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PROCEEDI NGS
[8:10 a. m]

MR PLISCO Good norning. Wlcone to the second
day of our public neeting on the initial inplenentation
eval uati on panel

Again, this is a public neeting, and it's being
transcri bed.

I want to take care of a couple of business itens
first this norning, before we get to the Staff's
presentation on the self-assessnent netrics.

First, you should have a copy of the revised
bylaws. |If you could take a | ook at those during the
nmorning, |I'Il take an opportunity later in the norning to
see if there are any other issues before we approve those.

The second thing is that | want to talk a little
bit about dates for the second neeting, and | ook at sone
proposal s, and hopefully by noontinme we can nake a deci sion
try to fix some dates on an alternate that we can | ook at.

W had tal ked yesterday about having one in
Decenber. | guess as a starting off point, why don't we
ook at the first full week, the week that starts the 4th.

MR PLISCO You have a probl enf

MR, BROCKMAN: | have a probl em

MR PLISCO That's the full week itself of just
the first half of the week?
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[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR PLISCO Back on that first week, how many had
a problen? A lot. That's the full week.

[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR CAMERON: So what dates are you dealing wth?

MR PLISCO The 11th and 12th.

[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR FLOYD: Could I suggest that we | ook toward
the end of January, perhaps, only because we do have an
i ndustry information forumon the oversight process the 18th
and 9th of January, and that m ght be a good opportunity to
get sone stakehol der feedback.

MR PLISCO Yes, let's ook at the week of the
22nd.

[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR, PLI SCO Does that |ook good, the 22nd and
23rd? Let's try that.

MR KRICH  \Wat were those?

MR PLISCO The 11th and 12t h of Decenber and the
22nd and 23rd of January. W'IlIl try to finalize those this
af t er noon.

Chip, did you want to say a couple of things?

MR CAMERON: Yes, | just wanted to say just a
little reprise fromyesterday. | re-did your panel, your
obj ectives up here, the three objectives or questions you're
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going to be trying to answer, and any annotations that were
made in the discussion of that.

There were a bunch of things that peopl e brought
up when we were tal ki ng about scope, including this. Are we
goi ng to address issues fromthe March 28t h SRW

Keep in mnd that we still have a parking | ot
i ssue here. It may not take a | ot of discussion, but with
the word, nonitor, what does that nmean in terns of the
Conmittee's charge?

There was a |l ot of discussion about the how s,
okay, the plain english issue of don't just focus on the
staff netrics. | just put this up here for your
i nformation.

There's one action item conplete list of future
nmeetings, |ike the January 17th and 18th that m ght be -- if
that can be conpil ed sonmehow and sent to the panel nenbers,

I think that would be useful for your not only planning, but
if people want to go to those sessions.

And | will just rem nd everybody about this d oba
Par ki ng Lot issue that Ed brought up, but there may be
| arger issues. Keep track of those and then circle back and
do those later.

And in terns of your agenda, which we'll be
tal king about |ater on today, for the Decenber 11th and 12th
neeting, there was an interest in getting sone input from
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external parties, establishing a work plan, and then perhaps
fromthere, sonme subconmttees and outline of the fina
report.

MR, PLISCO Thank you. Next, we'll get back on

the agenda. Bill Dean is here to first give us an overview
of the status of the program and then to provide sone of
the details of the self-assessnent netrics. Bill Dean

MR, DEAN. CGood norning, everybody. Although
recogni ze a hi gh percentage of the people here, there are a
few people that I don't recogni ze, sone of the new nenbers
of the panel

I"'mBill Dean. 1'mthe Chief of the Inspection
Program Branch. ['mdefinitely not independent of NRR

Just as a nmeans of introduction, I'mgoing to
spend a little bit of tine this norning -- Loren asked ne to

just go over the status of the oversight process, where we
are.

I"mgoing to take 15 m nutes doing that, and then
the bulk of the norning is going to be spent tal king about
what we have established for our self-assessnent process.

Those of you who followed the pilot program
renenber that we established a nunber of, if you will,
nmetrics to help us in sonme sort of objective way, at |east,
to get insights into the efficacy of the process.

W' ve done a simlar thing for initial
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i npl enentation, although to, | believe, a nmuch greater
magni t ude and | evel of depth, and buil ding on our
experiences in the pilot program

So we'll spend nost of the norning tal ki ng about
that, and then | think the afternoon is set aside for you
all to ask us questions and probe us on that self-assessnent
process, and perhaps di scuss sone possi bl e concl usi ons.

I"mjust going to -- the same page, hopefully
everybody has seen this. This is not going to be a -- of
t he oversight process, but just to kind of ground everybody.

Qur regulatory framework starts off with the
Agency's overall mssion of protecting public health and
safety. It filters down through the three nmajor strategic
performance areas that -- cornerstones of safety that we've
est abl i shed.

And under that is the cross-cutting areas, and
will say that the cross-cutting areas has been a area of
di scussion, a nunber of issues in that area, both in the
pilot program and initial inplenmentation, and so that's an
area that is going to receive focus over the course of the
next six nonths or so.

Wth respect to the process itself, this slide is
just to kind of review, you know, how the process is really
organi zed. At the bottomof this chart, you have the two
maj or inputs into the oversight process, that being the --
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i nspection program as assessed by the significance of
term nati on process.

And there are the perfornmance indicators, which
are judged agai nst the threshold where you cone up wth
green, red, white, and yell ow characterization of our
i nspection findings and the perfornance indicators.

The results of those are assessed through the
assessnent process, which basically is was the use of the --
matri x and the various colums there, all the way from
i censee response -- performance, and on

The conbi nati on of Pls and inspection findings
across thresholds help dictate the range of actions by the
Agency in -- In response to that, out of the assessnent
process, we have our conmuni cation tools that come out of
that, mdcycle, end-of-cycle letters, assessnent followp
letters, public neetings, website, which hopefully you all
have had a chance to peruse through over the previous
nmont hs, as well as Agency response relative -- any sort of
additional regulatory actions and further suppl enental
i nspection that can be processed agai n.

So, this is basically just a review of the
oversi ght process structure.

I want to spend just about 25 m nutes catching up
on the status of the oversight process, where we are, and
I"lI'l focus our discussion on basically these four areas:
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Status of initial inplenmentation; what we're doing
relative to garnering program feedback; what we see as sone
of the key issues thus far, and then future activities and
progr amns.

Wth respect to initial inplenentation status,
we' ve essentially conpleted now seven nonths of initial
i npl enentation at all reactor sites. And | would say that
for the nost part, things are going | think very rmuch as we
woul d have expect ed.

Peopl e are becoming nore famliar with the
process, both internally in the NRC and externa

st akehol ders, |icensees, are becomng nore famliar with the
process.

You know, we've seen some issues energe, but
overall, | think things are going pretty well for a new
process.

We have had the opportunity to exerci se aspects of
t he oversight process that we weren't able to in the pil ot
program | know there was a concern; in fact, our pilot
program only enconpassed six nonths and covered nine sites.

And | think the nessage that we sent to the
Conmi ssion earlier this year was that while that did not
gi ve us perhaps enough information to exercise all aspects
of the oversight process, it gave us enough information to
recogni ze that we did have an i nproved process; that we had
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put a process together that addressed the concerns raised by
the Conmi ssion, and that it was worthwhile noving forward
with this process and inplenenting it at all sites.

In sone respects, it's kind of an extension of the
pilot, and that's why we characterize this first year as
initial inplenentation, because we know we're going to
continue to learn | essons, and, indeed, that's been the
case.

M dcycl e assessnents, basically the review of the

first six nonths of performance will be taking place in the
Regions this nonth. Region IV is actually starting today,
so over the course of the next nonth or so, we'll be seeing

the results of mdcycle assessnents, changes to the

i nspection program and those docunents will be com ng out.
And we've noted a spectrum of plant perfornance.

W' ve had issues in both Pls, and inspection findings, a

nunber of cornerstones, and crossing different thresholds.

So we have seen a spectrum of perfornmance akin to what we've

seen in the past. W think that that's been a good thing.
Wth respect to program feedback, we've been

getting a steady stream of stakehol der feedback. W' ve

mai ntained a ot of the activities to try and garner that

feedback, as well as, for exanple, internally, we've

devel oped a fornalized internal feedback process for

i nspectors and Regional staff to be able to get issues in
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front of us in terms of concerns that they might have

So we' ve been getting a steady stream of feedback
t hrough that venue, as well as through our periodic neetings
with industry, public neetings that we have here at
headquarters about once a nonth.

We've got this initial inplenmentation evaluation
panel , whi ch was sonet hing that the Comni ssion recomended
based on the success of the pilot program eval uati on pane
that provided an i ndependent report to the Conm ssion on
their assessnment of the efficacy of noving forward with the
oversi ght process, and, of course, that's what you were all
wor ki ng on yesterday, devel oping and finalizing your charter
and byl aws.

Basically this will be a major source of feedback
to the program

W' re having mdcycle public forunms in each of the
Regi ons. W've already had one in Region Il a couple of
weeks ago, and we'll be having mdcycle foruns, basically an
opportunity for Region and |licensees to basically in a
public venue, to discuss what's been going well with the --
what are the challenges that are out there, and do that in a
public forumand all ow any nmenbers of the public to ask
questions and | ook for feedback. So those will be taking
pl ace over the next several weeks.

W' ve enbarked on a program of Regional site
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visits. W've been sending out little teans of nmenbers of
my staff to each of the Regions, and going out and neeting
wi th Resident |Inspectors at various sites, and al so taking
the opportunity to neet with |icensee managenent of those
sites.

Once again, we kind of get face-to-face feedback
as to how basically the process is going, and then going to
the Regi onal office and neeting with nanagenent and staff in
t he Regi on.

And those have been going pretty well, and we're
getting sonme good feedback

W will be issuing in the very near term a
Federal Register Notice that will basically solicit feedback
fromthe public on the process, with some focus on sone key
speci fic areas.

As we go through the sel f-assessnent process,
we'll identify sonme of those areas where we're utilizing the
feedback that we'll get fromthis Federal Register Notice as
one of our means of input or self-assessnent.

And then we're planning a public |Iessons |earned
wor kshop, simlar to the workshop that we had at the end of
the pilot programlast January. Ri ght now we're | ooking at
the March tinmefranme, and we haven't |ocked in the date yet.

March is the sane nonth as the Regul atory
I nformati on Conference, so we're kind of working around
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that, but nmy guess is that it will probably be |ate Mrch

And the intent there is to, nuch Iike we did Iast
year, bring together a nunber stakehol ders, both interna
and external to the Agency, and allow for the opportunity to
| ook at those issues, and hel p develop a prioritization, if
you will, of those issues, and perhaps recommend approaches.

So that will be probably in nd-Mrch

MR KRICH Bill?

MR DEAN: Yes?

MR KRICH The visits out to the Regions, if you
renenber back early in the process, there was a survey done
that included a survey of Resident Inspectors, and there was
a fair anmount of press about the negative response.

Have you gotten new data on that?

MR DEAN. W're going to -- yes, with respect to
the internal survey that we did with our inspector staff
that participate in the pilot, | wouldn't characterize the
results of that as negative. There were certainly a couple
of issues on there that they had a strong response to.

For exanple, one of the key areas was that they
were skeptical that this process would identify in a tinely
manner, those licensees that were in declining performance.

And that's one of those -- basically a |ot of our
I nspectors have the nentality who's fromthe state of
M ssouri, you know, sort of show ne.
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And so we recogni ze that there is in any new
process, a certain anount of skepticism W pay our
i nspectors to be skeptical, and | think that was a
reflection of that.

W' Il ask that same question again. W plan on
doing an internal survey and it will be a broader survey.
ovi ously we have nore inspectors involved in the oversight
process.

W plan on doing an internal survey once agai n of
our inspectors, and that will be the question that we'll
have on that. And we'll use that to try an see, has there
been, you know, sone progress in some of those areas that
were seen as | ess than positive.

But the overall results of that survey were
actually pretty positive about the oversight process and the
f r amewor k.

MR KRICH Do you have a feel yet for where that
-- the sentinment?

MR DEAN. The sentinent? | think there is stil
some out there, but | think as they're getting famliar wth
the process, and they're seeing that we're able to address
what the inspectors believe to be significant issues,
appropriately, I think that that concern is probably getting
-- to sone degree

Qovi ously, you know, the nenbers fromthe Region
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that are on this panel can provide insights in that regard.
But that was one of the things, you know, that we're going
out to the Regions over the next couple of weeks to try and
get a feel for. Are we still seeing that kind of sentinent
out there?

MR PLISCO Bill, when will you have the dates
nail ed down for your final |essons |earned workshop?

MR DEAN. We'Il know before your next neting.

MR PLISCO W're planning to schedul e a neeting
in March, and | know that the Regul ation Infornation
Conference is neeting, and we want to nake sure we schedul e
it right.

MR DEAN. Well, one of the things that was done,

I think, last year with the PPEP, is that they actually
schedul ed a neeting at the tail end of that workshop

They attended t he workshop, and then they used the
insights and information they got to help further define the
panel 's consensus.

So, is that what you're | ooking at?

MR PLISCO  Yes.

MR SCHERER Bill, naybe you can answer this
later, but what's the scope of your self-assessnent that
you' re tal king about here? Is it -- all the way through?

MR DEAN. Yes.
MR SCHERER Action matrix?
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MR DEAN. If you give ne five mnutes, |I'Il start
getting into the sel f-assessnent, so you'll hear that.

MR, SCHERER (kay. These key issues are not from
your sel f-assessnent ?

MR, DEAN. Let's talk about that. These key issue
have enmerged from-- you know, we have a |lot of things -- |
guess | was trying to give a sense for all the things we
were doing to get feedback right now, besides just our
sel f-assessnent process that you'll hear today, which is
actually an effort to devel op sone objective neasures
associated with all the elenents of the oversight process.

Ckay, but the feedback fornms we've gotten, the
public neetings that we have with industry, you know,
certain letters and correspondence that we've gotten from
various stakehol ders, have all |led to devel opnent of these
as what | woul d consider being the key issues.

One of the things that we consciously did with
this oversight process was that we recogni zed that over the
past decade there has been a fairly good degree of
i mprovenent overall at the safety level for |icensee
per f or mance.

And we al so recogni ze that contributing to that
has been a greater effectiveness overall with |icensees
corrective action prograns, a greater enphasis on probl em
identification and resolution
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And so in that regard, in our oversight process,
we recogni ze that there is a level of issues, a degree of
i ssues that we, the Agency, should allow the |icensee sone
|atitude to address, and those would be, for exanple, issues
identified as green issues or |low or very | ow
saf ety-significant issues.

It's the sanme thing with Pls, if you ve got the
Pls within the green band, the |icensee response for that
performance indicator, then basically other than the
basel i ne i nspection program we don't engage any further

It's when we start seeing perfornmance indicators
across thresholds or risk-significant inspection findings
occur, that we engage beyond the baseline inspection
pr ogr am

In doing that, there has been an adjustnent, if
you will, in the threshold of the issues that we docunent in
t he i nspection.

W' re not docunenting every action or every item
that an inspector mght have gotten involved with, but only
those issues that reach certain thresholds, i.e., those
i ssues that are green issues are above in the inspection
report.

So, that's been a challenge internally to our
staff because it is sonmewhat of a phil osophical paradi gm
shift for themand so that continued i ssue, and as we get
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nore experience with the oversight process, we cone upon
for exanple, areas enbedded in cross-cutting areas, okay?

That's been a challenge to try and categorize and
classify those appropriately in the inspection reports. And
as we get nore experience, | think we're doing a better job
refining our guidance to be able to get our inspectors to
docunent those things that we think are pertinent.

We recently issued Manual Chapter 0610*, which is
our inspection report docunent that's been out since the
begi nning of initial inplenmentation in kind of a draft form

W formally issued it as a docunent just a couple
of weeks ago, and so the next round of inspection reports
shoul d apply sonme of those |essons |earned fromthe first
six months of initial inplenentation, and hopefully make
sure they're all consistently reporting at the sane
t hr eshol d.

That's really, | think, nore of an internal issue
than an external issue. | think the feedback that we've
gotten fromindustry is that they believe the issues that
are being reported are appropriate, that we're providing a
ri sk-inforned cache to those issues, and at the appropriate
t hr eshol d.

You know, one of the things we'll ask in our
Federal Register Notice is public feedback on this issue.
They believe the inspection reports, you know, the content
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and structure of those inspection reports, are better
facilitating public understanding of the key issues at the
sites.

And so this will be one that we'll be working on

The cross-cutting issues, not to get into a whole
ot of depth with that, but, you know, as | nentioned
earlier, under the cornerstones of safety are three
cross-cutting issues and the prem se or the precept of the
oversi ght process is that those cross-cutting issues, if
there are problens in those areas, you will see that in
events and changes in perfornmance indicators, and changes in
i nspection results.

And that's still a concept that doesn't have ful
buy-in, if you will, fromour inspectors. They believe that
we shoul d be engaging in cross-cutting areas.

So this is something that's going to play out, |
think, over tine, in terns of, you know, are we seeing
i ssues, say, in human perfornance at a site that aren't
resulting in Pls crossing threshol ds.

And so that's going to be one of the things that
we're going to continue to | ook at over tine.

We do have a cross-cutting i ssues working group
that's formed. 1It's been an internal working group for the
first four or five nonths.

We're going to start opening that up now to public
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observati on and stakehol der feedback

Cetting our arns around do we have the right
cross-cutting i ssues, are we appropriately capturing themin
t he oversight process, is going to be an area of ongoing
di scussion and concern, | think for sone tine until we get
enough experience with the process that will either prove
out that prenmi se or disprove that prem se

Performance i ndicator issues, just to highlight a
couple, | think everybody is aware that just before the
initial inplenmentation, there was an i ssue rai sed by
i ndustry or some nenbers of industry about unintended
consequences of the manual scram PIs.

And we committed, as directed by our Conm ssion
to work with industry to devel op a proposed alternate
performance indicator. That should be pilot-tested soon
and we plan on pilot-testing that begi nning next nonth.

We'l|l take the results of that and assess it and
see whether it gives us an inproved performance indicator in
that area. But there are other perfornmance indicator issues
as woul d be inspect ed.

For exanple, there is the unplanned power change
performance indicator is one that we're | ooking at; the
potential there for perhaps unintended consequences, and so,
that's one.

The unavail ability performance indicator has
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gotten a lot of criticismfromindustry, and that one has
per haps caused sone uni ntended problens in the other
direction where the |icensees nay not be taking equi pnent
out to do mmi ntenance because it nay adversely affect that
unavail ability perfornmance indicator.

And so that's one that we've got to |ook at nore
closely and see are we engendering inproper or unsafe
behavi or with that perfornmance indicator?

MR HLL: Let ne ask a question: Are you going
to get -- can you get ne a copy of this, a copy of the
handout ?

MR DEAN:  Yes.

Ckay, fire protection inspection and SDP issues:
That's an area that's gotten a lot of attention. The fire
protection inspection is a triennial inspection, and it
builds on | essons that we [ earned fromprevious fire
protection efforts.

But in the transition frombasically our fire
protection programwas conducted, greatly from headquarters
Wi th contractor support, we've been transitioning that
i nspection process to our Regi on-based inspectors.

And while we gave sone training and tried to get
themup to speed, fire protection is a very unique area, and
so we're going through sonme growi ng pains in being able to
i mpl enent that inspection procedure properly in getting
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i nspectors all on the sanme page.

W' ve al so had sone problens with the significance
of term nation process, which for the fire protection areas,
is sonewhat of a conplex SDP and difficult to work with and
under st and.

We're | ooking at trying to devel op sone additiona
gui dance to hel p our inspectors be able to apply that
appropriately. So that's been an area that just energed
just fromdirect feedback fromour inspectors and |icensees.

And the last bullet there, Safeguards |nspection
and SDP i ssues, we have got sone challenges there. You
know, we tried to risk-informthe Safeguards SDP by taking
i ssues that energed, say, for exanple, out an OSRE and dea
with those, usually the reactor safety SDP and that process
probably was not as well thought out and tested before we
went into initial inplenentation. And so we have had sone
early issues that, in using that process, we have found has
alot of flaws. And so we are in the process of revising
the SDP to help deal with those issues in a nore appropriate
manner, and that issue is before the Conm ssion right now.
We hope to have sonething out fromthe Commission in the
next few days.

Ckay. The last slide before we get in the
sel f-assessnent, Future Activities and Devel opnent. SDP
i mprovenent and enhancenents, | nentioned a couple. W are
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also in the process of getting what we call our Phase 2
wor ksheets. These are workbooks that basically take the
licensee's | PEs and take the higher |evel action sequences
and cut sets and provide guidance to our inspectors as to
how to assess issues and focus on the key accent sequences.

And we have that tool in place now, but, you know,
we recogni ze there is a need for inprovenent, and we are
finalizing those workbooks now, and those shoul d be com ng
out in final formstarting in the next week or so. It wll
probably take us a couple of nmonths to get those out, but
t hose shoul d be a good inprovenent and hel p better devel op
the tool. W intend for the SDP to be a tool used by our
i nspectors. W are finding that our senior reactor
anal ysts, in their readings, are spending a ot of tine
ri ght now because of sone of the flaws in those workbooks,
and so we hope that these workbooks will help alleviate the
burden on our SRAs and get at least the initial significance
determ nati on process determ nation nore in the hands of our
i nspectors, which is where we intend it to be.

MR LOCHBAUM Bill?

MR DEAN:  Yes.

MR LOCHBAUM Are these available on the web
site?

MR DEAN. Those will be available on the web
site. | believe the existing ones are avail able on the web
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site.

MR, MADI SON: The exi sting workbooks are avail abl e
on the web site.

MR DEAN. And then when we issue the new ones, we
wi Il make those available on the web site.

The SCRAM PI Pilot Program | tal ked about that
already. | addressed the, | tal ked about the unpl anned
power change and unavailability of PIs.

Fourth bull et there, develop industry trends
assessnent process. W have a lot of tools or prograns in
this agency that give sone insights into industry
performance. For exanple, Research has the acci dent
sequence precursor programthat | ooks at events in a
ri sk-informed manner and does a characterization of those to
try and conme up with a change in core danage probability
figure to try and ascertain what was the actual risk of that
event.

Research al so does reliability studies. They | ook
at equi prent performance over extended periods of tinme and
determ ne whether we are seeing, for exanple, in the aux
feedwat er system what are we seeing in terns of perfornmance
over a large block of time. W used to have the Ofice of
AEQD, they had perfornmance indicators that, while they were
| aggi ng to sone degree, they did provide a view of industry
performance and broke it down into peer groups.
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And then our own performance indicators and
i nspection program provide insights that can be utilized to
make sone sort of assessnment of industry-w de perfornance.
Because one of the key questions of this oversight process
is are we naintaining safety. The oversight process itself
| ooks at safety on a plant-by-plant basis. But how do you
| ook at, is the oversight process nmintaining safety
i ndust ry-wi de?

So what we are doing is we are trying to pul
toget her sone of the disparate parts and devel op a process
by which we can nmake sone sort of judgnent about
i ndustry-wi de performance. How do we see industry
performance going? And that will help us in a |ot of
respects judge the efficacy of the oversight process in
mai nt ai ni ng safety.

So we are starting to pull that together and that
may take us perhaps a couple of years to get a fully
devel oped program but we will start seeing bits of this
over the next six nmonths. W hope to be able to at | east
have sone rudinmentary nmetrics and information to provide to
the Conmi ssion at the first agency action review neeting,
Conmmi ssion nmeeting in June, and that is a process that over
the next few nonths you will see sone information come out
on and it will foll ow sonme of the devel opnent in this area.

The next itemis risk-based performance indicator
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devel opnent .

MR SCHERER. AEOD was broken with those functions
noved.

MR DEAN:. Correct.

MR SCHERER So the netrics that they were
| ooking at in the past are still being | ooked at.

MR, DEAN. They are still being | ooked at, but
what is going to happen is that we are going to take over
the responsibility. W have got an outside contract that
basically reviews LERs and then devel ops those netrics, as
wel | as sone other information. W are in the process of
transferring contractual responsibility in the Ofice of
Research to ny branch for that, and then we are going to
basically refine those to cull out the ones that are
duplicative of what we are capturing or can capture wth our
oversi ght process netrics, but then keep the other ones, at
| east for sone period of time, because one of the things in
train analysis is that one or two points don't make a trend,
okay.

In the oversight process with the netrics, we
don't have enough historical information to really identify
trends. W are tal king about three to five, you know, eight
years, you know, for those types of trends. And so those
AEQD performance indicators at |east have that trend. And
so for a period of tine, there will be sonme overlap. You
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know, we may eventual ly phase those out, or nost of them
out, but we think it is inportant to keep sone of those for
a period of tine until we can generate enough historica
enough wi th ROP perfornmance indicators.

kay. Risk-based performance indicator
devel opnent, our O fice of Research has been devel oping a
nmet hodol ogy to nore risk-informthe performance indicators.
W are currently reviewing the Ofice of Research's Phase 1
report which I expect over the next nonth or two will see
the light of day. And that will help us determ ne whether
there are sonme things that they are proposing that we think
woul d be beneficial for the oversight process.

W may see, for exanple, in the area of
reliability, okay, we are trying -- the oversight process
doesn't have a real good grasp of reliability in terns of
performance indicators, which has caused sone problens with
respect to full exposure time and things |ike that, and it
may give us sonme help there. It also may give us sone help
i n devel opi ng sonme netrics that mght be used for the
i ndust ry-wi de assessnent process. So we are going to | ook
very closely and see if there are sone things that can help
us out.

| already nentioned the Lessons Learned Workshop
in March, and then we expect a Conm ssion paper on the first
year of initial inplenentation and a neeting with the
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Conmmission in the June-July tinefrane of this year. So that
is pretty nuch where we are in terns of the oversight
process.

Any questions before | start tal ki ng about our
sel f -assessment ?

MR LOCHBAUM You said that there is a Federal
Regi ster Notice seeking public conmrent going out soon.

MR, DEAN. Yeah, we will be issuing that.

MR, LOCHBAUM Wen is the closing date for that?
Is that going to be before or after the Lessons Learned
Wor kshop in March?

MR DEAN. It will be after. Well, that is a good
question. W will probably want to have that before the
other thing. | think we probably want to get the public
f eedback before that workshop, because we will want to
i ntegrate that.

MR, LOCHBAUM The public won't have access to the
neeti ng.

MR DEAN. Yeah.

MR LOCHBAUM | nean that was the way it was done
last tine and that didn't seemto be the right order.

MR DEAN. Wiich way did we do it, we did it |ast
time, we had it before?

MR, LOCHBAUM  You cl osed the public conment
peri od and then had the workshop.
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MR DEAN. kay. So you are suggesting that that
shoul d be sonething -- do that after the public workshop?
Augi e.

MR, SPECTOR W are planning on having the
Federal Register Notice -- right nowthe thinking is to
i ssue the public -- the Federal Register Notice in January,
or |late Decenber, okay, and then keep it open unti
Aprilish, and the public workshop, you know, we don't have
an exact date, so they would kind of be close, but it is a
good suggestion that maybe we should extend it a little
| onger.

W al so have the Conmi ssion neeting in June, so we
have to be prepared for that, too.

MR DEAN:. Yeah, we have to ook at how all the
things cone together, but | think that is probably the right
order to have that close after the public workshop

Any ot her questions?

[ No response.]

MR DEAN. kay. One of the things that we saw as
significant need was to be able to devel op sone sort of
process that would allow us to judge in sone objective way
how wel | the oversight process has been working through
initial inplenentation.

As | nentioned earlier, we had netrics that we
utilized for the pilot program and so we built on that
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process. And we have actually been working on devel oping a
sel f-assessnent process since even before we did initial
i mpl enentation. But the purpose really is to determne the
ROP is neeting its objectives and our perfornmance goals and
hopeful | y provide us sone insights into sonme areas that we
can focus upon that will inprove the oversight process.

W devel oped this oversight process, as |
nmenti oned, over the course of really the |ast six or seven
months. W just issued this self-assessnment process a few
weeks ago and we started working on this in early March. W
used a facilitator in a nunber of our sessions to help us
ki nd of focus our attention. W did a lot of interactive
wor ki ng sessions with our regional counterparts. W had
several neetings with our division directors and deputy
division directors, and a lot of internal review from
nanagenent .

So it has been a process that has been undergoi ng
a |l ot of devel opment and review over the last six nonths.

MR REYNOLDS: What is the 11PB?

MR DEAN. IIPBis just -- that is the
nonencl ature, I'msorry, for the inspection program

In devel oping this process, the first thing that
we felt we needed to do was actually establish criteria.
VWhat are the criteria we are going to judge the oversi ght
process against? W wll talk about that in a mnute.



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

222

Once we established that criteria, we |ooked at
those criteria and say, what are the questions that we want
to ask ourselves in these areas that formthe criteria? And
once we determ ned what we thought the right questions were,
we had to identify the neasures. Wat would be the key
nmeasures that we could | ook at that would hel p answer those
questions? Then we had to say, how are we going to coll ect
that information and who is going to do it? So that is kind
of a description of the approach

Ckay. Once we got to that stage, okay, we worked
on this in independent groups for a certain period of tine.
Basi cally, we worked along the Iines of the four najor areas
of the oversight process, performance indicators,

i nspection, the SDP and assessnent and enforcenent, and we
had i ndi vidual groups look in all those areas.

But once they did all the work to get to the how
and the who, we then reviewed, as a group, all the groups
toget her, and we | ooked at these for comonality and
synergy. There are sone netrics here that one group
identified that another group also identified. Well, we
don't need to be collecting that information twice. O are
there sone things that one group identified as being sone
key areas to | ook at that then gave, provided sonme good
suggestions or input to another group that said, yeah, we
ought to be looking at a simlar sort of thing in our area.
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So we spent sone tinme, you know, |ooking at the
i ndi vi dual work group products and then pulling those
toget her, look for commonality and synergy.

And then where we could, we identified success
criteria. Wth a new process, you know, it is kind of hard
for sone of these areas to say, well, here is how we are
goi ng to judge success. That a lot of what we are going to
nmeasure in the first year may actually provide the benchmark
for future years. And you will see that as we go through
the individual nmetrics with you later. Sone, we were able
to identify success criteria, but some of themwe are just
| ooking at trends. You know, are we seeing a trend in the
right direction?

And as | nmentioned, we used inter-group process.
We had a nunber of neetings, a nunber of reviews. Kept
trying to i nprove and refine and chal |l enge and question
ourselves. And in doing this, we also identified the need
that we shoul d have sone overall ROP netrics, okay, not just
in each of the individual areas, but we ought to have
somet hing that kind of measures the overall efficiency of
t he oversight process, for exanple, resources. Wat sort of
resources are we spending? That is really kind of nore of
an internal issue, but it does have an inpact externally in
terns of resource expenditures.

The issue of maintaining safety. |Is the oversight
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process nai ntai ning safety? And that is one of the reasons
why we have started to devel op this industry-w de
assessnent, because that is going to be one of the things
that is going to help us answer this naintain safety
question. So we will talk about these a little bit nore
| at er today.

Ckay. | already nentioned the key areas that we
identified, Pls, inspection, SDP and assessnent and
enforcenent. Wth respect to the criteria, after some
di scussion, this is one of the key things we had to do
earlier, we had to identify what were the criteria that we
were going to judge the process on. And we basically went
back and | ooked at two things, okay. One, what was it that
the Conmi ssion told us that they wanted this oversight
process to be? kay. They wanted it to be nore objective,
they wanted it to be nore risk-informed. They wanted it to
be nore understandabl e or scrutable. And they wanted it to
be nore predictable, okay. And so it was pretty easy to
say, here are four key things that the Conm ssion told us
they wanted this oversight process to be, we ought to
establish those as criteria.

The last four itens are the performance goals for
this agency. W want the process to naintain safety. W
want to be able to have a process that is effective,
efficient and realistic. W want to be able to enhance
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public confidence and reduce unnecessary regul atory burden
So we have pretty well |ocked in on these criteria because
that really fornms a basis of what the oversight process was
i ntended to do and the basis for what the agency is trying
to do with its whole regul atory program

And there is sone overlap and you will see that as
we go through the individual netrics where we have sone
nmetrics that give us insights to say, for exanple, the sane
metric will give us insights in ternms of risk-inforned of a
certain process and also will give us insights regarding
mai ntai ni ng safety. And you will see that there is sone
overlap with a nunber of the metrics, giving us insights in
different criteria.

In terms of the tinefrane, as | nentioned, we just
roll ed out the guidance to our regions and our other
i nternal stakeholders on this, and | believe that that was a
public docunent, right?

MR MADI SON.  Yes, it is.

MR DEAN. W have asked the regions to provide an
initial data set covering the first six nonths. W have
asked themto provide that information to us by the mddle
of this nmonth. W also have internal collection, not al
the information is comng fromthe regions. A lot of the
information is being generated internally, for exanple,
| ooki ng at the nunber of feedback forns that we get, | ooking
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at the nunber of hours that are expended on different
i nspection nodels and things |like that.

The intent is for the regions to provide, or
actually all the data to be collected on a quarterly basis.
W basically provide a quarterly submttal pretty nuch al ong
the Iines of the way the oversight process is working in
terns of performance assessnents to the licensees. W do
basically a quarterly assessnent. And so we |look at this as
a quarterly process.

W hope to have, after we get all the data this
nmont h, we hope to have, hopefully, a tinme period in the next
nmeeti ng when we will be able to have information coll ated
and put together, and displays and all that stuff, so we
have sonething that we can provide this group in terns of
hard data. That is our goal

The question canme up earlier in terns of
sel f-assessnent and the tools that we are going to use.
nmentioned the regional data collection form W are getting
i nput and feedback fromsite visits that we have, |essons
| earned public forunms provides sone feedback on the
sel f-assessnent process. | nentioned earlier a survey we
are going to do with our internal stakeholders again. The
i nspection program branch, one of our roles is an auditing
function, an audit of regional perfornmance to assure things
I i ke adherence to program gui dance and consi stency and so on
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and so forth.

W are going to get into -- well, a lot of our
wor k over the last couple of years has been program
devel opnent. W are going to get back into sone degree of
audi ting regional performance, and so that is going to
provi de feedback into the sel f-assessnent process. Interna
data collection systens, and then | nentioned the Federa
Regi ster Notice that we are going to issue

MR HLL: Wat kind of audits are you tal king
about ?

MR, DEAN. For exanple, inspection reports. Ckay.
W will ook at a sanpling of inspection reports from al
the regi ons and eval uate those agai nst the 0610 star
gui dance. (Ckay. Are they applying the gui dance appropriate
to the inspection reports? Are they docunenting issues
appropriately relative to the threshold? And things like
t hat .

MR HLL: So it is an audit internal, not --

MR DEAN:. Correct.

MR H LL: kay.

MR DEAN. Correct. And the Federal Register
Notice, which will be a major tool to try and get feedback
fromour public stakeholders. And we are going to try,
Augi e and ne, we rmay have the opportunity for Augie to talk
about that a little bit later. Augie Spector is ny
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conmmuni cation | ead and he is devel opi ng the FRN, but we want
to nmake sure that that Federal Register Notice includes sone
of the key questions you are going to hear this norning on
the sel f-assessnment process that, you know, we are | ooking
for specific public feedback. Randy.

MR BLOUGH. Yeah, | had a question on that |ast
slide on the self-assessnent tools.

MR DEAN:  Yes.

MR BLOUGH: And this is one thing that -- | had a
problemw th this. Wen we have been tal ki ng about
sel f-assessnent, lots of tines we were really neani ng j ust
the nmetrics when we talk about it. But, really, the
sel f-assessnment is all that.

MR DEAN:. Correct.

MR BLOUGH It is everything we are doing.

MR DEAN. R ght. Yeah, the docunent that you
have in front of you really focuses on, you know, the data
collection and the netrics, okay, but we get feedback that
give us insights into the self-assessnent process froma | ot
of different areas.

I nmean, for exanple, we have devel oped -- or are
devel opi ng a Lessons Learned report from I ndian Point 2
steam generator tube failure. GCkay. That will be sonething
that we will insert into our self-assessnent process and
utilize that to see if there are sone inprovenents or



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

229
enhancenents that can be nade in the oversight process.

MR BLOUGH So ny questions are this, one, first
of all, the Cctober 16th docunment on the netrics, you know,
is fairly extensive and it is hard to read in sone ways. |
don't think it includes factoring in everything on this

slide sonmewhere into this Cctober 16th. | think sonme of it
may feed in here and sone doesn't. But it is hard for ne to
tell, so | was just going to ask you.

MR DEAN. Yeah. You know, a |lot of these tools,
okay, provide us, as you will, subjective feedback about the
process.

MR BLOUGH. Right.

MR DEAN. kay. The docunent that we issued, and
that was one of the challenges that we had i n devel opi ng
this self-assessnent process relative to netrics is, what
are the things that we can actually nmeasure and have
criteria to judge themagainst? GCkay. W are going to get
i nput, okay, fromthese areas that you can't judge or, you
know, put in a netric.

MR BLOUGH. Right.

MR, DEAN. So, obviously, self-assessnment has to
enconpass | ooking at all the inputs and feedback that we
get. GCkay. This programthat we are going to discuss today
is what we have been able to identify where we can at | east
provi de sone sort of objective process and, you know, be
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able to collect reasonable data that you can eval uate that
gives us insights, but it is not going to be, you know, in
total, all the self-assessnment we have done on the process.

MR BLOUGH. Is there a higher |evel description
to this Cctober 16th neno that says in plain | anguage the
types of things you have just covered with us that basically
descri bes the overall self-assessnent program of which the
nmetrics are a part? This discussion is very hel pful and
think it is fairly easy to foll ow what you have said so far
I amjust wondering --

MR DEAN. | think a higher |evel docunent, or
maybe a conpl ementary docunent is that we have devel oped a
conmmuni cation plan that lays out a | ot of these types of
activities, okay, that we would utilize to comunicate and
get feedback fromour various stakeholders. And that is
somet hing that has been an internal initiative sponsored by
the EDO s office that we recently provided to them

I amnot sure, once again, | guess | wll ask
Augie to step up. Wth respect to the comruni cation plan,
do you know what the plans are relative to naking that
avai |l abl e for external survey?

MR SPECTOR W having it converted
electronically into a different format, hopefully, next
week. W are going to try to actually put it on the web.
We can nmake available to people here, that is no problem |
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don't think. But the comunication plan is about eight or
ni ne pages long and it indicates specifically how we are
going to be interfacing with different stakeholders to get
f eedback and conmmuni cate back and forth.

MR DEAN. kay. | think Alan -- Alan, did you
want to --

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah, we are devel opi ng an actua
i nspection manual chapter that will cover this. It is in
draft formright now It is really not ready for prine
time. W had one handout, a single handout on it. | don't
know i f you want to -- we shared it with the regions during

our last internal neeting, that kind of covered the broad
scope areas that we had intended to cover and the overal
assessnent program

MR DEAN. Well, ny next slide tal ks about that to
some degree. So, anyway, so answer Randy's question, there
is -- 1 recall a conplenentary docunent, which is our
conmuni cati on plan, which discusses, you know, these types
of activities as the means of comuni cating and soliciting
feedback from our stakeholders. Al an nmentioned the fact
that we are devel oping a manual chapter. Do you think that
there would be an issue, because | amconcerned a little bit
about overstepping the EDO s office?

MR, SPECTOR  Yeah, | was just tal king to Mohan.
Techni cal | y speaki ng, the comunication plan is an interna
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docunent, each of the offices have it, and they are not, you
know, giving themout to the public. It is an internal
docunment. | don't know we have to decide whether it is
appropriate to give it out to this particular group as an
i nternal docunent.

MR, DEAN. But what are the plans with respect to
-- you said that they are converting those docunents to an
el ectronic format?

MR SPECTOR. To electronic format for the
i nternal web page, to the NRC internal web page.

MR DEAN. Can you do nme a favor? Can you
sometine this norning get with Joe Hol oni ch?

MR SPECTOR  Yeah, | will find out.

MR DEAN. kay.

MR SPECTOR | will find out exactly how we
shoul d approach that.

MR, DEAN. Joe Holonich is the EDO representative
responsi bl e for the comuni cati on pl ans.

MR SPECTOR | wll find out.

MR DEAN. | think it mght be worthwhile to be
able to share that with this group.

MR SPECTOR Wth this group.

MR MONNINGER: Share it, it is supposed to be
public?

MR DEAN:  Yes.
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MR BLOUGH  Wiat strikes ne is that understanding
the overall self-assessnment, you know, it has been hel pful
inlistening to you, but there is us, being we are
representing groups, being able to go back and explain to
the groups what the self-assessnment is in the | arge portion.
If we get people the Cctober 16th thing, they are going to
be kind of getting into a ot of detail before they know the
big picture. So just being able to go back to our groups
and get reaction fromthe group to help us prepare for the
subsequent neetings down the road, it would be hel pful.

MR, DEAN. Have sonething that is a little bit
nor e conprehensi ve.

MR, BLOUGH. Yeah, the big picture, just the big
pi cture.

MR DEAN. And | guess, Al an, you think that the
manual chapter will serve that purpose?

MR SPECTOR  Yes.

MR, DEAN. kay. The last slide I have got here
is the overall neasurenents, and | kind of touched on this a
little bit earlier. The industry wide trends is going to be
a case of our overall assessment. And, as | nentioned, it
may take a couple of years for us to pull all of that
together to where we are happy with it. But we are starting
work on that now and we will have at |east sone prelimnary
tools in tine for the Conm ssion briefing and paper in June.
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Resource analysis is a big thing. It is nore of a
internal, you know, it is how nuch does the oversight
process take? You know, the question was asked, are we
spending nore or less on inspection? And | will share with
this group the fact, and it is probably no surprise, that

with respect -- during the old program which consisted of a
core inspection programand regional initiative and reactive
type inspection, that -- and in the new process we have

basel i ne i nspection program and suppl enental inspection
program that our baseline inspection programis
substantially nore than the core inspection programwas in
the past. So we are |looking at, on a standard basis at each
pl ant, nore.

The regional initiative has dropped noticeably,
repl aced by suppl enental inspection. The overall bal ance
right nowis that, the last data | saw, which was after |
think Iike the first four nonths, five nonths, was that the
overal |l hours expended weren't all that nuch different. |
think it mght have been a little bit Iower in the current
process, but it wasn't substantial. And that is probably
close to what we expected. | think we expected to see nore
effort expended in the baseline programjust because we
think it was a nore conprehensive program building on the
Lessons Learned fromall over the inspection prograns, what
we think are the inportant things to | ook at.
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Yeah, that is sonething we are going to take a
| ook at.

MR LOCHBAUM Bill, is the resource analysis
going to be rooted to the inspection program and to
enf orcenment and assessnent as wel|?

MR DEAN. Yes. It will include the entire --
what was expended on oversight in the past? Wuat are we
expendi ng on oversi ght now? Were have we seen shifts in
bal ance? You know, are we spending nore or |ess on
assessnent? You know, how nuch tinme are spending on SDP?
You know, it will look -- and try and nake sone concl usi ons
in that regard. And that is sonething we owe the Conmi ssion
as well in the June tinefranme

And then the overall netrics assessnment which is,
you know, what we are going to talk about for the rest of
the norning, which is the nmetrics that we were able to
identify and be able to put in place to help us judge the
ef ficacy of the oversight process.

So, before we start getting into nore gory details
and wal ki ng you through, is there any questions | can
answer ?

MR PLISCO Wat is your tineline for this, the
manual chapter? Because | think that is a docunent that |
think we certainly would be interested in | ooking at.

MR DEAN. | will let Alan commit to that because
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he is responsible for it.

MR MADISON: It is in draft form it is not ready
for sharing, but we were hoping to get it out probably in
Decenber tinmeframe for at |east regional coment. | don't
know if we will have it available at your next neeting, but
it would be at |east available |I would think for the January
neeti ng.

MR DEAN.  Now, one of the things about this, and
| guess to keep in your nmind as we go through nore
di scussions this norning on this part, to paraphrase Randy,
of the sel f-assessnment activities that we are doing, is
that, you know, we consider this to be a work in progress as
well. W have taken our best shot over the last -- efforts
that we have expended over the last six or seven nonths to
try and devel op what we think are appropriate netrics,
things that we can neasure, that we can potentially apply,
at sonme point, criteriato in the future. But we may find
some of these are not -- are netrics that, you know, don't
gi ve us much insight, that naybe we need to devel op ot her
nmetrics.

You know, in our discussions with you all this
afternoon, you might identify some areas that we nmay need to
| ook at or enbellish. And | amsure that we will probably
go through sonme of the sane di scussions that we have gone
through internally over the last six or seven nonths as to
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why we are counting this thing this way, why aren't you
counting this? And you will hear simlar argunents |ike,
well, it is sonmething that we really couldn't establish a
criteria for, or sonething that we just didn't have an
appropriate way of collecting this information, or that in
order to do it, we are trying to devel op a whol e new process
that may be perhaps too nuch burden on either the regions or
other staff, or on the lIicensees, or on our public
st akehol ders.

So, you know, we hope to get perhaps sone insights
and naybe identify some early enhancenents, inprovenents
that we can nmake. But it is going to be sonething that we
are going to, just like the oversight process, we are goi ng
to learn and continue to inprove. It is not a stagnant
sel f-assessnent program by any means.

Wth that, what | would like to do is have A an
Madi son cone up here and start wal ki ng you through the
oversi ght process. The first thing we are going to do is
ki nd of wal k you through sonme of the nonencl ature and sone
of the elenments of it, because that was something that was a
| ot of fun, because with four different groups, we all
devel oped i ndi vi dual nonencl ature for how we wanted to
characterize nmetrics, and so a nmajor effort on our part was
just to try and get everybody, you know, characterizing
things the same way. So | will have Al an wal k you through
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t hat .

MR SCHERER. Before that, Bill, can | ask a
question?

MR DEAN. Yes, sir.

MR SCHERER  Earlier, you tal ked about the fact
that it had been collected by AECD, and the fact that that
is still being collected. Did | understand you correctly
that you are going to go | ook at those trends to see whet her
t he reactor oversight process, Pls, and process that we are
now i npl ementi ng, nissed sonmething? | nean that there is a
trend -- AEQD used to collect information and issue a report
that drew conclusions as to industry trends. W can't prove
a negative, but one of the questions that had been asked of
the oversight process is, would it miss sone significant
precursor to an industry trend?

MR DEAN. Right.

MR SCHERER It would appear to ne that if you
still have the data that AECD used to use, and it is stil
bei ng coll ected, and conpare that to the trends bei ng shown
by the current reactor oversight process, and try to
det erm ne whether or not there would have been a trend
mssed. |If, in fact, they are both tracking sinmlarly,
again, it doesn't prove the negative.

MR DEAN. Right.

MR SCHERER. But if there is a trend that woul d
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have been nissed or is being mssed in the current oversight
process, then we could | ook at that, determ ne whether or
not that is a trend that is significant, it is sonething
that shoul d have been captured in the process, and woul d
have to go into a sel f-eval uation.

MR, DEAN. Yeah. | probably didn't elucidate as
wel . You know, one of our initial efforts, okay, in
appl ying those indicators is simlar to what you just
described, and that is, you know, | ook at are we seeing a
trend with those that we aren't seeing perhaps a simlar
trend with the performance indicator we have in place for
t he oversi ght process?

But, you know, the AEQD indicators are fairly high
| evel , and what we expect to have them serve as to sone
degree is kind of a check and bal ance neasure to | ook at,
you know, our individual -- are we seeing individual plant
performances all staying stable or inproving performnce?
But, you know, for exanple, let me give you an exanple. You
know, a licensee could be in reactor scramspace, say, if we
mai ntain that performance indicator. Al the plants can
stay underneath the threshold for green and white, so we
woul dn't take any action. But, you know, right now,

i ndustry scramrate is, what, maybe .6 scram .7.
MR FLOYD: Point 5.
MR, DEAN. Yeah. Ckay. You know, relatively |ow.
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They could go up to -- each plant could go to two scrans a
year, okay, and still everybody would be within the green
band. But if you were to ook at the overall industry

trend, it would show that, you know, the trend in overal
scramrate is going up. You know, that nay be an indicator
to us that, gee, is this sonething that, the fact that we
have established in this oversight process a |licensee
response band where we don't engage at perhaps the sane
level we did in the past, is that having a negative inpact?

Ckay. W have -- one of the things that the
Conmi ssion asked us to do is develop statistically
significant adverse trends relative to industry, that is in
our strategic plan. And so that is part of one of the
things that we are going to try to integrate in an
i ndustry-wi de assessnent is sone sort of criteria that tells
us whether there is a statistically significant adverse
trend in this report.

And so we think that we can | ook at the old AECD
performance indicators as helping us in that regard, but we
think over tinme that we will probably phase those out as we

get nore data with our own process. | don't know if that
answer ed your question.
MR SCHERER. | amnot sure it did, because it

woul d appear to ne that it would give you information as to
whet her or not the current Pls m ss anything significant.
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MR, DEAN. Correct, that is one of the things we
are going to | ook at.

MR SCHERER (Ckay. So you are going to | ook at
that to determ ne whether or not the current Pls are causing
the Conmi ssion to fail to focus on sonething that was, in
fact, significant.

MR DEAN:. Correct.
MR BLOUGH The current Pls or the current
progr anf
MR DEAN. It is the whole process.
MR, BLOUGH The whol e process.
MR, DEAN. The whol e process. And Tom Boyce back

here is nmy lead on the industry-w de assessnent, so | think
-- | amnot sure whether that would be sonething that, at a
future date, is that something, you know, in terns of, you
know, one of the tools that we are going to use to try and
ascertain overall safety, if that is something that we m ght
want to have

MR PLISCO Well, we adopted it yesterday. OQur
third objective is to ook at the overall self-assessnent
process that is going to be in place in the long term

MR DEAN. Rght. And this will be part of it.

MR, PLISCO And provide an eval uation of that.

MR, DEAN. Any ot her questions?

MR SCHERER. | have one nore.
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MR DEAN. Yes, sir.

MR SCHERER  Frequently asked questions have been
a very viable part of this process. Are you |looking at the
overal | questions that were asked and see if there is a
| esson to be learned in ternms of setting up the process or
retuning it, or building in sonme feedback | oops into your
process to clarify certain areas? Are there trends when you
step back and | ook at the overall frequently asked
questi ons?

MR, DEAN. That is a good conment, and, in fact,
sorme of the things that | noted earlier as key issues, for
exanpl e, the unavailability of performance indicators, we
have gotten a lot of frequently asked questions, okay, about
the unavailability of performance indicators. W said that
is telling us there is sonething wong. Ckay. S0,
absolutely, we are using that process to help identify, you
know, nore gl obal issues.

W are seeing -- as a matter of fact, | think that
m ght be -- one of the netrics tal ks about, you know, how
much feedback are we getting in a particular area. You
know, if we get a lot of feedback in an area, that tells us
we need to go | ook at that.

MR LOCHBAUM How rmany of those frequently asked
questions are asked by non-industry fol ks?

MR MADI SON: W probably get, as far as --
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consi dering our own inspection staff is non-industry folKks,
| hope, but we get an equal bal ance of questions.

MR, LOCHBAUM  Non-industry and non- NRC f ol ks
t hen.

MR, MADI SON:  Ah, non-industry and non-industry,
that is what | was trying to focus on. W don't get a | ot
of questions fromthe public in the frequently asked
question venue. W do get some questions fromthe OPA or
via contacts at public neetings that we convert into
frequently asked questions that our staff does. So it would
be hard to separate, because we get a question at a
wor kshop, we will convert it into our own FAQ that we will
bring to the table to discuss.

But we have not got -- to date, we haven't gotten
nore than a couple of FAQ fromthe public.

MR, DEAN. Yes. Don Hickman, who is ny Pl task,
Don, anything at least in the Pl area, which is where nost
of the FAQ tend to fall out?

MR H CKMAN: | don't recall any that canme from
the public. GCenerally, the industry or NRC generate them

MR, DEAN. Yeah, and, you know, we have had
di scussi ons about, internally, how do we treat them |
thi nk what Al an described is how we intend to treat queries
that we get froma public stakehol der, whether it comes in
through a letter, say, for exanple, several nonths ago we
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got a letter fromJill Lipoti fromthe State of New Jersey,
and it had a nunber of issues there. Ckay.

How we think we ought to incorporate those is
review that information and, you know, if it is asking a
val id question or providing sonme feedback that we need to
assess, then what we will do is we will convert that into
our own internal feedback form process. W probably need
some way to nmake sure we recogni ze that that feedback cane
from an external stakehol der.

MR, LOCHBAUM The reason | asked you that, | have
asked several questions several tinmes, frequently asked
questions, that aren't in there, so | assunme the answer is
that they are not valid then, based on that process.

MR DEAN. | guess.

MR, LOCHBAUM Because | don't have a single one
in that whole list.

MR, DEAN. Through sending us letters or
t hrough - -

MR LOCHBAUM Letters, public forunms, a nunber of
nmechani snms, and none of themare in here, so | just assume
that | nmust not be asking valid questions.

MR, DEAN. Maybe you and | can tal k.

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah, we probably need to tal k about
what the questions are, David, because | know your
guesti ons, we have addressed through the Lessons Learned
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neeti ng process, through a nunber of processes. W have
| ooked at your questions and responded to your questions.

MR LOCHBAUM To ne?

MR MADI SON: | know for a fact we have responded
to a couple of e-mmils.

MR LOCHBAUM Because | have | ooked for the
response to them

MR MADI SON:  And lettered back to you.

MR LOCHBAUM The reason | keep asking themis |
don't get a response, so that is -- | amtrying to figure
out how do | get into the process so | can get a response,
or how do nmenbers of the public in general, and I don't see
it.

MR MADISON: | guess | will have to | ook at that,
if we are not satisfying that part.

MR, HOUGHTON: Maybe the panel needs to |l ook into
t he process.

MR DEAN. Well, yeah, | guess with respect to
ext ernal stakehol der feedback, you know, we consider our
primary entry point either correspondence that is directly
sent to us, or queries that conme through our Public Affairs
office that they say this is the question that the
i nspection program branch ought to answer.

And so we typically deal, for exanple, we get an
i ssue fromOPA, we typically work on a response and then get
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back to the individual who sent that, whether it is through
electronic transmttal. |If it is aletter that cones in,
would we wite a letter back to the individual? So if you
are witing us letters and we are not responding to you, you
know, that is --

MR MADISON. | find it hard to believe, because
know | participated in witing several responses back
MR LOCHBAUM E-mails.
MR MADI SON.  But | mean not even in letter form
MR LOCHBAUM But that is different. You
descri bed an FAQ process where it goes up there, so

everybody could see. | amgetting individual responses on a
few e-nmails, but conmments | have provided on perfornance
i ndicators, there is nothing. 1 don't know where that goes.
It doesn't go into the FAQ So |I amjust curious, and |
have asked it several times, | amcurious as to what the
process is. | think I know what the process is, | am
curious as to why it doesn't go into the FAQ thing

MR PLISCO | amnot sure it answers his

question, but | think, you know, one of the issues, even
with our inspectors, is FA@G is sort of a misnoner | think
MR DEAN. Right.
MR, PLI SCO Those questions, ny understanding is
really they are questions where there were interpretation
di fferences that sone agreenent had to be worked out. W
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get a lot of questions fromour inspectors that we find out
what the answer is and we get it back to them process
issues. They are, | think in the Internet world, are
consi dered FAQ, but | think -- and that is why | say |
think the name you have for it probably causes sone
confusion, because they aren't really frequently asked
questions. Sonetinmes it is just one person asked the
questi on.

MR, DEAN. They are just questions.

MR PLISCO But they are issues where initially
there isn't agreenent on what the answer is, and that has to
be worked out.

MR GARCHOWN That's is what they are.

MR PLISCO That is what | think those questions
really are. They aren't really frequently asked questi ons.

MR SCHERER  They are cl oser to code
interpretations, but they are code cases and they are
interpretations, in ny mnd. So maybe there is -- | think
David raises a good and interesting point. |If there are
frequently asked questions and we are giving answers on an
i ndi vi dual basis, should there be a forun? If it isn't the
FAQ what is the forumof putting on a web page, here are
the questions that we have been getting, and here are the
answers we have been giving, so that people don't have to
individually wite those same questions over and over again.
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If the FAQ process is, in fact, ny words,
essentially code cases for the process, then what is the
forum for communi cating those answers?

MR GARCHOW | think we ought to be careful pane
because | think we are just here to judge overall what is
bei ng done, not necessarily solve problens. | think your
point is, you know, naking an eval uati on, does the public
have the ability to get questions answered and is that
process well understood? That would be sonething to pass
val ue judgnent on in our panel

But | mean | amfiguring out and I amthi nki ng
whet her Dave is getting an e-nail response every ting,
think is out of the scope of the panel. He didn't ask this
to start out, he is saying, what is the process? But if the
public has a question, that they have the ability to get
answered, that is different than the interpretation. But I

think we could pass judgnent on that, | think we will be
here till five or six years if we try to solve every
probl em

MR BROCKMAN:. There is a very significant second
part to David's question that | understood. How does the
public know questions that were asked by every other nenber
of the public and what the answers were? Wich is not just
the answer to their question. And | hear that as the bigger
question that is comng forward
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MR JOHNSON: Can | just add a word? M chael
Johnson. | would just add that we are getting ready to --
we are issuing for conment to the regions, interna
st akehol ders, a process, a nanual chapter that describes the
process for getting questions about performance indicators,
some of which ultimately end up in terns of being frequently
asked questions. And I think the issue is a good issue and
we need to continue to take it back and look at it.

Ri ght now what that nanual chapter says is that,
as we will indicate, and I think naybe Al an indicated
inquiries cone in through -- formally conme in through OPA
Those get funneled over to us and we deal with them
Incidentally, not all questions that get asked result in a
frequently asked question. For exanple, if a resident has a
question that is easily answered with a sinple
clarification, that would not result in a frequently asked
question. | think NEI probably has a simlar threshol d.

It is really a question that woul d cause us to
consi der whether, in fact, there is potential change. You
know, does this really need to be addressed to add
clarification to the gui dance? And so those end up as
frequently asked questions. But we do need to make sure of
that. 1In fact, Alan and | have had conversations about our
struggles to make sure that public stakehol ders can raise
guesti ons.
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Incidentally, the bottomline is we want to reply
to every originator of a question about Pls to provide sone
i ndi cation of how we address the question and cl ose that
out. So we will nake sure the process does that.

MR, DEAN. kay. Any other questions or coments?

MR PLISCO Chip read ny nmind, add that issue.

MR, CAMERON: Just so you don't | ose this when you
cone back to the feedback | oop aspect of it.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. W have got two parts to the
package. One, the first part that | see people have opened
to, because it may seemli ke the easiest one to read, is the
matrix. It lists on one side all the netrics that we intend
to neasure, and across the top we have the criteria and the
data. And the data elenents are who is going to collect it
and a nethod, a methodol ogy for collection.

You will notice on that page, underneath each of
the criteria, there are sone large Ms and sone small nis.
Large Mindicates that it is a prinmary indicator of
performance in that area, under that criteria. A small m
nmeans it probably has sone, provides sone indication, some
i nfluence, but not a primary influence.

And that is as far as you need to know on that.
You can skip over that and refer to that later if you need
to. The real body, the real neat of it is really in the
other section that I will try to go over in nore detail now.
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MR, LOCHBAUM The Federal Register Notice that is
going to be comng out, is that going to reference this
docunent, or is this mainly an internal docunent for use by
t he regi ons?

MR MADISON: This is mainly an internal docunent.
The Federal Register Notice will include questions that cone
fromthis.

MR LOCHBAUM  Ckay.

MR MADI SON.  The el ements, sone of the elenents
that are in here will be included in that Federal Register
Notice so we nmake sure we get data back fromthat FRN to
assess the program

MR GARCHOW During the |ast eval uation panel we
did, the PPEP I, Alan, all the handouts that you ended up
providing in here, ended up being part of the package that
ended up on the Federal Register as part of the PPEP thing,
if I recall. So | would suspect that anything that is
t hrough virtue of this panel, anything that --

MR MADISON: No, this is already a public
docunent .

MR GARCHOW This nmatrix?

MR MADI SON.  Yeah. The matrix and the
i nformati on you have has al ready been made available to the
publi c.

MR GARCHOWN (kay.
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MR PLISCO And we discussed yesterday this
speci fic docunent, we will also include it on the web page
for this panel.

MR MADI SON:  Yeah, if that was the question,
anything we share here is going to be nade --

MR GARCHOWN G eat.

MR MADI SON.  Bill nentioned that we have broken
up into four nmajor areas, performance indicators,

i nspection, SDP and assessnent and enforcenent, and that is
the way the list is arranged, the first one being
performance i ndi cators.

As he nmentioned, we started off by | ooking at what
criteria we were going to neasure agai nst, and then we asked
our sel ves what questions, what would we need to know to
sati sfy ourselves that the performance indicators net the
criteria of being objective? So that is also howit is
broken down. W first have a question, if the Pls val ues
obt ai ned by different users are the sane, given the sane
condition, then we woul d consi der performance indicators
bei ng obj ecti ve.

One thing Bill alluded to, and | want to kind of
enphasi ze, we asked a |lot of questions. It was a
brai nstorm ng session. W had a | ot of questions that we
asked in each of these areas, in all the najor topic areas.
Many of themwe couldn't answer, we couldn't conme up with a
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key neasure for. And many of those that we did conme up with
a key neasure for, we found out it was hard or inpossible,
too hard or inpossible to get the data to support that. So
there was, as he said, an iterative process. So we asked a
| ot of questions that couldn't be answered, and even if we
could answer sone of the questions, the effort to answer the
questi on was beyond what we were prepared to do.

So you may have additional questions that you can
throw us. Hopefully, | have got the background infornation
that we had asked a sinmilar question. And if not, we would
like to consider that for additional input into this
process.

The next statenent is nore of a subquestion. I|f
we | ook at the independent verification as kind of the key
nmeasur e, independent verification, perfornmance indicator
and this IP-71.151 is the Pl verification and inspection
procedure. And we count the nunber of significant
deficiencies identified there that would cause a performance
indicator to cross a threshold. So that nay give us sone
i ndi cation of whether or not the users, the inplenenters of
this, the licensees, understand the criteria the sanme way we
did when we wote it.

And how we are going to go about doing that, the
regions are going to be, as part of their quarterly
docunent ati on, when they conduct the Pl verification, they
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are going to identify if they have had any di screpancies
under that Pl verification that have caused -- would have
caused a performance indicator to cross a threshold. W
Wi ll just sinply count that nunber and then at the end of
the quarter, we will do a national rolling sum

MR HLL: Wuld you repeat what the |Iarge M and
the small mstand for?

MR, MADI SON:  The large M neans --

MR HLL: Are there not definitions in here or
anyt hi ng?

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah, nmjor, minor, basically. It
is anmjor indication for that. |If you go back, let's | ook
at the first sheet, under performance indicators, this one,
for exanple, we feel this neasure or this indicator could
provide a najor indication for whether or not the
performance indicator program criteria are objective. It
al so provides a major indication whether the criteria are
under st andabl e and peopl e can i npl enent them and whether or
not it is predictable, because if they understand it, they
can read it right, then everybody is going to cone up with
t he same answer.

W think it may have sone m nor indication of
whet her it maintains safety or not, because of the aspect of
if they can appropriately account for the data routinely,
then we have sone aspect of rmaintaining safety. The sane
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with effective and efficient and enhancing public
confidence. That was our thought process as we laid the
matrix out. But it is basically -- it provides sone
reference, but it is not necessarily the tool that | would
expect you to try to understand what the netrics are doi ng.

In this one we have identified a success that we
woul d expect | ow nunbers, and, overall, long term we would
expect nore of a stable or a decreasing trend. W are going
to use the first year of data to provide a benchmark and
then try to then establish a trend based on this.

Here we have established IIPB as a lead. In
actual fact, that is going to be provided by the regions, so
that will be a change to this docunent.

Any questions on that one?

[ No response.]

MR, MADI SON:  The next one was counting the nunber
of discrepancies in reporting, plus the nunber of questions
regarding the interpretations. This is the one where Bill
was referring to that we would | ook at the FAQ, interna
and external FAQ. And we look at the nmetric as a sum of
t hese di screpanci es, plus the FAQ added, provided.

Yes, Steve.

MR FLOYD: Just a question. Wuld it be better
to do it on a Pl basis, because then that would tell you
whet her, if you had a | arge nunber of hits, whether a
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particular Pl is driving that, as opposed to the whole
collection of PIs? For exanple, we already know that the
vast nmajority of PI FAQ are comng from--

MR MADI SON:  Fromthe unavailability.

MR FLOYD: Fromthe unavailability and the
interpretative differences that we are seeing, and the
di screpancies are in the unavailability data. | wouldn't
necessarily want to characterize all the Pls as having a
problemwith this netric if it is just one.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. Good conment. The lead for
this area, as nost of you probably know, is Don H ckman.
Don is in the back of the roomtaking notes, as aml.

This is something we expect in our branch that we
can col l ect ourselves. W do this because we have the FAQ
process and that can track this and provide that data.

Now, we have al so got on here what we expect the
graphic display to look like, and that is basically for our
reference, for what we think it ought to look like. It
won't be just a graphic display when we do the overall
assessnent report. W wll have the graphic display, plus
we will do an analysis of that, of what that neans, because
some -- and this will help us also deternmine in the future
how good these netrics are. |If we have to go through a | ot
of explanation of what they nmean, and it is not really
apparent just fromthe graphic, we nmay have a problemw th



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

257
the metric. W nmay have to develop a better netric. But we
wi Il provide an analysis on each of these.

MR, REYNOLDS: As we are goi ng through, each of
us, nmaking the individual recomendations, and sone of them
like the one Steve has nade, very good, do we want to
capture those and tal k about themlater, those
recommendati ons that the panel nmay want to nake, as opposed

to just an individual naking the process? Just -- | nean,
otherwi se, we are going to mss that reconmendati on, you
know, |ike Steve's reconmendation

One of our overall recommendations, if we want to
make a recommendati on on how to revise and i nprove things,
woul d be, you know, we want to capture the individua
reconmendat i ons.

MR MADI SON:  For your process, we are going to
capture your reconmendations.

MR REYNOLDS: Right. But | amtalking about from
the panel, for the panel that we reconmend.

MR BLOUGH. You are asking -- | had the sane
thing when I was asking a question earlier, the sane
question in ny own mnd, you know, what do we do with that
stuff? And, of course, it is a facilitator question and the
facilitator --

MS. DECKER. He is not here, so why doesn't
sonmebody wite it down.
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MR MONNINGER: | amtaking notes within the
nmeeting sunmary. And once he gets back, we can, you know,
get hi m back --
MR BLOUGH It is like what | said about having a

pl ai n | anguage description. |If someone had a real different
view, they could junp in at that tinme to try to keep it from
going too far in the other direction. | think we probably

ought to cycle it back

MR REYNOLDS: W have had a half a dozen or nore
good reconmendations, Randy's and David's, and Steve's, and
Ed's, and so on and so forth. And if we go all day and
woul d never capture them we are going to do it all over
again or we are going to forget them

MR LOCHBAUM Well, the only problemwith
capturing themis that we are going to have to reach a
consensus on each and every recomendation, and it is going
to be tough to reach a consensus on those ei ght objectives
up there. It mght be easier for individual nenbers to
subm t them outside the panel

MR FLOYD: It is nice to get some initial
feedback, just a gut reaction whether you are all wet or
not .

MR BLOUGH | think the staff is going to go
based on questions we ask, and they are going to nake those
deci sions on what they want to do. And so if --
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MR, GARCHOW Yeah, this panel's purpose wasn't to
craft the self-assessnment, the NRC was doing it instead.
And understand what they are doing and then pass judgnment on
the process based on the self-assessnment. So | nean we
woul d build a very interesting self-assessnent process for
the NRC, given enough tine and energy. | amnot sure that
is what | want to be sitting here doing.

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah, one of the things -- we went
t hrough, you nentioned the iterative process, we went
t hrough several rounds with the region, regional folks, and
in sone cases we had the sanme question five and six tines.
We woul d put sonething in one week and take it out the next,
and then put it back in the following week. | don't want to
go through that process if |I can avoid it with this group

MR, GARCHOW Maybe while we go through this, we
could just have the individual nenbers offer suggestions.

MR FLOYD: Right.

MR GARCHOW And there were sone, they don't have
to be necessarily agreed by everyone. Steve offered a
suggestion, you can throw it in the bl ender

MR FLOYD. Consider it

MR GARCHOW Consider it and it either happens or
doesn't. It is your self-assessnent program not mne. S0,
you do have a panel here that has sone different views, and
maybe the people that crafted your self-assessnent program
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m ght just take the feedback and we will see the results
when you cone back with the data.

MR PLISCO Right. And as a group, this isn't,
obviously, our first bite at the apple for the netrics. |
think this is neant to be an introduction, and we are going
to talk about this sone nore --

MR MADI SON: W are going to have several
opportunities at this.

MR PLISCO -- later as data becones avail abl e.
And we will obviously be providing sone overall
reconmendati ons, inclusions at the end on the overall
process. So | think the suggestion is good, you know, if we
have sone suggestions, just to rai se consideration, bring
those up now. But as a group, the issues, as far as
reachi ng consensus on what we think about them we can talk
about those later.

MR FLOYD: | have one other comment on this, the
second mnetric under objective. Wen you say you are goi ng
to count utility change reports, are those just those that
are related to errors in reporting? Because nost of the
utility change reports that are conming in now are either to
add or renove fault exposure hours as a fault exposure
occurs. So just those associated with errors?

MR MADI SON: Don. That is a good question.

MR, HI CKMAN: The change reports we are talking
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about are those where they are correcting previously
submtted data that was in error. Not if they are taking --

MR FLOYD: Ckay. Not as the result of fault

exposure?
MR H CKMAN: Well, if it is sonmething that is
allowed and that they are permtted to do, that doesn't --
MR, FLOYD: That wouldn't count. Gkay. | just
wanted to

MR MADI SON: W needed to clarify that. Thanks.
Thank you.

MR HLL: Could we go back to the previous
question. The question was brought up, should we capture
the comments? And | think there was a | ot of discussion
that we don't necessarily want to have consensus on it, but
I think we just kind of dropped it. | think it still mght
be valid just to capture the conments anybody nmakes in one
area versus di spersed throughout the mnutes, so that |ater
when we | ook at this, you know, we can have themin one
place. Here are all the comments people nade. It doesn't
necessarily have to nake consensus, but it would be for our
i nput. Maybe on the parking | ot or sonething, you know,
side | ot or whatever.

MR, MADI SON:  John said he was taking notes. |
don't know if that is --

MR HLL: He is going to take m nutes, but unless
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he defines it that way, he wouldn't necessarily say here is
somet hing he could later give us as here is all the
commrent s.

MR, CAMERON: Yeah, Alan, if you will just excuse
us for one mnute, we will go -- let's go offline here from
the presentation and have a di scussion of this particular
i ssue. Wien you hear this, presentations like this, and you
ask questions, sone of these -- how do you want to capture
all of these? 1In other words, Richard, what you are saying
is that let's have themall identified.

MR HLL: No, not just questions. He nade a
recomendati on, a change recommendation. | know there was a
little discussion when you were out of the roomon what do
we do with that.

MR CAMERON: Al right.

MR HLL: And that is what | was sayi ng, should

we -- you know, initially, we said we ought to capture
t hose, and the concern was we had to get consensus, but we
don't want to lose it. | amsuggesting we don't necessarily

have to get consensus as a group comrittee, but capture it
in one place, the recommended changes.
MR, CAMERON: So that you could conme back |ater
MR HLL: W can conme back | ater
MR CAMERON: Are we going to talk about it?
MR SCHERER | guess ny reaction is | would tend
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to put those into two categories. | took Steve's coment as
a valid comment and a good one. | happen to agree with it.
But it wouldn't change whether | would conclude this was a
vi abl e programor not, or there but for his coment.

Now, if there was sonething that came up in this
di scussion that woul d change the overall conclusion, then |
woul d say, well, | find that to be a fatal flaw unless you
correct it, then | would want to nake sure that it got
captured, that the panel discussed it and be part of a
report, which goes to all of the discussion we had yesterday
on trying to reach a consensus.

So | have tended to listen to this discussion
and, you know, there are good coments. | would endorse
sone. But so far, none of these comments have reached the
| evel where it would reach what we were di scussing yesterday
and trying to -- the three areas we were going to be trying
to include in our report, and the conclusions we were trying
to reach.

If it did, then | would say that we would need --
I would personally, any tine | heard one, ask for that to at
| east be put on a list so we could discuss it, because, for

nme, absent that, or regardless of that change, | wouldn't be
prepared to support it, or it mght change ny support.
MR HLL: | agree that the coment isn't

somet hing you would want to wite in the report, but part of
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our charter is to evaluate the results agai nst these netric
nmeasures. And so any comments, suggestions, or whatever
about the nmetrics that m ght be made, might be inportant to
recall later when we have to actually conpare against the
nmetrics.

| am not suggesting we are going to create, you
know, put sonething in the report or anything like that.

Just sonehow or another -- he is capturing it in the
mnutes. | amjust suggesting putting that into one little
-- you know, all together versus dispersed out to a couple
of different areas.

MR CAMERON: As nuch as we can, do you want to
try to keep, not with this previous issue that David raised,
in a parking lot. W can keep a running tab during these
context sessions that we are having, what we could cal
panel issues. | nean we don't need to necessarily be really
preci se about it, but if it would be hel pful to note things
al ong the way so that you can nake sure you can conme back to
that, | nean we certainly can do that, although there nmay be
di sagreenment about how high a | evel of significance it rises
to. | mean it wouldn't nean that the panel agreed
necessarily that it needs to be resolved. It would just be
sort of a rem nder, and is that what you are --

MR HLL: Yeah, that is all it is, a rem nder

MR, CAMERON:  Any other conments? | nean on that.
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| don't think it would be too disruptive to try to do that.
But since | was out of the room can you give ne an

articulation
you of ?

253353353

—
o
—

di scri m na

Pl .

3 335

of what the issue is you wanted nme to rem nd

FLOYD: Yes, two.

CAMERON:  Ckay.

FLOYD: And it is OPlb.

CAMERON:  OP1b.

FLOYD: OPlb.

CAMERON:  Ckay.

FLOYD: OP-wan-kenobe. Small b.

CAMERON:  Smal | b.  Ckay.

FLOYD: And the first one is we need a
by PI.

MADI SON:  Suggesting a discrimnator.
FLOYD: Suggesting a discrimnator by PI.
CAMERON:  Ckay. Suggesting a discrimnnator by

FLOYD: Right. And the second one was a

clarification. Change reports should be Iimted to errors.

to errors.

253 3

CAMERON:  So change reports should be limted

FLOYD: Right.
CAMERON: And that needs to be clarified.
FLOYD: Yes.
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MR, CAMERON: Richard, does this hel p?

MR HLL: Yeah, | think -- well, | don't know how
much it will help later, but it will be there in case it
does help us later.

MR CAMERON: Al right. Anything el se that
anybody wants to bring up for this list fromBill Dean's
presentation? Wile we are here, before we go back to Al an.

MR MADI SON: W had Randy's conment.

MR REYNOLDS: W had Randy's comment about a |ist
of all self-assessnment activities. A plain |anguage --

MR MADI SON: A plain |anguage sunmary.

MR REYNOLDS: In order to deal with the
assessnent.

MR, MADI SON: Pl ain | anguage, the nmanual chapter
is going to be, but we will nake an attenpt at it.

MR, CAMERON: So a plain |anguage sunmary of all
sel f-assessnment infornmation?

MR, GARCHOW Process, of the process.

MR MADISON: | will wite it in plain English,
but then afterwards | will revise it.

MR, CAMERON: The sel f-assessnent process.

MR GARCHOWN  Processes.

MR, PLISCO  Yeah, Al an, one thing that would help
us out, too, it is not to ne obvious your nonenclature of
your netrics. Could you explain how, so we could read those
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and cross-reference?

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. The first letter designation
is the criteria, Ofor objective. The second letter
designation is the ROP process area, P for perfornance
indicators. 1 is the first one, the first question we
asked, and then under that, if there were key neasures or
key issues underneath each question, A B, C D, and so
forth. And that is how we broke it up

Is this satisfying your needs, going through each
of these one at a tine? Gve ne an opportunity to | ook at
it and providing sonme information on it and conmments? kay.

Any nore questions on OPlA or B?

[ No response.]

MR, MADI SON:  Underneath "Ri sk-inforned" it says
"None." That doesn't nean we have abandoned the attenpt to
find out whether performance indicators are risk-informed or
not. W have really relegated that to the overall neasures,
and one of the areas specifically in the FRNwill be ask to
ask stakehol ders feedback regardi ng whether or not the
performance indicators are considered risk-informed

Finding a way to neasure whether or not the
performance indicators are risk-infornmed, we couldn't cone
up with an objective way of doing that other than collecting
feedback frominternal and external stakehol ders.

And a shortcut, the next couple of areas,
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under st andabl e and predictable for -- primarily for
performance i ndicators were considered the sane as -- the
same measures under objective could be considered as good
nmeasures for understandabl e and predictabl e.

MR, SCHERER  How about frequently asked
questi ons?

MR MADI SON:  That is part of that.

MR SCHERER  So frequently asked questions are in
1A?

MR MADI SON:  OP1B.

MR SCHERER | understood that. | amsaying is
frequently asked questions part of 1A? |If sonebody asked --
the inspector cones in, looks at a Pl and there is a
di sagreenment as to whether or not the Pl was interpreted by
the utility correctly, and it results in an FAQ does it
count in A?

MR MADI SON:  No, it counts in OP1B.

MR, SCHERER  Ckay.

MR MADISON: But it is counted. W did ask
oursel ves, under "predictable for a performance indicator,"
anot her question, whether or not, if the process renains
stable over tinme, then we felt it would al so be an
i ndi cation of whether or not it could remain predictable, at
| east fromboth inplenmenter's and the public's point of
Vi ew.
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Now, do we feel we can get to that by neasuring
t he nunber of changes that conplete or exit the flow path of
t he change process? And that is kind of cryptic for you
because you haven't seen the flow diagram for the change
process, although that is going out to the regions.

When will that beconme public, M chael?

MR, JOHNSON:  Probably in about --

MR MADISON: It is going out to the regions in
draft formfor coment?

MR JOHNSON:  And, in fact, we have already put a
draft, a copy of the draft --

MR MADI SON: W have put a draft out in a public
docunent. So if anyone would like ne to copy that, we can
get you a copy of that procedure as well. And that has the
flow diagramwi th that.

We do have a process for changing the perfornmance
i ndi cators, and the nunber of changes that then exit or
actual ly occur then, we would count those. W expect |ow
nunbers or a stable or decreasing trend. W are going to
use the first year of information or data as a benchmark and
then use that.

Any questions in this area?

MR HLL: | would like to ask one question. The
nunber of changes, when you | ook at whether they are
obt ai ned by different users, get the same data input, to
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what degree are you going to go |ook and actually verify
what the individual plants are doing? This kind of relies
on the plants to identify that they did something that they
had to change, doesn't it?

MR MADI SON:  No, this is tal king about our
process. |s our process changing? So if we nmake a large
change or a change to the performance indicator process, or
t he performance indicator guidance criteria, and it cones
t hrough our process, that neans that the programis not
stable. If we are constantly changing it, so that goes to
saying it is not as predictable. You can't predict fromone
quarter to the next what the information is going to be.

MR HLL: ay. You are talking about PB2?

MR MADI SON:  Yes, PB2.

MR HLL: kay. | guess ny question is back on
1.

MR MADISON: Al right. Wat is the question?

MR HLL: Oay. Wll, | guess | amtrying to
figure out how you are actually going to go verify that, and
| guess you are doing -- is that through inspection?

MR MADI SON:  That is through the Inspection
Procedure 71-151, which is Pl verification. So the output
of that actual NRC inspection process is going to be the
i nput to our data collection.

MR BROCKMAN: Wuldn't it be either one? If a
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licensee identifies a problemand submts it, that is a
change. |If we, being we the inspectors, would identify a
problem either one is a problem --

MR MADI SON: Either one is going to be docunented
in an inspection report. W wll capture that data there.

MR H LL: kay.

MR FLOYD: Do | have it right? As | understand
it, OP1A would only track those that cross a threshold.

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR FLOYD: And OP1B would track all reporting
di screpanci es?

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR FLOYD: Ckay.

MR CAMERON: Jim did you have sonething you
wanted to offer here?

MR MOORMAN:  Well, we were tal king about how the
i nformati on on the changes was going to cone forward and
whet her or not that would be identified in the inspection

report. | don't think you will see it in the inspection
report, but if an inspector identifies the issue, it wll
cause the utility to make the change report. It will stay

out of the report. So that is howit is going to go
f orwar d.
MR MADI SON: That is for the |ower |evel.
MR MOORMAN.  That's correct.
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MR MADISON: If it crosses across a threshold for
OPl1A, that is going to be in an inspection report.

MR MOORMAN: Exactly.

MR HLL: | just saw one in an inspection report
that didn't cross a threshold, where there was an identified
-- you know, how it was reported, the nunber of hours. So
it was not crossing a threshold, but it was reported in the
i nspection report.

MR MOORMAN: | apol ogize for the sins of the
earlier process.

MR MADISON: W initially, during the pil ot
program we wanted to collect data through the inspection
reports on all discrepancies.

MR HLL: No, I amtal king about a report that
just cane out like a week ago.

MR, MADI SON:  And during the initial
i mpl enent ati on, we scal ed back on that, but the nessage
hasn't gotten to all inspectors yet, the idea being that we,
unl ess there is an issue, an underlying issue with the
licensee's process to collect perfornmance indicator data,
that if the performance indicator discrepancy doesn't cause
the performance indicator to cross the threshold, it won't
be docunent.

MR H LL: kay.

MR MADI SON:  That is the new gui dance.
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MR JOHNSON:  That new gui dance, what happened was
-- the inspector's new Pl verification is in conflict with
t he docunentation procedure. And Alan is exactly right, it
has that low threshold. | have the revision in ny hand, and
that should go out within the next few days.

MR MOORMAN: That is basically an outconme of our
transition frompilot to initial inplenentation

Ckay, OP1 or OP2, any further questions?

[ No response.]

MR, MADI SON:  Under naintain safety, we've got a
coupl e questions in there. The first questionis if it
provides tinmely indication of declining safety performance?

And we consider that the perfornmance indicators
woul d be maintaining safety. W feel we can neasure that by
tracking or trending the performance indicators across
nmul ti pl e threshol ds.

The idea there being that the prem se of the
programis that you'll have a progression of declining
performance that will be indicated by perfornmance indicators
and through the inspection program that it would go from
green to white to yellow to red.

If you skip thresholds, if you go fromgreen to
yellow, that nay be an indication that it's not providing
timely -- that the performance indicators are not providing
timely indication.
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W woul d expect that to be | ow nunbers. W've got
in parenthesis here, near zero, and we're hoping not to see
any of that if we've got it right.

But we would -- if we do have any, we woul d expect
a stable or decreasing trend as we refine the process.

MR KRICH Alan, just an observation: On the one
of the yell ow hol ders of the industry --

MR MADISON: Did you go fromgreen to yel |l ow?

MR KRICH Wnt fromgreen to yellow, and because
we did an 18-nonth surveillance test, and it failed, and
you're automatically into yell ow

And so there's an interaction here between sone of
your neasures that, you know, you need to solve the problem
on performance indicators that may influence the way that
this indicator or this nmetric cones out.

MR MADISON: |'d argue that the indicator has
identified the problem

MR KRICH  Has?

MR MADI SON.  Yes, that it's caused -- that this,
by saying that we're going to identify it as a problem and
performance indicators skip fromgreen to yellow, that has
identified the potential problemin that perfornance
i ndi cator.

And we are working to address that perfornmance
i ndi cator because of that.
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MR KRICH Wuld you also say that it provides an
i ndi cation of declining performnce?

MR MADISON: | think we're arguing senmantics
here. What I'msaying is that this neasure, the
sel f-assessnent neasure, is going to count the nunber of
times a perfornmance indicator crosses two threshol ds at
once, goes fromgreen to yell ow

MR KRICH Right.

MR MADISON: |If that counts that, that says we
potentially have a problemin that perfornmance indicator;
that it's not providing tinmely indication of decreasing
performance, or that there is a problemwth that
performance i ndi cator.

And | would say the case of Quad CGties is a good
exanpl e.

MR PLISCO So | think you're saying that that
first sentence is really what the goal is that they are
trying to nmeasure.

MR MADISON: If it does provide tinely
i ndication, then it wouldn't cross multiple threshol ds at
once.

MR GARCHOWN You -- the function as a tinely
i ndication. | nean, you would cross through white before
you went to yellow. So a definition that if you went right
to yellow, that wouldn't be very tinely, and we're counting
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that as an exception in this perfornance.

MR KRICH Yes, and | understand -- that the
inplication is that if you do that, you are -- it's
declining safety perfornance

The problemis that you didn't catch it fast
enough. What I'msaying is that is not necessarily an
i ndi cation of declining safety perfornmance.

MR MADISON: That's true. That's why we're
| ooki ng at that performance indicator

MR KRICH Al I'mpointing out is that there is
some interaction here. |It's just an observation. There's
some interaction here, and |ike all measurenents, you have
to be aware of other things going on

MR MADISON: Al right, let's also get clear on a
termhere. Maybe we're mxing the term

This is not a neasurenent. This is an indicator
Just as | said before on performance indicators for the
program we can't -- we're not going to devel op these or
refine these to the point where they are neasures of
per f or mance.

They're indicators. W wll hope that they
i ndi cate the types of perfornmance we're | ooking for, but
we' Il have to anal yze them what the nunbers nean, to
determ ne whether or not that's the case.

And if there are exceptions such as the case of
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Quad Cities, we'll have to note those

MR REYNOLDS: | think what mght help is this is
a sel f-assessnment of the performance indicator, not of the
pl ant .

MR KRICH | understand that also. Again, ny
only point is that when you're doing this -- and
under stand exactly what you're doing, and how you're doing
it, and that nakes perfect sense and is a good way to go
about it.

But it's an observation that there is interactions
now between i ssues that are ongoi ng and what you are using
to determne the effectiveness of the program W just need
to keep those in mnd.

MR MADI SON:  That's true in other indicators, and
not just this one. That's true on other indicators as well.

MR COLLINS: Hey, Al an, one went fromyellowto
green?

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR KRICH That would not be a decline in safety.

MR MADI SON:  But that nay be potentially a
problemw th the perfornance indicators.

MR PLISCO | understand.

MR MADI SON:  And we're | ooking at the performance
i ndicator with this indicator.

Qur second indicator is -- the question was that
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it doesn't provide an incentive for |icensees to nake
prudent deci sions, and m nimzes incentive for |icensees to
take actions that have the potential to adversely inpact
pl ant safety.

Bill talked about a little bit of that this
norni ng as one of the areas we're already | ooking at. So
the two subi ssues are, A, reports of unintended
consequences. And we are primarily going to get this from
the surveys, internal and external

W'l look at this specifically in the perfornance
i ndicator area, and that's why it's not necessarily thrown
in as an overall neasure, although there is a parallel
question in overall neasures that |ooks at unintended
consequences overall in the program

W expect | ow nunbers, although we've already got
some indications in a couple of areas that we potentially
have that problem

MR, SCHERER How do you note uni ntended
consequences?

MR MADI SON: It woul d be sonewhat subjective.
was going to start saying that it was in the eye of the
behol der, but we're | ooking for issues that woul d engender
negati ve perfornance

For exanple, one of the concerns that sone of the
i nspectors have -- and we've seen a couple of -- we think
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we' ve seen a couple of exanples in the unplanned power
changes performance indicator, if |licensees would normally
have performed the power reduction inmedi ately and now are
waiting greater -- waiting for three or four days to do that
so they can beat the perfornmance indicator, that would be an
uni nt ended negative consequence that we would count here, if
we get an exanple of that.

If, on the other hand, if we have an
unavail ability performance indictor, we have |icensees that
are not performng preventative mai ntenance that they should
be perform ng, because they don't want to take a hit in
unavai lability, that's al so an uni ntended consequence.

MR SCHERER So this requires, for exanple,
waiting till the actual unintended consequence occurs, as
opposed to where a utility --

MR MADI SON:  This is something we would get as
feedback during a survey.

MR, SCHERER  And then you'd take ever FAQto be
trying to avoid an uni ntended consequence, because if |
waited till | avoided the preventative nai ntenance, then it
woul d count here.

If autility submits an FAQto say | want to
exclude this preventative mai ntenance fromthe perfornmance
indicator, it wouldn't count here. 1Is that correct? Did
get that right?
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MR, BROCKMAN:.  Ed, you could see it a lot earlier
You coul d change the procedural -- proceduralize sone of
t hese changes that you did this -- you went into old
criteria where you would do sonething, and you've changed
your procedures now by how you do it, and that could be an
uni nt ended consequence where you see that conm ng.

MR HLL: How would that be identified?

MR, BROCKMAN. That's the inspectors onsite to
provi de feedback. The one that | think could be in there is
the SDP, the significance determ nation process, and the RP
is very much -- the RP area is very nuch focused on what
your ALARA pl anni ng goal s are.

If all of a sudden | see that the outage that used
to have an ALARA pl anni ng goal of 50R for the outage,
woul d have said not it becones 200R, and that's an
uni nt ended consequence.

But it hasn't occurred yet, in that we haven't
gotten exposure, so the inpact is not there, but you can see
it beforehand in sonme of these things.

But it's very rmuch driven by the observations of
the inspectors in the field, or feedback through other

sources that you could get. | nmean, workers on site and
what have you, and there are other sources that cone in and
provide information to the Agency that could al so be -- for

conmmuni cat i ng.
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MR MADISON: W're going to have to be very
careful in how we -- this is going to be dependent, very
dependent upon the survey question that we ask and how we're
going to get the infornmation

But we are going to rely on a survey, and we are
goi ng to get sone professional help on this to ask the
questions so that we can address the issue here.

MR HLL: Let ne ask a big-picture type question
VWhat are the plans for giving us a lot of this infornmation?
Alot of this is internal collection by the NRCto go, you
know, conpare agai nst this perfornance neasures, yet part of
our role is also to evaluate the programresults agai nst
performance neasures, so are we going to be -- how are we
going to get this type of information, feedback forns and so
on?

MR PLISCO Yes, this is what | was trying to get
to yesterday in laying out our plan, talking to Bill on
their schedule. The initial data collection for the first
six months is going to be reported to the Program Ofice in
m d- Novenber tinefrane

And | thought that for our purposes, we not only
want to see the data, but | think we'd want to see the
staff's initial evaluation of that data, too, which would
give -- and that's why | was proposing in our January
neeting, we'd do that.
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W'l see the data, and we'll get the staff's
initial evaluation, their views on that evaluation in our
January neeting. And now that we've picked |ater January,
it looks |like we can be assured to have that.

MR MADI SO\ Now, you won't have, necessarily,
this survey, because we'll be in the process of collecting
t he surveys.

-- on a quarterly basis, and |'ve identified sone
of that already, sone of the nunmber data that we'll collect
fromthe Regions, and -- ourselves; you'll have that.

So this one you will not have.

MR HILL: At all?

MR MADI SON: Until March

MR H LL: You already have sone feedback forns
and other things, right?

MR MADI SON.  This is not from feedback forns,

this will be through a survey. And we'll have to design a
survey. | think that the original concept was that we
design it on a -- scale, so we could actually quantify the

response, and the scale is one to five.
MR PLISCO And internally, we'd have both the

surveys. Internally, just within the [ ast nonth, we've
asked the inspectors to start to include these kinds of
issues in their feedback forms. So the first -- that

i nformati on was not collected and we just now are doing it.
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MR MADI SON. W coul d count feedback, but that is
not necessarily going to give us an objective nunber. That
we will get nore froman actual survey where we nmake sure we
get it out to everybody, as nmany people as we can, and then
get information back all at once

MR HLL: Question 8 says it comes from feedback
forns and surveys.

MR MADISON: W're going to change that. W're
not going to get that fromfeedback forns; we'll get that
formthe survey.

MR GARCHOW Alan, later on there, where you talk
about the action matrix, that part of the -- the real issue
wi th the uni ntended consequences is the |icensees' response
and reactions and the public response and reactions from
crossing over to the green/white threshold, and the either
perceived or actual inpact of that on the |icensees.

So the uni ntended consequence |i ke on power
reductions is if you have to exceed the threshold. It's
seen that the perception of the |icensees is the sane at
seeing white as very punitive.

Is there a piece of the evaluation of the process
that gets at the perception or the reality or the
intentional reaction we wanted or didn't want out of this
process relative to crossing fromgreen to white?

MR MADISON:  In an overall frane, that's where
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we're going to go, that type of -- that's the direction
we're taking in the overall question. W're asking simlar
questions in the overall efforts.

MR GARCHOW You've got to put the real issue on
the --

MR MADI SON:  Right.

MR GARCHOW And that is the real issue; it's not
whet her soneone's going to wait to shut down the plant. So
you' re avoiding sone -- and all that perception

MR H CKMAN. A comment about the feedback forns:
Again, a lot of comments initially were in the form of
e-mail rather than actually on the feedback formitself.

In several instances, we have gotten reports of
t he uni ntended consequences through e-nmail nessages. Those
originate, actually, fromthe |icensee

W' ve had |icensee's cone to the Residents and
tell them this is what your guidance says. | can use that
gui dance and | can do this, and what they're proposing to do
is detrinmental to plant safety.

W take that information, we |ook at what we need
to doto fix it, so we do get those kinds of feedback
Sonetinmes they cone right out and tell us.

MR PLISCO Al an, before you continue, | think
this is a good tinme for us to take a break

MR MADISON: Well, can | hit B, because Bis the
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same one, basically.
MR PLISCO Finish B
MR MADISON: This is the external portion of the
i nternal and external portions of the graph

MR SCHERER | don't want to hold up -- but what
about the corollary to this, which is are you | ooking or
capturing the tinmes that -- a Pl changes col or

And it was not an indication of degraded
performance, for exanple, because the utility elected not to
have t he uni nt ended consequence. It did the preventive
mai nt enance and went white.

The NRC | ooks at it, makes a judgnment, yes, you
did the right thing; we agree. Were are you capturing
t hose exanpl es that the NRC agreed that, you know, the
change in color canme under the PI, but it was the correct
thing to do? It was not degradi ng performnmance.

MR MADI SON: That's a good question. Directly,
we're not asking that. But we are asking in the unnecessary
regul atory burden part -- is that -- | think that woul d have
an influence fromthe |icensee's perspective, that this is
an unnecessary regul atory burden

I"mcounting this; it's showing up on ny screening

MR SCHERER | gl anced at the performance
indicators, and I didn't find it anywhere.
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MR MADI SO\ Par don?

MR SCHERER | said | just glanced ahead on the
performance indicators, and | didn't see anypl ace on the
performance indicators, any of the areas, that you were
capturing that netric.

MR MADISON: That's why | why | said | don't
think, directly, we're |looking at that, but we're asking the
question, and they're under necessarily regul atory burden,
if there are instances of those. And that's where we woul d
capture that issue.

We're not directly counting the nunbers of tines
t hat that happens.

MR H CKMAN: That's not necessarily indicative of
a problemwth the perfornmance indicators. It nmay be a
problemw th the threshold, but it's not necessarily
i ndi cative of a problemw th the indicator.

W will continue to |ook at the thresholds to see
if they need adjustnment as industry performance changes.
We're not going to ratchet them but what we're saying is
that if industry starts in a deregul ated environnent, doing
nore plant shutdowns at night so they can operate during the
day, they start changing the way that they operate.

We need to continue to look at the PIs and the
thresholds to see if we're going to have problens in that
ar ea.
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But it's not directly a reflection on a problem
with the indicator.

MR HLL: It could be. Unavailable hours is a
good exanpl e where that might be reflection on the PI, not
the threshold in how you defi ne what unavail abl e hours are.
So it could be on the PI as well as the threshold.

MR H CKMAN. That's correct.

MR, CAMERON: Steve, you have a conment ?

MR FLOYD: Just another conment on this area on
the maintain safety sort of a corollary to Ed's question.
There were sone perfornmance indicators put in the program
with the intent of changi ng behavior in a positive manner,
and did we want to try to capture any of that?

MR MADI SON  No, that was not -- this was
negati ve.

MR FLOYD: Al negative?

MR MADI SON0 W tal ked about whether or not to
capture the positive aspect of it, and we felt that's really
not what we're looking for. W' re |ooking for problens.

MR FLOYD: Ckay.

MR MADI SON: So we would identify where there are
pr obl ens.

MR HLL: 1Is a negative, though, only relative to
the NRC and not to the |icensee?

MR MADI SON:  Negative to the -- well, unintended
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consequences, we're asking for unintended consequences -- |
nmean, unnecessary regul atory burden, which would be our
aspect of what woul d be negative for the |icensee.

When we're tal ki ng about negative consequences,
we're tal king negative to safety, which is the inpact on the
publi c.

MR H LL: So unintended consequences, you're not
tal ki ng about uni ntended consequences rel ative to adverse
effects on the licensees; what wasn't what you intended.

MR MADI SON:  How do you define adverse effects on
the |icensee?

MR PLISCO | think when you get to B, Bis
asking the licensees if there were undesirable things that
they had to do because of the PI

MR MADI SON:  But again, -- undesirable effects on
the |icensee.
MR HLL: Well, I guess I'"'mtrying to figure out,

are you tal king about undesirable only from your
perspective, and not froma |icensee perspective?

MR MADI SON:  We're tal ki ng about undesirable from
t he perspective of safety.

MR KRICH  So an undesirabl e consequence, and
uni nt ended consequence for a licensee nmay be that they go --
that the performance indicator goes white because they took
a systemout of service to do preventative nai ntenance on



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

289

it?

And it was the right thing to do, but the
i ndicator is now white and shows up on the quantity report
as white, and you, as we tal ked about before being white or
any | ess than green has sonme consequences.

MR MADI SON0 Wl |, what's the outcome of that?
The outcone of that is that it does turn white, that we
consi der a suppl enental inspection, and that is nmaybe
unnecessary regul atory burden, so we would see that question
bei ng asked i n unnecessary regul atory burden

MR KRICH That woul d be nore consequences than

MR MADI SON:  That's the consequence that's
negative for the licensee?

MR KRICH |Is that what you were --

MR HLL: Yes. I'mjust trying to figure out the
definition of unintended consequences, and | think I'm
seeing that, again, it's fromyour perspective only.

MR, MADI SON: Wi ch shoul d be the perspective of
the licensee as well as the NRC

MR FLOYD: Let's see if | can help. To ne, what
uni nt ended consequences has neant in the programis that the
i censee takes action that they otherw se woul d not have
taken in the interest of what they think is the correct
thing to do because of the fact that there's an indicator
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there that's nmeasuring it.

So if you decide to do or not do planed
mai nt enance on the basis of not going to or not going to
cross a threshold, as your prinmary determning factor in
that, and not whether you think it's the right thing to do
or not, then that's an uni ntended consequence.

MR PLISCO And as Alan nentioned earlier, it is
subj ective in the eyes of the inspector

MR MADISON: It is sonmewhat in the eyes of the
behol der in a lot of ways, yes. That's why we're doing it
in a survey format, to get that feedback directly fromboth
internal and external stakehol ders.

MR HLL: | guess the point that may be -- to ne
and nmay be to others, is the part that adversely inpacts the
licensee, you're putting that in unnecessary regul atory
burden versus uni nt ended consequences.

I woul d have had a bigger definition of unintended
consequences.

MR MADI SON: W do have an overal |l question that
| ooks at overall unintended consequences, and that's in the
overall metrics. But we are focusing here on the safety
aspect of that.

And there's bleed across a lot of areas, and we
say that there is. And, you know, that's why you have, if
you look in the matrix, you'll see that one perfornance
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i ndi cator nmay have -- may touch on nore than one area.

VWhat I'mtrying to focus on here is this neasures
i mpact on nai ntai ning safety in performance indicators only.
If we're going to ask that question, we're going to focus
that question on its mai ntenance of safety aspect in
performance i ndi cators.

MR HLL: Could | ask why it's presented as
provided -- you're measuring whether it provides an
incentive for licensees to make prudent decisions versus --

MR MADI SON:  That's probably awkward wordi ng.

MR H LL: kay.

MR CAMERON: Can | ask if this captures the point
that Ed brought up about a netric. Do we need a netric for
when performance isn't actually degraded, but the neasure is
tri pped? Does that capture it enough so that you guys
under stand what that nmeans to cone back to it?

MR TRAPP: If the metric is tripped, the
performance i s degraded. | nean, that's the whol e i dea of
the metrics. But that would be, | guess --

MR, FLOYD: Not necessarily.

MR GARCHOWN The concept of a process, the netric
ought not to be perfect, but you trip them conservatively
rather than not trip them and you even have the Resident
I nspectors on cases, if it was that sinple, be able to just
go look and just wite two sentences in an inspection report
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that there wasn't a safety issue.

MR MADISON: | want to enphasize -- that's not a
bad outconme. That's not a bad outcome, so if | have a
performance indicator that crosses the threshold, and it
goes to white, and it causes nme to look at it, and just --
and | do a couple of hours and | ooking at it and say it's
not really a problem that's not a bad outcone.

MR GARCHOW W design in the process.

MR MADI SON:  That's what we do; we designed it to
be conservative, because there nmight be that one out of 100
times where it is a problem

And so that's okay. So we nmay be neasuring the
times that it crosses that. |It's not a bad outcone to have
a performance indicator cross the threshold, conservatively,
but if the NRC s reaction is to send a 20-nman team out
there, that's a bad outcone.

The reaction is to look at it to determ ne whether
it's a problem that's our job.

MR SCHERER. For one out of 100, that's not a bad
outcone, but if, as Steve nentioned earlier, if one Pl is
being tripped across the country, repeatedly for
non- degr aded safety reasons, then | think, personally,
that's sonething that should be | ooked at and corrected.

MR MADI SON: | agree.

MR CAMERON: Al right.
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MR GARCHOWN Well, that sort of gets back to -- |
t hi nk the uni ntended consequence of the programthat we
didn't foresee or wasn't foreseen by the NRC was the outside
t he enotional response that appears to have cone about as a
result of when sonebody crosses fromgreen to white, even
though in the construct of a process, that wasn't seen as
unsafe, wasn't seen as anything other than tripping an
i ndi cator and havi ng sonebody, the Resident |nspector or
sonmebody el se, have to go in and | ook at the reasons for it,
and which the reason may be valid and the indicator goes
back green.

But over the whole |last year, we seened to have
really nade it like the green light threshold is a big dea
for the construct of the program and it wasn't intended to
be that big of a deal

And that brings a lot of enotion around the
uni nt ended consequences.

MR HLL: Actually, the definition of unintended
consequences, the exanple you just gave doesn't fit in your
exanpl e of uni ntended consequence, right?

MR MADI SON: | disagree. It depends upon the
performance indicator. As we said in the unavailability,
fromthe licensee's perspective, if there going to not take
a hit on -- by not doing preventative naintenance, that's an
uni nt ended consequence that's a negative inpact on safety
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from our perspective, too

W expect themto --

MR HLL: |If that preventive mai ntenance was
necessary at that tine. It nay not have been. They have
been just nore conservative in naybe changing that with sone
basi s.

MR SCHERER | guess ny viewis, and the issue
tried to raise briefly before the break, was to --

MR CAMERON: Did we take a break already?

MR SCHERER WAs that the corollary -- there is
uni nt ended consequences. If we were to go and defer
preventative naintenance we woul d ot herwi se do to the next
cal endar quarter, well, we'll hold off another two weeks,
not for any good and sufficient reasons, but because | want
to nove it into a different cal endar quarter, | think that
you would list this, and | probably would agree, as an
uni nt ended consequence of that Pl

I want to get the corollary where we do the right
thing, we do the preventative naintenance today, not wait
the two weeks, nove to white. The NRC cones out, they do
their inspection and they say, oh, gee, you guys did the
right thing.

I want to capture that somewhere. So if it's the
one in 100, okay. But if there's a pattern now across the
country that the NRC can capture, gee, we've been changi ng
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people fromgreen to white for doing the right thing, and we
need to go back and revisit that.

MR MADI SON: That's fine, yes.

MR BROCKMAN. | think that within the ground
rul es of our charter, we capture that as something for you
all to consider. And as we said, we're going to ook at the
program and judge it as opposed to trying to create it here.
It's time for a break

MR PLISCO  You've got to capture the thing,
right, Chip.

MR CAMERON: Yes. |I'mgoing to nove that issue
that was brought up this norning.

MR PLISCO Now we'll take a break

[ Recess. ]
MR MADISON: I'ma little nore relaxed now M2
A and B, are we -- do we have any other questions on those

two? Basically it's a survey instrunent.

The next area is effective and efficient and
realistic. Qur first questionis was it that it's reported
accuratel y?

We feel that with the sane indicators that we have
in OP1L Aand Bw Il provide infornmation in that area.

But in addition to that, we've asked a coupl e of
guesti ons.

MR SCHERER. Wiere did the five weeks conme fron?
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Are those things supposed to be reported --

MR MADISON: This is our -- we're posting on the
external web. This is the -- basically comes from-- we get
it in three weeks.

Now, we give the Regions a two-week period --
well, they don't really get a two-week period; they get like
three or four working days, and it's also the tinefrane it
takes us to then migrate it frominternal to external web
t hrough our OCIO office of -- Chief Information Ofice.

MR HLL: W get the data in three weeks and we
have one week to -- what happens i that we then send an
e-mai |l nmessage back to Licensing telling themwhat we've
got. W have a week in there to nake sure that what we got
was actually correct.

And then we have a week for the Region, so the
total is five weeks.

MR MADI SON.  The total is five weeks, but there
is also sone cushion in there that allows for CCIOto get to
it, tomgrate it frominternal to external web, if |I'm not
m st aken.

That's not true?

MR H CKMAN.  Yes, that's it.

MR MADI SON.  That's that second week. That's
primarily what it's for.

The question that you were trying to address here
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is, is the information provided in a tinely nanner? And
we' re hol ding ourselves to five weeks.

W may adjust that tine as we get nore effective
and efficient at doing that and drop that threshold down.

Ri ght now, we're setting it at five weeks, because we think
it's reasonable to achieve.

W' re al so asking under this -- under effective,
efficient, and realistic, is the process stable over tine?
Does it nmeet the safety objectives?

The project provides tinely indication --
performance, and the unintended consequences issue is a
questi on.

W feel it will also have inpact in the -- . This
is probably busy in this area, and we'll clean this up

This is a working tool .

MR FLOYD: Just a comment under EP-6, and it
| ooks like you have a typo and that should be MP2 A and B
if you don't have it.

MR MADI SON:  Yes, thank you.

MR FLOYD: One other comment: Under the category
of efficient, would it be useful at all to track fal se
positives, to keep track of the nunber of false positives
that the agency --

MR, MADI SON:  On perfornance indicators?

MR, FLOYD: Yes, that the agency m ght be then
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per your gui dance and procedures, having to respond to? |
think it's nostly -- it's probably al so a burden on the
licensee, but it's an also an inefficiency for the
regulatory if their process calls for themto have to go out
and do a supplenental inspection for a fal se positive.

" mnot suggesting that there never should be any
fal se positives, but if you see an increasing trend of
those, then that might be a flag to you to take a | ook at
the PI.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. Don, did you get that?

MR HI CKMAN: Yes. | guess that would be howis a
fal se positive identified?

MR FLOYD: Well, | think it requires some
eval uation, clearly, but, | nean, for exanple, like the ones

we have right now on fault exposure where the |licensee has a
relatively | ow value for planned and unpl anned
unavailability on the system then they do an 18-nonths
surveillance or sonething, and then, bingo, all of a sudden
they go fromgreen to yellow, and it's really not indicative
of their overall performnmance.

And so it is sort of a false indication of the
true unavailability of the system There m ght be al so sone
i nstances that naybe -- you know, Ed was tal king about --
where under the maintenance rule, you're bal ancing
availability and reliability, but sonme of the thresholds are
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nore restrictive in the Pl programfor sone |icensees than
what their performance criteria is under the naintenance
rule.

So when they' re doing the proper thing to bal ance
availability and reliability under the mnaintenance rul e,
they may trip a threshold. But it's the right thing to do.

But it's a false positive, because, again, it's
not indicative of themtaking the wong action or of
declining performance; it's actually the converse.

MR, FLOYD: Fal se negatives as well

MR, HI CKMAN:  Yes, you could have them

MR, TRAPP:. That woul d be possi bl e.

MR, MADI SON:  Fal se negatives would fall nore
under the area of naintaining safety.

MR, FLOYD: Maintaining safety where you're
m ssi ng things.

MR GARCHOW Then there's the other problem you
know, where one side of the NRCis giving a tech spec change
-- 14 days; the other side is that -- 14 days, | crossed
over white nearly at the yellow threshold. And then there's
i nconsi stency between the |icense --

MR MADI SON.  There was sone di scussion in this
wor ki ng group about fal se positive/fal se negatives, and the
performance i ndi cator.

I think where they nmay have deci ded not to pursue
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that area was in comng up with an objective indicator
obj ective definition and then an indicator of what a fal se
negative was and how to neasure that.

But it's a good conmment, and we'll look at it.

Al'l right, under enhances public confidence, we
basically -- now, one of the overall comments that we have
for the -- program-- that's why we're going to look at this

-- is overall neasures to enhance public confidence.

If we neet the nmeasures of nmintaining safety, if
we neet the measures of being predictable and objective and
so forth, that's got to go a long way to enhanci ng public
confidence in the process.

So that's what the first coment, CP, goes
towards. But it also -- the feeling of the group al so was
that it's accurate and understandable information that's
provided in a tinmely manner, and there's three neasures that
we | ook at there, three indicators that it would also go to
enhanci ng public confidence.

MR LOCHBAUM | have a question

MR MADI SON:  Yes?

MR LOCHBAUM | | ook forward, too, to find out if
it's covered sonewhere else, and | didn't see it, but if it
is, let me know.

That's right now there's three indicators where
the nunber that's on the website is bel ow the graph, out
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si de the graph.

MR MADI SON.  Three nunbers that are outside and
bel ow green?

MR, LOCHBAUM Yes, but that pointed out the trend
for all of the non-green performance indicators on the
website. And there are three of themwhere the datapoint is
not on the chart; it's below the chart because the axis, the
Y axis is screwed up.

MR, MADI SON: Do you know what those are, Don?

MR H CKMAN. The IP2 is consistent. [It's off the
graph, but the value is in the table.

MR LOCHBAUM Right, all three of themthe val ues
are -- that's how we knew that it wasn't where it was.
Sonehow it |l ooks |like the trend chart ought to have the
poi nt on the graph.

MR H CKMAN: One of themis actually belowit,
and you can actually see there are two lines going to it,
and it looks like a big X

MR SCHERER Yes, | think it's a Y.

MR LOCHBAUM It may be. That rmay be accurate,
but the understandable part, | think cones up a little on
t he shy side.

MR MADI SON: W need to capture that on a
f eedback form Don.

MR SPECTOR Excuse nme. |I'mnot sure, but it
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m ght be a technical problemw th the way the graph is nade
electronically, and that night be the reason why those lines
ook a little confusing.

I amfamliar with what you're tal ki ng about.

MR GARCHOW For this panel, the conment is,
you' ve got to have a web page that people can under st and.

MR LOCHBAUM | guess the comment is that if
there is anything in there that is going to | ook for things
like that. The fact that it's up there within five weeks is
great, but if it's goofy, it's less than great.

MR MADI SON:  Part of the survey instrunent woul d
go to question the public -- you know, fromthe FRM
per spective, question whether or not we are |ooking at a
question on our web page; is the web page understandabl e and
provi di ng infornmation?

And so it would get to that. It wouldn't ask the
speci fic question on perfornmance indicators, but it's asking
it of the web page in total.

MR PLISCO Is that discussed in this?

MR MADI SON.  No, that's one of the overall
questions that we're asking. |It's in the overall netrics.

MR LOCHBAUM But this is basically the basis for
a going-forward sel f-assessnent progran? You're not going
to FRM people all the tine, | assune, so wouldn't you want
sonmething like that in here?
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MR MADISON: | think the concept is, we're
| ooki ng at probably an annual type of feedback, forma
feedback that we would collect on the oversi ght process.

So it wouldn't be on a quarterly or -- tinme basis,
but, yes, |I think we would routinely collect that feedback
That's our thinking right now.

MR JOHNSON: | think actually this is one of

those that goes to sort of the comment that you all were
maki ng earlier on that | thought was well taken
And that was that the nmetrics don't capture

everything. And we are going to -- | nean, the feedback
process is where you woul d expect to see things like this
bubbl e up that we woul d address. And we know that -- we

know t hat continual problens with various aspects of the web
page and the rest of the process.

And the feedback process -- ongoi ng feedback is
where we shoul d be capturing that stuff, and trying to react
toit. So we nmay not have a netric to capture every aspect
of this.

MR MADI SON:  Let ne just get this done. | want
to collect that on a feedback from and we'll [ook at that
and try to see what we can do about it.

MR JOHNSON:  Don's got that.

MR HLL: |Is there something in there that | just
don't see that's kind of going to determ ne or neasure
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whet her the threshol ds are appropriate?

MR MADI SON:  Don, do you want to address that?

MR H CKMAN.  |['mnot sure | understand the
questi on.

MR H LL: Do you have anything that | ooks to see
over tinme, whether your threshold is appropriate? |If every
plant is always green, there's nothing in here that's goi ng
to necessarily say it's a problem

It's the sane way if they're all white; there's
nothing in there that necessarily tracks that to see whether
the threshol ds are appropriate or not.

MR H CKMAN. That's true that it's not in here.
That's then a stated objective of ours. W tal ked about
that all the time in our neetings; that we intend to
continuously look at the PIs and the thresholds to ensure
that they're appropriate. But there are no words in this
there this tine.

MR MADI SON:  As part of the program whether or
not we use it as a -- and it is in the procedure 0608,
Chapter 0608, which -- do you want a copy of that for your
fol ks?

MR PLISCO  Yes.

MR, MADI SON:  Augi e, can you get us Chapter 06087
Cet copies for everybody on that.

It isinthere, and that's going to be part of the
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program W can nonitor those, but as far as devel opi ng an
i ndi cator, we have not devel oped an indicator |ike that.

MR PLISCO Now, wasn't our previous coment
about | ooking at ways to neasure the fal se positives and
fal se negatives, sort of |lead you to answer this question?

MR, MADI SON:  That sort of |eads you there, yes.
But it's part of the program and conti nui ng.

The ot her aspect of that, though, is that one of
the things we recogni ze with the wording that we choose in
t he Agency performance goal, to naintain safety, is that
safety in the overall industry is currently acceptable.

And so everybody being in the green band is not a
bad thing. And even though everybody may eventual |y achi eve
green band perfornmance, that's not sonething that we woul d
necessarily adjust our threshold because of that.

MR HLL: ay. Let me go fromthat to the Item
CP, enhances public confidence, if all criteria of the
attributes are net.

Now, all attributes, is that all criteria; is that
everything in this netrics? O what does that nean?

MR MADI SON.  That's an overall statenent that was
made by the group; that they felt that if the criteria -- if
all the -- if it's subjective, if it's predictable, if it's
risk-inforned, if it maintains safety, that's going to go a
| ong ways to enhanci ng public confidence.



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

306
That was a coment nade by the group in EPR in

their portion of the docunent. W nmay renove it. It's a
comment. It's a truism but it's not a indicator
necessarily, that we can point to.

MR HLL: Well, | guess if the definition to

enhance public confidence is that all criteria, the
attributes are nmet, the converse would be if there is

somet hing you didn't neet, whether it's tineliness or
anything el se, then you haven't net this; you haven't
enhanced public confidence, if it's stated this way that you
have to neet everything.

MR MADISON: It's not a definition of enhancing
public confidence; it's a statenent nade by the group that
if you neet all the criteria, you would enhance public
confi dence.

MR BROCKMAN:  But if you don't, you aren't
necessarily not enhancing public confidence?

MR, MADI SON:  The contrary is not necessarily
true.

Reduci ng unnecessary regul atory burden is the
final criteria. W've got two questions in this area. And
they both are from-- we felt -- and this is true in all the
areas that we | ooked as far as | ooking at reducing
unnecessary regul atory burden, we felt was with respect,
primarily, to internal stakeholders, and we're going to do
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that via a survey instrunent.

We're going to look at the issue of whether or not
the inspection, the Pls and the inspection program has the
appropriate overlap; that we know that there's overlap
between the two prograns, and we'll ask that question in the
survey instrunent

And the other issue that we've seen that we've
gotten from feedback already fromlicensees, is the
reporting conflicts that we have fromdifferent NRC
requi renents and al so industry requirenents where they are
reporting criteria and reporting guidance is in conflict.

W'l look at that issue via the survey
instrument. Steve?

MR FLOYD: Just a comment: |If you decide to do
anything with the fal se positive conment under efficiency, |
think it would also fit under reducing unnecessary

regul atory burden. |It's a double-edge to that one.

MR MADI SON:  Yes, it may have inpact in that
area, too, yes, | would agree

MR HLL: | guess a conment relative to this:

This sort of looks |ike you' re going to ask specific
guestions on overlap and on reporting conflicts to determ ne
if there is unnecessary regul atory burden. | suggest that
you | eave an open-ended question that all ows people to give
you the other things that they perceive as unnecessary
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regul atory burden.

Because if you only ask specific questions, you
limt what choices, what options they can give you of their
per cepti on.

MR MADI SON:  Wul d you say your comment agai n?
think I understand what you're saying.

And we do that in all FRVs. W |eave an open
ended question at the end.

MR JOHNSON: It's the purpose of the survey to
solicit comments, whatever they are.

MR SPECTOR WI Il the Federal Register notice the
survey?

MR HLL: No, I'mtalking about whatever the
survey here is, it says add a question to overal
i nternal / external surveys, admnistrative, |icensees, to --
ask about overl ap.

Wl I, you know, also ask them do you think that
there is any other unnecessary regul atory burdens.

MR, SPECTOR  The external survey, the Federa
Regi ster notice, is open ended questions, and that's exactly
-- it's probably the question you can actually use, the way
he said it.

And the internal survey consists of both, closed
ended and open ended questions. And | think we're getting
to those points.
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MR, MADI SON:  Again, we are not trying to nmeasure
the entire process, just as the performance indicators in
the process only | ook at a few things.

We're using themas indicators of problens in the
program W're looking at -- so we're not trying to devel op
nmeasures for the entire process. So, you'll probably hear
me say that because | have to keep rem ndi ng peopl e about
performance indicators in the program

They are not neasures; they're not trying to | ook
at the entire process. There are indicators that will | ook
at certain things to indicate, to see if there are
i ndi cations of problens. But we also have a program of
doi ng audits and | ooking at the overall process.

And there are other neasures that Bill has
nmentioned in the overall programthat we're going to be
|l ooking at as well. So it's one piece of an entire program

MR CAMERON.  Ed?

MR SCHERER. On BP-2 -- | have two comments, one
on BP-2:

I, for one, don't see a nmajor issue in differences
between 1 NPO, WANO, and NRC. They're different
organi zati ons, they have different purposes, and if we have
different indicators, | can probably live with that.

MR MADI SON:  Yours is one conmment.

MR SCHERER | understand, but mnmy concern on both
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of these is that it |eaves out a whole area which I think is
significant, and that's the |icensee costs of volunteering
this information to the NRC

W recogni ze that we voluntarily did that; that's
fine. But there's a burden that goes with that.

MR MADI SON: W' re asking that question in the
overal|l measures. That's a very good point. That doesn't
show on here, the overall measures and the overal
i ndi cators are not showing in here in this docunent.

But we are asking that as an overall question of
overal |l resource burden with the program

W saw that question not only applying here in
Pls, but applying in the SDP, and in the inspection program
So we felt that was nore of an overall question that should
be asked through --

MR SCHERER: | think that it woul d be val uable
for you to know that |icensee burden for reporting
performance indicators, in addition, in -- and you may get a

di fferent answer than when you tal k about the four elenents
of the program than you do if you talk about the overal
pr ogr am

MR, MADI SON:  Thank you for your input. W don't
necessarily agree, but thank you for your input.

We did | ook at whether or not to ask that
question. W have also sone limts placed on us as far as
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what and how nmany questions we can ask in the survey. So we
have to be effective and efficient in our methods of asking
guesti ons.

Now, | can ask a question and ask for unnecessary
regul atory burden or unnecessary resource burden, and | eave
it open ended so that the person that's respondi ng can then
focus their response in the area of concern

And | can get the sanme information wthout asking
five questions. | can ask one, and that's where we woul d
propose going, is asking one question and trying to get at
all the issues.

MR REYNOLDS: |Is it possible to get a list of
t hose overall questions?

MR MADI SON:  Not yet. It's sonething that we
woul d provi de probably at your next neeting.

MR REYNOLDS: Ckay.

MR MADISON: We're working on it. Now, part --
we' ve been struggling, trying to get this in place, and it's
taken a lot | onger than we thought it would. So this is the
poi nt where we're at now where we're prepared to share this
i nformation.

The other information, we're still devel opi ng.

MR SCHERER | can't comment on a question |
haven't seen.

MR MADI SON.  That's true.
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MR SCHERER But | still have an opinion.
Unencunbered as | amwith any facts, | will give you ny
opi ni on.

It would be valuable to the Commi ssion, in ny
opi nion, to understand that while the |icensee mght find,
for exanple, the overall burden of the reactor oversight
process, is either inproved or better or stable, that
el ements of the process have increased the burden
unnecessarily.

And you need to be able to capture which el enents
of the program have unnecessarily increased the regul atory
burden, if you're going to be able to address it.

And, you know, ny head's in the oven, ny feet are
inthe refrigerator and on the average, |'m okay, is not
necessarily a good answer.

MR PLI SCO Have you got that, Chip?

MR KRICH There has just been a suggestion. An
issue that we've run into lately is that we count certain
things nowin Pl space that we may not count in LER space.

And that does add a burden. So, just a thought,
if you mght want to use that --

MR MADISON: | think this goes to that, too. |
think it touches that as well.

MR KRICH  You know what |'mtalking about?

MR MADI SON.  Yes, | do, RGC
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MR KRICH RCIC or we even have another issue.

MR, MADI SON:  There are probably others.

MR, CAMERON: Does everybody know what these guys
are tal king about, besides ne, and | probably don't need to
know.

Does soneone want to explain that?

MR MADI SON:  Yes, all right, go ahead.

MR KRICH There is an issue going on between the
i ndustry and the NRC for sone tinme about reporting the
reactor core isolation cooling systemwhen it's unavail abl e,
or when it's inoperable, |I should say, and reporting it as
an LER because it's a single train system

And so a nunber of BWRs do not report it because
it is not an engineered safety feature, and, therefore, in
our opinion, does not come under the reporting
requi renents.

However, an agreenent was worked out fromthe
perspective of risk that it was a useful information in
terns of risk. And Steve, correct ne if | go wong here --
and so we are going to report it under the PI, if it's
unavail abl e, so we have a situation now where we're not
reporting it.

Because before we got to this issue, the LER
basically tripped the perfornmance indicator. That was how
you det erm ned when sonet hing fell under the performance



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

314
i ndicators, is when the LER got witten.

So now we've got a situation where there is not
mat ch.

MR MADISON: This is on the safety system
functional failure.

MR KRICH Right.

MR H CKMAN: This is not actually the first tine
it's occurred in the program but we are working towards a
common goal. W are |ooking ahead, and it takes sone tine
for paperwork to catch up.

And what we have done, what we feel was very
i mportant in our process, is that we be internally
consi stent within the NRC

So we run all of these issues past the PRA people,
the reporting requirenents people, the maintenance rule
peopl e, to be consistent.

And sonetines they're not all in |lockstep and it
takes awhile for everything to catch up. But we have an end
point in sight where things will catch up.

So sonetines there will be that confusion, you're
right.

MR KRICH | understand, but then there's a
potential burden onto the -- it's just a thought.

MR HI CKMAN. Right.

MR MADI SON:  Any ot her comments on performance
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i ndicator nmetrics?

[ No response.]

MR, MADI SON: | nspection program Under
obj ectives, the question we asked was, if the findings and
conclusions in the inspection reports are based on facts
docunented in the reports, then -- now, you could consider
the inspection programor the results -- it's kind of a
results neasurenent.

If we | ook at the output of the inspection program
and the report has facts docunented in it that support the
conclusions, then it's an objective -- then it shows the
results of an objective program

W woul d | ook at doing this in an audit format.

Bill nmentioned sonme of this in the past or in his
presentation tal king about |1PB doing sone audits but we are
al so going to be asking -- it doesn't show here -- we are

al so going to be asking nore of an independent audit by
groups within NRC but that are not directly involved in the
i nspection program such as the Headquarters fol ks that | ook
at nonreactor issues in energency preparedness and
saf equards and the Headquarters fol ks that |ook at risk
issues, Rich Barrett's branch, and others and ask themto do
an audit of the outputs of the inspection programto see if
that is the case.

W sent a nmeno to these fol ks on Cctober 16th. |
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asked themto |l ook at the various things that were in here
that would call for an independent audit and provi de us an
audit plan.

We were hoping, and | saw Tom bail ed out, |
bel i eve we're requesting a response by Novenber 9th from
those folks. W wll see what their audit plan |ooks I|ike,
but the early feedback that |I have is that it would be done
on an ongoi ng basis so that we could get a quarterly output
fromthat and we could actually present data on a quarterly
basis fromthat audit.

MR, LOCHBAUM Was there any thought given to
regi on cross review, because it mght |lead to best practices
where a region | earns sonething that soneone el se is doing
is better?

MR MADI SON.  Yes, we did tal k about that.

I am thinking one of the reasons why we didn't do
it is it becane unnecessarily, it becane a | arge burden on
t he regions.

W were already asking themto do a lot in other
areas, but we did tal k about having sonething Iike an annua
regi onal panel |ook at the reports to get that cross thing,
but it just becanme too |arge a burden on the regional folks.

W are going to | ook for sonme i ndependence, which
may get the same output or outcone that way, because if they
show that one of the regions is doing sonething different
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than another region, we'll get that fromthat audit.

MR, GARCHOW Al an, your second conment there, |
was going to ask you a question that you sort of touched on

This panel is going to be relying heavily on your
rollup of these assessnments that the regions do, and since
many of these are new, you know, you are sort of devel opi ng
this as you go and this docunment's working, what are you
doing to ensure that the regi ons have the consistency that
you need region to region?

MR MADI SON:  For reporting the information?

MR GARCHOW Yes, in reporting and these
assessnents sort of ook the same as you rack themup in
Regi on | through Region 1V, because they went by finding to
do these assessnents.

I"msure the regions are scranbling a little in
figuring howto get all of this information together and in
that provides a | ot of chance for inconsistency and | think
we are going to be using that data very heavily to make our
deci si on.

MR MADI SON:  Actually, | just had a phone cal
this morning with some of the coordinators in the regions.
There are assigned individuals in each region to coordi nate
collecting this data.

Let ne back up a little bit. First of all, we did
go to the regions, the regi onal managenent, several tines to
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make sure they not only understood these but they actually
had i nput in the devel opnment of these perfornance indicators
so that the understandi ng was cl ear on what we neant.

W got a lot of feedback fromthem on what do you
nmean by substantial, let's define it. That's a little nore
clear on our termnology so that was very hel pful so that we
all had a conmon under st andi ng.

We held a conference call earlier this week --

MR BLOUGH On Monday.

MR MADI SON: Was it Monday? Where we had
provided the information to the regions and we provided
them-- | don't knowif you folks say this -- a data
col l ection sheet.

MR PLISCO It's at the back of this nmenorandum

MR MADISON: Is it? Okay. So we provided thema
data col |l ecti on sheet --

MR PLI SCO The Cctober 16th neno.

MR MADI SON:  -- which engendered several
guesti ons.

W had a conference call this Mnday to try to
resol ve those questions so that they have a comobn
under st andi ng on what we expect themto report, where we
t hought they ought to get the information, and so that it is
froma conmmon source.

MR BLOUGH Well, Mnday's call was nore |ike



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

319
peopl e that start trying to gather the data and additiona
interpretation questions arose, so the regions all put out
their interpretation questions by e-mail and then on Mnday
all four regions and Headquarters tal ked t hrough those, so
there woul d be a conmon interpretation of what it neant.

MR, MADI SON:  And they know to call ne basically
and I am ki nd of working as the focal point and if they have
addi ti onal questions to resolve, and we will probably get
some of that during the first couple of quarters, the first
coupl e of reports where we have to resol ve sonme of the
di fferences that we are seeing.

MR GARCHOWN Are you going to do any
spot - checking along the way to make sure that the data is
getting racked up the way you anti ci pat ed?

MR MADISON: On a quarterly basis. W'Il have to
| ook and make sure we are getting the right infornmation

Especially when we get into sonme of the hard data
that comes out of RPS there's a couple of cross-checks
there. You know, the data cones fromtwo different sources.
W can cross-check the data.

MR FLOYD: | assune we are still on O-1?

MR MADI SO\ Yes, sir.

MR FLOYD: Wien you say the "how' you say count
t he nunber of reports that contain findings not neeting the
program requi renents.
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MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR FLOYD: Do you rnean findi ngs perhaps nore
broadly to al so i nclude observations?

MR MADI SON. No.

MR FLOYD: Ckay, just findings.

MR MADI SON: W are looking strictly at -- this
is just the indicator. To look strictly at the findings is
one indication, because that is the primary one that

actually causes -- goes into a PIMand then actually causes
a color on the webpage, so that is the primary inpact.
We know there nmay be sone -- there's going to be a

| ot nore subjective judgnments made as far as what goes into
the body of the report as far as observations and that | am
not sure how we can neasure that and control it, but we
can -- we think the guidance is fairly clear on at |east the
finding level and that is, we think, the critical piece that
we are going to at | east get sone indication on. Yes?

MR H LL: Wen would you be counting the nunber
of reports versus counting the nunber of findings? | nean
one report could have three risk-classified findings or
what ever and anot her one have only one but they woul d be one
and one.

MR MADI SON:  That's a good question, sormething
we'll | ook at, because we do | ook at nunber of findings in
anot her area.
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MR PLISCO | just want to nake one conmment to
address | think part of Dave's earlier question, this
consi stency between the regions.

It is not part of the self-assessment process but
one of the fallouts of having all of this information on the
web is now the inspectors can easily | ook at other people's
i nspection reports and issues and findings, and we are
seei ng that happen a | ot nore.

It used to be difficult for them too, to pull out
a report fromanother region and | ook at the specifics. Now
they can go through and | ook on the webpage -- if they see a
colored finding they can pull it up quickly and read what
the issue is.

| think there is a lot nore information flow
bet ween the inspectors on issues across the regions than
there used to be just because of the webpage and the access
to that information, so not only has the public and
utilities gained because of that web access, but the
i nspectors thensel ves have a |l ot nore information than they
used to quickly.

MR MADISON: Yes. | led the group that went into
Region Il. Mke took the group in Region Ill. W have done
two regions so far on the site visits and regi ona
managenent visits and that was part of the feedback we got
fromthose two visits so far
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Ri sk inforned -- looking at it, you will note that
there are sone references, so we will cover each of those
topics as we get to those. | don't know why the references
are here first -- primarily because three of them are out of
this SDP area, so we'll cover those specifically when we get
to those.

I nspection programuses risk insights was the next
question, and we're | ooking at that as the nunber of changes
to the inspection prograns relating to inproving the risk
i nformed aspect of the inspection program

This is going to be an audit performed by our
branch. W haven't defined the periodicity. W can
actually report this on a quarterly basis.

We have a process that controls the inspection
procedure change and we will note on that change whet her or
not the change was nmade for -- to inprove the risk-inforned
characteristics of the inspection programor to address the
i mproving risk aspects of the inspection program

W' Il count those changes and we are expecting
relatively few significant changes but we will trend it and
use the first year as a benchmark and track the trend.

MR BLOUGH There's several like this where we
are going to track the nunber of changes that result, and of
course everyone knows where we identify enhancenents that we
can nake and they nmake sense we want to nake them but we
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al so want to, on the other hand, to the extent we can, have
a stable, predictable process.

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR, BLOUGH. Wen you got done with these was
there a |l ook at the overall bal ance of these ones that are
like going to track the nunber of changes and Low seens to
be a good nunber for nunber of changes -- was there a | ook
to see if there's appropriate bal ance here between those two
goals, really, of enhancing the programwhere we see | ogica
ones, yet keeping a stable one?

Qoviously if goals like this nunber of changes on
Low is good was the only one, then it would be out of
bal ance.

MR MADI SON:  And that is why we have not
establ i shed zero or any nunbers yet because we know we are
going to get sone of that, that some of that is necessary
and so we are going to look at it during the first year and
determ ne where we go fromthere

Yes, that was our nmethod of saying that we're
goi ng to bal ance those conpeting objectives, that we want to
make sure we have a good risk-informed programand make the
appropriate changes, but we also want to have a stable
program and so we want to minimze the perturbations.

MR, LOCHBAUM  You guys seemto be inmune to
uni nt ended consequences. By tracking this, you are not



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

324
goi ng to save themup and nmake one change to incorporate
several mnor good things --

MR GARCHOWN O course not.

MR LOCHBAUM -- to keep the nunbers down.

O course, the industry -- you seemworried about
the industry being vulnerable to playing a gane with the
nmetrics -- just how the immunity system worKks.

MR MADISON: Well, | don't knowif you want to

address this, Bill.

We have a process for maki ng changes to i nspection
prograns that's been running for a nunber of years.

During the pilot programwe nade a lot of fairly
rapi d changes because it was a pilot program W were
trying to -- we were really making the programas we were
i mpl enenting it.

W have gone back to that old tried and true
process, which is slower and does collect nultiple issues to
make a change, and so we woul d expect to see changes on a
quarterly basis at a maxinum| think is what we are | ooki ng
at -- Bill, correct nme if I amwong.

MR DEAN. Yes, let ne just -- there's two
el enents here.

One is if there is a need to change sonet hi ng
because it's an issue of significance we'll change it. W
are not going to wait for a quarterly process to change it.
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MR MADI SON0 W' Il make it now.

MR, DEAN. And we have got exanples of that that
we have already done in this process but any tine you
i mpl enent a program of this nagnitude, as you exercise it
you find out sone things that you can do to i nprove an
i nspection procedure. Maybe the guidance just isn't clear
enough fromthe inspectors.

For exanple, a |lot of the feedback we get fromthe
i nspectors provi des sone enhancenent maybe to an inspection
procedure. W are going to collect those on a nore
del i berate basis and send those out in a package to the
region. As a matter of fact we are getting ready to i ssue a
change notice package to the regions this week that says
here's 15 procedures that we think we want to inprove,
change sone | anguage or sonething like that, and send t hem
out for comrent and get their comment and nmake it a
del i berate consi dered process.

MR MADISON: So if we saw 15 out of 15 we had
three of themwere related to this, that would be three
hits, not one?

MR DEAN:. Correct.

MR MADI SON: |If three inspection procedures were
changed to add risk inforned characteristics to it, so that
woul d be three hits for that quarter?

MR HLL: | think one thing that cones back
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agai n, your description says you want to | ook at the nunber
of changes to the docunent but down in your display it's
nunber of docunents that are changed, not the nunber of
changes to them so | think that's where you could -- you
know, is 15 different changes to a docunent, does that count
as one or does that count as 15?

MR MADI SON:  That counts as one docunent change.

MR HILL: But isn't what is significant is the
actual nunber of changes you have nmade? That's what your
wor ds sai d.

MR MADI SO\ W will have to correct the words,
because the only way we can actually neasure it, there may
be within a docunment, to add one issue there may be 15
changes made in that docunent but it is really only one
i ssue that we are trying to address.

Counting it 15 tines is not appropriate, but what
we can count is the nunber of docunents on a quarterly basis
that are changed for various reasons.

MR HLL: But what if of 15 changes in one
docunent, three of themare significant?

MR, MADI SON:  But one is enough, if you keep the
nunbers | ow, we're tracking the nunbers down on the | ow end,
one is enough to possibly cause sonme action to be taken

MR HLL: That's where | think David s comment
cones in that if you had a bunch of changes you can save
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them up and nmake one docunment change and it is only one hit
instead of five or 10 or whatever.

MR MADI SON:  But what are we trying to acconplish
here? There is no threshold. |If there's a problemwe are
going to fix it. W are not going to back to anything el se.
It's not |ike we nmake six changes and say whoops, we're
goi ng back to SALP. It's not going to happen that way, so
all they are trying to catch is how nmany of these are com ng
and are we inproving.

MR HLL: I'mwth Randy. | would like to see --
I'"d get nore worried if there weren't these changes
occurring all the time. | would Iike to just keep seeing

the programget nore and nore risk-inforned as nore and nore
i nsights are being gained, so the fact there would be no
changes | would find that nore of a problemthan the steady
anount of user -- it's just like how our industry procedures
get changed. Even a plant 20 years old is still refining
procedures based on | essons |earned and | expect this wll
be the sanme way.

MR MADI SON:  We'll get that through where we set
our threshold for action, | think

MR PLISCO And | would also hope that it's not
just the nunbers that you are | ooking and then your
eval uation process -- the significance of the change. W
may only have one change but if there was a big hole in the
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programthat still raises an inportant issue.

MR MADISON: And that is why | said earlier the
display is not a stand-al one display. There will be
analysis to | ook at those issues.

Item B addresses the issue of no col or findings,
that we were going to ook at the nunmber of no col or
findings in the inspection report in accordance with the
pr ogram gui dance.

We are focusing on this area specifically because
we see this as a potential problemarea so we devel oped a
performance indicator that would focus on this particul ar
i ssue of no color findings. Steve?

MR, FLOYD: This appears to be sonewhat of a
subset of Q(1)(a)?

MR MADI SO\ Yes, it should be.

MR FLOYD: Ckay.

MR MADISON: And this area we see as a potenti al
probl em area we wanted to focus on.

MR FLOYD: And | presune under the "how' you
don't nean that Green to be in the next-to-last line
there -- that no color Geen finding?

MR MADI SON:  Right.

MR FLOYD: Ckay.

MR GARCHOW | agree that this is a good thing to
ook at. This is the hardest thing to explain to our
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st akehol ders when expl ai ni ng the process of what a no col or
finding is.

MR MADISON: It's kind of hard to explain to our
peopl e too.

[ Laughter.]

MR GARCHOW Just a conment.

MR, NOLAN. The sane conment goes to this thing.
You may want to count findings in other reports.

[ Pause. ]

MR MADI SON:  The next area of questions we asked
is if the inspection area | ooked at, and we are | ooking at
the scope, frequency and so forth, the inspectable areas are
appropriate and the inspectable areas are risk significant,
nothing is mssing, there's nothing extraneous -- this
probably need to be reworded to be a little clearer

We are | ooking at the nunber of changes to the
basel i ne inspection programthat affect the scope or
frequency of the inspection program

Again we will be able to identify through the
change process which changes affect the scope, the
frequency, and we will count those up.

This is making -- the counts are going to be done
through 1 PB. Basically what we are going to be doing here
i s analyzing the nunber of -- the changes we are naking to

the program this score -- excuse nme -- provides sonewhat of
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an anal ysis of what do those changes nean, why are we doi ng
them and what does that tell us about the program what's
happeni ng.

MR GARCHOW Al an, did you think about --
respect the changes coming in would be all the Staff doing
all their reviews and catching the areas for inprovenent and
witing changes. | got that, but there was a franmework and
a basis factor for the inspection programthat was witten
way back when, a couple years ago, that sort of laid out
what the basis was for the inspection program | think
Bruce wote that up.

Did you think of going back, doing an assessnent
and taking that docunent and now you are goi ng back to say
okay, based on what we have got for findings are we actually
covering the | andscape of the inspectable areas based on
what was defined in that earlier basis docunent?

MR MADI SON: Wl l, we have al ready done that,
Dave, as part of our | ooking.

W reported on that in a couple of the SECY
docunments as to whether or not we have | ooked at -- well,

99- 007, whether the inspection programis based upon it and
the inspection procedures identify which area they are
touching one, and there's a whole chart in 99-007 that shows
what area is touched on by one inspection procedure or
performance indicators, so that is already acconplished
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VWhat we are trying to do is stay true to that and
our procedure at the end 25-15, which tal ks about the
i nspection programoverall, has a subsection that talks
about changes we would nmake to the inspection program

As part of that, it is required to go back to that
basi s docunent 99-007 to nmake sure that you are still in
conpliance with the design, the franework design

MR GARCHOWN That's coming at it froma different
per specti ve.

MR MADI SON:  That is our nethod of naintaining
that tie.

MR, GARCHOW How do know that that is exactly
what your inspectors are doing? | was coming at it froma
di fferent spot.

You have a basis docunent. You're trained the
i nspectors. You've been at it for, you know, nine nonths
for a pilot and another six nonths for real

I was wondering if you are thinking about how you
are going to actually get at the fact are the inspectors
staying true to that when they are out in the field?

I mean if not, you are just doing a paper review
but the rubber hits the road with the inspectors. | mean
are they really focusing in on the inspectable areas --

MR MADI SON:  That's nore of a nanagenent
oversi ght issue that the regions are going to be responsible
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for.

We have identified by inspection procedures the
sanpl e size and the information that the inspectors are to
gather to |l ook at during that inspection. It tells themin
fairly thorough detail what aspects of that sanple or that
i ssue they are supposed to | ook at.

Then it is up to the managenent of the region to
provi de the oversi ght necessary to ensure that they are
still doing, that they are actually doing that. They do
that by periodic sight visits by a branch chief and ot her
managenent, ot her regi onal managenent.

Randy, | don't know if any of the D vision
Directors here want to comment on that? Regional folks?

MR, CAMERON: Does anybody need nore information
on this basis, inspection basis docunent that David brought
up for the relationship to this progranf

MR DEAN. | think the only other thing | would
share is part of our audit process that we reviewis the
I nspection Program Branch and goi ng out and periodically
| ooki ng at inspection activities would probably incorporate
sore el enent of that, Dave, in terns of |ooking at how are
our inspectors executing the inspection program

We don't necessarily have any plans to do, at
least in the near term sone sort of revisit of the basis
docunent versus what is actually going on out there. W
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tried to nmake sure that our guidance was prescriptive enough
that the inspection process would ensure that our inspectors
are staying true to the --

MR GARCHOWN And you are faced with the sane
i ssues you have in running the program-- | nean you have to
go out there and do assessnments and audits to nake sure you
are getting exactly what you want.

MR DEAN. Yes, and we will incorporate that into
our audit process to |look at that el enent but --

MR GARCHOW So relative to this panel | what |
amhearing is to this point in tinm you had no forma
i nformati on comng back to this panel that woul d say that,
you know, would talk to the efficacy of the inspectors,
actually their adherence to the program and to what extent
i nternal assessnents by the regions woul d be show ng that
they either are or they are not?

MR PLISCO | think that's a good comment to
capture because | nmean | think fromthe regions

perspective -- | know | can speak for nyself -- is we focus
on whet her the inspectors are follow ng individua
procedures. | don't think we expect the inspectors and

don't think it happens often that they go back and | ook at
this basis docunent.

I mean their tool was the procedure itself.

| don't think many of them go back and | ook at
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that basis docunent.

I think that's a good point, that there should be
something in this self-assessnent process to figure out the
cross- checki ng.

MR PLISCO W could end up with the world' s best
programon the shelf and have no understandi ng to what
extent --

MR MADISON: | think you are tal king two
di fferent issues.

He is tal king about are we auditing whet her or not
the inspectors are doing what the procedure tells themto
do.

MR PLISCO | thought it initially started out on
are they following true to the basis docunent that was
devel oped.

| don't think right now our process does that. W
make sure they follow the individual procedures.

MR, MADI SON:  But the individual procedure is
witten fromthe basis docunent -- staying true to the basis
for that.

MR GARCHOW That was ny point.

MR PLISCO As we change the procedures, if it
drifts anway --

MR MADI SON: And that is why | said the change
procedure requires, the 25-15 requires that we go back to
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t he basis docunent before we nake the change, so that is the
tie for the docunent.

| think the issue that | heard from-- | think we
have got it addressed in the programto rmake sure that we
stay true to the basis docunent. | think the question that

| heard was whether or not the inspectors were actually
i mpl enenting the docunent as witten

MR GARCHOW And how woul d you know t hat ?

MR, MADI SON:  How woul d you know t hat ?

MR GARCHOW | think | have two pieces. He
answered the one -- if you review the basis docunent and the
procedures, got that.

Now | ' m sayi ng okay, the last line is how well are
the inspector follow ng the procedures, then what basis do
you have to tell that they are doing it to an acceptable
| evel or not or how would you even know?

MR PLISCO And right nowit's tw ways. One by
the i ne managenent overview with the inspector and the
intent init is the future would be part of Inspection
Program Branch audit function or the regi ons when they go
out and do audits of the regions.

MR BLOUGH. That is a big challenge, because the
Branch Chiefs with the exception of naybe one that's been
recently pronoted sonewhere have never inplenented the
i nspection as inspectors either, you know, so they are
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students as well and they are providing the oversight and
the inspectors all provide feedback and once in awhile you
can tell fromthe feedback that the inspector didn't
understand the procedure, but that is very rare.

Al so, the inspection reports can give you sone
i ndi cation of how well the inspector understood the
procedure but not to the degree they used to, so the
supervi sor has quite a challenge as well

In Region I we have this fledgling effort called
Procedure Sponsor, where the inspector is tasked with
becom ng the regi onal expert in this procedure and | ooking
at variance and getting together little focus groups to talk
about how they are doing the procedure and to | ook for these
variations but | think there are variations now, how the
i nspectors are reading the sanme procedure and doing it, so
do think it is a challenge

MR GARCHOW Pl us you guys work independently and
so you are working out of a region and they are sendi ng an
i nspector out to a plant and they are pretty much wor ki ng
i ndependently until they get done with their -- they may be
on the phone or sonething but they are working i ndependently
and | just wonder how we are catching the variations.

MR, BROCKMAN:.  What | heard of the question | know
that a lot of utilities have the performance observati on and
field observation. Supervisor goes out and watching the |I&C
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tech conduct a surveillance or sonething. W have all got
this and seen this. Do we have such a docunent in place? |
don't think we do anywhere within the agency to do that.

MR MADISON: It's an expectation of managenent to
do it but it is not a witten docunent.

MR PLISCO And practically we get a | ot of
feedback I knowin Region Il fromthe utilities. |If they
don't think the inspector is follow ng the procedure, they
are usually very quick to give ne a call or give ny regiona
adm nistrator a call and say this inspector doesn't appear
to be followi ng this procedure.

W get a lot of our feedback that way.

MR BLOUGH That would all drive in one
direction. That would tend to catch the abuses and peopl e
goi ng overboard, too far, going outside the bounds.

MR GARCHOW It wouldn't catch the others?

MR BLOUGH. Sone that just aren't doing this the
full scope nay or may not get caught.

MR GARCHOW | would say that nmay be an open area
for this panel because | think there's a lot of the
i nspection programthat is hinging on the fact that the
i nspectors are actually following it to sone |evel of rigor
and to the extent that we either do or don't have
information on that | would think it could add or detract
fromour ability to make sone concl usi ons on the
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i nspecti ons.

MR PLISCO And | would also add that this is not
a question fromthe new proces. This existed with the old
process as well.

MR GARCHOW (kay, |'msatisfied.

MR, MADI SON:  Any ot her questions on inspection
program under the area of risk inforned?

[ No response.]

MR MADI SON:  Under the area of understandabl e,
we're |l ooking at trying to address this question via the
survey of internal and external stakehol ders, as to whether
or not the -- and primarily it's going to be frominterna
st akehol der s.

I s the gui dance provided to them understandabl e?
And we've asked this actually on inspector feedback forns,
as to whether or not they're having probl enms understandi ng
t he gui dance provided in the inspection procedure.

Under the area of predictable, if the inspection
programis inplenmented as defined, then inspections are
predefi ned and i npl enented as planned, and then it's a
predi ctabl e program

So there are two subareas underneath here. The
rate of conpletion of the baseline inspection program across
the regions is one area, and the other is the proportiona
i nspection schedul e changes and justification for the
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changes.

We can | ook at those two areas to see whether the
i nspection program as defined and as planned, is being
i mpl enented. We feel we can get this information in the
first case via the RPS, the --

MR PLISCO RPSis just the data collection
system

MR MADISON: |I'msorry, yes. Wat does that
stand for, by the way? Does anybody renenber?

MR G LLESPIE: Reactor System Program

MR, MADI SON:  Reactor System program as sinple as
that? ay. You probably wote it.

It's an accounting systemthat tracks the planned
i nspection activities. W can track the information and get
it out of there, and track that during the initial year to
set programgoals, but with the full expectation at the end
of the year that we have 100 percent conpletion of the
basel i ne i nspection program because that's the way the
programis defined.

There nay be sone quarterly differences, but at
the end of the quarter -- at the end of the year, 100
percent of the baseline process is acconplished at all
sites.

MR HLL: Let ne ask a question. This is going
to go into the public docunment. RPS stands for Reactor
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Protection Systemin a |ot of places. 1s that going to be
m sl eading? It |ooks like you' re anal yzi ng Reactor
Prot ecti on System data?

MR MADI SON:  That's a good coment. W probably
ought to wite it out, but even if we wite it out, |I'm not
sure that the public will understand it then, either. But
it would be better not to have a conflict.

Ckay, the sane goes for the next, proportiona
i nspection schedul e changes, justifications for the changes.

We can count that based upon the -- we can get the nunber of
changes through the system and we'll count those.

Actually, the Regions are going to report that to
us. And we'll graph that infornmation

We think that will show -- between the two of them

that will give us indications of whether the programis
bei ng i npl emented as designed or as far as pl anned.
Anot her aspect of this is that scope of the
i nspection programis inplenmented is consistent across the
Regions. This nay get to an issue that you have, too, Dave
And we'll do that by conparisons of the
frequenci es of the baseline inspection sanple sizes and
di rect inspection across Regions.
Agai n, the RPS system has data on inspection
effort by procedure. W're going to look at this
information in several different ways, looking at it by
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procedure, by Region, by plant, by site, that type of
information, to |l ook at the -- looking to see if there's
significant deviations or to explore the reasons for any of
t hese devi ati ons.

There are a couple of other issues. Under
success, there's really three areas:

The first area is no significant deviations. The
second area is that we're going to | ook at overti ne,
specifically, because that nay be an indication that the

program as witten, is -- they have sone problens, as it's
witten, if it's requiring excess anmount of overtine across
t he Regi ons.

W're also going to |l ook at the issues -- sone of

the concerns we had initially with the programis the inpact
we were having on prep and doc tinme, preparation and
docunentation tinme

We're also going to look at travel and
conmuni cati ons. Comuni cati ons doesn't show on here.

There are four areas that we nonitor that are kind
of like overhead, and those woul d be preparation
docunentation, travel, and comunication. W'IIl | ook at
those to deternine what the baseline is, and see if that is
becom ng a problemw th the program whether the overhead
costs of the programare great, too great.

MR SCHERER Wiere is it now that you're picking
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up on the fact that an inspection nodule is or is not
adequate to cover the area?

I mean, if it's done within the window, and it's
done within the hours, but the inspectors are finding either
t he i nspection nodul e gives theminsufficient nunber of
hours or too nmany hours to cover that area, where does it
get captured in what |'ve been hearing?

MR BROCKMAN:. At the Regional |evel, we're doing
some anal ysis, but to answer the question, you've got an
estimated nunber of hours per activity.

Let's take one that's got 20 occurrences. |I'm
going to go do 20 of these during the year. | estinmate five
hours per -- and the data will cone down.

If I"'mdoing it, all ny data naturally says I'm
averagi ng three hours per, and my variances isn't --

That says there was nore than enough tine
allocated for this, and | probably don't need as nuch

Li kewise, if I'"mcomng down there, wow, |'m
runni ng seven hours per on each one of these, | nean, it's
going to call out real quick when you do a conpare and
contrast.

| didn't have enough hours allocated to do the
activity. So the budgeting aspect of resources to do the
activity, | think will fall out very easily when we're
gathering this data we've tal ked about in RPS.
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MR MADI SON:  But the aspect of the question
really goes not towards the predictability of the program
but does it nmaintain safety? And so we ask that question

If you look at RI3A, we figure we can get
i ndi cation of that issue by the nunber of changes we have to
make to the scope and frequency. |If, because of feedback
and comments we get from other stakehol ders, we're naking
changes to the scope and frequency of the inspection
procedures, that may be an indication that they weren't on
target.

MR PLISCO | guess we could inplenment changes to
estimated hours and frequency.

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR, SCHERER  So when you take it up there, it
goes in a positive and negative direction

MR MADI SO\ Yes, which answers the next area,
whi ch was nmaintain safety for inspection program and that's
how we're going to be looking at it.

MR LOCHBAUM | have a question. |In both the
i nspection programand the Pl program in the issue of
mai ntain safety, it doesn't |look |ike you' re |ooking at
unusual events and alerts and ot her energencies that are
declared to see whether that -- is that reflective of a
problemor a gap in the inspection or the ROP or not?

MR MADI SON: That's a good coment. W are
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| ooking at that in SDP. W also saw that as an overal
nmeasure for the -- it's not just the inspection program
that's going to be doing that. Performance indicators are
going to be doing that, and assessnment prograns are always
goi ng to be doing that, too.

That issue was brought up to look at -- Loren, you
probably remenber this, too. W pulled that -- that
speci fic question out for kind of an overall neasure of the
program

MR PLISCO | think it's also captured in RL3A
| think the logic, if | recall, is if we have an even or
i ssue that gives us a |l esson of sone change we needed in the
i nspection program then we're counting the changes and
that's what drives it.

So this wouldn't count the events, but --

MR MADISON: It will, indirectly.

MR PLI SCO But what should happen is that
there's a change in the inspection program based on the
| essons | earned that cone out of that event.

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR PLISCO That's where it would get put.

MR MADISON: It's an indirect, but we also tal ked
about -- and | have it, | think, in the overall category --
we did have it under the SDP to | ook at events and determ ne
whet her or not there was sonething mssing in the program
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or the that the SDP wasn't covering it.

W felt that al so should be | ooked at in
performance indicators and inspection prograns.

So it got pulled into the overall neasure area.

Part of that is going to be | ooked at, too, in the
overal |l industry neasures that Bill alluded to in the ASP
program and the | ook we asked Research do to on an annua
basis at the ASP programidentifies holes in the overal
process.

MR LOCHBAUM That's a much hi gher threshold

MR MADI SON:  Actually, they ook at Eto the
m nus six events which is a fairly |Iow threshol d.

MR GARCHOW Relative to NUE, there is a 100

percent access -- nost criteria which would cause -- and
things that are counted or inspected in the oversight
process. | nean, there's shift, sidestep, run into a rock

outside ny plant, and I'min an NUE putting in -- and it has
nothing to do with this process.

So, | nean, there are several NUE type events that
aren't even related to any of the six cornerstones, but we
woul d still be calling them-- alerts and higher, | think

that they is probably a nuch closer tie between this program
as far as being able to ascertain sonme neasure of |icensee
performance relative to getting into alerts or higher

But NUEs, nmany of those are outside the |licensee's
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control, and certainly not a reflection of the |icensee
performance, the fact that it mght be in an NUE for sone
reason or another.

MR PLISCO | think the current ongoing practical
exanple is the Indian Point 2 event. | know all the regions
of ASP, |essons learned report cones forward, is there an
i mpact on the inspection program and should we be changi ng
anything in the inspection program based on that?

| know that's under review now.

MR, MADI SON:  Any ot her questions or conments?

Under the area of effective, efficient and
realistic, that's -- we |look at the first question which is
i nspection resources consistently applied wthin program
gui dance? And we've al ready neasured that under PI2,
unpr edi ct abl e.

W al so | ook at the resources available are
adequate to conduct the inspection progran? W're going to
| ook at the actual FTE used to inplenent the baseline and
conpare it to the estimted FTE

We can get that, again, out of the RPS data and
anal yze that. We will -- you know, that's going to be
broken across -- we conpare Region-to-Region, but it's also
dependent upon site size, whether it's a single unit site or
dual unit site or atriple unit site, and we'll be conparing
appl es to apples, hopefully, within the program
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MR GARCHOW Are you going to break that down by

i nspection so that you -- at least if you had an outlier, be
able to -- but in the aggregate, it mght all roll up to
| ook okay?

MR MADI SON0 Well, we' ook at that detail, and
we do | ook at by inspection detail as another nmeasure. S0,
we've got it both areas.

MR GARCHOWN (kay.

MR, CAMERON: Richard, you look a little
qui zzical. Do you have anything on it?

[ No response.]

MR CAMERON: Al right.

MR MADI SON:  Anot her issue, part of that is
tracking and trending contractor dollars. That's something
that we don't directly capture the hours a contractor spends
wi thin our own manpower accounting system

But we can | ook at that through our contract
dollars and the I nspection Program Branch has control or
oversight for that, so we'll be nonitoring that ourselves.

W' Il also | ook at changes to the inspection
schedul es and the reasons for the changes by discipline to
hel p deterni ne whether or not we're being effective or
efficient.

If we're making a | ot of changes, we nay be havi ng
problenms with the efficiency aspect of it.
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Any questions or comments on this area?

MR PLISCO Yes. | hate to go back to the table,
but this -- | know this issue conmes up a lot in our
conmuni cations with the utilities. | nean, you would think
this at least has a small Munder regulatory -- unnecessary
regul atory burden.

I know t hat when we change schedul es, especially
for the nore significant inspections, that does create a
burden for the utility. And | knowthat internally within
our Region, this is one of the nmeasures we use to judge that
i mpact .

You know, if we have a | ot of changes in the
i nspection schedules, that it is an inpact.

MR MADI SON:  Good comment, thank you. |'ve got a
small Min there now

MR REYNOLDS: On page 10 you tal k about the
graphi c display for the cal endar --

MR, MADI SON: Wi ch paragraph, D or C?

MR REYNOLDS: C, at the bottom of page 10,
program assessnment, where we tal k about cal endar quarter
Regi on 1245 category. You may want to clarify what we nean
by manual Chapter 1245 category. It's not clear to people
outside the NRC, what that is.

MR MADI SON:  Right, Manual Chapter 1245 is our
trai ni ng Manual Chapter with the inspection qualifications.
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And I'mnot really sure why that's in here.

MR REYNOLDS: Well, | think it's either by
cal endar region or by EP inspector, HP inspections.

MR, MADI SON: Ckay.

MR REYNOLDS: | think that's what it neans, but |
think we need to clarify it.

MR MADI SON: Ckay, thank you.

MR REYNOLDS: That will nake it user-friendly.

MR FLOYD: [|'ve got one in this area: Under PI2A
you col l ect the nunber of resources per each inspection
procedure. Have you given any thought to taking a | ook at
t he nunber of findings or average nunber of findings per
i nspection hour by nodule or sone netric |like that?

I mean, if you have a coupl e hundred- hour
i nspection procedure that's not finding anything versus a
30- or 40-hour procedure that's finding quite a bit, it
mght tell you that nmaybe you need to change the scope of
those two i nspections and be nore efficient and effective in
your resource allocation.

Is that -- did you give any thought to that
metric? | mean, you' ve got all the data, it |looks |ike, for
it. Onthe PI2A you're collecting the hours, and in the
ot her sections, you're collecting the findings.

It would be a matter of just --

MR MADI SON. W tal ked about that. It's
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something | want to be careful with. In sone ways, we
al nost avoi ded that intentionally because of the issue of
headhunt i ng.

Do we want to put in an expectation --

MR CAMERON:  You nmight want to explain
headhunt i ng.

MR MADI SON:  Yes. W night not want to put an
expectation on our inspectors that -- to go out and find
lots of inspection itens or there are also sonme inspection
activities where is it a bad thing if we ook at it and we
don't find anything? No.

Does it nmean that we should stop |ooking in that
area? Not necessarily.

So if | have an indicator that says that | have
zero findings for this inspection activity, would I
elimnate that or reduce in scale? Not necessarily.

MR FLOYD: | don't disagree with that. | nean
that all nakes sense to ne, but | would agree that you don't
want to pronote headhunting just to bunp the counts up, but
there is a significance determ nation process that |ooks at
it.

I mean, if you're finding nothing of significance
with a trenendous expenditure across the Agency in one
i nspection nodule, | mean, cycle after cycle, when you go
t hrough that and nothing ever cones up. | nean, |icensees
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do the sane thing.

They try to adjust their self-assessnent
schedul es, based upon what they find for results. And if
they're finding an area where they're starting to see sone
probl ens, then they increase the frequency and scope, and if
they see an area that they' ve been | ooking at, you know, ad
nauseam and not finding anything wong, then they generally
extend the frequency or reduce the scope. It's just howto
use your resources nost effectively.

And if you use the significance test for the
findings, then | think you m ght be able to overcone the
headhunti ng i ssue.

MR MADISON: |'mnot sure howto do it.

MR PLISCO | think I'l'l just follow up on that
commrent. If you do focus on the nore significant findings,
you know, |ook at -- use greater than green as your neasure,
then | think you' d get away fromthis concern about trying
to find a bunch of issues. |If you use the logic to try to
justify your existence by, you know, feeding that indicator
and just focus on a nore significant issue that has to go
t hrough the SDP process, a formal process to cone out, |
think you could get sone insights fromthat on where are we
nost effective and efficient on our resource expenditures as
far as finding issues.

MR MADI SON:  Well, yes, but there is an argunent
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with that, too, Loren. If I'mgoing out as -- doing an
i nspection activity that I've commtted to the public that
I"'mgoing to do, the fact that |I'm going out there as NRC,
whet her or not | find problens, I'mstill neeting ny goals
and obj ecti ves.

Soif I don't find problens, that rmay not be
telling nme that | don't need to go out there and | ook at it.

MR PLISCO But, again, it's an indicator.

MR MADISON: It's an indicator.

MR BLOUGH. You evaluate what it nmeans to you.
It's an evaluation and a process. | guess, you know, if |
was designing the process, you know, you have the data that
you showed you're spending a ot of time and not finding
much. The first step, since the franework told you we
t hought we should look in that area for risk reasons, the
first step is to | ook at how you' re doing the inspection,
and see if it's a good inspection mnethodol ogy, and if you
can change that, and see if it turns up nore, and then if
not, you either have to |l ook at dropping it or saying, yes,
we need it just to mmintain the assurance, you know.

If it's inmportant enough froma risk standpoint,
we're going to do it, even though we don't expect to find
anything unless there's an industry trend that develops in
that area.

But it's still -- you know, it still is a starting
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poi nt for saying why are we spendi ng these hours and not
findi ng nuch?

MR FLOYD: It cuts both ways.

MR, BROCKMAN.  We're being engi neers again and
trying to solve the problem W've got the issue, Al an?

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR, BROCKMAN: W are about to going into a nuch
| onger di scussion about it.

MR, MADI SON:  Moving right along then, an
i nspection program if the inspection programis tinely,
you'll see tinely as kind of a consistent thenme as far as
effective and efficient and realistic, and if we feel tinely
is a nmeasurenent, we can -- or our goal that we want to
achieve, so we'll | ook at the nunmber of inspection reports
i ssued within the programgoals, and we'll also | ook at the
nunber of Tls conpleted by the Tl conpletion date.

So if we neet our programgoals and the dates that
we' ve established, then by definition, we're tinely.

MR NOLAN.  Are you going to | ook at that as one
gi ant subset for all inspection reports, or are you going to
separate the inspection reports that identified greater than
green findings fromthe other population and | ook at them
separatel y?

MR MADISON: W're going to keep it as one,
unl ess there's problens identified, and then we'll do the
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anal ysis to | ook at where the specific problens |ay.

MR NOLAN.  The only thing | would offer is that
based on the nunbers and percentages, if you | ook at them as
one, the greater than green findings will get averaged out
and you won't see if there's a change in performance for the
nost significant issues.

MR MADISON:  We'll see that in another area. W
do a neasure in the SDP area where we | ook at greater than
green findings.

MR NOLAN G eat.

MR, MADI SON:  Whet her they're neeting the
timeliness goals. So we'll see that in another area.

This is dealing with the inspection reports being
i ssued.

MR NOLAN.  Ckay.

MR, MADI SON:  The inspection program if the
i nspection programis stable, then we're |ikely having an
effect in the program Stability pronotes effective and
efficient operation. So we'll |ook at the nunber of
signi ficant changes and the I nspection Program Branch w ||
|l ook -- for any reasons -- so this will be the overal
nmeasure, and then we'll pick sone subsets out of this for
ot her things.

In the area of enhancing public confidence, again,
there's an overall statenment in that in there. It is,
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again, a concept by the groups that public confidence is
real ly enhanced by the overall process if it all works.

But what we are really looking at in this area
our primary indicators are going to be dealing with public
conmuni cation being tinely and accurate. And so we'll | ook
at whether or not we neet our programgoals for getting the
tinmely posting of the information on the Wb in ADAMS, and

we'll also ook at by doing an audit, to | ook at the nunber
of inaccuracies that go out on the Wb.

For exanple, if a performance indicator is -- the
data is inaccurate for whatever reason on the Wb, that wll
be ahead. |If an inspection finding is characterized as
green in the inspection report, but for some reason it shows
up on the Web as a white or whatever, we'll count that as an
i naccuracy.

MR BROCKMAN: darity and understandability, even
t hough not here, would be captured through the survey?

MR MADI SON:  Yes. Any questions in that area?

MR BLOUGH. | have coment, just sonething Dave
said earlier about the website.

Fromthe website, the information you can get is
all the Pls, plus you can get the nost significant
i nspection report.

But if -- inspection finding in each cornerstone
-- if that's white, you can't tell fromthe website, | don't
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t hi nk, whether there's one white finding or multiple white
findi ngs; can you?

MR MADI SON: That's true. But you can go to the
Pl M and get the information.

MR BLOUGH So, a nenber of the public couldn't
go fromthe website into the action matrix and figure out
where they should be. | don't know if they should be able
to do that.

MR FLOYD: If you click on the white box, it goes
to each inspection report that has a white finding.

MR MADISON: Well, it goes tothe PIM It goes
into the plant issues matrix, and then you can go to the
i nspection report.

And the plant issues nmatrix woul d have each
i ndividual finding onit, so you could recreate -- you're
going to have to go to sone -- you're right, just fromthat
first page, you can't recreate for the action matrix, but by
going into the PIM you can then get the data necessary to
do it.

MR BLOUGH | didn't want to bog us down here,
but it's just sonmething that occurred to ne that | hadn't
nmenti oned before.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. | see where you're going,

t hough.
In the area of reduces unnecessary regul atory
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burden, this was felt to be the overall question we'd ask,
part of the overall question we'd ask on unnecessary burden
the i npact of the program and whether or not the inspection
program had any inpact in that area

MR KRICH Is this done at the overall area?
Anot her suggestion, in this area, at least. You're |ooking
at nmeasuring what's the inpact, what's the burden on the
licensee. |Is there a way to | ook at conflicts, disputes
bet ween the inspector and the |icensee, and how many of
t hose cone up and how they're resol ved, how many are
resolved in the licensee's favor, the inspector's favor?

MR MADI SON0 W' ve | ooked at that. That becane a
part of the neasure.

MR KRICH  You know what |1'mtalking about.

MR MADI SON:  Wiat we did end up with for an
overall measure, at least in the SDP, was, we felt we could
count, could easily neasure the nunber of appeals, because
that's a formal thing that we've got to get a handl e on

MR KRICH  That make sense.

MR, MADI SON:  The actual every day conflicts, we
just felt that was too hard to try to get a handl e on

Any ot her questions?

[ No response.]

MR MADISON: We're finished with the inspection
program Do you want to take a break?
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MR PLISCO It looks like this is a natural point
thi nk our original schedule has -- can we nake it
back by 1:007?

[ Wher eupon, at 12:15 p.m,
to reconvene at 1:00 p.m,

t he neeti ng was
this same day. ]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON

[1:03 p.m]
MR PLISCO Before we turn the neeting back over
to Alan, | want to get a coupl e business things taken care
of so we don't hold those till the end of the day.
I know peopl e have sone flights to catch as soon
as we get near the end of the day. | want to nake sure we

get these done.

First is the neeting dates. W were going to
confirmthose, see if anyone el se had problens with the
Decenber dates, the 11th and 12th, and January 22nd and
23rd.

Any ot her probl ens?

MR GARCHOW That's good for ne.

MR NOLAN. Is it going to be here?

MR PLISCO Well, that was ny next point of
di scussi on.

First, I want to talk a little bit about the
agenda i n Decenber and then we can tal k about | ocation
because | know, especially for the January neeting, if we
are going to get into the results of the netrics | think it
probably woul d be beneficial to have it here. It would be
easier for the Staff to support that and bring whoever they
need over to help go through the specific information

But as we tal ked yesterday, the issues in Decenber
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| don't think it's as critical, | guess, because we are not
going to need nuch Staff support for that Decenber neeting,
so | think that one is a little nore open.

Location -- | amnot sure one |location is nore
beneficial than another. W can talk about that.

W'l tal k about the agenda first and then tal k
about | ocation, because dependi ng on what external input we
want to get that may hel p us pick a nore benefici al
| ocati on.

MR FLOYD: | think we are suggesting we are going
to be getting sone feedback fromthe regional md-course
nmeeti ngs both fromthe regi on perspective and the |icensee
perspectives in the region.

MR PLISCO In the Decenber neeting?

MR, FLOYD: In the Decenber neeting.

MR PLISCO So for that external input we are
really looking for what the results of those neetings were.
I think all except the one have been conducted --

MR SCHERER Is it obvious to everybody that
t hose should be two day neetings? Can we cover it in one?

MR PLISCO | was going to talk about it. |
t hi nk based on our experience so far we want to plan on two
full days, on the 11th and 12th. W'l start first thing,
ei ght o' cl ock.

MR SCHERER. No, | was worried about Parkinson's
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Law.

MR PLISCO h.

MR GARCHOW |If you start at 8:00, | will rmake a
conmitnent to come in the night before. | thought this
started at 9:00. Sorry. Apologize for being |late today. |If
you start at 8:00 I will just conme in the night before.

MR PLISCO W wll plan on starting at 8:00.

MR, CAMERON: Besides the results of the regiona
neetings, | got the inpression that over time you wanted to
have various types of input from external sources and
st akehol ders.

Is there anything el se that you want to try to
schedul e for your Decenber neeting? Any specific
st akehol der groups or -- | take it for these results of
regi onal neetings that soneone fromBill Dean's staff would
be presenting what those results are?

MR PLISCO Let's talk about that.

If we have panel nenbers who are going to attend
think we can get the feedback directly fromthem on what
they heard. |[If not, we nay need sone help. That's why I
want to check to see what people's plans are.

Qoviously the one in Region Il 1'Il be there
MR FLOYD: [I'Il be up at Region Il and Region IV
and Tomfromthe industry was at the Region IIl one so we

can cover the industry input unless we thought it would be
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useful to have sone direct utility input.

MR SCHERER: Wuldn't it be of value to do both,
to ask the Staff what they thought they heard and conpare
that to what we thought we were hearing?

MR FLOYD: Right. | think it would be
interesting to see maybe what the differences were across
the regions as to what they thought were the inportant
i ssues that needed to be addressed too. You m ght have
different insights based by region. | don't know.

MR GARCHOW The other thing | think we need to
consider, | nean | have plans for a state that has a | ot of
i nterest by sone of the state votes and it m ght be
beneficial -- | know there are several states that have been
active in providing comments and vi ewpoi nts on the process,
and it mght be valuable in this Decenber neeting at |east
invite themto have an opportunity to take 15 or 20 mi nutes
or a half hour and present sonme of the states' perspectives
if they have an interest.

I know the State of New Jersey has been very
active in the process.

MR CAMERON: Wiile we are on that, New Jersey,
know that the Illinois agreenent state program for exanple,
is pretty active.

MR PLISCO (One of the other things |I was going
to suggest -- of course, neither one of themare here -- and



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

363
this comes out of a discussion we had earlier about
subcommittees is have our two state representatives
essentially set up a panel and solicit who woul d be
interested in presenting information to us, and have them
coordi nate that, because | think they are in a better
position probably to find out who has input who wants to
provide information to us fromtheir viewpoint and rather
than us trying to figure out who all the --

MR, CAMERON: The suggestion being that the pane
nmenbers, individual panel nenbers, coordinate their state
participation, including I guess Bob, to see if anybody from
California -- if he wants to bring anybody, specific staff
into make a presentation

MR, REYNOLDS: Richard Pinney fromthe State of

New Jersey is here. | don't know if you were aware of that.
He's going to coordinate all the states --
MR PLISCO | amnot talking their specific
state. | amtalking about just state interests across the
board -- and find out what are their interests and who woul d

be interested in providing viewoints to us.

MR SCHERER Don't forget the public too. You
may have people who want to nake them and include states,
NRC, industry.

MR FLOYD: W tal ked yesterday about naybe sone
ti me between now and the next neeting everybody that is on
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this panel will kind of organize what they think fromtheir
perspective the major issues are.

| do not know how we woul d want to organi ze that,
maybe by the four areas of Pl inspection, SDP, assessment,
enforcenent. One way you could do it, by cornerstone or
what ever, but if we still want to do that naybe we want to
pick a time for when we maybe get that to John and then
maybe John coul d or sonebody could summari ze that, put that
all together, get that input together and weed out the
commonal ities and cone up with one chart of what those all
were and maybe give us a short presentation on what the
coll ective wisdomof this group was before we starting
getting additional feedback.

MR CAMERON: So that woul d be anot her agenda item
for the next nmeeting -- identification of major issues? It
woul d be sort of collated fromindividual and panel
per spectives on nmjor issues.

MR, REYNOLDS: That goes to Objective 2, what
Steve is tal king about.

MR FLOYD: It might take nore than two days to
sunmari ze our collective w sdom

MR GARCHOW That's why | thought if we did it
offline and got it in to them then sonebody could roll that
up and pull out what the nuggets were.

MR FLOYD: Wite a sumary.
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MR REYNOLDS: You would have to state it
succi nctly.

MR FLOYD: Because | think there will be a | ot of
repetition.

MR CAMERON: |s everybody cl ear on that homework
assi gnnent basically, that you are going to send John your
list of what you consider nmgjor issues that need to be
addressed and as Steve refined that, these najor issues go
to bjective 2, or is it broad?

I want to nmake sure that everybody agrees with
t hat .

MR PLISCO | think it would be helpful in the
long-run to tie your issue to at |east one of these goals,
to help us collate the i ssues and where they do either
support or don't support one of those goals we are going to
be trying to neasure the program agai nst.

I mean it could be a positive comment or it could
be a negative comment. We'Il try to collate with one of
those eight goals and that is howwe will try to sort the
i ssues.

MR CAMERON: So it is broader than just Cbjective
2, but you would |like people to not only cone in with their
i ssue but say what issue or what objective or objectives
that particular issue goes to. Does that nake sense to
ever ybody?
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MR REYNOLDS: D d you say by Cbjective 1, 2, 3 or
do you nean by the goal s?

MR PLI SCO The Sub-8.

MR, MADI SON:  Maybe we could tal k the sane
| anguage too, because we are calling those criteria. You're
tal ki ng about objective, risk informed -- we're collating
those as criteria and if you did collate into the four nmajor
areas, we have broken it into, there would be sone synergi sm
t here.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. W go back --

MR MADI SON: Pl inspections, SDP, assessnent and
enf or cenent .

MR FLOYD: W could organize it by those four and
t hen say which ones of those criteria --

MR MADI SON: Wi ch of those criteria were working
right.

MR CAMERON. Let ne nmeke sure that that's --
revi ew the biddi ng here.

MR MADI SON: | amjust suggesting that there --

MR CAMERON. That woul d be consistent with the
way you organized it.

MR PLISCO Say that again.

MR CAMERON:  Yes.

MR FLOYD: Break it down into the -- collate your
probl em areas or your significant areas by whether it is a
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Pl -related i ssue, an SDP, an inspection, or enforcenent
i ssue, and then next to each issue that you identify in
those four categories identify the criteria which is nost
i mpacted by that.

MR CAMERON: The criteria under C(bjective 1

MR FLOYD: Right.

MR, CAMERON: So there's four categories. Put
your najor issues in these four categories is the
suggestions -- PlI, SDP, inspection, enforcenent.

Each of those issues that you identify --

MR PLI SCO Assessnent and enforcenent.

MR CAMERON: Al right, assessnent and
enforcenent. But when you categorize, after you are done
categori zing your issues, relate that to what has been
terned criteria under Panel (hjective 1

Anybody have any problens with that? Randy?

MR BLOUGH Yes. Well, if we are going to nmatrix
it, I would rather nmatrix where we divide theminto the
commrent s about these -- the goal because starting off

bi dding theminto the four categories, you know, is like --
that is not as diverse as if we went at it at alittle bit
di fferent way.

I mean we are supposed to be a bit diverse and
think sone of ny issues are just kind of broad, over the
whol e program and not necessarily even categorizabl e.
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| can still do it that way. | just wonder --

MR MADI SON: W have got a fifth category of
overal |l s.

MR, CAMERON: Does that satisfy your concern
Randy, is if there is a fifth category called "overall" or
are you saying that there is a different way to organi ze
this that may be nore reveal i ng about what the issues are?

MR BLOUGH Yes, | would rather just organize it
by those eight and then if they apply to one of the four
mention it that way and if they don't apply to one of those
four, then not, but | could go either way. 1'd reverse it.

MR CAMERON: You'd reverse the starting point and
then note whether it goes to one of these four

Anybody have any strong feelings about which way
or opi nions on which way that is done?

MR PLISCO Yes, | think the only advantage is
maki ng sure we kept both lists to help align ourselves with
the Staff's self-assessment and to hel p John do the
collation when he gets to 15 inputs, just to make it easier
for himto try to bin simlar issues, to help us out in our
first neeting when we get started.

MR BLOUGH | could go with it that way if we
just add an overall.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MR PLISCO And | want to leave it open too. |If
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you have an issue and it doesn't seemto fit any of those,
send that too

MR CAMERON:. Let's hear from Ken and then Rod.
Ken, you're done?

MR BROCKMAN. He just hit ny topic, yes. |If you
can binit, binit. If you can't, submt it anyway. Don't
[ et that inhibit conmunications.

MR CAMERON: Rod?

MR KRICH That may go to -- | was going to nmake
a conment later but | guess it's now This is just a
t hought, so do we need to stay within the criteria that's
been established by the self-assessnment or should we | ook at
all the other neasurenents?

The charter says that we have to determ ne the
ef fecti veness of the ROP agai nst the perfornmance neasures.

It seenms to ne that we shouldn't be restricted to
what the NRC is using for their own self-assessnent and to
consider if there's other performance neasures that we
shoul d | ook at.

That was ny only point.

MR CAMERON: And that would go to -- let's see if
| understand this -- froman organi zati onal point of view,
the major issues that you identify don't necessarily have to
be confined to just what the NRC has identified?

MR KRICH Right. That | guess gets to the
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questi on.

MR, CAMERON: Does anybody have -- | think that is
what | heard all of you saying when we had this di scussion
bef ore, but does anybody have any problemw th Rod's
suggestion? | think it is a recommendation, isn't it, Rod,
that it should be broader?

MR REYNOLDS: Well, we al nost have to do that,
don't we?

MR KRICH  Yes.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MR KRICH | amjust throwing out the idea of not
bei ng confined by the categories that the NRC has set up for
their own self-assessnent, looking at it in a different way
or a broader --

MR PLISCO Right, and | think we have to do
bot h.

MR KRICH Right.

MR, PLI SCO  Because part of our charter is to
make sone judgrment of what the Staff cane up with, whether
it has everything you need, and then if there is any other
i dea or recommendations that are outside of that, we need to
provi de those.

MR KRICH Qherwise | don't think we would be
doi ng what we are supposed to do. It's not that | don't
trust the other way.
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MR, CAMERON: (kay, so there's organize your
comments into those five categories. The fifth one is
"Overall" -- and then for each issue in those categories tie
it back to the eight criteria under Objective 1

When do you want to have that honmework assi gnnent
into --

MR KRICH Chip, could you go through the dea
one nore time?

MR CAMERON.  Yes, sure. You would take the
probl enms, the issues that you think have to be addressed,
shoul d be addressed by the panel in terns of this revised
reactor oversight process in your charter, take those issues
and bin theminto the four categories that Al an was tal ki ng
about, which are the PI, SDP, inspection. The fourth is
assessnent and enforcenent, and then there is an COverall
cat egory.

For each of those issues or problens that you
identify, and | think you are going to be doing sort of a
brai nstorm ng on your own here, so | wouldn't -- you m ght
want to be liberal in your identification of issues or
problens but then try to tie those to what, which one of
these eight criteria -- safety, effectiveness, that
particul ar i ssue goes to, and they may go to nore than one.

Alot of themnmay go to safety but if you define
public confidence as neeting the safety -- | mean you wil |
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just have to work through how you are going to do that, but
is that honework assignnent clear?

MR MONNINGER: No. As far as timng, | guess it
woul d depend whet her you just wanted to di scuss that at the
next neeting or if you wanted to use those topics to set
agenda itens and to identify speakers and groups to cone to
t he next neeting.

MR CAMERON. | think that --

MR MONNI NGER: The reason | amgetting to that is
that the Federal Register notice and 15 days and then, you
know, that type of stuff, we cut into it.

But if you just wanted to have a list for the next
nmeeting, you have nore tine, but if you wanted to have that
i nfl uence your agenda --

MR CAMERON. | think that fromwhat | heard that
the only thing that you woul d have as an agenda item the
panel perspectives, okay? -- and you woul dn't be using that

to identify external interests that you m ght want to get in
for the neeting --

MR FLOYD: Maybe the January neeting

MR, CAMERON: But not for the Decenber neeting.
Ckay?

MR MONNI NGER:  Yes.

MR CAMERON: So you have four agenda itens here,
external input -- and | really want to nmake sure that we
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have cl osed on that one too, and know what we are doing
there, but work plan, potential identification of
subcomittees and that nmay cone out of al so the panel
perspectives on the issues. | think that is what Steve was
suggest i ng.

MR PLISCO To nme it looks |ike the panel
perspective issue is sonething we want to put early in the
agenda, | guess we could use that in our work planning and
deci di ng what other external input we want in foll ow on
neetings, so we will put that early in the agenda.

MR CAMERON. External --

MR GARCHOWN Did we close out on a due date for
t he homewor k?

MR CAMERON: No, we didn't. That's a good point.

When do you want to have that? The neeting is the
11th and 12th and now it's the 1st and 2nd -- |ike before
Thanksgi vi ng, the week of Thanksgiving --

MR MONNINGER: As long as it just consolidating
it, the first is fine.

MR CAMERON. So Decenber 1st?

MR MONNINGER | think I'lIl send the consolidated
list back out prior to the neeting.

MR CAMERON: Ckay. John, you get them vyou
collate them and you send them back out. Al right.

Decenber 1st.
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How about the panel in terns of external input?
The panel nenbers who are at various neetings are going to
report back on these regional neetings.

W then said let's have sone state people here and
I wasn't clear about how you were going identify --

MR, SCHERER  Before you |l eave that point --

MR CAMERON. Pardon ne, Ed?

MR, SCHERER  Before you |l eave that point, | was
hopi ng that we would have the Staff report of what they
think they heard at those neetings and then conpare that to
t hose nenbers of the panel that were there.

MR CAMERON: So you woul d have the NRC Staff --

MR SCHERER It is inportant to ne to understand
what the Staff thinks they got in the way of feedback and
conpare that.

MR, CAMERON: See what other people --

MR FLOYD: As well as industry, because | would
like to get a sense for what the industry thought they heard
as wel | .

MR SCHERER  Yes. | am saying, not just NRC
Staff.

MR CAMERON: Wbuld you bring in, would you ask
some people fromindustry besides yourself --

MR FLOYD: Right.

MR CAMERON: -- and the other panel nenbers?
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Ckay. So there's three inputs here on this results of the
regi onal rneeting.

There's NRC Staff. There's the individual pane
menbers. There's industry observers at those regiona
neetings --

MR SCHERER Well, isn't it in general the other
st akehol ders? That includes industry. That includes the
states and it includes the public, anybody who was at that
sessi on.

MR GARCHOW Are these neetings transcribed as
public neetings?

MR DEAN. No.

MR GARCHOW | find this sort of interesting, you
know. Sonebody is going to say sonething, and then we are
goi ng to have six people cone in here and try to nmake sure
we heard what they said right. If it was that inportant
that we heard it right, why don't we just ask the people to
conme here, tell us what they think?

I find this sort of an interesting di scussion
about trying to translate what we heard and if it were
transcri bed we could just read it.

MR MADI SON:  One of the things that cane out of
the Region Il ANS neeting were each of the working groups
had closing statenents. W captured the notes fromthose
cl osing statenents.
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Is that -- would that suffice for at |east
giving bulletized output.

MR GARCHOW Unless we really think there's sone
transl ational things going on that we suspect, which | don't
think we suspect. | nean we are professionals. Sonebody
transcribed nmy notes. | don't need that six people to tel
me their version of what they heard. x

MR CAMERON: Let's let Bill Dean give us his --

MR DEAN. | just want to nake sure there is a
conmon under st andi ng of what these neetings are.

These neetings are really just an opportunity for
us to collect in a certain venue and al so provide the public
an opportunity to observe basically where do we think we are
with respect to the oversight process right now.

VWhat are the things that it |ooks |ike have been
working pretty well in all those key areas and where do we
see sone potential challenges in the future?

The intent is not to conme up with recommendati ons
on how you are going to fix these things. It is really just
an opportunity to lay out in kind of a public forum kind of
where things stand, so it's not like there's going to be a
whole I ot of attenpt to try to conme to resolution on the
i ssues.

You know, | think A's suggestion about
assimlating what were the issues, you know, | nean that's
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pretty nuch all that we would expect to get out of this.

MR MADI SON. | would think out of each session at
the public neeting there would be sone cl ose-out nade --
these are the issues we have identified during this session
before we nove on to the next.

That out put woul d be what you would be interested
i n hearing.

MR DEAN. Right.

MR GARCHOW That's all | really need.

MR CAMERON: And keep in nmind too this point that
Davi d rai ses about reporting on the report.

When you nentioned that you wanted to have state
people in, | inferred fromthat that these state people
woul d not be coming in to report on the regional neetings.

MR DEAN. Right.

MR CAMERON: They would be coming into tell you
what their problens were directly, just as you nay have a
panel of citizen group representatives or industry come in
at some point and tell you what they think about this
process.

MR GARCHOW That's what we did in the PPEP

MR CAMERON: (kay, so is that a correct
distinction to nake here? Ckay, in terns of the results of
t he Regi onal neeting, you'll have sonmeone here fromBill's
staff that will talk a little bit about what happened, and
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you' Il have the panel nenbers who were there, who can chine
in on that.

And then you -- is that enough for a Regi ona
neeti ng?

MR, PLISCO That's enough, at least for this
Decenber neeti ng.

MR DEAN. W would not have had the Region |
nmeeting at the time. The Region | neeting is the 13th of
Decenber .

MR, GARCHOW The NRC probably knows better than
we do as a panel, which states have been nore active than
other states, and | guess | would just leave it up to
somebody in the NRC that is used to dealing with the states
to figure out who would be -- to whomit would be correct to
send out a formal invitation, and at |east give them an
opportunity to cone express their views, if they so desired.

I woul dn't presuppose that that would be the
m ni nrum of the states.

MR PLISCO | can talk to the staff, and al so |
can talk to state panel nenbers in our State Prograns
Ofice, and | can put together a proposed list that we can
send out with a proposed agenda. |If there are any ot her
i deas or thoughts, then --

MR CAMERON: Okay. You'll need to do that; in
other words, David's suggestion is leave it to the NRC s
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di scretion in conversations with the Ofice of State and
Tri bal Prograns, other people in NRC, to invite those
peopl e.

You have to do that with enough lead tinme to nake
sure you get themhere. But one slot on your agenda, okay,
| guess this has two conponents.

This is the Regional neetings, and then you're
goi ng to have an agenda slot that's going to be state views.
And to the extent that the states that are here, the
i ndi vidual representatives who are at the Regi onal neeting,
then they can al so do that.

But any other external input at this particular

neeti ng?

MR TRAPP: There is sone talk of letters that we
have already received fromthe state people. | nean, would
that be one way to get the state views? | nean, they have

already given it to us in witing.

Is worth themconing to tell us what they've
witten to us? W could |look at what they're witten to us.

MR H LL: They could decide that.

MR GARCHOW | think there's value in the public
confidence in at |east giving themthe opportunity. |f they
choose not to go or think that they've got their input in at
the Regi onal neeting, then so be it, at |east we gave them
t he opportunity.
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MR CAMERON: And there may be questions. You can
questi on them about how sonething that is unclear, whatever
-- okay, so is that -- we're going to have themthere

Davi d?

MR LOCHBAUM The NRC -- | thought it mght be
useful to have soneone fromthe NRC staff to participate in
many of those like -- or sonebody, about sone of the common
t henes that cane up, not necessarily ever single one, but
sone of the common issues that we raised?

MR, CAMERON: Common thenes fromindividual plant
nmeeti ngs.

MR LOCHBAUM | have a videotape that | can watch
sonetime this weekend, but --

MR CAMERON. | still have some of the videos from
t he BRC neeti ng.

MR LOCHBAUM If you play those backwards, it's a
| ot better.

MR CAMERON: Bill?

MR, DEAN. Just with respect to David' s comment,

one of the things that -- those neetings that we had in the
| ocal es of the nuclear plants, were actually conducted by
t he Regi ons.

W hel ped devel op a presentation format and
provided themwith nmaterials, but those were really
conduct ed by the Regions.
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And one of the things that we'd ask each of the
Regi ons to provide us was their |essons |earned and feedback
fromthat. Thus far, | think we've gotten sone input from
one or two of the Regions.

My sense is that that m ght be sonething that
woul d be perhaps better for the Regional reps on the pane
to maybe bring back, as opposed to oursel ves.

MR MADISON: | think it's a good thing to do, no
question. W only got to go to a couple of those neetings,
so it would be a better way of getting nore information

MR, CAMERON: Can we then give each of the
Regi onal reps on the panel, the honmework assignnent to cone
in and give us the common thenmes fromtheir Region, or if
you want to work on it, coordinate it in advance, you can
try to identify comon thenes, but at |east the Regi ona
people will be prepared to tal k about common themes fromthe
i ndi vidual plant neetings in their Region

MR REYNOLDS: | was thinking that we didn't get a
whol e I ot back fromthe public. W haven't tal ked about it
and it was maybe sonmewhat unful filling to everybody, but --

MR CAMERON: So be it, | guess.

MR LOCHBAUM That's why didn't vol unteer --

MR REYNOLDS: If | renmenber right, at Quad
Cties, between the NRC and the licensee, | can't renmenber
if there were many people there fromthe public at all
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MR MADI SON:  Four .

MR, REYNOLDS: That was -- they didn't ask any
guesti ons.

MR CAMERON. Let's make sure that we understand
Ri chard's comment here. Say it again, Richard.

MR H LL: Wen they took these Regional visits,
they went and tal ked to people at the plant as well as the
public, didn't they?

MR PLI SCO  These were open public neetings.

MR HLL: You didn't have a neeting at the plant.

MR BROCKMAN: Different form yes, that's been
done on nunerous occasions, talking to them Information is
available if this is done on a different date.

MR, CAMERON: That type of information nmay factor
back into --

MR HILL: | just msunderstood what neeting you
were tal ki ng about then.

MR CAMERON:. It cones in later

MR PLISCO These are the evening public neetings
we had just to provide sonme information on the oversight
process.

MR CAMERON: (kay, so you have external input and
there's three inputs there. You have the panel perspectives
on maj or issues, organized the way we tal ked about it.

You want to tal k about a work plan, so | guess
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that after you hear these major issues, you can do work plan
and outline a final report, or whatever way you do it.

But it seens |ike you have one, two, three, four,
agenda itens for your next neeting.

Does anybody el se want to say anythi ng?

MR BLOUGH My conment about the one-day neeting

MR, CAMERON:  Anything el se on agenda? Randy?

MR BLOUGH Well, just one point. |'mconfused
on exactly how the states would be -- so I'll just throwin
Pennsyl vani a now because | -- they and New Jersey have both

been involved with NRC activities for at |east 20 years,
very heavily.

MR, CAMERON: Even thought it was suggested that
we leave it to the discretion of the NRC staff to identify

them and also the NRC staff will invite them besides -- and
I think I -- are there any suggestions fromthe panel ? Now,
we have New Jersey, Illinois, California and Pennsyl vani a.

Are there any of these that we shouldn't have?
think I mght have -- | put California down, but you would
agree with Illinois, though, right?

MR KRICH  Yes.

MR CAMERON: Dave?

MR LOCHBAUM | don't know of anybody specific to
nmention, but since Congress oversees the NRC, and as a
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result, the oversight process, | would assunme, is used by
Congress to evaluate whether they're doing it or not, nmaybe
havi ng sonmebody from Congressional staff. | know they have
a Congressional -- a Senate caucus on nucl ear issues -- come
in and say, you know, does it give them enough infornmation
to nake what ever deci sions they nake?

MR, CAMERON:. (kay, so that would be, beside the
states, do a Congressional -- have a Congressiona
representative at this neeting.

Di scussion on that?

MR, BROCKMAN:  The only thing, which is sort of
anecdotal, | think if we do that, whatever neeting we nay
choose to do that, by definition, we've identified that to
be a Washington, D.C. neeting. W tal ked about | ocations
ot herwi se, just some things to tal k about.

MR, CAMERON: David, did you nean to suggest --
were you tal ki ng about the Decenber neeting for this one?

MR, LOCHBAUM Not necessarily the Decenber
neeti ng.

MR, GARCHOW  You were saying we were | ooking for
external viewpoints, and you identified one that we hadn't
di scussed. W may want to get --

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MR PLISCO W could do it in the January
neeting. It needs to be up here. W'IlIl need to go over
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this, the results of the data.

MR HLL: The office --

MR PLISCO | wanted to get to the agenda, first,
and that was sonething that drove us to a certain |ocation.
That's what a | wanted to see.

MR CAMERON: Is this -- the Congressional input,
is that -- do you want to do that in Decenber, or are you
t hi nki ng about January or some other time, just so we're
cl ear.

MR PLISCO Isn't there going to be an
I nauguration right around our neeting in January?

MR BROCKMAN: Decenber the 18th. Wat are the
odds that the Congress in session on Decenber the 18th?

MR CAMERON:  Now, | think, probably pretty good.

MR BROCKMAN:  We'll want to make sure that there
is at |east sonmebody that we can get.

MR SCHERER. | don't know what the results of the
election will be, but Congress may be changi ng who they
woul d want to send, and January nmay be a nore appropriate
time as the Conmittees sort out.

MR PLISCO W nmay have to look internally at the
protocol for themto cone over to this neeting, too.

MR CAMERON: Ckay, I"'mgoing to put -- |'mjust
goi ng to bracket this.

MR PLISCO Hold that till January.
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MR CAMERON. For a later neeting, all right.

MR MONNI NGER:  You nmay al so want to consi der
soneone from GAO

MR, CAMERON: Maybe one of the other things that
may be anot her honmewor k assignnent is for people to cone
back prepared to talk about not only the categories of
external input that they would like to do for future
neeti ngs beyond Decenber, but perhaps individuals that woul d
fall into those categories who mght be good to bring in.

So you' ve got the neeting date, two neetings in
advance. You've got your agenda for Decenber.

MR PLISCO W just need to think of a I|ocation.

MR CAMERON: Ch, location, all right.

MR PLISCO | nean, |ooking at the agenda, |
don't see anything on there that really drives us to any
specific location. Does anyone else?

MR, GARCHOW Does it have to be a geographic
blend of the group. | have -- all the way from California.

It looks Iike we have a |ot of NRC folks fromall
over the United States.

MR BLOUGH | don't care; I'lIl go anypl ace.

MR GARCHOW | woul d support King of Prussia.

[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR PLISCO | was going to suggest Atlanta
because in ternms of travel and access, it's easy. W could
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provi de the resources there, too, in the Regional Ofice.

MR GARCHOW | don't have a problemwth it.

MR PLISCO W can do that or we can | ook at sone
ot her arrangenents, too. O course, we're always |ooking at
cost, and I can do it for free in our neeting roons. W've
got plenty of room

MR, CAMERON: Does anybody have any problens wth
At | ant a?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON: (kay, Decenber 11 and 12 in Atlanta.

MR PLISCO In January, we're tal king back here.
In January, just thinking ahead, we tal ked about staff
input, and that's the tentative plan nowis to have it here.

And 1'Il do one thing when | get back, just to
confirmthat -- | nmean, Atlanta is a big conference town,
and just to nake sure that's not a bad week as far as
getting hotel roons; I'Il confirmthat.

[ Di scussion off the record.]

MR PLISCO One last business item Did we
finish our neeting an agenda?

MR CAMERON. | think we did.

MR PLISCO One last thing | wanted to do before
we got to Al, is, any comments on the bylaws? John nade the
changes. Actually, we watched hi m nake t he changes
yesterday. He finished that up.
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MR SCHERER. Before we |eave, the homework
assignnents, can we expect that within a week or two, that
you' Il docunment these honmework assignnents to us?

The reason is, | would like to be able to get it
to some of the others in Region IV, and it would rmake it
easier if | were using the sanme | anguage everybody el se was
internms of what inputs we're | ooking for now

MR NOLAN:  You know, in all fairness to John, we
set the date of 12/1, and then afterwards we asked for him
to send it to us in advance. You're going to issue those
and get it out before the neeting.

MR MONNI NGER: Wth respect to input up front, it
woul d be easiest, |I think, if it just fell into the neeting
cycle, you know, the -- | would think that within the -- we
have to get the transcript back, of course, too, but | would
think that within two weeks we should easily be able to
i ssue the neeting sunmary.

MR GARCHOW This neeting summary, which woul d
have the summary for the homewor k assi gnment.

MR SCHERER: That shortens the tinme avail abl e.
Again, | would personally like to try to get it out --

Regi on IV has sonme pretty active utilities that want to
contribute some thoughts on it, and I would like to try to
get their input.

MR MONNI NGER W can shoot for next week, |
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guess. Personally, it's easy if the neeting summary -- we
have a |l ot of attachnents in there, too, and working it
t hrough our el ectronic systens and all.

MR, CAMERON: Ed, what do you want?

MR SCHERER |I'monly | ooking for the honework
assi gnnent s.

MR CAMERON.  You'd like a statement of what the
honewor k assignnent is, so that you could just fire that
out ?

MR, SCHERER  Exactly.

MR, GARCHOW Could you send us an e-rmmil just
with that onit?

MR SCHERER Even if you just gave us that part.

MR, MONNI NGER:  That woul d seem appropriate, and
we'll just place the e-nmail down in the PDR

MR SCHERER  Sure.

MR GARCHOW |f you could do that --

MR SCHERER | think it would be great to put it
inthe public -- to put it on the website, but if you gave
it to me electronically, or the nmenbers of the panel,
electronically, that would allow those of us that want to go
out side and get additional input, to do it on comobn basis.

MR CAMERON: Ckay, I'mgoing to put this up as an
action itemfor John, is to send out the honework
assi gnnent .
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MR MONNI NGER:  Send it out next Tuesday.

MR, CAMERON: And then everybody will know, but
won't put an action itemup here that you all have to
conpl ete your homewor k assi gnments, but everybody will
understand t hat.

Anyt hing el se before we go to byl aws?

[ No response.]

MR CAMERON: Did everybody have a chance to | ook
at this to see if it matches up with what we di scussed
yest erday?

You'll note the first change is to nake sure that
Loren is stuck being the Chairman, so that he doesn't try to
get out of this.

MR PLISCO Do | need to wal k through the
speci fi c changes agai n?

MR FLOYD: No

MR PLISCO Wre there any other issues on

byl aws?

MR MONNINGER: | did take the liberty of taking
in tw additional comments, and that was under the -- on
page 3, roles of the I EP officials, in particular the DFO

The last two sentences -- is it expected that all
agenda itens reconmended by panel nenbers within the scope
of the IV's charters and activities will be included in the
neeti ng agendas.
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It is expected that the chairnman and not the DFO
will chair all neetings.

MR, SCHERER  Yesterday we had a di scussi on about
the due date for a report that's not in the bylaws. That
will be in the mnutes?

MR PLISCO | think part of that is going to be
our -- ny reconmendation is we put together a work plan at
our next neeting where we establish those mlestones and how
we are going to neet the end objective and really put it in
t hat docunent once we lay that out.

MR CAMERON: | take it there was no problenms with
the additions that John added, because they seened to neet
the intent of the discussions.

Ckay, so this is your first consensus --

MR PLISCO Qur first decision.

MR SCHERER. So we can take the word "draft" off
t he byl aws.

MR CAMERON. So | take it there is. |Is there a
consensus on the byl ans?

MR PLISCO Ckay, we'll take the word "draft"
off. Mike it Rev. 1. W'IIl issue the one without a
"draft."”

Are we ready to nove on?

MR, MADI SON:  Now everybody take a nap. [I'lI
tal k.
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We have covered the perfornmance indicators --

[ Laughter.]

MR MADISON: He didn't fall asleep yet.

MR LOCHBAUM | have a question on this norning' s
thing that came up that | should have asked this norning but
| didn't.

MR MADI SON. Which area was it on?

MR, LOCHBAUM Both the Pls and the inspection
pr ogr am

MR, MADI SON: Ckay.

MR LOCHBAUM D.C. Cook is starting up on the
0350 process with a transition to this ROP thing, and there
is aplant in Region | that is not going to be in 0350 and
is going to stay in ROP for sone reason, so | was wondering
nowhere in this self-assessment do you eval uate the 0350
handoff to the ROP.

It looks like if there's ever an opportunity to do
it, this mght be a good tine.

MR KRICH Wat's that about Region |?

MR LOCHBAUM Indian Point 2 is not going to be
handl ed in the 0350 process, for whatever reason.

MR MADISON: | think the conment that | know you
have nade before, | think we handl ed that as far as just
f eedback, not necessarily a nmetric we want to neasure, but
this is a conmment and we need to | ook at how we are going to
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address the conment.
MR, CAMERON: David, could you -- does everybody
understand what David's conment is, what the inplications of
that are? | think so

MR BLOUGH It's an assessnment comment though
really. [It's our assessnment program just the way we parse
things. It's our assessnent programthat drives us to the

deci sion of whether to keep them the assessnent of the
plant, in 305, which is our assessnent nmanual chapter or to
switch it over to 0350.

MR LOCHBAUM But once that decision has been
made, then you either do the inspection and Pl report or you
don't and so forgetting the assessnment part of it, the fact
that there is a plant that is in that category going through
the Pls and inspection program under 350 and eventually it's
going to transition over to the full ROP, right? -- that's
an issue. That's part of the program 0350 was revised
specifically to nmake it integrated with the ROP.

MR BLOUGH Right. I'mnot saying it is not --

MR, DEAN. Before you wite that down, let ne
enbellish a little bit what | think David is trying to get
tois that -- and what sonme of the problens are with that --
is that in the transition fromthe old process to the new
process we went through sone specific guidance to the
regions as to how do you translate those issues that are
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still on your plate fromthe old process to the new process?

For exanple, at D.C. Cook they are still within
the old 0350 process, okay? They are not being assessed
wi thin the 0350 process necessarily that we have established
that is a cohesive part of the current oversight process.

In other words, we're in this transitory stage and
so we worked specifically with the region on that particular
plant -- how woul d we go about the transition, and so
clearly there's lessons learned but it's very specific
because it has to do with the transition fromthe old to
new, not from 0350 to ROCP.

Do you understand the distinction that | amtrying
to nmake there?

All the activities that were taking place with
respect to D.C. Cook were under the auspices of the old 0350
process, which is not necessarily the same. There's changes
in that 0350 process to try and nmake -- if a plant were to
get an 0350 now, they would be treated a little bit
di fferent than Cook was, so we can naybe | earn sonme specific
| essons fromthat case but we're really nore wapped into
the transition fromthe old programto the new program and
not so nuch froma plant that is an 0350 process to the ROP.

MR GARCHOW As | understand it, Bill, you nade
t he 0350 process one of the tools that you have in the
action matrix, very far to the right.
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MR DEAN. R ght. It would be a process that
woul d be considered for a plant that was either in the
repetitive node where we get a degraded cornerstone col um
or certainly an unacceptabl e perfornance that you would
i mpl enment the 0350 process as it currently exists.

MR, CAMERON: Are there any transition issues
either fromold to new or 0350 -- | nean forgetting about
what specific plants are caught in the transition or
exanpl es, are there any transition issues that are inportant
for the panel to discuss?

MR DEAN. | would say probably not, because it's
just such a unique situation, depending on where that plant
isin point of time it actually entered the process and so
we nade a consi dered deci sion working with the region that
we did not want to try and transition D.C. Cook to the new
0350 process.

W wanted to conplete activities utilizing the old
0350 process and now we are transitioning theminto the ROP
and there are sonme chall enges there with respect to
performance i ndi cators and when those started giving us
meani ngful i nformati on and what inspections do we do at that
site.

That aspect of it maybe is appropriate because
that woul d be sonething that would be conmon to any pl ant
that gets into 0350 in an extended shutdown that you | ose
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the capacity to use sone of the performance indicators to
provi de you sonme assessnent input and you have to augment
t hat .

That piece naybe woul d be beneficial but not |
woul dn't say the overall D.C |essons |earned.

MR BLOUGH If you set D.C. Cook aside though,
and you just -- the rest of Dave's coment seens to go to
assessnent program on page 22, where it says OAlL is
subj ective judgnment is mnimzed and QA2 says the programis
wel | defined enough to be consistently inplenented neasured
by such-and-such, so it seens to ne that that is where he's
really commenting on, you know.

He's saying that D.C. Cook, IP-2 | think in his
view, were treated inconsistently.

I think the handling of D.C. Cook is primarily a
transition issue, but you can still have the sane question
if you just look at Indian Point 2.

I mean we spent a lot of tinme at the Agency
t hi nki ng about the right handling of Indian Point 2, which
isinthe new program is it 0305 or is it 0350 and, you
know, where, so the coment has nerit.

MR LOCHBAUM Technically it's not in the program
but the event occurred before the new programstarted. For
some reason it's being considered in the new program but the
event occurred with it under the old program
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MR BLOUGH. Right.

MR DEAN. And that is another issue that was a
transition issue, the Indian Point 2 issue and how do we
deal with that and in that respect since it occurred so near
the initial inplenmentation, we nmade the judgnment that it was
appropriate to apply to the greatest degree the new
oversi ght process.

MR BLOUGH Right, but the plant had PI data and
they were up to speed on the new program They were ready
to support their site at the inplenentation of it.

MR PLISCO As far as capturing this, it is
probably an i ssue we should put in our parking | ot because
the metrics don't look at this issue as far as | guess the
transiti on between the program and 0350, but we have | guess
some exanpl es and issues that we can | ook at.

MR DEAN. Well, it wouldn't be an issue, it
woul dn't be sonet hing you woul d capture in this aspect of
the netrics.

It would be sonething that we would |ook at in
terns of self-assessnment, oversight process, in terns of
gathering | essons | earned -- such a unique thing, you
couldn't devel op an objective neasure.

MR MADI SON: W thought we woul d get issues like
that through feedback. Were we would have a conment, we
woul d have to address the issue that there was an



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

398
i nconsi stent application in one case and get it through a
feedback formto address that specific issue, but I want to
be sure | understand the issue that you are getting at is
that you consider that there's been an inconsistent
application of the transition to or reason for entering the
0350 process between D.C. Cook and I P-2.

MR LOCHBAUM When D.C. Cook restarted we
recommended perfornmance indicators and the deci sion was no,
you can't do that because the plant has been shut down for
so long that the Pls aren't neani ngful and we need to do
sonet hing else until the Pls start tracking.

Then when I ndian Point 2 is going to be shut down
I ong enough that its Pls are not going to be tracking
meani ngful, so | suggested starting up under 0350 they said
no, no, no, we are going to use the PIs.

So it is apparently whatever is the opposite of
what we say is the only think that | could figure out.

[ Laughter.]

MR LOCHBAUM That's why | want to nake sure
under st ood - -

MR, MADI SON:  You're right, David.

[ Laughter.]

MR MADI SON:  No, that's why we want to understand
the i ssue, because we do -- and if you will |ook at Manua
Chapter 0608, which I think John handed out, we do address
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the i ssue of when the performance indicators are mneani ngf ul
and that is irrespective of the 0350 process, so if those
performance i ndi cators because the plant IP-2 is shut down
for an extended period of time or not providi ng nmeani ngfu
i ndi cation, then Manual Chapter 0608 will require us to do
something else to replace that information, so it doesn't
have to go under the 0350 process to address that concern

That is why | wanted to understand what the
concern was.

MR CAMERON: Let ne try to see if | understand
what the sense of the panel is.

| put down transition issues, and | think you need
to flesh out -- it seens |like there's sone transition issues
that mght be inportant for the panel to discuss.

Loren, is that what you were basing this on?

MR PLISCO No, | amtalking about |ooking at the
programitsel f based on the exanples -- not really consider
those transition issues but the issues about now, in the
current program is it clear where the breakpoints are
bet ween 0350 and the new process.

As far as our assessnent panel evaluation, that's
somet hing that we should | ook at that obviously the netrics
are not going to be able to pick up on. It's just a
questi on.

That's why | said if we put it in the parking |ot
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I think it's an issue we should at |east talk about.

MR CAMERON: And this will be -- this is your big
parking | ot, okay? Wat would you, how would you like ne to
phrase that, what you want to put in the parking |ot.

MR PLISCO It's Dave's question. | was going to
ask himto phrase it first.

MR LOCHBAUM Is there an award to the pane
menber who puts the nost things in the parking [ot?

MR CAMERON: Unless it's you -- no.

[ Laughter.]

MR LOCHBAUM "Il just withdraw it.

MR, CAMERON: Anot her question is that Randy said
was tal king about the fact that David' s point would be
brought up again on page 22, and we can di scuss that again
when we get to that particul ar assessnent issue, as | think
you put it.

I just want to make sure that | capture everything
that people want to have captured here.

MR BROCKMAN: | still David' s got a point here.
This is a unique opportunity, when the programper se is up
and running, to be able to catch sone insights as to how do
you re-integrate a plant back into the totality of the new
process, no nmatter what vehicle they are comng fromif it
is one where you have had a |ong period of tinme wthout PIs.

It may still be adequate or it is one |ike Cook
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where they are just comng back in but to bring sonebody in
when the rest of the programis up and runni ng, how do you
do that? 1Is the process viable to nake that happen? | have
no reasons to believe it isn't.

But | think it is a unique opportunity to foll ow
it and identify whether there is a problemthere and whet her
that is. | think it's worth a calling and taking a | ook at
it.

MR CAMERON: David, let ne ask you -- Norm was
going to ask you this, and | guess I'Il ask you, is that in
terns of articulating the issue here to put, put up, Ken
just gave us a general issue about how do you integrate
plants that are just com ng back, shut-down plants. How do
you integrate themin to the new process?

Sonet hi ng you sai d before about the -- maybe,
maybe Ken's captured this, the applicability of the Pl or
0350 to shut down plants, and is there sonething |arger
goi ng on here? Dave --

MR LOCHBAUM Wl l, but with the larger, the, the

broader issue -- | nean, if the PlI's rendered invalid for
any reason or the plant's been shut down for a while or it's
t hought not to be tracking accurately, | don't see anything

in the self-assessnment where that, those are tracked,
noni tored and eval uated for appropriateness or not.
In the specific case, we |ook at I|Indian Point 2
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and DC Cook and two plants that are very sane as far as the
Pl's, whether they're neani ngful or not, are being handl ed
conpletely different, which increases the chances of one of
them handl ed right, but --

[ Laught er]

MR LOCHBAUM -- it's not real clear, and | don't
understand it and | don't know if it's objective unless
we're flipping a coin. And then it's objective, but it's
not repeatable or predictable. So | just don't understand
the process at all, even though |I've had a discussion with
Hub M1l er about how, howit got there. And | still don't
under st and.

MR CAMERON: So | put "clear and consi stent
process for addressi ng shut-down plants"?

MR MADISON: No. | think his concern is clear
and consi stent process for application of what we're calling
-- what are we calling it, discrepant performance indicator
or invalid, invalid performance indicator, David?

LOCHBAUM  That's right.

MADI SON:  Di screpant.

LOCHBAUM  Di screpant, or non-reported.
CAMERON: What was that word you used?
MADI SON:  Di screpant.

CAMERON:  Di screpant.

GARCHOW That's ny word for today. [|I'm

2533533
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supposed to | earn one every day.

MR CAMERON: W're forging into newterritory
here. Discrepant. A clear and consistent process for
addr essi ng discrepant -- discrepant plants?

MR FLOYD:. Pls. Performance |Indicators.

MR CAMERON: Is it discrepant performance
i ndi cators?

MR LOCHBAUM  Yes.

MR, CAMERON: Does everybody understand what
"di screpant” means in this context?

MR MADI SON: W actual ly have a nanual chapter
devoted to discrepant performance indicators, that describes
what we will do in, what defines a discrepant perfornmance
i ndi cator and what -- | don't remenber of the procedure.
And - -

MR LOCHBAUM  71150.

MR MADI SON. 711507

MR, LOCHBAUM Discrepant and underreported
perf ormance --

MR, MADI SON:  There you go. Thank you. That
defines what a discrepant perfornmance indicator is, and what
actions we will take in response to that.

MR, CAMERON: And David, this captures your
concern of an issue that should be discussed. W are
i nconsistent -- there should be a, do we need, or whatever,
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however you want to nodify that -- do you need a clear and
consi stent process for addressing discrepant perfornance
i ndi cators?

MR MADI SON0 W think we do. We think we have it
t hough, with the procedure.

MR GARCHOW W shoul d review and --

MR CAMERON: What is that procedure again? |'m
sorry, Alan --

MR MADI SO\ 71150.

MR CAMERON.  71150.

MR LOCHBAUM | guess you covered -- not to
question it, that's not true -- but the self-assessnent in
the Pl section, you never even |ooked at that question, at
| east -- you know, if you look at that little chart --

MR MADISON. [I'mnot sure if it looks at it the
right way. You're right. It may not look at it directly.

I think we were looking nore indirectly at that, with, if
there's a problemwith that, you would expect to see changes
in that procedure to address those problens. W would get
that from feedback and address that feedback in, by making
changes to that procedure.

MR CAMERON: |'Il put that need for
sel f-assessnment to | ook at this.

MR MADI SON:  But that's comon, definitely comon
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MR, CAMERON: And keep in mind, these are, these
are issues for further discussion. It may turn out that
not hi ng needs to be done with them but at least for now, it
goes on the |ist.

How about -- and | put Ken's over here, which I
take it as Kenis -- is Ken's a different issue?
MR BROCKMAN: | think it is. | think this is

cl earness and consistency in going into how you deal with

di screpancy, whereas the other part of it is, if we got sone
one's now, then how do you cone out of discrepancy back into
t he regul ar?

MR MADI SON: That's also in that, in Mnual
Chapt er 0608.

MR, BROCKMAN:.  No argument there, but | think that
for, if we got opportunities to see it at work and see if it
works, it would be a good thing for the panel to | ook at.

MR MADI SON:  That's gonna be nore anecdot al
information, Ken. 1It's gonna be found Iike a | essons
| earned, rather than a netric that you can do sormet hi ng
wit h.

MR, CAMERON: And Loren, does this capture what
you wanted to capture? These, these --

MR PLISCO Yeah, like I said, | didn't want to
try to solve it here. | think we've captured it.

SPEAKER: That issue's sonething we need to | ook
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at later.

MR CAMERON: And | take it that | don't, probably
don't need this transition issues, then. W probably
captured it? Al right.

MR PLISCO Alan, want to try again?

MR MADI SON:  Yes. Everybody's bl ood sugar
dr opped | ower ?

[ Laught er]

MR, MADI SON:  (bj ective under "significance of
term nation process.” W have basically | ooked at one, one
question. Do the SDP outcones, are the SDP outcones tied to
clear standards. And we're expecting to do that through two
nmet hods. First, on issues that are greater than green, or
that are considered to be greater than green and actually go
to Significance and Determ nati on Eval uati on Revi ew Panel
otherw se affectionately known as SERP, S-E-R-P.

Though the nunber of packages that are returned to
this panel, due to not neeting established standards, and we
woul d ask the panel to nake that determ nation, and we woul d
count the nunbers of tinmes that that happened and track that
as an indicator of perfornmance in that area.

The second one is, as | nentioned earlier, sone
i ndependence in auditing, where we would ask --

MR, SCHERER  Excuse ne, Alan. Do you believe
there's a difference or should be a difference whether it
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was returned because it was mscategorized, or it was being
returned because the docunentation, it was correctly
categori zed, but you found the docunentation inadequate?

MR MADI SON:  That's a good question. 1'mnot --
if the docunentation is inadequate, then they really haven't
nmet the standard as far as the --

MR SCHERER |'mnot arguing that at all. 1I'm
just saying, would you put theminto different buckets? You
may want to track both, and I'mnot suggesting that, you
know, one is not significant or shouldn't be tracked. But
woul dn't there be a difference whether it actually changed
the finding or changed the docunentation supporting the
findi ng?

MR MADI SON:  There nay be, but I'mnot sure we

would -- yeah. 1'mnot sure we would get into that unless
this overall, this large -- that would be part of the

anal ysis of what this is telling us. If we see a problemin
this particular indicator, | would expect that we would try

to anal yze what, what about that was a problem and then if
it is just the fact that they're not conming wth enough
docunentation that they've really got the right informtion
but just not the right docunentation

MR SCHERER If you track that data, then | think
you could nake that determination and | would drop ny
commrent. In other words, if in fact you just neasure how
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many get returned, that would be one thing. |If in fact you,
you do collect data -- well, this got returned for
i nadequat e docunentation, this one because we determ ned
ultimately it was incorrectly --

MR, MADI SON: | nadequat e docunentation though is
nore an effectiveness and efficiency nmeasure, rather than an

obj ective neasure. So, I'mnot -- we're | ooking at other
things in effectiveness. This was focused nore on whet her
or not the process is objective. If it's not, if it's being

returned because it didn't nmeet standards, that's sonething
we want to know, in this area anyway.

MR, SCHERER  Ckay.

MR MADISON: |'mnot sure -- | hear your point.
I"mnot sure -- it doesn't fit here. |'mnot sure. Let's
|l ook at it when we get to effectiveness and efficiency,
whether it fits in there.

MR TRAPP. And | guess this circle would nmake it
cl ear when they're returning the package.

MR MADI SON:  That's the concept, yes.

MR TRAPP:. (Ckay.

MR MADI SON: I n fact, we suggested addi ng a bl ock
to added to the revi ew sheet --

MR, TRAPP: That'd be great.

MR MADI SON:  -- that shows what it, why -- in the
future, we'll have to go back for the previous two
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[inaudi bl e], we're gonna have to go back and | ook at those
and nake a determination. But we're going forward; we're
suggesting adding a block to that.

MR, TRAPP:. Because we frequently ask, you know,
did you look at this? Could you look at that? | want to be
sure whether that was a reject or not.

MR MADI SON: Right. Yeah, that's gonna have to
be a determi nation nmade by the panel

MR TRAPP:. (Ckay.

MR MADISON: I'Il just be sure to make a note to
conme back to that when [inaudible].

Al right. The other area we're | ooking into,
that | started to talk about, is the independent audit. And
we woul d ask the four groups to be | ooking at independent
audit green findings, in this particular case, to | ook at
whet her or not they neet the standards. And we figure that
the greater the green can be handled by this, this review of
this, the SERP. And then the green findings will be done
t hrough an i ndependent audit.

Now during the pilot program we had DSSA. The
one group that's nonitored here, which is basically our risk
anal yst group, look at all green findings during the green
findings during the, during the pilot program They cane
out with a determnation of whether or not they net the
standards. So we would be basically re-doing that, asking
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our risk analysis group to look at the, those on the reactor
side of the house, and then asking them for the non-reactor
side of the house, the headquarters, focused area experts in
ener gency preparedness, radiation protection and saf eguards,
to look at the findings, the green findings associated with
those areas and nmake a simlar determination. And we'd ask
themto provide an audit plan that would give us a 95
percent confidence factor that that woul d happen

In the risk informed area, our overall comment
that the significance deternination process, by its very
design, is risk informed. However, there are sone netrics
that provide sonme insight. There are prinmary nmeasures in
sonme areas, and they do provide sone insight in this area.

MR GARCHOW Let nme -- it's hard to draw a nexus
on some of the non-reactor cornerstones, to say that, just
to bl anket say the risk-inforned, especially in --

MR MADI SON:  And we expect to handle that type of
comrent primarily in the feedback we get from externa
st akehol ders, external and internal stakehol ders.

MR GARCHOW [Inaudi ble] definition in ROP's sort
[inaudi bl e] --

MR CAMERON: Did you want to make an issue?

MR GARCHOW No, it's just -- that was one of
those pay you fifty cents and [inaudible]. And I've
certainly paid nmy fifty cents and believe at this point that
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we'll get to it when we cover sonme, we will get that kind of
feedback fromthe stakehol der, so --

MR MADI SON: W did during the pilot, so --

MR SCHERER Alan, | realize we're tal king about
significance determnation process, and | agreed with this
i ndependent audit of green findings agrees with sel ective
finding, neets established standards for a green finding.

| don't recall -- earlier, did you discuss that,
when you' re | ooking at the green findings that you al so nmade
a deternmine and nmet the established standing for a finding?

MR MADI SON: That's part of the work that we're
doing in 06, in the inspection area. W are |ooking at the,
whet her it neets the guidance in 06-10 star.

MR SCHERER  (kay, soO --

MR MADI SON:  So, yes.

MR, SCHERER  When are you going to | ook at those
reactor findings? In an earlier part, | should have found
the place where it --

MADI SON:  That's in the inspection program
SCHERER:  Ckay.

MADI SON:  That's at page 6, O-1.

SCHERER:  Ckay.

. PLISCO And if | could add -- | think the
intent of this was to really look for things that are
classified as green and should be higher. That's why we put

23353
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that one in there. | nean, we're |ooking at the non-greens,
and this is really to see, did we mss sonething that either
shoul d have been hi gher or shouldn't have been green at all
It could be either one of those, but it's really to, to see
if we mssed sonething that shoul d have been hi gher than
gr een.

MR MADI SON:  From a safety standpoint, we're not
as concerned with the fal se positives as nuch as we are --
we don't want any fal se negatives. W don't want any green
findings that should have been, should have been el evated to
white.

Under "understandabl e", we've got, it |ooks |ike
two questions that survived the cut. And the first one is

that all information needed to reach a concl usion, including
the basis for any deviations, is available. And we're
| ooking at that in a couple of ways. First of all, we wll

continue to do this audit that we've tal ked about in the
past, where the auditor can trace through the avail able
information in an inspection report or on the web, and
recreate the finding based upon the information provided,
and cone to the same concl usion; and second, by stakehol der
f eedback, through Federal Register notice. Any questions in
this area?

The second neasure, or the second question, is
that the inspection staff is confortable and proficient in
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using the SDP tool and find value in using it. And we fee
that's primarily going to be neasured through interna
survey. We'll conclude that on an internal survey result to
| ook at the issues of whether or not the inspectors are
findi ng value and whether or not they feel their training
has been adequate to, to use the tool provided.

MR, LOCHBAUM You're gonna ask people if they're
proficient?
MR MADISON: Primarily confortable. Wether or

not they find, they find value in using the tool. |If they
find value in using it and they feel that the training s
been adequate, that'll satisfy, that'll satisfy this
neasure.

MR, GARCHOW Just a conment, during the PPEP we
found it valuable, and it was just -- |I'mnot suggesting
that carte bl anche would do it, but the SDP process is such
an integral part of this relative to noving through the
action matrix and, you know, an adm ssion of the agency.
The last tinme, we had at |east one, if |I'mnot mstaken, or
even two of the actual reactor analysts come, you know,

di scuss their viewpoints on the SDP process. | think we can
get that fromJim nmaybe, for the panel. But that offer
that -- we saw in the PPEP there was a w de variation of

seni or reactor analysts' viewpoints on the SDP that was,

that was actually, we had a | ot of our PPEP di scussion
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around the efficacy of using that. So | just offer a
suggestion that that m ght be an area sonehow to poke, to
poke in. | nean, | wouldn't suggest, you know, all thirty
of themwould conme in here and talk to us, but sonehow,
since it's so inportant that this be done and the peopl e
that are doing it, are doing it, well, | suggest that we may
need to, maybe to get nore of themjust surveys, or at |east
just really understand, if you're going to use a survey,
where the wide ends were, and find out who it was on either
end of the spectrum of the survey had a different viewpoint
that don't just get blended out in the average, and try to
under stand, you know, why there were one or nore fol ks that
m ght have been on the very far outside of the spectrum

MR TRAPP:. | guess I'm[inaudible], but there's
only six of us left, and, and the other thing is, | guess as
part of my homework assignnent, | was gonna enail that

honewor k assi gnnent out to all six. And they're pretty
responsive, so I'd probably be able to convey their views to
you.

GARCHON  That woul d address --

SCHERER:  You nmay want to consi der some of the
former.
TRAPP. Right. [I'Il do that as well.
GARCHOW  That woul d address ny [i naudi bl e].
MADI SON:  Anybody el se?

253 33
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[ No Response]

MR MADI SON:  The next area is "predictable."
We're utilizing a previous neasure for "understandabl e", but
if they can be reproduced that it's likely that the process
then is predictable.

But we're also | ooking at the standards of
processes renmai ning stable over tinme -- very simlar to a
nmeasure that we had in the other areas, that if it's stable,
then the process is, is likely to be predictable. And we'll
| ook at the nunmber of substantive change notices issued on
program gui dance tabl es, worksheets. And we've defined
"substantive" as anything that is not editorial or due to
errors in the worksheets not reflecting plant design. W're
gonna track the errors in the worksheets, do the plant
design separately, in another neasure that we're | ooking at.

MR TRAPP:. | guess that's sonething that's gonna
-- | mean, now we know t he worksheets are still in draft,
and | guess the last date |'ve heard is Decenber --

MR MADI SON:  Yeah.

MR TRAPP:. for them so | guess that's sonething
we'll mss this cycle, but we'll pick up subsequently. |
nmean, it seens |ike we need these worksheets to start
noni t ori ng.

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah, this is the first year -- we
said the trend in the nunber of changes versus the
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threshold, collect the data the first year, possibly to
establish a baseline, and then see what happens after the
first year. Because we are in the process of still
rewiting sone of those worksheets.

The next question, the next mneasurable variable is
| ooking at the SDP tools reflecting current design --

MR, SCHERER  Before you nove on, just so |
understand, what is your comment on the "graphic display --
expect | ow nunbers; however, could divide into cornerstone.”
What is --

MR MADI SON: W may | ook at, we nay be able to
divide it into, to get at Dave's question area, there,
reactor safety SDP rmay be, may not have as many probl ens as
sorme of the other SDPs, so we may be able to break it into
reactor safety SDP, you know, radiation protection SDP,
dependi ng upon the nunbers. |If we need to focus on a
probl em area, that nmay be sonething that we do to inprove.

MR SCHERER. CGood i dea.

MR MADI SON.  And the next, the next mneasure
nmetric is where we're going to ook at the errors due to
wor ksheet. Qur worksheet probl ens, because they |ack
design, accurate design information, that, we would track
that as a nmeasure of, separately as a neasure. Again,
that's an areas we woul d hope over tine would |l evel out to
zero.
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The next question, the next area, is the SDP
results are the sane color, proceed to translate to the sane
| evel of concern to all cornerstones. That's really, we're
gonna have to look at that, we feel, froma survey from
st akehol der feedback as to whether or not we have the sane
| evel of concern for a yellow finding in safeguards, as we
do in reactor safety across the board.

MR FLOYD: Wuldn't that also -- you say ot her
areas effective and efficient. Wuldn't it also be a public
confidence issue if the colors don't nmean the sane thing?
Because to the public, when they |look at yellow, yellowis a
yellow is a yellow.

MR MADI SON:  Yep, that could be. Ckay, any
questions on, on that area?

[ No Response]

MR MADI SON:  The next area is "maintain safety.”
Agai n, the sane statenent that we nade in the other areas,
that if all the goals were nade, we'd probably maintain
safety. But specifically, if the SDP focuses NRC and
licensee attention on safety-significant issues, then we
feel we'd maintain safety. And we'll neasure that by
tracking the nunber of, basically the false positive and
fal se negative -- over-conservative, non-conservative SDP
results. And we'll be looking at that via -- the first one,
CS-1A is the rejection by the panel. And the second net hod
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we would ook at is audit, an independent audit of the
representative sanple of the green findings, to | ook at
whet her or not we've got fal se positives, fal se negatives.

So here, in one area we were just |ooking
primarily at the fal se negative. Now we're gonna | ook at
both fal se negatives and fal se positives.

MR NOLAN.  What about disputed cases?

MR MADI SON:  We're gonna, we're gonna neasure
that in a different way.

MR NOLAN.  Ckay.

MR MADI SON:  That, we don't necessarily fee
touches directly on "maintain safety.” That nay be nore in
ef fecti veness and efficiency, or unnecessary burden. Any
questi ons?

The next area is "efficient, effective, and
realistic." Here we're getting into tal king about the
resources applied, if they' re appropriate to the benefit.

The first -- we've got a couple way's we're
| ooking at this. And the first nmethod was to -- we
initially, in this area, we had | ooked at a couple of ways
of trying to capture our resource, actual resources expended
on the SDP, and that becane too difficult to nmeasure because
of the inpact. |In sonme cases, we do not direct, we don't
directly neasure nanagenent [inaudi ble] on SDP, for the
panels and so forth. So we don't have a nethod of capturing
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that tinme. We initially thought that woul d be a good way of
doing it, but we found we couldn't actually mneasure that
amount of time. So we went to nore indirect nethods, and
the first method we chose was | ooking at the nunber of tines
NRC nust interact with the |licensee to produce the desired
result. And here we're | ooking at the anmount, the nunber of
docunent subnittals on the part of the licensee. W expect,
wi th nost findings greater than green, we'll get at | east
one. But if we have an inordinate anount, that may be
telling us we have a probl em

Wth the way we're doing the process, it's not
effective or efficient as we thought it was. So we'll track
and trend that, and deterni ne what, what goal or what an
appropriate | evel of performance ought to be there.

MR REYNOLDS: | don't knowif we can come up with
a way to neasure it, but I know at the Quad Cties
[inaudi bl e] SDP and the Brai dwood fire protection SDP, a |ot
of resources have been spent that don't fall into these
[inaudi bl e] subnmittals --

MR, MADI SON:  The other way in which we're gonna
try to capture that --

MR REYNOLDS: |I'mnot sure howto capture it, but

MR MADI SON:  -- the other way we nmay capture
that, Steve, is the next, the next -- is gonna be including
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it as a survey question

MR REYNOLDS: Ckay.

MR MADI SON:  And getting sone feedback -- it may
actually get us there. But it's an indirect way of
measuring it, but we've found --

MR REYNOLDS: That's probably the only way. As
long as it's not |ost.

MR KRICH Actually, that would fit under the
i nspection ROP as well, not only the STP, but yeah

MR REYNOLDS: Ch.

MR SCHERER. Wuld it be a nore accurate
nmeasur enent, or have you consi dered the nmeasurenent of the
anount of tine | apsed? How nany volleys went back and forth
-- if it took a long tinme for either the staff or the
licensee to come up with a position, to ne it may be
i ndi cative of being a nore tenacious issue than if, you
know, we had six letters in a week.

MR MADI SON0 Wl |, we have concluded that as
ES-3. W'IlIl get there.

MR, SCHERER  (Ckay, thank you. Pronpt
consi derati on of ny conment.

[ Laught er]

MR MADI SON W al so woul d consider it effective,
efficient, and realistic if the SDP results are accurate
now. And we're gonna look at that with the previ ous nmeasure
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we' ve already identified.

And to get to your concern, the SDP results are
timely as measured by whether we neet the tinme limts and
goal s have been established already in the program And if
we, if we don't neet those tine linmts and goals, we'll have
to look at the issues and try to address it that way.

There's US2A. The references are hard here.

MR PLISCO Are you missing atitle there?

MR MADI SON:  Yeah. It's really -- if the, it's
efficient and effective, we should get feedback fromthe
i nspectors if they're confortable and they find value in
using it. That's what ES4 is. It's US2, which is
i nspection staff confortable and proficient in using the
tool. W got alittle too abbreviated in there.

And the final area is |ooking at |icensees
accepting the SDP results. And this is not necessarily
accepting, but the, not necessarily in agreenent. It's kind
of a gross nmeasurenent. Here we're | ooking at the total
nunber of appeals. This is sonething we can actually track
And al so | ooking at, conparing the total nunber of appeals
that are filed, as well as the total of nunber of appeals we
say successful, which neans that we have overturned that or
changed our call on that, based upon the appeal being filed
and the information brought out in that appeal

MR FLOYD: Just that goal, to ne, was to be right
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for unintended consequences. | nean, you could beat that
goal today by just saying we're never gonna pass judgment on
it. 1'd feel better if that was a steady or decreasing

trend, simlar to the other nmeasures in the program At
| east give yourself a little bit of the latitude to naybe
accept once in a while.

MR MADI SON:  |'mnot saying that we won't accept

MR FLOYD: | know what your point is. You're
putti ng down a goal of zero, that's easy to get.

MR, MADI SON: W can nake that change.

MR LOCHBAUM Wth ny 2.206 experience, | can
hel p you read that.

[ Laught er]

MR SCHERER W did it by region and total. |
assune you're also looking at it by SDP.

MR MADI SON: W may not have enough data, is our
concern. W could; that's a good comment. W could | ook at
it by --

MR SCHERER Well, if nost of your appeals are on
t he emergency planning SDP, that woul d cause you to cone to
a different conclusion --

MR MADI SON  we can consider that. Part of the
struggle is to get, you know, if you have a snall anount of
data, how do you cut it. And we were going on, you know,
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primarily if we have an indicator using snall data, that we
woul d, we should set a trend or a threshold such that it
woul d key us to analyze that data further and then find that
i nformation out.

MR REYNOLDS: You rmay get that quicker region by
regi on.

MR MADI SON:  Yeah.

MR REYNOLDS: It nmay be, you may never get that,
but chances are, you mght have nore of an issue with SDP
nati onwi de than regional issue in several SDPs.

MR MADI SON:  Yeah.

MR, LOCHBAUM Toward that end, TS5A, where you're
tracking just the nunber of appeals, it's |like a percentage
of finding or non-green findings. It might be a better,
nore appropriate nerger.

MR MADI SON: ES1?

MR LOCHBAUM  TS5A.

MR MADI SON:  TS5A.

MR LOCHBAUM Page 20. Because if performance
i mproves and you have fewer and fewer non-green findings,
there's few reasons for -- you know, |icensees aren't going
to appeal a green finding, probably.

MR MADI SON: W had a |icensee appeal a green
findi ng.

MR FLOYD: That nust be bad.
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[ Laught er]

MR, FLOYD: Renenber, green is not good.

MR BLOUGH. | guess we've had cases where there
was a green [inaudible] and the |icensee said we don't
believe there's any violation of the regulatory
requirenents. That's one category. And then I think we
al ways have to entertain those. But we've also had cases
where there was agreenent, but the |licensee just thought it
was even | ess than green and just should have been m nor.
Soit's --

MR, LOCHBAUM There won't be that many anyway.

MR NOLAN.  Alan, this is just a m nor conment
about appeals. For |icensee acceptance of SDP results, |
woul d track that as total nunber of appeals that we did not
agree with in the end, and that --

MR MADI SON.  That's what B does.

MR NOLAN. -- and then if an appeal were
overturned, i.e. they disputed it and we said, you're right,
we nade a m scharacterization, that that would apply nore
t owar ds NRC per f or mance.

MR MADISON: Well, that's -- we are measuring, we
are neasuring the performance of the program so our
argunent for B would be that it, if their appeal were
successful and there was sonething wong with our program
that led to them that they would have to nake an appeal and
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for us to have to change it.

MR NOLAN. | agree, but | just, it's tied to
i censee acceptance of SDP results. And | think if they
appeal and we agree with it, it's not an indication that
they're having trouble accepting it. It should be NRC
performance that's applicable, not licensee. M nor conment.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. | understand the coment.

Part of this is probably fromthe warts of the way
we devel oped this; it's by asking the question first.

MR NOLAN:  Sure.

MR, MADI SON:  And devel opi ng t he neasure
afterwards, and we didn't change the question for your
benefit. W probably could have gone back and revised the
question. It's better to get what we ended up wth.

MR BLOUGH Well, that nmetric also does, fits
right into ES2, though, right? The SDP results are accurate
and conpl ete, neasured by --

MR MADI SON.  Yeah, and we have that, did those
touch on risk-inforned, enhancing confidence, and
unnecessary regul atory burden as well.

In the next area, tal king about enhancing public
confidence, we cane up with one nmeasure, |ooking at the
accuracy of the facts that comunicated -- we've already
tal ked about whether or not the data is understandable.

We're | ooking here -- we've already identified as
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understandable. If, then, it's accurate, then that would
enhance public confidence, unless, you know, by not putting
the stakes out on, in, on the web. W plan to do that via
an annual audit of the website, to ook at errors on the
website. And actually, we'll likely do that on a quarterly
basi s.

MR LOCHBAUM | don't think accuracy is the right
part. | think ES3Ais far nore inportant than whether you
get the rest of it right or wong. Because by the tine that
SDP results get on the website for anything that's not other
than green, it's so |late and they've probably been debated
in public so much that | don't think the public cares
anynore.

MR MADI SON:  Actually, there's a translation
probl em here, because | would agree with you, and as | -- if
you | ook at ES3A, we have enhanced public confidence that's
marked also prinmary, a prinmary indicator for that.

MR LOCHBAUM Tineliness is much nore inportant
t han accuracy.

MR MADI SON:  Correct. Tinely and accurate shoul d
have al so been noted in this area.

MR GARCHOW -- the public getting a lot of the
i nformati on out there quickly.

MR MADI SON:  Yeah, we felt accuracy was actually
nore inmportant than tinmneliness.
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MR, LOCHBAUM Having a hone pregnancy test that
works a year, takes a year to get results -- even if it's a
hundred percent accurate, is it fully useful?

MR GARCHOW | wouldn't say this is sinmlar. |
think there's a | ot nore consequences of getting erroneous
i nformati on out there quickly than your exanple with -- |
woul d say we should strive for both. Wuldn't you agree?

MR LOCHBAUM Ri ght.

MR SCHERER. | also take a sonewhat broader view
on enhanci ng public confidence. For exanple, just going
back one, if the NRCis reversing itself, for good and
sufficient reason -- but if it's reversing itself, says it's
a yellow finding, then changes its mnd and says it's a
green finding, that's not going to enhance public
confidence. So there's a lot of elenents already here, that
| think are legitimately part of the enhancing public
confi dence.

MR MADI SON: W agree. And as you note down here
on "other areas" it's covered as another indicator of public
confi dence.

MR, SCHERER  Yeah, okay. Good.

MR MADI SON:  And that's one of the things that
the other groups did, is they put a, a major headi ng
underneath public confidence. If you net all the other
nmeasures, there were a |ot of other measure in the other
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areas that would probably touch on this area. W agree.
And if you don't maintain, you' re not maintaining safety,
you're likely not to nmaintain public confidence for very
| ong.

Under reduci ng unnecessary regul atory burden, we
| ooked -- again, we have the overall questions that we're
gonna touch in this area from stakehol der feedback
Li censees primarily, ook at the burden applied. W felt
that ES1, resources, feedback fromthe |icensees, whether or
not the stakehol der feedback regardi ng the appropri at eness
of the resources applied in SDP would likely get a specific
response there.

MR, SCHERER Wiy woul dn't the total nunber of
appeal s al so go to that one?

MR, MADI SON:  Total nunber of appeals al so touches
in that area. W've got that also touching in reducing
unnecessary regul atory burden. W have that
cross-referenced.

MR NOLAN: One comment in this area, and this is
just for our panel's use of this information, Alan's got a
real struggle because a | ot of people are gonna be really
interested in the greater-than-green aspect of the SDP
program And based on where we are in the program the
nunber of issue we have is not a | arge enough sanpl e size,
such that the results fromthese are gonna be totally
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objective. So there's gonna be a |lot of subjectivity. And
we have to understand that when, if we're using outcones
fromthis information that the popul ation size of findings
that we're drawing information fromis not |arge, based on
where issues are in the pipeline and the anount of tine that
t he program s been goi ng.

MR MADI SON: That's very true. The first, first
year, even the second year, we're gonna be very dependent
upon the anal ysis nade, not necessarily the display of the
nunbers in a graph.

MR, NOLAN.  So he's gonna have to go to an actual
subj ective evaluation of the data, because in terns of
nunber of appeals for greater-than-green findings, we nay
not have it. So just something for us to know in terns of
the quality of the infornation.

MR MADI SON:  That conpl etes the significance of
term nati on process portion.

MR PLISCO 1'd say we take a 15-m nute break.

[OFf the Record]

MR PLISCO Let's go ahead and get started. This
session is in session.

Ckay, we'll go ahead and finish this assessnent
program section, and then see if there's any final questions
or coments to the staff on the sel f-assessnent netrics.

And | want to enphasize, this isn't our |last opportunity to
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ask questions and provide comments on these. W'Il see the
data in January and agai n have another opportunity to raise
i ssues or questions. This is really neant to be an
i ntroduction to get sonme prelimnary conments. W'l
revisit these later. And then we'll wap, we'll have a
coupl e just wrap-up things.

Actually, as far as the agenda goes, that | ast

session we've really done all that. And we'll just do somne
concl udi ng business. After Al is done, we'll be finished
Al .

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. The assessnent area also is
concerned with sone, indirectly with enforcenent because
enforcenent is an outcone of the assessnent part of the
process, although we don't directly ask questions fromthis
in the enforcenment area. W expect we'll get some, in sone
of the areas we expect we'll get sone conmments related to
t he enforcenent aspects of the program

The first area is objective. Again, we ask a
coupl e of questions, the first one being "subjective
judgnent is mnimzed and not a central feature of process.”
Actions are determned by quantifiable assessnent inputs.
And we expect to nmeasure that in two way -- we have two Bs
here.

[ Laught er]

MR MADI SON:  Tom Boyce was the | ead in devel opi ng
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this part of the process. The nunber and type and scope of
deviations fromthe action matrix, including whether the
| evel of managenent is appropriate. W would be |ooking at,

by doing an audit -- our branch would do an audit and | ook
at the nunber of times that we would have -- | would assune
you're -- if it's not clear, we ought to make it clear.

We're | ooking at deviations. Two deviations fromit, from
the program basically.

MR GARCHOWN This is ny data, but -- ny sense
woul d be this hasn't occurred very often, given the limted
data set. |Is there anything really here to review?

Tom you want to conment on it?

MR, PLISCO That doesn't nean you won't have somne
in the future.

MR BOYCE: Ckay. Tonf?

MR GARCHOW That answered ny question.

MR, BOYCE: Tom Boyce, Inspection Program Branch.
The answer was zero to date, but we'd have sone in the
future. W thought it inportant to keep a placehol der to
make sure that if it cane up.

MR, BROCKMAN:  You nean, zero deviations today?

MR, BOYCE: Zero deviations today. And the
Conmi ssi on has asked to be infornmed of any deviations. So
there's a significant pucker factor before we deviate from
the action matrix.
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MR MADI SON:  There is a high level of concern in
this area.

[ Laught er]

MR MADI SON:  Ckay, next one. |Is the percent of
successful in nunber and type of scope of docunented
chal | enges of assessnent outcone. And this, we expect to
get fromthe regions, and that they will document the nunber
of docketed chal | enges, successful challenges to the
assessnent process.

The next [inaudible] if the programis well
defined enough to be consistently inplenmented, then --

MR SCHERER. Does this include the -- there's al
this debate going on as to whether an issue that showed up
in tw areas are the sane issue, and it's being
doubl e-counted or not. Wiere would that issue show up
and/or its resolution?

MR MADI SON: W have addressed that a coupl e of
times.

MR BLOUGH. Doubl e jeopardy is now addressed
directly in Manual Chapter 0305, so you don't have to go
t hrough devi ation or appeal or anything. The staff has the
flexibility, if we think the same thing is causing two --

MR SCHERER: | understand that, but where do we
capture that -- there's a case of a utility that believes
that it was in double jeopardy or a staffer believes that it
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was i nappropriate, where do we capture that information that
those are occurring and have, in fact, been resolved?

SPEAKER: That's probably going to be under the
unnecessary regul atory burden aspect.

MR BLOUGH Well, | understand the first time
that shows up is on the PAl1A, results are repeatable. Ckay,
and what you'd want is for the, based on this netric PALA
actually captures two aspects, and that is the inputs that
you get to bring you into bring you into the action natri x.
And that's where | think it would be picked up is, that if
you had a doubl e counting, you know, get a Pl that turned
white, you did a follow up inspection and you had a white
finding, that's where you' d capture that doubl e-counting is
on the input side.

This -- while I"'mhere, this also captures the
out put, make sure the regions do the sanme thing based on
that input.

MR MADI SON:  Yeah, that really is not addressing
the issue, | don't think. If you |look at BAl, we'll get
there | think. The focus is |icensee resources on areas of
greater significance and ninimze rework or duplication
That woul d be from feedback, survey or feedback woul d
capture that.

MR SCHERER So if a licensee appeal ed and sai d,
wel I | think you' ve been doubl e-counting this one, and the
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staff agreed, it would show up there in that netric?

MR FLOYD: It could be in QA1B also, couldn't it?

MR MADI SO\ Yeah, it could be.

MR PLISCO Yeah. Look at MA1IA too. It's, it's
really gonna be a survey feedback on appropriateness of any
actions that are taken. That's, | think that's another
opportunity.

MR MADISON: W're going to get to --

MR PLISCO -- if you think it's inappropriate.

MR MADI SON: W feel that if the program to be
an objective program we should stick to the witten
program That nakes it objective, if we stick to the
witten program W're not putting subjectivity into our
decisions in the actions we're taking. W're follow ng the
programas it's witten. And we'll be able to tell that by
| ooki ng at the nunber of deviations, and then the nunber of
chal | enges we receive.

We'l|l also be able to | ook at that fromthe
chal | enges we' ve received by licensees that say, hey, you're
not sticking to your program You're not doing what, you're
not consistently applying what you said you were gonna do.

So, looking just at the objective portion of it,
we feel we can get to it and part of it, part of the
question there. The other part we're gonna get is, if it's
consistently inplenmented, then it's an objective program as
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wel .  Then you can expect to get the same result in region
1, region 2, region 3, or plant to plant. And we'll do
that, we figure we're gonna do that -- that's the second
part of the question. W'IIl look at that audit. Qur branch
will do an audit of program application via O305.

In the area of risk-informed, the questionis, if
the actions that are taken are conmensurate with the risk of
the issue in the overall plant risk. W're expecting to
|l ook at that in a couple of ways. The actions or the |ack
of actions taken are plan-appropriate for the | evel of
significance. W're looking at doing that via IIP revi ew of
actions taken for greater-than-green findings. Again, an
audit by our branch. And then through the first neasure,

t he objective neasure, the nunber and type and scope of
devi ations fromthe program

Under st andabl e, we feel, is better held, or better
dealt with by the survey questions, feedback questions form
the overall netrics. The assessnent, by trying to -- the
overall metrics, the overall, the questions we were asking
in this area were broader than just the assessnent prograns.
It's kind of hard to separate that question fromthe inpact
of the inspection programor the Pl

It all feeds into the assessnent program and so
the overall metrics, the overall questions we're asking
there, we felt were better geared for answering the question
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whet her the assessnent program was under st andabl e.

Underneath "Predictable", we are | ooking at
whet her the actions are repeatable, basically the actions
taken under the action matrix for simlar actions, for
simlar inputs, and the nunber of green findings, nunber of
white findings are the sane, or simlar fromplant to plant,
that we woul d have taken the sanme action, the suppl enental
i nspection was the sanme, was pretty nuch very simlar.

This is gonna be done, | feel again, via an audit
by our branch and | ooking at the actions taken from region
to region, plant to plant.

The next question is, if the programis
i npl emented as defined and it's predictable, we, we've
al ready tal ked about a couple of areas in the objective,
because it's the sanme type of question. But we're also
wanting to | ook at the resources expended, whether or not
they're appropriate and consi stent across regions.

MR GARCHOW (bviously, there is a very limted
data set for the agency action reviewin that.

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR GARCHOW At this point in tine, that we've
not [inaudi bl e] design for going forward.

MR MADI SON:  True. W have a RPS code, though,
the send for assessment, where we can track staff on, in the
assessnent part of the process.
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MR GARCHOW Right.

MR MADISON: So that's new, we can't conpare that
to a previous process because we didn't have that ability.
We can |l ook at the current process and see what tine was
associ ated there and get a baseline during the first year
and track that for subsequent years. And we can conpare
regi ons to regions, too.

We're also planning to | ook at the nunber and type
and scope of actions that -- they're goi ng beyond the
actions already taken fromthe oversight, fromthe agency
action review neeting. Ws this the question that you were
getting at?

MR GARCHOW  Yes.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay, yes. That will be, we're only
gonna have one to go on this first year, so that'll be a
little difficult to measure. But we'll start, we'll start
gat hering sone data fromthat and go forward

MR BOYCE: This is one of those, which answers
t he question, do you have an ongoi ng process? You know,
| ooki ng down the road, do you have an ongoi ng process to
ef fect changes to a program and the agency action reviewis
one vehicle and forumfor that. |If they cone out with
recomendati ons that we shoul d have done sonething different
in our oversight program that's good feedback

MR KRICH Just for exanple purposes, what was



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

438
t he one case?

MR MADISON: No, we're -- we're only gonna have
agency action review neeting for this first set.

MR KRICH  Ckay.

MR MADI SON: That's what we're gonna -- if we
have any, it'll be just out of this next neeting

MR KRICH Yeah, okay.

MR, MADI SON:  Next question: is the information
readily available in a tinely manner? And so we're gonna be
| ooki ng at both, the question, tracking the nunber of
instances in which the tineliness goal are nmet or not net.
W' Il be | ooking at the tineliness aspect.

Looking at the tineliness of web posting. That's
what CA4 gets to. So we're looking at the tinme linmts goals
from in the area of when we do the reviews, when we get the
letters out, and deviations fromthose tineliness goals.
We're also looking at the tinmeliness goals of getting the
i nformati on out on the web. And finally, in that area, as
far as whether or not the information is readily avail able
inatinely manner, we're expecting to collect stakehol der
f eedback via survey.

And a fourth question is, the processing of
docunents are stable -- this is, we're seeing sone comobn
thenes. We've had the sanme questions in this area and the
other [inaudible] as well -- if the process is stable, it's
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predictable. And we'll | ook at the nunber and type and
scope of the provisions to the 0305 chapter

MR BLOUGH. |'ve been thinking of the assessnent
process. It's really a continuumthat includes 0305 al nost

al ways. And then occasionally, it includes 0350. And so
was trying to | ook at these neasures and see where, which
ones, you know, you night be, want to consider 0350 as well
as 0305. And | guess the two that | saw just, this is just
a thought, is PA4, which seemthat, you know, 0350 being
part of the assessnent continuum You know, this will apply
to that.

MR, MADI SON: Ckay.

MR BLOUGH. And al so back on page 22, OA2, you

know, it's possible that, you know, 3 -- you know, nunber
of significant departures from 0305 and 0350, you know,
woul d be of significance. It just conpletes the picture.

MR MADI SON:  Ckay. Any other conments or
questi ons?

Mai ntain safety. Appropriate actions are taken to
address perfornmance that is not in the |licensee response
columm and to prevent recurrence. |It's neasured by -- and
we' re basically gonna be getting, we're | ooking at getting
feedback on this issue. | just want to be sure -- Tom help
me read your reference here. You have PA2D -- okay, D.

Type and scope of actions reconmended by the Agency Action
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Revi ew Committee, or Review Meeting, as well, in that area.
The Agency Action Review Meeting agrees with the
appropri ateness of the action.

MR BOYCE: Right.

MR MADI SON:  Under nmintain safety and
specifically focus with the NRC actions being tinely, we're
gonna |l ook at the lag time between the issuance of an
assessnent letter and the conpl etion of the suppl enental
action, supplenental inspection. So from basically |ooking
fromidentification of the problem where we issue the
assessnent letter, and the time we actually conplete the
actions, we'll track that the first year because that's
gonna be very dependent on the finding, and the issues
associated with the plant to try to determ ne sone sort of a
basel i ne and neasure it fromthere

Under efficient, effective, and realistic, if it
achi eves the desired outcones and we read that in the
assessnent area -- i.e. maintain safety, that's the desired
outcone -- and it's effective. And then we'll ook at the
efficiency and realistic portions. But first of all
| ooki ng at resources expended appropriate to the plant
performance, a couple ways we want to |l ook at that, getting
st akehol der feedback, it's probably the prinmary way. We'll
get that, as far as the assessnent portion of the program

But another way to look at it is to | ook at
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devi ati ons between the level of folks involved versus the
actions that are specified in the action matrix. W were
trying to focus the actions taken down to the | owest |evel,
| owest appropriate level, for the | evel of perfornmance at
the plant. And whether or not we've achieved that, we nay
be able to tell by deviations fromwhether, if the regiona
adm nistrator feels the need to go out into a plant that has
performance in the |icensee response [inaudible], that may
tell us we have sonething wong sone place in the program
with that deviation

MR, FLOYD: That could also result in a public

[inaudi bl e] --

SPEAKER: It could also result in what?

MR FLOYD: In public conference issue

MR GARCHOWN You have to be careful how you
contact with certain regions. 1In certain regions, the

[ i naudi bl e] sonebody just thinking that because they showed
up on ny doorstep that neans sonething is am ss.

MR BOYCE: Yeah, this is not the nmethod to count
regional admnistrator site visits, which you should do as a
matter of routine.

MR, MADI SON:  Yes, just for discussion of
assessnent.

MR SCHERER. So this is limted to action nmatrix
Visits?
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MR BOYCE: Right. Right.

SPEAKER: It's really action matrix public
neeti ng.

MR, BROCKMAN:  That answered my questi on.

SPEAKER:  You don't want to inhibit a regional
adm nistrator fromvisiting you. He needs to do a drop-in
wi th the plant nanager.

MR MADI SON:  That's nore conmuni cation as wel |,
effective communi cati on.

MR BLOUGH But we would also count it as a
deviation, if the branch chief was supposed to sign the
assessnent letter and it was really soneone el se than the
branch chief, right?

MR MADI SON:  Yes.

MR BLOUGH Ckay. So this, who signs what is --

MR MADISON: Is also -- yeah.

We're | ooking at effectiveness and efficiency, by
[i naudi bl e] whether the agency action review confirns the
deci si ons made t hrough the assessnent cycle. W've already
di scussed how we're gonna do that. W' re also gonna | ook at
whet her the actions are tinely and the process provides
timely indications of declining performance. And we've
tal ked about some neasures already, in that area. 1In
addition, if the process is stable.

No questions, so I'Il just proceed right along.
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Enhanci ng public confidence. Again, the kind of a
not her hood statenment, all of the self-assessnent goals and
attributes are essentially net, then that would be likely to
enhance public confidence.

Actions taken are consistent with the action
matrix. We're gonna get at that the sanme way the action
agency action review conmittee, or neeting.

And that the information is relevant, useful and
nmeani ngful . A couple ways we want to |look at that is that
the reports are witten in plain | anguage. W expect to do,
get that from survey stakehol der feedback, and al so any
ot her specific feedback from stakehol ders on whet her or not
t he process provides rel evant, useful, meaningfu
i nformation.

MR SCHERER. Can we cone back to 26. Wen | rad
these EA2(b), it sounds different than what | thought I
heard in the discussion. It says, count deviations between
the job |l evel of people involved in NRC actions versus the
job level specified in the action matrix. So if a regiona
adm nistrator is curious and wants to involve hinself in the
process, not required by the action matrix, this now becones
[i naudi bl €] under this?

MR MADISON: Directly, yes. |If he, if he wants
tointerject hinself in the process, in the public neeting
process, yes, that becones a [inaudi ble] on the program
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MR BROCKMAN: If you look at the action matrix
and the thing's -- it would be a hit if the RA signed out
the report, because the action matrix says the report should
be signed out by the [inaudible]. It would be a hit if the
RA cheered the neeting at the end of the suppl enental
i nspecti on.

MR SCHERER |If he decides to go and the branch
chief runs the neeting and the RA's sitting in the room--

MR BROCKMAN: | al ready asked your question.

MR MADISON: | don't think we're | ooking at, |
don't think we're looking at as a hit, if the RAis there
for -- he may be doing that as part of his oversight process

i mpl enent ati on.

MR SCHERER. But if he wants to cone to San
Onofre and he wants to sit in on a neeting to audit his
staff, | guess |I'm having troubl e understanding why is that
a hit.

MR MADISON: It's not.

MR BOYCE: It's not.

MR MADISON: But if the RAis participating in
the presentation or making the presentation, then it would
be a hit.

MR, BOYCE: The background on this is, the, in
some regions, the RA was going and doing all the public
nmeetings and all the interface, and it was, the staff wasn't
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doi ng as nuch. And when the regional adm ni strator shows
up, there's a big resource inpact on the |icensee side,
because, you know, many people get invited. So in the
action matrix, we try to drive that back down to the branch
chief. And so we're trying to control internal resources
and i npact on |icensees, by specifying in the action nmatrix
exactly what |evel of people should be involved in
assessnent neetings related to the action matrix. There are
processes |i ke what you're describing that go on outside of
assessnent, and there m ght be an audit of our inspection
program it mght be a Commi ssioner visit. And the RA
shoul d be part of the Conmissioner's visit there. There
m ght be, you know, foreign visitors who show up. There are
ot her reasons outside of the assessnent process. W're just
trying to keep control on our own resources as it relates to
assessnent.

BROCKMAN: It very much hel ped.

SCHERER:  Thank you.

FLOYD: We're on CA3, CA4 now.

MADI SON:  CA4.

FLOYD: Yeah.

. MADISON: Information related in a tinely
manner. This is alnost a repeat, isn't it Ton? Looking at
timeliness and the web postings again here? Ch, that's
right -- it's cross-referenced, but you wote it out here

233535
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first.

MR BOYCE: Yes.

MR, BROCKMAN. Al an on CA3. CA3(a), are there
going to be two difference activities going on, both the
survey and an OPA activity, or does that indicate that that
survey i s going to be done by OPA?

MR, MADI SON:  That indicates that that survey is
likely, or that look is likely to be done by OPA

MR, BROCKMAN:  Thank you.

MR, MADI SON:  Because they're, they're the experts
in plain |anguage descriptions, right? Bill?

MR DEAN. | think there's two things here that
are intended. By survey, we would refer to, for exanple,
the Federal Register notice. And we would ask a question of
our stakeholders in that regard. But in addition, we nay
get feedback through OPA that nay give us an insight. So |
believe that there's two --

MR, MADI SON:  Yeah. The only thing, we've got a
survey, basically, in (b), too, whereas (a) |ooks nore |ike
t he pl ai n-1anguage i ssue in OPA

MR BROCKMAN: | was just wondering, is OPA
pl anni ng on sendi ng out a survey?

MR MADI SON.  No.

MR DEAN. No. That's what |I'msaying. The
survey's separate from feedback [inaudible].
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MR MADI SON: Right, that's true.

MR BOYCE: Yeah, we were just going to pulse OPA
and say, hey, what feedback are you getting from you know,
newspaper reporters and the people you deal wth?

MR DEAN. W did the sanme thing in the pilot
program

MR, BOYCE: And on the web page, they're who's
listed as the point of contact. Ckay, so they mght be
seeing stuff that we're not. They're also going out on a
daily basis and reading all the newspaper articles that are
out there, and collecting exanples. So we want to pul se
their feedback; we don't want themto have to do a formal
survey.

MR BLOUGH On page 28 where you tal k about
unnecessary burden, feedback fromlicensees and --

MR MADISON: | haven't gotten there yet.

MR BLOUGH. |'m ahead of you?

[ Laught er]

MR MADI SON:  Yes, you are.

MR BLOUGH That's the first time --

[ Laught er]

MR BLOUGH I'Il holdit.

MR MADI SON.  CA5 -- alnost there. Information
accurate. W're gonna | ook at the assessnent and the
assessnent followup letters and nake sure they're
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consistent with the reports. W wll expect to do that via
branch audit. Looking at the assessnent |etters and
assessnent followup letters and nake sure that the outcones
are consistent with the way the report is witten. The
i nformati on provided is accurate.

Now, under the area of reduces unnecessary
regul atory burden, if there aren't any other questions in
that area. It also focuses |icensee resources on issues of
greater significance and ninimzes rework or duplication
This is very simlar to a survey question that we tal ked
about earlier, in the area of the SDP. The sane with the,
simlar type question in the area of assessnent. Any
guestion on that?

MR BLOUGH. Yeah. Wen the regional nanagers
visit sites, they ask typically |icensee managenent about,
you know, what issues do you have with NRC s performance,
and one of themis in cases where we're causi ng undue
burden. And then we report those on a different form

MR, MADI SON:  The regulatory inpact form

MR BLOUGH  Yes.

MR MADISON: We initially considered including

that in this, and we're still |ooking at whether or not to
include that. Right now, we're talking strictly survey
because we can control the -- in other words, we're gonna

get all that information at pretty nuch the sane controlled
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time, which is the scattering of information we'll get from
regul atory inpact forns.

MR JOHNSON. That feedback is folded into the
process, Randy, the guy who collects those people's forns
wal ks over and sees the guy who had the feedback process in
the hands of [inaudible], so they end up --

MR MADI SON:  Yes. They basically get folded in;
we nake those our own feedback and put theminto our
feedback process. But this nmetric we were | ooking at, for
control purposes naking it a survey question

MR BLOUGH So those reg inmpact reporting points
are part of the overall assessnent process, but they're not
feeding into this --

MR MADI SON.  That's a true statenent.

And then the second area of concern was whet her
it's mnimze the inconsistencies between the regions, and
bet ween inspectors. And we'll ook at that via program
of fice assessnment of letters for consistency in conpliance
wi th 0305, the branch during an audit.

And the other direction - let's see. EA2(c) --
Tom what happened to EA2(c)?

MR BOYCE: Ch, yeah. Yeah, EA2(c). It does not
ook like it exists.

MR GARCHOW W spotted an inconsistency in the
consi stency PI.
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[ Laught er]

MR MADI SON:  There you go. Wy don't we go back
to an earlier -- | mght have the earlier drafts here.

MR FLOYD: It could be EA2(b), couldn't it?

MR MADI SON. |t nay.

[ Pause]

MR MADI SON:  That's why you hang on to these
things. That was the question we threw into overall.

MR BOYCE: Yes, indeed. What it used to say was,
conpared to resources expended in the assessnent process in
each region to the other regions. You know, conpare and
make sure we were consistent. And for resources, that, we
i nvented the overall nethods because we were going to do an
overall look at resources and it didn't nake sense just to
| ook at one individual piece. So it got noved. So the
answer is, this needs to be deleted. BA2(b) should just be
del et ed.

MR MADISON: As soon as | find ny pen, it's
deleted. M signal to quit. Any questions? Coments?

MR PLISCO | guess this is one good opportunity,
i f anyone has any other questions or conment, as we've been
sitting here today, related to the netrics. Cbviously we're
gonna take another | ook at these, and al so when the overal
indicators in nmetrics, | think there's been a nunber of
issues | think we've had that we've deferred until we see
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those, so and then we'll | ook at those another tine, also,
once those are --

MR GARCHOW | appreciate the effort that Al an
and his staff nade in getting these together. This has cone
along way in just the last six or eight nonths, so | know
that reflects a lot of efforts. But the real trick's gonna
be gathering all the data and assinilating it where we can
ook at it.

MR MADISONN  We're not, we're not done. We'll|
continue to refine it and we'll share the revisions with you
as they cone. But it's a good comment. W may also find as
we collect sone of this data that it's not telling us what
we thought it was gonna tell us. |It's not as valuable as we
t hought, and we nmay be elimnating nore of these perfornmance
i ndicators or adjusting them so that we get the infornmation
we're trying to get.

MR DEAN. Alan, is it safe to say that we'll be
maki ng sonme adj ustnents on this based, just even on the
f eedback we got today?

MR MADI SON: | guarantee we'll be maki ng severa
adj ust nent s based upon the feedback |I've gotten today. And
we'll get, we'll look at it -- and also there's sone
consi stency issues in the docunent itself that we'll try to
addr ess.

MR PLI SCO  Thank you, Al an.
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MR BLOUGH | had a question, for Bill | guess.
the inspectors are out there doing the procedures all the
time and filling out those procedure feedback forms, and

it's just, you know, a lot of themwon't do a procedure and,
you know, put in a sentence or two of feedback. Some, nore.
But you know, there's just a |lot of feedback. You know, if
you print themall out, even fromone region there's quite a
stack. Are you guys, are you able to keep up with those?

MR DEAN. Well, no. One of the things that we
did -- what you're referring tois, in the pilot programwe
asked specifically for all the inspectors who conducted an
i nspection procedure to subnmit a feedback form to | ook at,
you know, how well the inspection procedure worked, the
requi renents appear to be appropriate, et cetera, et cetera.
W haven't required that of our inspectors for initial
i mpl enent ati on because of that very issue. It would be
overwhel mng, it would be no way.

I mean, we are relying on the region, through
their experience, to be able to summari ze experiences with
the i nspection procedure, but we're not gathering feedback
forns on each and every execution or every inspection
procedure. Only one, the inspector feels that there's an
i ssue that we have sone feedback

MR BOYCE. Right, but there's still a lot.

MR DEAN. There's still a lot of feedback form
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and | would say that, are we keepi ng our head above water?
I think every once in a while, we have to use the |ead or
somet hing. But you know, you conbi ne that feedback process
with the feedback process associated with Pls and the FAGs.
There's a lot of activity internally, just trying to answer
peopl e's questions, and so we do give thema certai n anount
of triage. W do try and get back to the individuals who
send i nformation.

Qur goal is, within two weeks, to provide at |east
an initial response to an individual and | et himknow that,
you know, this is a good issue and we may deal with it in
the next quarterly procedure revision, or we nay wait until
the end of initial inplenentation when you gather data from

everybody. O, we're gonna go change it now. | nean, you
try to give them sone feedback, at least initially. And
hopefully we'll be nore successful in that than perhaps we
were early on. So -- | don't knowif |'ve answered your
questi on.

MR, PLISCO  Any other questions for Bill or A ?

[ No Response]

MR PLI SCO Thanks.

MR DEAN. Are we free to go?

MR PLISCO Today. For today. | just want to
wrap up a coupl e business itens, when we finish.

One of the things, before the neeting, we, in our
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Federal Register notice, we had asked, if there was any
witten or oral input, it should be provided to us. And
what John's passing out is, we did receive one enail input
that has to do with Indian Point 2. | just ask you to take
a look at that. John and | have | ooked at it prelimnarily,
and we didn't really see any specific issues that should be
addressed that are within the scope of the panel, but I'lI
let you take a look at it and nake your own judgnent.

The staff already has this for action. It was
sent to the conm ssion also, and through the staff's
internal process they're gonna review it and prepare a
response. But it was also forwarded to us.

MR SCHERER Wien | heard you say the Conm ssion
i s gonna respond?

MR PLISCO Yeah. |It's already in our interna
process to respond, but it was also sent to us. Wat was
t he question?

MR, BROCKMAN: Are they treating this like a 2.206
t hi ng?

MR MONNINGER: | know it was green-ticketed to
projects. It was actually sent in a couple weeks ago, so
I"mnot sure how they're treating it.

MR, BROCKMAN.  Paragraph 2 just sort of --

MR PLISCO And | know it's being reviewed
i n-house, and | don't know what the status of it is. But
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apparently, the individual also sent it to us, so by our
procedures we'll need to at |east consider it and see
whet her there are any issues in there that we need to
consi der or review

| scanned through and John scanned through and
didn't see anything. But 1'd like you to look at it to nake
sure there aren't any issues that we need to consider

And as far as our |ast agenda, as | said before,
we' ve already taken care of that. W' ve nmade our plans for
the next neeting and laid out our agenda. W'Il draft that
up and get that out to you. You've got your homework
assi gnnments and John has the action to send you the sunmary
of that electronically so you can start on that ahead of
time before you get the neeting m nutes.

Information needs -- | know as we went through,
took notes of a couple things that are upconing, that aren't
avai l abl e yet, that we do want to |look at. But is there any
information at this point specifically that people want to
get copies of between now and the next neeting?

MR GARCHOWN (bviously, the directions to the
nmeeti ng and where sone |ocal hotels are by [inaudible] area
of Atlanta those of us not in your region aren't fanmliar
with. So we don't have a clue where to go to find your
of fices.

MR SCHERER One question | had. There was a
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di scussion earlier, yesterday, on cost-cutting issues and an

i nternal working group report. |Is that information that
this panel would want to --
MR PLISCO I'mnot -- is there a report

avai |l abl e?

MR, BROCKNAN: It's not --
MR SCHERER | dont think it's out.
MR BROCKMAN: | think when it cones out it woul d

definitely be something we would want.
FLOYD: Actually, the neeting mnutes are out
Now.
BROCKMAN:  Yeah, but they're not done. | rmean
it --
FLOYD: Onh, well okay.
BROCKMAN:  Yeah, first or second neeting or
something like that. But without a doubt, where that's
going -- and it's probably --

MR, FLOYD: There's a stakehol der neeting on
schedul e for Decenber 11. That's when the stakehol der
i nvol venent matches, starts to natch up with the interna
correct thing, or --
SCHERER: Wiat date did you give?
FLOYD:. Decenber 7.
SCHERER:  Decenber 7.
CAMERON:  You know, you guys --

2% 3 3

SRR
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MR SCHERER Wl then there'll be plenty of tinme
for our neeting on the 12th. Right?

MR, CAMERON:  You guys keep com ng back to -- we
keep hearing about nore and nore of these neetings that are
happeni ng. You do have one action itemthat fits into this,
what information do we need? This piled list of neetings.
| guess the NRC probably knows about their neetings, but if
there are industry neetings, other neetings, if you could
send -- it mght be a good idea to send those to John to
conpile this list, because there's, | don't think we've
heard about the Decenber 7th neeting.

MR, BROCKMAN: That's an issue we really don't
tal k much about [inaudible], and it was very significant --
it, it came up in the mddle of the pilot program eval uation
panel. | believe that cane up the day the senior resident
cane in.

MR PLISCO | suspect when we pull these lists
toget her, you're gonna see in your honework assignnents,
that' |l be one of the ones.

MR MONNINGER  Yes, it was on Bill Dean's |ist
too, of key issues.

MR PLISCO Yes. Thank you.

MR BLOUGH  Yeah, | just -- about our next
neeting. You know, on the agenda is "the results of the
Regi onal neetings on the progress reports in the first
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year." W have warned people that even though region 1 wll
not have held their neeting yet, | may have by then slides
that people told nme they're going to present.

I may have a preview of issues or whatever, so |
woul d intend to say sonmething fromRegion 1, either in terns
of what, what input we've been getting in advance of the
nmeeting as we go along, or whether it's specific to the
nmeeting. | wouldn't plan on taking a lot of tinme, since we
woul dn't have had the neeting. But | would plan to, you
know, try to provide sone flavor of, you know, Region 1.

MR, BROCKMAN:  And we'll have the January neeting,
at which I would think on that agenda we'll want to get an
update fromyou as to what happened at yours.

MR BLOUGH Right. Right.

MR PLISCO But | didn't hear anything else. |
guess ny original questionis, is there any specific
information -- | think that list will be out, but we'll
prepare that.

MR CAMERON: Did Augie get us the NUREG t hat we
asked himfor yet? He was gonna get everybody a copy of the
NUREG t hat canme up, discussion cane up this afternoon.

MR BROCKMAN: Was that a draft manual chapter?

MR PLISCO It was a draft nanual chapter.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Yeah, you do have this one.
There's only one, at least for this, today's neeting, the



O©CO~NOOTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRPRPREPRRRERRR
OBRWNFRPOOONOURAWNRO

459

parking | ot issue of the word "nonitor."™ And | don't know
if -- you know, that cane up early in your discussions. You
may feel nore confortable with that now But | just wanted
tocall it to your attention in case anybody did want to
discuss it.

MR, BROCKMAN: Let nme throw ny two cents' worth
in. | think after the discussions we've had all day today,

there was a whole lot of data that's being provided that is
ongoi ng data that nmakes nme confortable with the aspect that
I"mgoing to have nore stuff to reviewthat carries the
broad thoughts of nonitoring with it.

When you conbine that with our next neeting, which
is, do we have additional topics we want to bring up --
we' re tal ki ng about the honework assignnent -- | think we'll
be there without a problemand | don't have any concerns
personally with the word "nonitor" because we're gonna get a
whol e I ot of in-process data. There's ny thoughts on this.
Everybody el se confortable with this?

MR BLOUGH | think we started "nonitoring" about
ten mnutes into when Bill Dean started talking.
MR BROCKMAN: | agree.

MR PLISCO Any ot her coments?

MR MONNINGER: It would seemlike, with respect
to the email that we got in, you potentially could take four
actions. You could take it under review for the panel; you
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could put it in sonme type of parking lot to consider for a
panel in the future; you could decide to defer response
actions to the NRC, or you could do no action what soever.
That woul d be four potential dispositions of it.
MR GARCHOWN What the gentleman's asking for is
not in the purview of this --

MR PLISCO That was ny -- | just wanted to rmake
sure that the panel agreed with that.

MR FLOYD: | would go for option C, turn to the
staff, which is where it belongs, for proper evaluation

| play caveat with it. |If any of this causes

anyone, they should use it as part of their decision-making
process as the issues that they think that are appropriate
to forward it as part of our homework assignment. It may
spi n your thoughts sonewhere, but you have no direct action
But it certainly still is a docunment we've got, we can use,
as we're devel opi ng our issues, as appropriate.

MR, BROCKMAN:  There's an assunption in the
letter. | mean, clearly, having steam generator tube |eaks,
al t hough not desired, is well within the design |icensing
basis. The fundanental issue isn't about the steam
generator tube | eak occurring and not safe or unsafe. |It's
nothing to do with this process. W've got plants out there
currently licensed with tube | eaks and ruptures as part of
their design and |licensing basis, expected to occur with
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some frequency. You never want themat your plant, but you
expect themto occur. They were expected to occur when the
plants were |icensed.

MR, FLOYD: They are expected to occur about once
every five years.

MR BROCKMAN: | think it's essential we just
don't say, not ours. There's an answer that has to go back
to this individual. Remenber the public is concerned.
Wthin the context of this Conmttee, we will look at it and
use this as we're developing the issues that are within the
scope of this conmmittee to review. The i medi ate techni cal
answers associated with this have been referred to the
staff, and they're dealing with it too. | think that's what
we're gonna do and it's also the right type of nessage to
send back to the person, as opposed to just saying, not our
j ob, nman.

MR CAMERON: So with that, what you're inplying
is that, also that the staff should be notified to put in
their, whatever response they nmake, is that this commttee
wi || consider any generic issues as appropriate that are
raised? |Is that what you're saying?

MR BROCKMAN: | think we took it under review,
and we will use it within the real mof our consideration.
MR SCHERER | think that the staff could say

that they gave us a copy of it, and that the comrittee's
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free, will consider it for what it's worth in our
del i berations. And that's it.

MR, CAMERON: Yeah, that's -- okay.

MR GARCHOW We're not getting into specific
assessnent nodules in any other area. Wy would we get into
a specific inspection nodules in this area, as opposed to,
you know, pressure boundary | eakage, you know, because that

seens to be the thing of the day. | nean, where does it
end? W'Ill never get out of here.
MR SCHERER Well, it's factually correct and

have no problemw th the staff giving us a copy of it. And
we can consider this, you can consider it and | can consider
it to the extent that we will, in our deliberations.
Peri od.

MR PLISCO  Any other --

MR MONNINGER: So is a response goi ng back from
the panel to the individual?

MR BROCKMAN: Did this cone directly to the
panel ?

MR MONNI NGER:  Yes. That cane directly to the
panel . So nyself and Loren --

MR, BROCKMAN: | woul d propose that the panel has
to send a response back to the individual

MR GARCHOWN | don't agree with that. But we
could -- | think the NRC could send the gentlenan a letter
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back, you know, we respect the fact that you sent it to this
panel , but [inaudible] this panel, we take your concern
seriously and this is howit's gonna be dealt with by the
NRC.

MR MONNINGER: Option 3, the option 3 was to
refer it back to SamCollins, for him you know, it's not
within the Panel's scope or whatever words. Defer it back.
Loren sends a neno, defer it back to NRR for --

MR PLISCO But | think we could recomend t hat
there a sentence be included that will, just as we
di scussed, that we'll take any --

MR, NOLAN. Based on tine, standard practice would
be is for the DFOto wite a brief letter to the individual
saying this is what the Panel did. W took it under
advi senent, we consider it, you know, in devel opi ng our
maj or i ssues for consideration. However, the crux of your
issue will be evaluated in depth by NRR and deferred. And
gi ve the nanme of the person who's the contact in NRR and
then NRRwill close it out.

MR BROCKMAN: But the nmail is addressed to us,
and we should answer the nail and say this other person's
gonna gi ve you your answer.

MR NOLAN. Right. And it's just a one-paragraph
letter.

MR, CAMERON: David, you have no problemwith
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t hat ?

MR GARCHOW That's fi ne.

[ Di scussi on of the Record]

MR PLISCO  Any ot her business?

MR MONNINGER: Wth respect to the binders, are
you interested in "living" binders? Are these good
references to bring to each neeting?

MR FLOYD: Yes.

MR MONNI NGER: Do you [inaudible] the shelf? Do
you want to keep it here?

MR GARCHOW | want to keep it, that works out
great for me. | appreciate you're doing it.

I"I'l just prepare another one for the next
neeti ng.

MR MONNI NGER: kay. And if you have too nuch
luggage, | can nmail them back. And also, if you want to
keep your nane tags here and tinecards, we won't have to --
unl ess you want them as souvenirs.

MR BLOUGH Do you want us to |eave themfor you
t hen?

MR MONNI NGER  Yes. Leave themfor ne.

MR SCHERER We'|l keep them as souvenirs after
we file our report.

MR, REYNOLDS: That's right.

MR PLI SCO  Anything el se?
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MR PLI SCO
[ Wher eupon,

465

Thanks. W'l close the neeting.

at 3:55 p.m,

the neeting was cl osed.]



