusionary. |It's not definitive of
what you're going to | ook at or how you're going to look at it,
the extent to which you're going to | ook

You know, you could I ook for two m nutes and deci de
t he program should or should not continue, or you could spend the
next year and a half doing it. That's not what -- coming to that

concl usi on.
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MR CAMERON: If the policy is the same, would you
still feel that way? Wat | think the panel -- the other people
on the panel are suggesting it's not should the program conti nue.
But the question that's going to be asked is, is the framework
sound and does it nmeet the objectives?

Now that's not a -- no conclusionary yet, as Mary
points out. | think it's the question that the panel is trying to
answer .

MR SHADI S: The next question that could and shoul d
be asked within the franework of evaluating the program sure.

MR, CAMERON: And does anybody have anything to say
about Ray's statenent? | think the answer to his question is, got
to be done in the framework of evaluating --

MR SHADIS: | just don't see any one of them as
determ ning what the rest of the conversation is going to be
about. Contributing to it; Flush out where the rest of your
eval uation has to go, you know. Maybe we're not coning to the
first need.

MR FLOYD: This is just an outline of what the |ayout

MR SHADIS: | understand that; | understand that. |
just bridle with starting with a concl usion.
Ms. FERDIG It's a question --

MR HLL: Starting with a conclusion that have to
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det erm ne whet her you can reach or not.

MS. FERDIG Yeah.

MR HLL: That's a potential, | nean, that's a
question to ask.

MR SHADIS: Fine, but then the process becones from
that point if you get a tree, it spreads. |If you say it shouldn't
go forward, then one nust al so presunably say what do you want
then? The old process sone ot her process?

If you say it should go forward but, then what are the
conditionals that you are going to attach to it? And so it sort
of builds on that. And | have no problemif that's where this
process i s going.

MR HLL: | guess |I'mnot sure what you're suggesting
as an alternative to what's been presented up there.

MR, CAMERON: The alternative being the second phrase:
"I's the framework sound and does it neet the objectives?" |Is that
what you mnean, Richard?

MR HLL: No, I'msuggesting what would he want? |If
he has a problemwi th that, what do you suggest? You said we
shoul dn't go back. What other alternative is there that you
suggest we go?

MR SHADIS: | understand your question. Wat | --

MR HILL: You don't have an answer

MR SHADIS: | do; | really do. | think you should
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proceed along the Iine of asking what information is necessary
before you can evaluate a program And you' ve gone a | ong way
toward doi ng that because you' ve had the regional reports. You're
building on that, but I can't see where you' re done with that end
of the process.

MR PLISCO Yeah, we're not.

MR HILL: Let ne suggest sonething here then.
don't think anybody woul d suggest we could | ook at enough
i nformati on that we could forman absolute yes, it is; no, wthout
a doubt, it should continue. Wat we're looking for is anything
and everything we see that it should not. So it's kind of like is
there sonething there that says it should not. But we're not
going to go try to evaluate everything that's been done to be able
to prove that it should. |Is that --

MR GARCHOWN W put this panel together on purpose
with intentional biases. That's the strength of the panel. It
wasn't like we went and hired six academ cians or, you know, the
guy fromthe corner garage

W put together a panel, inmerse themin this for six
nmont hs, and conme up with a conpletely independent position. |
mean, we hired them-- hired themchiefly, the people to be on
this panel because of diverse opinions and probably the inherent
bi ases.

MR LAURIE: | don't understand the question.
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t hought the question was -- or Ray said that he felt we don't have
enough data to start filling in the blanks. And we all agree on
that. W have another couple of nmonths and anot her ex-nunber of
hours to go through that.

I think we're just tal king about formatting. |s that
right?

MR FLOYD: Yeah. Wll, the question on the table is,
shoul d the report start out with a concl usion statenent, saying
today what the conclusion is because we haven't done the
eval uation? But should the format of the report on page 1 state
the overall opinion of the panel? And that's what we're tal king
about; that's all.

MR CAMERON: Is that the only thing you' re talking
about ?

(Lots of background talking all at once.)

MR SCHERER My concern is -- what | think I've heard
is "Wait a mnute. Are you starting with conclusions and trying
to find facts to support it?" And | don't think that's what we're
doi ng.

VWhat we're doing is we're collecting facts and we're
saying what is it we're trying to conclude so that we can coll ect
the informati on. What question are we trying to answer. Not pre-
judging the answer. W're not starting with the conclusion and

wor ki ng backwards. We're not using deductive logic. W're trying
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to collect all the informati on and make a deci si on.

But in order to be efficient, because there's a |ot of
data in this world on a lot of things, what we're trying to define
and that's what we had di scussed at our first neeting. Figure out
the question you're trying to answer. | think the question is,
you know, is the framework sound and does it neet the
obj ectives(?) is a reasonable question.

MS. FERDIG Do you feel the question is franmed in a
way where it's leading to the response. |Is that what |I'm hearing?

MR SHADIS: | think you just destroyed the | ast
neuron in ny brain.

(Laughter)

VWhat happens is, you have an outline for a report.

And ny concern was that if you're discussing how a report is going
to look that's one thing. If the outline for the report begins to
drive how you're going to conduct the rest of your proceedi ngs,
then | becone very concer ned.

And if the rest of your proceedings go forward on the
basis of, is the first question go/no go, you know, are we doing
that kind of analysis, then I'mreally bothered by that.

If the question is the one you've already got in your
outline: Does it nmeet these eight objectives that you have? |
think that's a good way to proceed because that dictates what kind

of information you need, and you can work fromthat.
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MR PLISCO And actually the process is going to work
fromthe bottomof this sheet; it's going to work its way up
That's how it shoul d work

We're going to collect information and get the
i ndi vidual views of the panel nmenbers and work our way up to these
i ndi vidual comments and concerns and hopefully work our way up to
t he cover page.

MR, SCHERER  Hopefully Ray, he still has a few
neurons left.

MR SHADI S:  Neurons or norons?

(Laughter)

MR SCHERER I'ma little concerned about sone of the
di scussion that occurred here for those nmenbers that weren't at
the first nmeeting because of the quick junp to dissenting

opinions. | want to enphasize at |east ny expectations.

W' Il spend a sufficient anpbunt of tinme trying to
reach a consensus and try to have a najority, a unani mous opini on
in the report to the extent that we can, with the last alternative
bei ng di ssenting opinions, and not junp to dissenting opinions so
that everybody can sort of wite their report already based on the
prejudi ces they cone in wth.

We all have biases in personal experience. But |

think that, based on what we hear here, we spend a lot of tinme
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discussing it. I'mreally saying it for the record and for those
peopl e who weren't at our first nmeeting, that we allow and comnrt
oursel ves to spending as nuch tine as possible trying to reach
unani nous agreenent on the points that we can, and only use a
di ssenting opinion as a last resort, where it's clearly no | onger
cost effective and everybody's no longer willing to do that.

Fine. That's a last resort.

MR, CAMERON:  And those are in your by-laws or
what ever we call them Ckay? For the panel. | nean, that
statenment is in there. A though Jimand Mary and Ray and Bill,
don't think that I would offer them-- | don't think the people
who were here last tine would disagree with what's in those by-
laws in terns of that trying to strive for consensus. But that's
a real good point.

MR KRICH | have to ask at the risk of causing al
ki nds of problens here. I'mnot sure that | agree with what
you've witten down. The charter that we are here for says that
we will "nonitor and evaluate information in order to recommend to
t he Conmi ssion whether to reformor revise the program" That's
our charter.

The first nmeeting we got together on it we said, well,
one of ways that we can neet that charter is to determne if the
process of achieving the NRC s goals, to determ ne whether the

nmore significant problem areas have been identified, and determ ne
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whet her the NRC is devel opi ng a sound sel f-assessnent process for
t he ROP.

MR CAMERON: These three --

MR KRICH Right. Has sonething changed? Maybe
m ssed sonmething. Did we nodify based on what you wote down?

MR CAMERON: | don't want to nodify anything. |'m
basing this on what I'mgetting feedback for --

MR. KRICH Like, Shadis, |I'mrunning out of
neurons al so.

(Laught er)

MR. CAMERON. Maybe you hit on a key. W
started off tal king about maybe format, but we were
phrasi ng what question is the panel trying to answer.
Maybe we've already stated in the past what question
the panel is trying to answer. Does it nmeet what you
just read us?

MR KRICH To ny nmndif you have a charter, the
first thing you start off with in your summary statenent of your
report is, the answer to the question in the charter is "X "

MR LAURIE: Do you determne to answer this question
by doing foll ow up?

I think Rod is actually correct. You answer the
question posed to you in the charter

MR, BROCKMAN: There are key words in the charter that
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we don't want to forget, and we're to evaluate the ROP results.
Qur witten report will contain an overall evaluation of the ROP,
which, | think, certainly is an overall statenent.

I think what we're tal king about here is the question
we see as appropriate to determne the overall evaluation of the
ROP is, should the programcontinue? If we can say should the
program conti nue, yes/no(?), that is that capstone eval uation
statenment of the ROP. And then we got a whole |ot of detail; we
go in there and all that stuff

MR KRICH What |'m asking about is, at the first
nmeeting, and nmaybe | m sunderstood -- but at the first neeting we
went through all the words of the charter. And we said, "Ckay,
what does that |ook |like? How do you translate that into what are
we going to come up with?"

I thought what we agreed to was these three things.

MR SHADI'S: That's correct.

MR KRICH [|If we went through these three things, we
woul d answer the words of the charter. |Is that -- did | miss
sormet hi ng?

MR, BROCKMAN:  \What were the three things agai n?

MR CAMERON. That's correct. W' ve already changed
one of the three things. Maybe what you said, Rod, "Does the

program nmeet the objectives of the NRC?" Maybe that should be the
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question you're trying to answer. Mybe the question you're
trying to answer is already in the charter and you don't need to
worry about it.

MR BLOUGH M thinking is we ought to have a -- this
is just a report outline. W ought to have an overall concl usion
And probably we shouldn't start out with this questioning should
t he program conti nue, but maybe just call that an overal
reconmendat i on.

And that would be a short statenment to the extent that
we can conme up with one that tal ks on, you know, should the
program be substantially refornmed? Does it need to be revised?
Shoul d we think a whol e new way?

Just for nowwe'll call it an overall reconmendation
and try to come up with sonething that once we're done with it we
have all the information. H's advice and recommendati on on --
general one on the extent on which the program woul d need
reformed, revised, or not. So just call that overal
reconmendati on for now.

And then an overall evaluation -- and the overal
eval uation, | think, we agreed would be the one that answers the
question, does the ROP neet Agency goal s?

And then a prioritized list of recommendati ons and so
on.

Ms. FERDIG And fromthe conversation this norning,
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in keeping with what you're just saying, | think | heard a
suggestion that the |Ianguage in Point 2 about what you agreed to
last tine, which was deterni ne whether or not the nore significant
problemareas, or if it's long term short term so on, could be
re-1anguaged as priority areas --

MR, CAMERON:. Absol utely.

Ms. FERDIG -- to pay attention to continue success
and allow ourselves to prioritize in a way that Bill suggested.
And soneone then also -- which | wanted to check with

-- suggested we might organize it according to the four main
ar eas.

MR PLISCO And the reason | proposed that was it's
just easier for the staff to take actions and | ook at them because
that's how they structured the program |It's easier for themto
conmmuni cate those i ssues, assign actions, or whatever.

Ms. FERDIG And when | did energe that m ght be
qui ckly of further consideration, we include themthroughout the
report where --

MR, BROCKMAN.  Are we tal king about a separate
attachnent? Wsat's listed on here, we have suggesti ons,
recomendati ons for inprovenent, --

Ms. FERDIG It really is in the |anguage.

MR MONNINGER: | think a part of No. 2 is -- sone of

it is the panel, but part of it was the staff is in the process of
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identifying significant problemareas. WAs this panel agreed that
for all your evaluation and everything that you have, that the
staff has to identify then? Have you identified sonething that
the staff hasn't?

MR BROCKMAN W will not be able to answer that
question. The only question we will be able to address at that
stage of the gane is, does the staff have a process in place for
i dentifying then?

And here's sone stuff that we want to make sure you
throw onto your platter when you' re doing that because their
evaluation is going to be going on at the sanme tinme ours is.

And our report will probably be running al nost
parallel with theirs. And having their data review and anal yze
reflected to include in our report, the timng is just not going
to be right. W'Il see various drafts.

MR MONNINGER: | nean, they're going to report --

MR BROCKMAN: As | say, we'll have sone insights.
But | don't think we'll be able to stay the sane with all the
i ssues captured. | just have the feeling we will be very
fortuitous if the timng works out for us to be able to do that.

MR CAMERON: That may turn out to be true, and we'l
have to deal with that. But where are we now?

MR FLOYD: First of all, a statenent of the overal

concl usi on of the panel
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Second one was the results of our evaluation as to how
wel | the overall program neets the eight perfornance criteria.

Third one, what were the high priority issues we
bel i eve shoul d be addressed?

MR GARCHOW Works for ne.

MR REYNOLDS: Yeah, that's what | got out of it.

MR, SCHERER: W can refine and nake suggesti ons.

MR PLISCO W can refine obviously the | anguage
later. The thought is just to get a general outline.

MR BLOUGH Since | said that | was | ooking at the
sheet and the fourth thing there states regardi ng adequacy of
staff sel f-assessnent program controls.

If we're going to include that, that probably should
go before the prioritized list of reconmendations, because then we
woul d be addressing major deltas in that area as well.

MR CAMERON: So you're putting self-assessment in
there before the priorities?

MR BLOUGH  Yeah.

MR PLISCO  Anything el se we need to do today?

MR GARCHOW As a housekeeping thing -- are you
wrappi ng this up?

MR. PLISCO Yes.

MR SHADIS: As a housekeeping item is there a server

list, e-mail server list for this panel?
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MR PLISCO Wuld this be for all the nenbers?

MR SHADIS: | was thinking you could very quickly in
a fewmnutes set up alist with a server that would sinply give
us one address. Every panel nenber would then get a copy of the
e-mail. |I'"mjust thinking about conmuni cati ng.

MR PLISCO The way we suggested at the first neeting
is send it to John. John has a list he set up.

MR GARCHOW He's our server.

MR PLISCO Yeah, he takes care of interface issues.
Sonme people only use WrdPerfect; sonme people only use Wrd. He
can al so handl e that as far as whatever docunent you need. He can
give you the right --

MR GARCHOW Hey, John, you know your business better
than | did. |In the first panel when we werebriefed by O3C on what
the rules were, the backup, they were pretty clear that the
busi ness of the backup could not be conducted via e-nails or phone
mai | s anongst menbers not out in the open. W had to sign on -- |
nmean, Federal law is a good notivator to ne. | know we had to
sign on to sormet hing.

MR PLISCO That's another reason why we send it to
John. He nakes sure --

MR GARCHOWN So you've just got to be careful wth
that. Interfacing with sonme parts of the people between nme -- |

mean |I'mnot -- that was just one of the rules we had to sign on.
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MR, SCHERER  They nmade it clear at the first session
We can talk to each other, just not reach concl usions.
MR GARCHOW [|'mnot that smart.
MR PLISCO The solution is you send it to John. It
does two things: He can send it out; and he's the repository to

get things in the public data base. He can take care of that too.

MR SHADIS: Just a comment. | really appreciate a
| ot of the thoughtful comments that went on. It's |like given ne a
ot to chew about. | appreciate the viewoints of the people

that's trying to work with this.
MR, PLI SCO See you tonorrow norning.
(Whereupon, at 6:00 p.m, the neeting was adjourned to

reconvene on Decenber 12, 2000, at 9:00 a.m)
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