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The Subcommittee nmet at 1:30 a.m in Room T2B3,

Two White Flint North, Rockville, Maryland, John D.

Si eber, Chai rman, presiding.
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PROCEEDI NGS
(1:33 p.m)

MR SIEBER. The nmeeting will now come to
order. This is a neeting of the ACRS Subcomittee on
Pl ant Operations. M nane is John Sieber. |'m
Chai rman of the Pl ant Operations Subcomm ttee, and ny
Co-Chair for this project is George Apostol akis, who
is Chairman of the Reliability and PRA Subconmittee.
O her nenbers in attendance are Mari o Bonaca, G aham
Leitch, Steve Rosen, and | guess that's it for the
ti me being.

The purpose of the neeting is to discuss
the reactor oversight process as it relates to the
staf f requi renments nenorandum whi ch directedthat the
NRC staff, with input fromthe ACRS, resolve the
apparent conflicts and di screpanci es between aspects
of the ROP that are risk-informed, for exanple, the
significance determ nati on process, and those that are
per f or mance- based, for exanple, those that are
performance indicators. Maggalean W Wston is the
ACRS Staff Engineer for this neeting.

The rules for participation in this
neeti ng have been announced as part of the notice of
this nmeeting, published in the Federal Register on

August 22nd, 2002. A transcript of the neeting is
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bei ng kept, and will be nade available, as stated in
t he Federal Register notice. It is requested that al
speakers identify thensel ves, use one of the
m cr ophones avail abl e, and speak with sufficient
clarity and volume so they can be readily heard. W
have received no witten comments fromnenbers of the
public regarding today's neeting.

George, do you have any conments you'd
like to nmake?

MR APCSTOLAKIS: No, that's fine.

MR SIEBER Okay. Thank you. We'll now
proceed with the neeting. Ron Frahm you may begin.

MR. FRAHM Thank you. Can everybody hear

me?
MR. SI EBER  Yes.
MR. FRAHM | actually have a personal mc
on. |I'mRon Frahmfromthe I nspecti on ProgramBranch

and |1'd actually just like to point out before we get
started, | fell yesterday. | tripped over ny
daughter, and | hurt ny back a little bit, so | wll
need to be getting up and down frequently throughout
t he presentation, because sitting in one place for a
| ong period of tinme is not very confortable.

MR. SIEBER W may all do that.

MR. FRAHM Ckay. And that's why | have
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t he portabl e m crophone.

As | said, good afternoon. Wth me today
at the table are Doug Coe. He is the Section Chief in
t he I nspection Program Branch responsible for the
Signi ficance Determ nation Process, as well as our
| nspection Program To ny right is Don H ckman. He's
our Task Lead for the Performance | ndi cator Program
We al so have with us Ci ndy Carpenter. She's the Chief
of our Inspection Program Branch, and | believe
several other staff nmenbers are available in the
audi ence t o address specific questions that m ght cone
up during today's briefing.

W certainly welcome this opportunity to
sit dowmn with the ACRS and exchange ideas in the
interest of inproving the ROP. Actually, ny first
slide is the direct quote fromthe SRMthat John has
al ready gone through. The only thing I'd Iike to add
is that this is really the focus of today's
di scussion, in that this SRMwas a result of an ACRS
briefing of the Comm ssion on Decenber 5th of 2001.

W intend to address this SRMin our
annual ROP SECY Sel f - ASsessnment Paper that will be
i ssued next March. Although we have a few specific
slides I'"d like to go over today, we'dreally like to

gat her your insights and your inputs, because this is
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a group effort that we need to put together, and
address this SRM Because as you see on the first
line, the staff should provide the reconmendati ons
with ACRS i nput, so a big point of today is to gather
your i nput.

MR. LEITCH That SRM seens to inply a
differentiati on between risk-infornmed perfornmance-
based t hat i s significant determ nati on process versus
performance i ndicators, but are there not al so sone of
t he cornerstone indicators that tend to be nore
per f or mance- based than ri sk-infornmed?

MR FRAHM  Absol utely.

MR LEITCH  For exanple, |'mthinking
about inoperable sirens. 1Isn't that really a
per f or mance- based i ndi cat or?

MR. FRAHM Yes, it is. Sone -- in fact,
this statenent is a little unnerving. |[|'ll actually
go of f on a tangent of my own here. It seens to inply

that you can be either risk-informed or perfornmance-

based.
MR LEITCH  Yeah.
MR. FRAHM But in ny mnd, any input into
the ROP is performance-based. |If you have an SDP

issue, it's based on a perfornmance issue.

MR LEITCH Right.
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MR FRAHM And all the perfornmance
i ndi cators are performance-based, as well. So to ne,
being risk-inforned i s a subset of bei ng performance-
based, and there are certain aspects of the ROP that
are nore performance-based than ot hers.

MR LEITCH  Ckay.

MR. FRAHM But it is not specifically --
the SDP is risk-inforned and not perfornmance-based,
and the performance -- I'msorry. The performance
i ndi cators are performance-based and not ri sk-
infornmed. It's not that fine a Iine.

MR. LEITCH  Unh- huh.

MR FRAHM Okay. Mving along. We'd
like to first discuss sone of the basic fundanental s
of the reactor oversight process. First, the ROP
regul atory framework was devel oped by a task group
based on expert judgnent, and includes seven
equi val ent cornerstones of safety. These cornerstones
wer e sel ected based on their conparabl e i nportance in
neeting the agency's mission to protect the public
heal th and safety.

Regul atory response to plant performance
is determned by the action matrix, based on both
per formance i ndi cators and i nspecti on findi ngs across

t hese seven cornerstones. It's inportant to note that
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an underlying principle of the ROP is that the
crossing of a performance indicator or inspection
finding threshhold will have a simlar meaning with
respect to staff response and safety significance.

Assessnent reviews are perforned on a
conti nuous quarterly and annual basis for all plants.
W al so have an annual wap-up neeting of senior
managers call ed the Agency Action Review Meeti ng,
where we confirmthe staff actions to-date, as well as
go over the ROP sel f-assessnent process, and i ndustry
trends. And we believe that to-date, after two and a
hal f years of ROP i npl enmentation, the plants appear to
be receiving the appropriate |evel of oversight.

W based this on the fact that two agency

action review neetings have been conducted and
conpl eted, and seni or managenent has confirmed that
the staff actions were appropriate, as well as
continuous interface with regi onal managenent. And
nost recently, the md-cycle reviews were conpl eted
about a few weeks ago, and the regions stated that
they were able to get the right plants in the right
pl ace to make sure that they're getting the
appropriate regulatory attention

MR. LEITCH Do you know if fire or fire

prevention, perhaps nore properly, was ever consi dered
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as cornerstone?

MR FRAHM | personally do not.

MR. LEITCH: | just wonder how -- in other
wor ds, as you |l ook at the plants today, it seens to ne
t hat the emergency preparedness issue being a
cornerstone, has suddenly hei ghtened the attention,
and properly so, on siren performance, for exanple.
And | guess, | just wondered as | was readi ng about
sone of the fire protection issues here for a neeting
later this week, | was just wondering why isn't fire
-- in other words, if the plant is having a | ot of
non- consequential fires, or poor performance on the
fire brigade, those kind of things, isn't that a
cornerstone safety issue? How is that reflected in
t he cornerstones?

MR. FRAHM Well, | believe currently,
fire protection is handled across all of the reactor
safety cornerstones, if I'mcorrect. Please keep ne
honest. It was not -- | was not part of the task
group that put together the cornerstones, and |' mnot
really -- I'"mnot sure anybody here was, for that
matter. But |'mnot sure what the basis was for not
including fire protection.

MR. LEITCH Say a fire that inpacted a

mtigating system that woul d cone under the mtigated
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system cor ner st one.

MR FRAHM That's right.

MR LEITCH [|I'mthinking of a fire that
doesn't necessarily affect the mtigating system |
mean, it's -- you know, a lot of mnor fires I'm
talking. Like firein apile of trash some pl ace, or
firein the weeds at the plant, those kind of things.
| guess | just don't quite see where that fits into
t he system

MR. COE: Well, I can help nmaybe a little
bit. This is Doug Coe. | think that the whole
concept of fire was as another set of initiating
events that the plant had to be designed to mtigate.
And simlar to -- it didn't achieve a cornerstone
status of its own because it was -- there was al ready
a mtigating systens cornerstone. And we exam ned,
you know, fire protection types of issues, and in the
process of deciding how to address them from an SDP
st andpoi nt, and we fornul ated a separate SDP for fire
protection issues. And that could be either
increasing initiating event frequency, or a
degradation in sonme barrier, or sone mtigation
function. Soit fit the overall framework of the ROP,
and it didn't require its own cornerstone. It seened

to be captured within the seven cornerstones that have
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been al ready --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: But if you had frequent
risk insignificant fires which |l think is part of the
question of M. Leitch, would that affect your
assessnment of the safety conscious work environment ?

MR. FRAHM Well, the safety conscious
work environment is a cross-cutting issue. |If there
was problens in that area, they' re expected to reveal
t hensel ves t hrough t hi ngs t hat we can see, a series of
small or minor fires mght be one of them But the
framewor k was designed originally to put a threshhol d
on those issues, so that the m nor issues, the ones
that did not pose a health or safety risk, or an
i npact of that nature, were ones that we expected the
licensee to treat within their own corrective action
programnms, and provi ded that those issues never rose
beyond or above that threshold of significance, that
we would -- the assunption we nmade was that the
| i censee properly naintaining or controlling that.

Now t he question you raise is a good one.
| f you've got a |licensee that has, you know, a | ot of
these that are greater than what you would nornmally
expect, and other plants have nuch |less, then you'd
expect there's a performance problemw th that plant.

Okay. Now that does not slip by our attention. Qur
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i nspectors, or field inspectors, our resident staff
are nmonitoring, and they see evidence of problens at
low |l evel s. Ckay?

The programrequires that we identify
probl ems at higher |evels, or higher significance
thresholds in order to take agency action, additi onal
agency action. But we are out there. W are | ooking,
and if we identify that kind of a trend, it factors
into how and where we | ook, as we conduct our norma
basel i ne i nspection activities.

MR. LEITCH So that could yield as
i nspection finding, even if these fires were m nor,
non-ri sk consequence, but there were a significant
nunber .

MR. FRAHM Yes, and | enphasize that
i nspection findings can be a very |ow safety
significance. And we have a program-- the process
that we -- you know, the framework that we've set up
provides for arelatively expeditious di spensati on of
t hose findings, so that we can continue on with our
i nspection activities, |looking for the issues of
greater significance.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: | wonder whether this is
the appropriate time, but it seens to ne - to raise

the question - but it seens to nme that your bullets
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here and later on seemto inply that this is a very
successful process. And | wonder whether the Davis-
Besse's event woul d have any inpact on that? | nean,
| understand that it was all green, and yet they now
-- everybody finds problenms with the way they were
running the plant and so on. Doesn't that tell us
somet hi ng about the process, when all the indicators
are green, and then you have such a nmjor probl en?

MR COE: Yes, | think it does. And
think that the Lessons Learned Task Force was j ust
conmpl eting their work now, and shoul d be i ssuing their
report very shortly, is going to give us sone of their
perspectives on that very question.

MR. APCSTOLAKIS:  So you are not
addressing that issue today.

MR COE: No, we are not.

MR APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay. Okay.

MR. FRAHM COkay. Next slide, please. So
far, the staff believes that having both ri sk-i nforned
and performance-based threshol ds provides a nice
bal anced approach, as | discussed earlier, and that
they actually work in concert together. They' re not
opposing forces. They're actually forces that work
t oget her.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: 1'Il tell you where the
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problemis. | think it's not the issue of risk-
i nformed versus - well, it depends on what you nmean by
per f ormance- based - but performance, | think the

action matrix has a problemthere, because the
performance indicators are, in fact, indicators of
performance. There's truthin advertisingthere. And
then the SDP is really risk-based. So now when we
say, and maybe that was part of the problemwth
Davi s- Besse again, that interns of risk, maybe it was
okay, but -- | nean, it was not okay but, you know, we
didn't come very close to any major thing. But in
terms of performance, it was terrible. And as you
know, one of the maj or comments t he ACRS nade was t hat
t he threshol ds for the perfornmance i ndi cators, except
for the green/white are ri sk-based, and t hey shoul dn't
be. And |I'mreally wondering whet her the performnce
i ndi cators shoul d be part of the action matrix at all,
because you are mixing two different things.

On the one hand, you have the SDPwith its
risk thresholds. GCkay? And sonme of them are better
t han ot hers.

MR. FRAHM Right. Some of themhave risk
t hr eshol ds.

MR. APOSTCLAKI S: SDP for power operations

is much better than SDP for emergency planning, for
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exanpl e, or sonething else, security, for what you
don't have a PRA. But how can we mix the two? How
can we say in the action matrix, if you find any
whites or yellows, do this. When sonme of the yellows
may cone fromperformance, others may come fromri sk.
| think that's a real issue in ny mnd. | nean, the
matrix itself should be scrutinized that way.

| don't know whet her one needs to treat
t hem separately, or sonehow reconcile them because
t he bases are very different.

MR FRAHM Well, 1'd just like to say
that all of them are perfornmance-based, and sone are
nore risk-informed than others. Thresholds in both
Pis and the SDP, and that that was one of the
under | ying principles and prem ses when this task
group got together a few years ago, was to make t hose
t hreshol ds have relatively the same wei ght, using
expert judgnent.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: No, but they're --

MR. ROSEN: Not necessarily based on ri sk.
I f we had risk insights available, we used them

MR APCSTOLAKI S: No, the threshol ds,
except for the green/white are all risk based. Thats'
why you get 23 transients, which is, you know, a very

hi gh nunber than normally it is, because you want the
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frequency of transients to be so high, that the core

damage frequency junps -- that's unrealistic.
Now anot her thing, that's -- | don't claim
| have the answer, but | think -- I'"mtroubl ed by the

fact that the perfornmance i ndicators, especially when
you go to white, is based on how ny peers are
perform ng, but then everything else is based on
absol ute neasures of risk. And | don't know what the
answer is to that, but | think it's a flawin the
action nakers.

MR COE: | think that your -- if I'm
correct, you'rerestrictingyour comments right nowto
t he performance i ndicators for mtigating systens and
initiating events. Correct?

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S:  Yeah.

MR. COE: Right, because those are the
ones in which the risk basis was applied. And all I
can tell youis -- and it's not as satisfying as we,
per haps, would have liked it to be. Mybe it was --
there were ways of -- naybe there are ways of making
that first threshold between green and white nore
risk-infornmed than it is right now But what we did
do, if I"'mrecalling correctly fromthe SECY paper
that we wote, we did use the risk nodel to establish

t he white/yell owthreshold, and t hen we made sur e t hat
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t he performance-based threshold, which was the
green/white threshold, was below that. 1In other
wor ds, the nunber of initiatingevents, or the nunbers
of hours of that mtigating system being out of
service was below that, so that there would be a
differentiation. And I'd have to go back to that
original SECY paper to better articulate why it is we
couldn't get nore risk-informed with that first
t hreshol d.
MR. SIEBER. Because nobody would be in

it. Yo would have to commt so many sins to get to a
white indicator, that nobody would be there, so they
used peer conparison

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Actual ly, the ACRS t ook
t he other position. The other thresholds that are
ri sk-based should not be. W agreed with the
green/white, but we have a problemwth the
white/yell owand yel | ow red, becausethey're -- as you
know very well, you will never have a core damage
event because the frequency of transients went up.
No, it's an indication of performance. Wat w || get
you there, or close, will be an accident sequence.

MR. SIEBER Yeah, but didn't we agree two
nont hs ago that, or at |east we were told that the

only col or change that would be in the performance
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i ndi cators was green and white.

MR APCSTOLAKI S: That was an idea that
was proposed, and the staff did no object to it. |
don't think they commtted --

MR SIEBER Well, maybe we'll find out
t oday.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: | don't think they're
t hi nki ng about it any nore.

MR. SIEBER: | think another point that is
part of this conversation, that | have struggled a
little bit with, using the single action matrix for
bot h performance i ndicators and ri sk i nformati on. And
the only way that | can conclude that that's, perhaps,
an appropriate thing to do, is that sonebody has
decided, and | think it was regional admnistrators,
plus NRR Staff people, that if | -- for each of these
indicators, if they showed up at a given licensee,
here's the action | would take. And that would be
different -- it would be the sane action whether it
was a performance-basis indicator or SDP. And so
that's a way to think about it, and it doesn't relate
to the commonal ity between perfornance-based
indicators and risk significance. 1It's nore related
to what woul d NRC managenent do under a variety of

circunstances, andlet's |unp everythingthat would - -
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where we woul d take the sanme action into a single
matrix. And that was a way to decide howto integrate
t he SDP process and t he perfornmance i ndi cat or process.

MR CCE: | believe that's what we've
done.

MR SIEBER | think so too, but it
doesn't junmp out at you. And when we see sone of
t hese i nconsi stencies, andtry to figure out well, why
does having too few people attend energency plan
training, why i s that equival ent to having a hi gh head
safety injection punp out?

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Equi val ence acr oss.

MR SIEBER Yeah. And so there is
probably an area where one coul d easily be confused.
And if we do anything, if we adopt a single action
matri x and sone fol ks have suggested that nmaybe we
need two di fferent ones, one for Pis and one for SDPs,
or violations, however you want to call it. |
personal ly don't think that's necessary to do, but if
we have just a single one, the text should explain
what the basis for it is, so that that confusion just
didn't linger out there.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: That's a very
i nteresting point, becauseif that'sreally the way it

was construted, then it changes the perspective. |
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still don't think that you will need the yell ow and
red for the performance indicators, because --

MR SIEBER  You'll never get there.

MR APCSTOLAKIS:  You will never get
t here.

MR SIEBER |If you had 20 scrams --

MR APOSTOLAKI S: Putting something down
t hat nakes you --

MR COE: W recognize that we're not
going to 25 scrans at a plant in a year before we take
action, you know. W'Il never get there.

MR SIEBER Well, the company will take
action. They will change after nanagenent.

MR COE: It'Il be taken over by events
before 25 scrans --

MR APCSTOLAKIS: Green and white is
probably enough, maybe a yell ow under certain
conditions, but certainly not red.

MR. COE: The staff had actually the sane
concern when | think we were first devel opi ng that
aspect of the ROP, but they were retained. Those
t hreshol ds, the yellow, red, and white/yell ow
treshol ds were retai ned, even though they were
relatively high, to offer a sense of margin, | think.

It was, perhaps, a little bit of a surprise that
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that's the way it canme out, but as you thought about
it, you recogni zed that all other things being equal,
as if you sinply change the initiating event
frequency, you would have to get to a fairly high
| evel of those kinds of transient initiators toget to
the sane risk value, if you had a mtigating system
out for X nunber of hours that net that threshold, as
wel | .

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: But this is supposed to
be a real thing. It's not -- | nean, it's not a
sensitivity study to see howthey PRA results change.
But the truth of the matter is, we have had an
acci dent sequence precursor program now for over 20
years. The things that have really concerned both t he
i ndustry and the agency as being significant are
sequences of events, never the frequency of one event.
It's sequences. Sonething happens, sonething el se
fails, sonething else fails, so you say ny, God, you
know.

MR COE: Scrans with conplications.
MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: Yes. Exactly. So |

need to report this. Wy can't we take sinmlar
t hi nki ng here, and say in terns of perfornmance, yeah,
we worry about exceeding the 95th percentile of

performance, and we do certain things. But in terns
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of risk, what really matters is the conbi nation of
event, and we already have a problemw th those
things. So why isn't there an entry in the matrix

t hat says the ASP gives ne this, and nowthat takes nme
to a yellow, and I'lIl do sonething. Because the ASP
is, in fact, realistic.

MR. COE: To answer your question, in many
cases the ASP, the Accident Sequence Precursor
Program does parallel the effort we take, you know,
to characterizethe significanceinriskterms. Oten
t hey take | onger, but they do a nore detailed job, in
many cases a nore analytical job. And we have a
conti nui ng concern about the paralellismof those two
prograns, ROP and ASP. And | think we've tal ked about
that before. 1It's sonething we need to resolve
between the two offices that sponsor those two
pr ogr ans.

But fundamental ly, you know, sone of the
events that occur reveal certain deficiencies of the
pl ant, and the event itself can be characterized in
terms of its risk inpact, in ternms of the |ikelihood
that the core could have progressed through the
sequence to a damaged state, and that can be
characterized as a probability. However, it may, in

fact, if there's conplications, reveal that there were
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certain degraded conditions that may have existed for
a period of time. And it's the task of the SDP to
det erm ne whet her or not there was some ki nd of
deficient |icensee performance that contributedtothe
degradi ng condition, or even the condition which
pronpted the event to occur in the first place. And
t hat degraded condition, or that performance i ssueis
what we're trying to assess.

Fundanental ly, we're not -- fundanentally
we recogni zed at the very outset of ROP devel opnent
t hat an event could happen. |In fact, at that tine,
AECD or the research fol ks that had been doi ng t he ASP
Program very strongly indicated that bad events,
significant events can often happen, you know, to good
i censees. There seens to be no correlation between
a licensee's performance and the really significant
events that have occurred. They couldn't nake any
correlation, and so their expectation was that
occasionally, a significant event would happen. It
may have, you know, generic inplications, and we
certainly as an agency, may have to take action. But
in terms of our assessment of that |icensee's
performance, if lightning strikes and a bad event
happens, that may not be a performance issue, so we

very strongly related our process to a definition of
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a performance issue.

That disciplines not only the staff inits
thinking, interns of articul ati ng what that issueis,
and the identifying what condition that it created,
whi ch then we can neasure or estimate in terns of its
heal th and safety inpact using risk.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: But let's take the plans
with conplications, with two conplications. Now
have a conmpound event, three events, a transient and
two additional events. Wen | do the SDP, aml| goi ng
to consider the compound event, or each one
separately? | think there was a probl emonce that the
i nspection manual said you do them separately.

MR COE: Yes.

MR. APOSTCLAKI S: Has that been corrected?

MR COE: Yes. Wll, we have guidance
now. | would offer that, you know, the guidance is
essentially that a determ nation needs to be nade, as
t o whet her the two t hi ngs t hat occurred si nul t aneously
wer e connected through sone common cause. |If they
were, they're treated as a single issue. |If they're
entirely independent, and conpletely unrel ated, and
t hey just happened to have occurred at the sane tine,
they' re treated i ndependently.

MR. APOSTCOLAKIS: Wll, let's say the
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condition -- | nean, it's obvious they are not

conpl etely i ndependent. Now i ndependence we don't
have to worry about. |If | analyze the sequence in
SDP, what cornerstone am| affecting now? AmI| --
because | have an initiating event. | have sone of
the mtigating systens intoit. Were aml going? Am
| going to both of then? AmIl going -- because if |
go to both of them | have a problem that they are
really in terns of frequencies, and not the
probability of, you know, this thing going close to
core damage ri sk, in other words, so that's where the
probl em seens to be. | don't know where it could go,
and this is inportant.

MR. COE: Each finding does have to be
assi gned to t he nost appli cabl e cornerstone, sointhe
case that you nentioned, if you have a series of
t hi ngs happen, perhaps you had a deficiency that
caused the initiating event, and you had some -- and
t hen there was conplications which were reveal ed
because of the initiating event. Those conplications
woul d li kely beinthenmtigatingsystens cornerstone.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Right.

MR COE: |If there was a perfornmance
deficiency that was identified that actually caused

the initiating event, that would be under the
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initiating event cornerstone, or it would be captured
as Pl, as a hit on that PI.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: But the problem Doug,
withthat, isthat theinitiating event isinterns of
a frequency, you know, a rolling frequency over a
three-year period, soit will count it as one event.
And it may end up being nothing, because you didn't
have anything the |last two years. And yet, you may
have cone cl ose to core damage because of t he conpound
event. There are two different ways. |n other words,
you're counting it as one incident that will be
i ncluded inthe frequency cal cul ati on. Wen, in fact,
the PRA tells you well, you had these conplications,
my friend, and you were close by ten to the m nus two,
or sonething, three.

MR SIEBER It seens to ne --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: This is the difference
bet ween a ri sk eval uati on and performance eval uati on.

MR. SIEBER. It seens to ne though, that
if you really wanted to neasure risk and eval uate
| i censee performance based on ri sk and events, that to
eval uate conmpound events as separate issues, whether
they're related or not, doesn't give you the risk
pi cture.

MR APOSTOLAKI S: No, it does not.
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MR COE: VYou're correct. And we

acknowl edge that the SDP process is not intended or
expected to characterize the probability of core
damage given that a specific event happened on a
specific day. Again, we nmake a very strong
distinction. That is the task of the ASP, the
Acci dent Sequence Precursor Program and to a |arge
extent it's still our task, as well, in NRR to
under st and that conbi ned significance of that event.
MR. SIEBER. Let me ask a question or so
about ASP. It seens to ne that that is not so nmuch of
a-- is not aclassic traditional PRA type of
exercise. And it seened also to nme that since that
work i s done here, and that cranking-out eval uations
of these events may be as nmuch as a year behind, at
times. You know, the event occurs, and it takes a
year to get the ASP done. And that's sort of like
hitting your dog three weeks after he nessed up your
carpet, you know. The dog's | ooki ng around wonderi ng
why did you hit nme?

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: But with the tools that
the ROP is devel opi ng, maybe you don't need to wait.
You don't need to do such a detailed analysis. |
nmean, with the tools that they are devel opi ng, you can

eval uate a conpound event, | think, with the same
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degree of accuracy that you' re eval uati ng ot her t hi ngs
is the SDP.
MR SIEBER It depends on the event
t hough.
MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  And again, you know, if
it's really very inportant, then you do a nore
detail ed anal ysis, you take better action.

MR. COE: That's correct.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: It's not -- in other
words, when | say ASP, | don't necessarily nean the
process as it exists today. | nean the idea of taking

a compound event, cal culating the condition or
probability of core damage, and then taking sone
action on that basis. Now it seenms to ne this is
separate fromthe ROP

MR. COE: But it has a very distinct role
in our response to that event. And, in fact, for the
very reasons that you' ve described, because that is
inmportant. It is inmportant froma public safety
st andpoi nt how cl ose to that event come to a core
damage state. W use that as -- that has a specia
pl ace as an input to our determ nation of whether we
activate a special inspection on an augnented
i nspection team or even possibly an incident

i nvestigation team
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MR, APOSTOLAKIS: Right. So is the ROP's

pur pose sonet hing el se then?

MR COE: Well, if those teans are
i mpl enented or initiated on the basis of our concerns
over risk. And as you obviously, you know, can see,
you may have very little informati on at the very early
stages of an event, or just after an event has
occurred, so we may not have a really clear picture.
So we nake the best job, or we nake the best estimate
we can, and then go forward fromthere. But then
t hose inspections are out there to identify the
performance deficiencies that will formthe basis of
our finding, so we do try to make -- we try to make
sure that the ROP is |ooking at a performance issue,
and characterizing that usingtherisk netric of delta
CDF, and we stick to that.

And then the CCDP netric can be used to
classify the significance of an event, but it doesn't
play a role in assessing the performance of that
| i censee.

MR. APOSTCOLAKIS: So what | gather from
what you said, is that the reactor oversight process
is really oriented towards an assessnent of
per f or mance.

VMR, COE: Yes.
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MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Not risk, even though a

| ot of the thresholds are risked-based, it's really
performance we care about.

MR, CCE: It's a perfornance assessnent
process. And that's why we had to be cl ear about the
i nput .

MR APOSTOLAKIS: So the frequent m nor
fires that M. Leitch nmentioned, should have a pl ace
t here somewhere.

MR, COE: Yes.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: But if there is a big
fire wwth consequences, that's ASP. That's sonebody
else. It's not ROP, so | think the -- and some of ny
col | eagues over the last two years have been argui ng
that way. The problemthat is confusing ne, is the
pur pose, and the scope, and the objective of the ROP,
| don't think is clearly stated. And if it is
performance ori ented, why do | need the reds? And the
action there is that the Comm ssion gets invol ved and
so on. Do you really expect that to happen wi thout
somet hing major that -- | nmean, the kind of stuff
there that you care about, m nor things that may | ead
to a performance i ssue, soif you' re tal ki ng about the
Commi ssion getting involved, then to ne, that's not

just performance, so that confuses ne.
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But then if | look at the rest of ROP, |
think you're right, Doug. | think it's nore
performance oriented, because we have other prograns
for nore serious stuff. And that's not --

MR. SIEBER. Talk to ne about this MSPI.
You' ve got it on your next slide. How MSPI relates to
everyt hing we' ve been tal ki ng about here. Mtigating
System Performance Index. |It's the first bullet on
your next slide.

MR. FRAHM Yeah. And there is actually
-- this has been briefed to the Subconm ttee before,
and it's an ongoi ng separate i ssue, but we're prepared
to tal k about it.

MR SIEBER Well, before we --

MR- ROSEN: And in the context of what
we' ve been tal king about, is conplications on an
initial transient, that's being needed -- we need to
really evaluate the risk signifiance of transients
with conplications, not just the, you know, some
i ndi vi dual event happening. This Mtigating System
Per f ormance I ndex goes, as | understood it, it begins
to go sonme, in sone way the direction of the PRA or
the SAP. It begins to put together sonme of the issues
in arisk context. Correct?

MR HICKMAN: This is Don Hi ckman. |t
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does to a limted extent. The Mtigating System
Performance Index is simlar to the other Pis, and as
we' ve di scussed here already. The perfornmance
i ndicators are an accumul ati on of counts of a
particul ar type of event. And when you have a
compound event, you don't get the synergy of those
events together. That isn't capturedinthe Pl in any
way.

In fact, in the Mtigating Systens
Performance Index, | don't know if you have seen the
| atest version that we're using. W already started
the pilot programon that, and we specifically state
in there that the color of the PI, the color of the
event will be the color fromthe Mtigating Systens
Performance Index, if it's a single failure, or a
single train unavailability. But if it's nore than
that, that is a conpound event, we determ ne the col or
of that event by running it through the inspection
process, which neans the SDP. So again, we do not
capture the cunmul ative affect of nmultiple problens in
t he MSPI.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Al right. You said
t hat you have already started the program the pil ot
program Are you planning to brief us on this?

MR FRAHM | believe it's schedul ed for
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Novenber .

MS. CARPENTER: They postponed it, |

think, to | ate Novenber.
M5. WESTON: Right. |It's not this group.

It was anot her group, but it's been postponed. It was
schedul ed for Cctober 31st. It has been postponed.
Last week ny indication was that --

MS. CARPENTER  They wanted accunul ation
of data in order to --

M5. VESTON:.  Yes.

MR. ROSEN. Brief us on what they were
going to do. That's one --

M5. VEESTON: R ght.

MR. SIEBER Well, before we junp too far

ahead, I1'd like to go back to one of the beginning
i ssues, which is why do we have both SDP and
i nspection issues, and performance indicators? |
t hought to nysel f, based on ny own experience, you can
actually run a power plant for a year, and never have
an incident, you know. And it's a nice thing when it
happens, but then you say how do you eval uate the
licensee with regard to public safety and the
performance of the plant? And you woul d have not hi ng
to put in the matrix. And w thout the performance

i ndicators as a neasure of what's going on nonth- by-
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nont h, that gives you at | east sone kind of basis for
eval uating the pl ant.

When you get to the SDP t hough, that gives
you a basis for evaluating whether you issue a
violation or not, what the severity of the violation
i's, whet her enforcenent is goingto take place or not,
even though that is independent, as | understand it.
And | think that you -- in order to have a fully
fl eshed out program you have to have both.
O herwi se, you know, there's a lack of information

MR. FRAHM And, in fact, every plant
subm ts the performance indicators, and every plant
gets the baseline inspection program And as they
nove across columms in the action matrix based on
performance, they get increased regul atory attenti on,
so | agree with that.

MR. LEITCH That's where | think the
program | acks a neasure of the effectiveness of the
Corrective Action Program the licensee's Corrective
Action Program Because, you know, if you go -- as
Jack indicated, if you go for a year w thout any
events, is that luck, or is that because you have a
really good Corrective Action Progran? You're
identifying the root causes of things, and you're

nailing themshut once and for all. And | think --
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don't know if it's a cross-cutting issue or exactly
where it fits, but it seens to nme there are a nunber
of performance indicators that could be used to
nmeasure the effectiveness of thelicensee' s corrective
action program It would be very significant in
assessing |licensee performance.

MR CCE: |, personally, agree with you.
And a nunber of us have been | ooking for ways of
i mprovi ng that aspect of our baseline inspection
program which we | ook at the corrective action
program at a teaminspection once every two years.
And t hen periodically, between that tinme. But you're
right. The industry uses netrics, you know, nore than
just a sinple backlog type of netrics that we're
fairly accustomed to, so | would have --

MR. LEITCH  Yeah, netrics |like self-
identify -- the nunber of issues that are self-
identified, versus self-revealing, versus identified
by others. You can plot all these things, and gl ean
a |l ot about the effectivness of the Corrective Action
Program

MR. COE: We're continuing to think about
t hose.
MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Let ne raise an issue of

process here t hough, because | think we're headed for
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di saster. The SRMsays shoul d provi de recomrendati ons
resulting in atransparent manner comnparing conflicts
and di screpancies. Nowin our letter, we ha a nunber
of problens, and you guys are not addressing them

You are saying that thereis acontinuinginprovenent.

There is -- plants appear to be receiving appropriate
action. This is too high level. | see us in March
still disagreeing. | would expect that today you cone

i n here and say that ACRS sai d t hese t hreshol ds shoul d
not be based on this. W say this. You are not doing
that. Wen are you going to do that?

| nmean, | sound a little harsh, but |
think the SRMis very clear. And we are not doing
that. W are not resolving our differences. W're
talking at a very high level, and it's all verbal
You know, you say sonet hi ng, or G ahamsays sonet hi ng.
Doug says sonething, then Mari o says sonet hi ng.

MR COE: Let nme try to be nore clear,
because we do have kind of a, | guess a couple of
nmessages that we'd like to make sure that we have an
opportunity to lay on the table. And one of themis,
you're correct, is that we believe that today the ROP
is working pretty well, well enough to continue to go
forward and evol ve i ncrenental |y, and i nprove it as we

go with experience.

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

37

W think that we agree that -- with your
conment earlier that our basis isn't clear, and that
we need better clarity on the basis for how we' ve
chosen our thresholds, and how these fit together,
especially with respect to the disparity between the
ri sk-infornmed bases, and t he non-ri sk-inforned or nore
performance oriented bases.

And finally, we listened with great
i nterest to sone of your thoughts. In particular, Dr.
Apost ol aki s, about decision analysis. And, in fact,
we' ve had di scussions with our research, office of
research. And, in fact, Ofice of Research is
sponsoring sone work this comng fiscal year, and
we' ve offered the ROP as an exanple of a decision
process that m ght be anenabl e t o sone of the deci sion
anal ysi s-type of nmethods that they're going to be
exploring. And so | think that gets us a little
further down the road.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Right. But the way I
see it, and | really don't want to sound |like a bad
guy, but you know -- | see us witing to the
Conmi ssion in March saying we are continuing the
di al ogue and di scussing the issues. And | think the
Conmi ssion will get upset, because we had very

specific issues that we raised in our letter. They
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have to be addressed. W' ve net tw ce already i n that
conference room give you i deas, you gave us i deas and
all that. And now we are again -- yeah, this is the
letter. And we are again talking at a very high
| evel , and that concerns ne.

| don't see -- | mean, Septenber, as you
know, it's not easy to set up these neetings so, you
know, if you want to set up the next one, maybe we'l|l
go to Novenber now, or even Decenber because there are
no dates. And | don't see us naking real progress.

MR. FRAHM  Well, | would like to point
out that you did have your letter, and we did give you
a formal response to that letter. And our response
was dated January 10th, 2002. And you cane back in
February of 2002 and said that generally you concur
with the staff's response to your letter, and you
nmentioned the specific SRMthat we're here to talk
about today. And | think the other thing was the
threshol ds for the risk-infornmed perfornmnce
i ndi cators not being nmeani ngful for the mtigating
systems and initiating events, so we have addressed
the majority of your concerns in that letter. And
you've actually bl essed themoff in a foll ow up
letter.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: | think our response was
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conditioned onthe fact that we are going to have this
give and take, inresponsetothe SRM It's not -- in
general, we concur. | nmean, we're going to goto the
Conmi ssion and say yeah, in response to the SRM in
general we concur. | mean, we have to have specifics.
The fundanental problemis the reconciliation of

per f or mance.

And by the way, let's not say performance
in general. This is a specific type of performance.
It's performance in ternms of howwell aml perform ng
conpared to my peers? Because perfornmance-based may
nmean a lot of things. You know, | had an incident
today. That's part of how | perform Right? No,
thisis different. The threshold was set accordingto
what the fleet of the plants was doing, and now |I'm
taki ng the frequency, you know, a year over the |ast
few years, and | nake certain decisions, so we have
one set -- one part of the action matrix based on
t hat, and another significant part based on risk.

There is a fundanmental problemthere which
we don't seemto be addressing, except recogni zing.
And time is running out.

MR COE: | think it' recognized that the
i ssues you' ve rai sed are part of the basis of the ROP.

We have a shared objective, and a shared aim | thi nk,

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

40

that to establish parity of col or between
cornerstones. W all share that objective. | know
that that's your concern, and it our concern, as well.
VWhat we believe that we can do, is to continue to work
with our, you know, our experience that we gain and
i mprove those SDPs and the performance indicators as
time goes on, to continue to seek the right |evel of
parity between these colors, sothat they do represent
sonething that we can justify as equivalent in terns
of the way that we need to respond.

MR. SIEBER. If you don't do that, then
t he concept of a single action matrix is fal se.

MR COE: Yes. Correct.

MR LEITCH | think parity of color
bet ween cornerstones is certainly one issue. | think
there' also an issue of parity of col or between
performance indicators and inspection findings. It
seens to me unfortunate that we hold the | owest | eve
of inspection findings green. | nean, | think that
adds a | ot of confusion. Maybe people are begi nning
to understand that a green inspection finding is --

MR APOSTOLAKI S: Not good.

MR LEITCH -- not the sane as --

MR. SIEBER It's not good. |It's not as

bad as a white.
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MR. LEITCH At the base of it though, it

seens to ne that that just introduces a |ot of
confusion, that we always have to explain away. |

j ust wondered why we didn't -- | nean, we have a whol e
rai nbow to choose from Wy not purple? | nean, it
just seens confusing.

MR. FRAHM You're right. That's been a
personal pet peeve of mne, as well, to be honest with
you.

MR COE: |It's sonmething that has been a
topi c of discussion and debate anmongst the staff, |
t hi nk, since the beginning, you know,
conceptual i zation of the ROP. You know, and |l et me be
clear, that just a little bit of history here. The
formul ation of the ROP stenmed fromthe i dentification
of those cornerstones, and then bel ow t hose
cornerstones, each cornerstone, it was ascribed a
series of attributes. GOkay? And that was done very
systematically. Each of those attributes was then
exam ned in terns of whether or not we could collect
informati on on those attri butes, that attri bute using
a performance indicator. And if we could, we did,
because the theory was that it would allowus to limt
our inspection activity in that area, and we had -- we

woul d have a greater reliance then on nore objective
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neasures of performance for that attribute. And, of
course, that was one of our goals for ROP, better
objectivity. And so we -- when we ended up at the end
of the day, we had a series of performance indicators
whi ch, you know, had to be neasurable and fairly

obj ective, and we tried our best to do that. And then
t hose areas whi ch we coul dn't nmoni tor wi t h perfornmance
indicators were left to the inspection programto
nonitor those attributes.

And so then we recogni zed, certainly, that
performance indicators were a conbination in sone
cases of acceptabl e performance, and degraded
performance. Ckay? Because you could incur, for
i nstance, mtigating systemunavail ability because of
routi ne mai ntenance, and that would add to the
performance indicator, and presunably that woul d be
managed so that it wouldn't exceed the threshol ds.
But that was a very -- you're exactly right. It's a
very di stinct difference between an i nspection findi ng
whi ch i s al ways defi ci ent performance, and perfornmance
i ndicator, which is often a collection.

But we were confortabl e enough that
al t hough that disparity was sonmewhat inelegant in
terns of a rational basis, its outcomes provided us

with a tool that we coul d use, that was workable. So
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there was a practicality aspect of going forward, even
t hough we understood that this disparity existed, and
it was | ess el egant than what we woul d perhaps |iked
to have achi eved.

MR. LEITCH. And you say that green equals
green because they're bothinthelicensee performance
bands?

MR COE: Yes. Right. And how we got
t hat, how we got to green may have been a little
different in performance indicator space than it was
in inspection finding space. And there may be a
little bit different bases, but on the whol e, | ooking
at the past historical performance of the i ndustry, we
felt that we would be getting inputs to the action
matri x that woul d reveal probl enms when they shoul d be
reveal ed, problens sufficient for us to ranp up our
engagenment with that |licensee. And so froma
practicality standpoint, it worked. And getting it
any nore elegant in terms of its foundation and its
basi s across the risk-informed and nonri sk-i nformnmed
aspects didn't seem at thetinme, andin fact, | think
| should be honest, we didn't have the tine to
reconcile that. And we nade the judgnent that we
could go forward, and it woul d work.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: But it's not an i ssue of
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what you did then. We fully appreciate what you did,
and you really did a great job given the pressure you
guys were under. What worries ne is that | don't see
any progress now in the sense of | sort of expected
today' s session to be very detail ed, not as high | evel
as it turns out to be. W hear alot of we recognized
this was a problem but to do this. This is not an
i ssue of what happened in the past. It's what do we
tell the Commission in March, and | don't think it
woul d behoove either one of us to tell the Conm ssion
we' Il continue studying the probl em becauseit's been
a while now since they issued the SRM | thought we
had nade sone progress in the past, you know, in the
neetings. And I'mreally worried.

MR. COE: Well, once again, we do agree
with you that there is a better -- a need for better
clarity. The word "transparency” in the SRMpoints to
this need for a clearer articulation. And we have
been wor ki ng on a basis docunment that we hope wll
satisfy that need. It's been slow in com ng,
adm ttedly, and probably, you know, should have been
given further additional priority in the past, but we
are at the last stages, | think, of bringing it
together. And | will offer that even as it's issued

inits first revision, it may still |lack some of the
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SDP basis, which is still being informed by current
experi ence as we speak.

MR. SIEBER Wy don't we nobve on to your
next slide, because you've got a bunch of them and
time is just flying by.

MR. COE: And hopefully, some of your
concerns will be addressed as we go al ong.

MR FRAHM Is this on?

MR. S| EBER  Yes.

MR FRAHM Okay. Thanks. Didn't sound

like it.

MR. LEITCH Can | just ask a question of
clarity here? 1 think what we're -- are we i ntendi ng
to -- are you requesting that we generate a letter on

this topic, or is this a discussion to help --

MR. FRAHM That's actually one of the
t hings we wanted to di scuss today, was do we need a
letter. And if so, when will this letter cone about?
|"d rather hold-off before we get there.

MR. LEITCH Okay. Fine. W'Il get to
t hat .

MR. FRAHM But that's one of the things
we need to talk about, is what do we need to do as a
collective teamto address the SRM

| guess we're on the second bullet on the
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staff approach slide. And this goes tothe -- our ROP
sel f-assessnment process is based on neeting the ROP
programgoal s, as well as the four strategic goals of
the NRC. And those programgoal s are to be objective,
to be risk-informed, not 100 percent risk-inforned,

but risk-informed, you know, tothe |l evel of avail able
i nf ormati on.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: | have to stop this.
The ACRS never di sagreed with that. You are giving us
t hings that we agree with you, and |I' msayi ng the SRM
says resol ve your differences. Were are our
di fferences? Nobody ever questioned that you guys
wanted to do this, and you did a fine job. Seek
continuing inprovenent. Sure, we never said you are
not. That's ny problemw th today's neeting, we're
not addressing the real issues.

M5. WESTON: Ceorge, | think in the
response to their January 10th meno, you reiterated
some i ssues there that -- specific issues that needed
addressing, and | think those are the itens that you'd
like to get to, is in the neno that | gave you dated
February 13th.

MR, APCSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

M5. WESTON: And those are specific

things, | think, that need to be addressed.
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MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: That's the way | read

t he SRM

M5. WESTON: Yeah. Right. So if -- the
response to your January 10th neno did not just say
t hat the ACRS --

MR. FRAHM  Ch, absol utely.

M5. WESTON: -- generally agreed, but they
also reiterated the list of issues that they thought
were --

MR FRAHM Right. And those were the
t hreshol d values for the mtigating systens and
initiating events, Pis should be | ooked at to make
t hem nor e meani ngf ul .

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: This is what we ought to
be di scussing. W never questioned your intent. And
we, in fact, applauded you. You did this.

MR SIEBER In fact, that's what our
menorandumreal ly says. W agree with all this
phi | osophi cal stuff. Here's the issues.

MR. H CKMAN:. We've tal ked about a coupl e
of issues here. One is parity, you' ve tal ked about
parity and you' ve al so tal ked about the concern about
the PI threshold, and it ought to be perfornmnce-
based, rather than risk based. There's a difference

bet ween what we're nmeasuring with the SDP and t he Pi s.
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They' re complinentary views of plant performance.
What the SDP is looking at is a given event or
condition, and the risk significance of that event or
condition. The Pl is |ooking at an accumnul ati on of
probl enms over a period of tinme. W've gotten al|lot of
feedback fromthe inspectors, and that they're
concerned that if all we dois run an event through th
SDP, that it may turn out green, but that's one nore
failure of a high head injection punp, or one nore
failure of a steamwater punp, and it happens a | ot.
We need to do sonething about that, and that's what
the Pis will do.

MR. SIEBER. W have to go two slides to
get that, and | have sone questi ons.

MR H CKMAN: But they're conplinentary.

MR. S| EBER. See, the phil osophical things

is, we want parity. Everybody wants parity,
consi stency, but the questionis howw ||l you address
things that are mechanistically incorrect?

MR H CKMAN:  Well, do we achieve parity
i f we have risk-informed SDP results, and performance-
based Pl threshol ds?

MR, SIEBER  You can't.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: That's the big question.
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MR. SIEBER. Well, you can't. You can,

and the way you can is it all depends on what action
NRC managenent will take to a given |licensee. And
what mekes parity is, if you have a bad perfornmance
i ndi cator, or aninspection finding of the sane col or,
they will take the sanme action. See, that's not
really spelled out very clearly any place, but that's
how you cane up with it. But when you go and

phi | osophi ze about what it all neans, you de-enphasi ze
t he concept of parity based on NRC actions, andtry to
show equi val ents, which there isn't any.

MR ROSEN:. O course not. | nean, the
whol e idea that you coul d nmake equival ents from
barrier integrity, energency preparedness, public
radi ati on, safety.

MR. SIEBER Right.

MR. ROSEN:. (Occupational radiation, sanme
thing --

MR. SIEBER. That's right.

MR- ROSEN: It's ludicrous. You can't --
| mean, those each occupy 20 percent, those five
corner stones occupy 20 percent of a top manager or a
comm ssioner's attention. O course not. They have
different values. Each of themare different. Their

soci etal values are different. | mean, these are
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continuing dynam c things. That's not the -- to try
to drive those things to parity, parity for who?
Parity for Comm ssioner Merserve, for Chairman
Merserve? Parity for Conm ssioner Dichus? O course
not. The issue is to go back to what Jack said, is
that it's parity with regard to what the agency's
seni or managenent would do. Parity with respect to
action makers.

In other words, a serious finding in
physi cal protection which we're all, you know, nuch
nore concerned with these days is, would be -- the
agency would take the sane action with regard to a
serious finding with regard to public radiation
safety, so that's the nub. That's the only stilling
point you can find in this discussion, where things
cone toget her

MR APCSTOLAKIS: | like that approach,
but then | would go alittle further and ask nysel f am
| using realistic indicators. Does it nmake sense --

MR SIEBER Are they the right ones?

MR. APOSTCOLAKIS: -- to assune that just
t he frequency of transients will take ne through that,
because it will never do. So all these things -- in
ot her words, you start with what you gentlenen just

said, and then you start questioning values. You

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

51

start questioning maybe this is the way we are doi ng
it now, but we did this analysis. Maybe it doesn't
make sense to do it that way any nore.

MR. SIEBER Ri ght.

MR. APOSTCLAKIS: Parity was not a problem
wth --

MR. ROSEN: Parity with respect to action.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Action is the key.

MR. ROSEN. That's right. |[If you got this
findinginthis cornerstone, is that the same -- woul d
t he agency take the same action with regard to this
finding in a different cornerstone? And now you say
okay. Yeah, probably, but nowlet's | ook at what this
indicator is. |Is it going to give the right --

MR APCSTOLAKI S: Does it make sense?

MR. ROSEN: 1Is it going to give the right
signal so the agency managers can take action, or is
it anindicator |ike 23 scranms, which i s neani ngl ess,
because you'll never get there. It actually has no
affect. You may not have the scram now. You mi ght
have one next nonth. By the time you have three
scranms in the first same quarter, agency managenent
woul d be all over the |icensee.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: But then | would al so

address the issue of the conpound event.
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MR. ROSEN: Yes.

MR. APOSTOLAKI'S: How many there | have to
have.

MR. ROSEN: Right. You' ve got to have --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: W thout saying | have to
do an ASP, as an exanpl e.

MR CCE: You're raising concepts | know
that you had offered to us in a briefing that you gave
us about sonme decision anal ysis techniques. The one
concept involving different weighting for the
different cornerstones is one that has some -- has
generated sone interest on our part.

MR. ROSEN: But | just told you not to do
that. | think that weighting the cornerstones is not
the issue. You' re |ooking at whether or not the
agency managers woul d take the sanme action for the
same red -- for ared finding in one cornerstone
versus the other. That's the basis, so you have to
| ook at underneath there. What gets you to a red
finding in those different cornerstones. Are those
things -- do they have in substance the sane --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Wi ch is the equival ence
of colors. That's the sanme thing. But another thing
|*ve noticed, and maybe you can correct nme, is that

we' ve been di scussing this nowtwo or three years. MW
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inpressionisthat the staff is extrenely reluctant to
touch the action matrix. They're willing to discuss
t he performance i ndi cators, the SDP, i nprovenents, yet

the action matri x seens to be sonet hi ng t hat nobody i s

willing to touch, and change, and do sonmething to. |
don't -- that's my inpression. | wonder why that's
t he case.

MR CCE: Actually, we are naking
adjustnents to the action matrix. | think you can
speak to that. Right?

M5. WESTON: Do you have to go back to the
Conmi ssion to nake changes to the --

MR. COE: Well, it goes back to what we've
told the Conmi ssion we're going to do.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: It's part of the
process.

MR COE: | think we're refining it as we
go. We're adding nore clarity, hopefully, toit. And
we're trying -- as we gain experience with it, we
encount er problens that we see the need for further
definition, further guidance, and we try to get it.

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: My conplaint today is
that you are doing all these things, keeping the ACRS
inthe dark. 1 would have expected you today to come

in here and say this is what we're doing. This is
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what we think we're doing. What do you guys think?

W have proven in the past, especially in
t he context of Regulatory Guide 1.174 that you were
perfectly willing to discuss so-called half-baked
i deas, and offer you our's. W did that. Oay? So
you don't have to conme here with a finished product.
So, you know - -

MR COE: No, | think we understand that.

MR. APCSTOLAKIS: -- when | see we intend
to remain objective, | mean, frankly | don't get
excited by it, to put it mldly, because | know you
are objective, and I know you intend to remain
objective. The thing is, what are these things that
you are doing? You say we're changing the matrix.
Wl |, what exactly are you doing to it? Not to
verbally, nowit's too |ate.

MR. SIEBER | woul d i magi ne based on what
|'ve heard so far that they haven't changed the
matri x. Wat they'retrying to dois explainwhat the
ternms nean.

MR FRAHM That's part of it, is
clarifying the terns and the basis for different
deci si ons, and what gets you in each col um.

MR. SIEBER  But the basic phil osophy and

the lines between the boxes hasn't changed. Right?
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MR, COE: Correct. Yes.

MR SIEBER So you didn't change the
matri x.

MR COE: No, we're refining it. W're
tuning it.

MR. SIEBER  Yeah.

MR COE: And certainly, if we were
contenpl ati ng significant changes of the nature that
you had suggested earlier, we would certainly want to
engage the ACRS with that before we nmade a fi nal
deci si on.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Well, is there a
schedul e here somewhere? Do you have a schedul e of
nmeeti ngs?

MR COE: Yes.

MR. APOSTCOLAKIS: Because |I'mreally
worried here. Wen are we going to see details, you
know, you guys, how you address the issues we raise
t here.

M5. VESTON: Li ke what are you doi ng about
t he t hreshol ds?

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah.

MR CCE: | think --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Cone to ne with

di scussion with a slide that says bullet one. Thisis
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what we're going to do.

M5. VEESTON: Right.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: So that's a comm tnent.
Now what we say here is --

MR H CKMAN. | think to get there, Dr.
Apostol akis, | think what we need to do is take each
of these issues one at a tinme. Early in the
presentation, | think Doug mentioned that wi th sonme of
the comments we're talking strictly about initiating
events and mitigating systenms cornerstones. W said
that earlier.

There is also the issue of from
cornerstone to cornerstone, as Dr. Rosen nenti oned.
Emer gency prepar edness and physi cal security, and how
they relate. Are they onapar withinitiating events
and mtigating systens? That's another issue. If we
maybe try to address each of these issues
i ndividually, we mght be able to nake some progress
t hat way.

MR APOSTOLAKI S:  But when? Wen will we
do this?

MR HCKMAN: I'mwlling to talk to them
about the initiating events and nmitigating systens
t hreshol ds, and why they're the way they are.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: This is not --
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MR. HI CKMAN. And maybe address your

concerns about that.

MR, APCSTOLAKI S: Because you're not
telling us this is what we're planning to do. You're
telling us what --

MR SIEBER |'mgoing to nmake a
suggestion here that if we can nove al ong, we'll take
a break. And if we can get to slide 8, that's
probably where the break is going to be. If we don't
get there, no break

MR FRAHM | was actually thinking of
junping to slide seven

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: We covered everyt hing.

MR. FRAHM And we've already said this,
but 1'1l just repeat it. Doug actually nentioned this
earlier.

MR. SIEBER Let me ask a question about
slide six.

MR. FRAHM  Ckay. Ckay.

MR. SIEBER | was assigned a speci al
project to analyze a plant event, and there is a
screening in the SDP process that occurs first. And
if that screening cones out sone col or other than
green - okay - or white, like a big color, they decide

they' |l do a nore refined SPAR nodel evaluation, if
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t hey can, because SPAR doesn't nodel everything. It
didn't happen to nodel this event.

Now all of a sudden the color goes from
yellow to green. Gkay? And | have heard one way or
anot her that anongst the regions that occurs nore
often than is desirable. 1s there sonething w ong
withtheinitial screening process for the SPAR nodel .
Yes, determnistic. Okay. That nakes it not
wor t hwhi | e?

MR. COE: The screening process for
reactor safety, a degraded condition that affects
reactor safety, | should say, is -- there's three
phases to that process.

MR. SIEBER Ri ght.

MR. COE: And the Phase | process is a
si mpl e check sheet.

MR. SIEBER Right.

MR COE: Andit's at a level that if you
pass through the check sheet, you have a fairly high
assurance that you're green. Now we don't limt
i nspectors frominquiring further, or even processing
the i ssue through Phase |11, but if it nmeets one of the
criteria, it goesonto Phasell. O if the inspector
chooses to examine it that way, then they can

certainly dothat. Andthat process, we're continuing
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torefine. In fact, that is process that is the
subj ect of a great deal of debate right now, fromthe
hi ghest | evels of the Commi ssion, to the inspectors
and analysts that are in the field, so we have a task
group that's forned. This is indicated here, that was
directed by the EDO, and it's going to | ook very
closely at that question. But we are, in fact,
continuingtotrytorefinethat tool sothat it does,
t hrough its use and, you know, cause i nspectors inthe
field, as well as decision makers in the NRC to have
a better appreciation for risk, and the inplications
of a particular issue. And wehther we get to the
poi nt where we value it as a continuing tool that

contributes to the suite of tools that we provide for

our decision in other purposes, then fine. |If not,
then we'll continue to work on tools that will neet
t hat need.

| can't tell you, you know, in a given
case. You'reright. It may be -- the screening
process may be over-conservative, and t hat we desi gned
the process so that that was nore likely than if it
wer e under -conservative.
MR. SIEBER O the Phase Il and Phase |1
wor k may be incorrectly representing what real |l y went

on. | happen to be a determ nistic guy and, you know,
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if you say that | have the safety systemthat's
electrically driven. And under the tech specs it's
i noperabl e because of degraded grid voltage, and so
t hat forces you to shut the plant down, whi ch makes it
even worse. GCkay? And that cones out a green? |
don't think so. And SPAR doesn't address that at all.

As part of your continuing actions, wll
you tell us exactly what you have done to t he Phase I,
Phase I, Phase Ill process, because that's also the
concern that we have, as to what's the consi stency
there. And are we evaluating events properly? And
while we're doing that, we ought to tal k about again,
hopeful Iy, these conmpound events.

I, personally think they ought to be
eval uated as a single event with the events happeni ng
the way they did, as opposed to splitting it up so
t hat everything comes out green.

MR. ROSEN: Well, | agree with that. You
know, you really don't learn anything fromtaking a
conpound event and splitting it up.

MR. SIEBER. And turning it into a --

MR. ROSEN:  You can turn Three M1l e Island
into a walk in the park. And what happened was we
| ost --

MR COE: W do want to know, and
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appreci ate and understand the risk inplications of
events, and so not only does NRR attenpt to gain that
insight, but the ASP Programin a nuch nore perhaps
nmet hodi cal way over a greater period of tine, to a
greater |level of detail and sophistication, perhaps,
al so does that, as well. And again, as | nentioned
earlier, we do have -- we acknow edge we need to
reconcile those two processes, so | don't want to

| eave anybody with the i npression that we don't val ue
t hose insights.

The real question that we had to westle
with early-on is, again, what aspects of that event
that were reveal ed are, you know, indicative of
deficient performance? And that's what we want to get
after? We want our process to reflect deficient
performance. And so, you know, typically conpound
events or nultiple things that fail give us |lots of
opportunity to expl ore deficiencies, and | don't think
"' maware of any particular case where a conpound
event like that has not resulted in sone additiona
regul atory oversight.

MR ROSEN:. Let ne ask you a question
about the IGreport. The Inspector Ceneral has just
publ i shed this report, |I guess, Stephen Di ngbaum O G

Report OR2A-15, a review of NRC s significance
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det erm nati on process.

The SDP task group, that's your second
bullet onthis slide. Is that the partial response to
this 1Greport?

MR COE: Yes, sir. It is.

MR ROSEN. And it's going to take into
account and deal with the issues that were raised in
the 1Greport?

MR COE: Principally, the recommendati on
that the O Greport nakes regarding the utilization of
t he Phase Il process, and the recommendation for a
broad overview or review of the SDP process is what
the task group is specifically chartered to do.

MR ROSEN:. In particular, the I1G talks
about that the staff is using quite a bit of resources
to compl ete the Phase Il analysis materials. And the
suggestion that's nmade here is that that be stopped,
and that sonething el se be done. Develop an action
pl an by Septenber 6th, of this nonth, which was a
coupl e of days ago, to correct the Phase || weaknesses
or elimnate them So neanwhile, this continued
expenditure of a million and fifty thousand dollars
remai ning to devel op the Phase Il until the action
plan is conplete.

One of the things that's troubled ne al
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al ong about all thisis the -- and | know! don't have
unanimty fromthe other ACRS nenbers, but the idea
that the staff has to have its own i ndependent nodel s
for risk analysis. The plants now have, to varying
degrees, sone very good PRAs, and sonme not so good.
But it seens to ne that the right answer in cases
where a licensee has a peer reviewed PRA, and has
gotten good marks, that the right answer is for the
staff to require or to work with the licensee to
identify the i nportance of these compound events that
we were tal king about before.

MR. COE: And we woul d hope, too, that the
| icensee provides their insights to us in ways that
ar e under st andabl e, and t hat whi ch we can eval uate t he
qual ity of their insights.

MR ROSEN: Right.
MR APOSTOLAKI S: But Phase |11 involves
the |icensee. Right?

MR. COE: Well, Phase Il is anything that
i s not addressed or where you woul d depart beyond t he
gui delines and the rules that are associated with the
Phase Il process. You're out into an area where
you' re usi ng best avail abl e net hodol ogy, and it's not
prescribed. |If the Iicensee has insights, if we can

use SPAR nodel to get insights, |I think the thing --
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t he nessage -- your point is a good one, and it's part
of one of the fundanental reasons why this task group
is meeting. And the idea goes to the quality of
nodels. And | think -- you know, | will tell you that
t he program office position fromthe start has been
that no nodel is -- can have any pedigree that wll
allow it to be used w thout having, you know,

t horoughly reviewed its i nfluential assunptions for a
particul ar given condition that you're trying to
eval uat e.

A condition that you're trying to eval uate
may i nfl uence a nunber of assunptions that were built
into a nodel, which that particular condition wll
i nfluence, but lots of other conditions that were
envi si oned when the nodel was created, you know, it
woul d have addressed, the nodel woul d have addr essed.
But this particular condition is very different than
what was concei ved of when the nodel was built, so
fundanental |y, we absolutely have to have a process
t hat reveal s and exposes those things that are nost
influential to the risk outcome. And whether that
i nsight comes fromthe |icensee nodel, or froman NRC
nodel, or froma hand cal cul ation, which -- and al
t hree have been the basis for sonme of our decisions in

the past. It has to be understandable and scrutible
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to the extent that we can evaluate that quality.

MR. ROSEN. Well, you're going way passed
where | was. | was sinply saying that rather than
this presunption, that the staff has to have its own
nodel, and it has to be conpleted fromthe |icensee's
nodel. To nme that's the fail ed concept. The |licensee
has al ready spent, in the case of a plant that | was
i nvolved with, 20 years in developing a nodel. It is
robust, conplete, in-depth in a lot of ways that a
SPAR nodel couldn't be. [If that particular plant
happened t o have an i nci dent, a conpound i nci dent |i ke
we t al ked about, the very best place -- the best pl ace
to get the very best insight into the risk
inmplications of that is to have the plant staff use
this nodel and brief the NRC on the outcone.

Now t he NRC, at that point, can say okay.
W agree with you. W swallow it hook, line and
sinker, or we don't agree with you. W're going to go
of f and do our own SPAR nodel. W're going to ask you
torun different cases, or whatever. But it seens to
nme a cooperative effort. You would use staff
resources a whole | ot better than trying to devel op a
whol Iy i ndependent systemfromthe |icensee, who has
al ready done everything they can think of, and spent

decades i n enhancing their nodel
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MR. APOSTCLAKIS: The process allows this.

This particul ar process i s nuch better at that point,
wi th another. Because here if you |l ook at the -- even
in the second colum of the action matrix, the

i censee gets invol ved.

MR. COE: In any case, the --

MR APOSTOLAKI S:  Right in the beginning,
bring this up right away.

MR. COE: The licensee is by process
of fered an opportunity to publicly convey to us
information that they think is relevant to the
significance determnation. | don't disagree with
you. | nmean, | think in general it would be --
everybody would |like to have a single nodel that we
all agreed upon.

The truth of the matter is, is that the
vast anount of tinme and effort that's been put into
| i censees devel oping their own nodels has done so
wi thout a lot of staff or regulatory oversight. And
t herefore, we have a situation that exists today where
we have so many different nodels that have been
devel oped, all of very high conplexity. Al devel oped
to, you know, differing standards in sone cases.

But the point that | made earlier, and I

think I still come back to, no matter how we go
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forward, whether it's a single nodel, or whether we
can find value in assessing or understanding the
di fferences between two nodels, it all conmes to how
best can we reveal and open these conpl ex nodel s up,
and make themintellectually understandable to the
deci si on makers who are actually going to have to do
the judging. You indicating the staff can interact
and cone to accept what the | i censee has provi ded, but
t hat takes individuals who have expertise, not just
within risk analysis, but within a whole assorted
nunber of techni cal disciplinesthat may i nfl uencethe
result of that analysis. So the things that are nost
i mportant to that particul ar i ssue need to be brought
forward, and laid out fairly clearly. And at that
point, if our process demands that, it really doesn't
matter where the nodel canme from because ultimately
we all see what the bsais of that risk outconme is in
ways t hat we can under st and, and t hen eval uat e whet her
or not it's appropriate. So maybe sone day we'l| have
a common nodel, and that would be a nice thing. But
t oday, we don't.

MR. SIEBER. Maybe we can nove on

MR FRAHM Do we want to talk a little
bit about potential Pl inprovenents and SDP

i nprovenents, or should we junp right into --
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MR SIEBER Wy don't we go right --

MR FRAHM -- our concl usions?

MR. SIEBER  Conclusions. By the way --
oh, before you --

MR APOSTOLAKIS:  Seven. | want to --

MR. SIEBER. That's where we're going.

MR. FRAHM Yes. Right. That's where we
are.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: | thought you were on
ei ght.

MR SIEBER No, not yet. | don't know
what the ot her nmenbers or the full conmttee chairnman
t hi nks, but if we don't have nore detail, | don't
t hi nk we can answer this SRM

MR APCSTOLAKI S: We cannot answer the
SRM and on page 8 it says followed by ACRS |letter
| don't know what |'mgoing to wite, or what you're
going to wite, or what the Conmittee is going to
deci de.

MR. SIEBER. Yeah. There's not enough
detail on issues --

MR APCSTOLAKI S: W need the details.

MR. ROSEN. The only thing | heard that
goes to -- if you go back to the first slide you

showed, not the Ist slide, the first slide.
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MR CCE: The quote or --
MR. ROSEN. The quote fromthe SRM
MR. SIEBER R ght.
MR CCE: Ckay.
MR. ROSEN: This is what we're supposed to
be wor ki ng on.

MR, APCSTOLAKI S:  Yes.

MR. ROSEN:. Provide reconmendati ons
resol ving the transparent manner of conflicts between
t he aspects of, blah, blah, blah. Gkay. Put it back
up. Put that one back up. Let's have the neeting
over. Let's start the neeting over. Let's start
again. This is what we're supposed to have done.

MR SIEBER Well, we didn't do it.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: We didn't do it.

MR ROSEN: We didn't do it, but we did
touch onit. The closest we cane was when you tal ked
about the action matrix.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: We've been touching it
for years. | don't want to discuss it any nore. |
respect the individual opinions of the nenbers and t he
staff here.

MR ROSEN: And | understand that.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: But to see a slide that

says we, the staff, are going to do this. Bam
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MR. ROSEN:. How about we, the staff, are

not going to do it. W're not going to --
MR. APOSTOLAKIS: O you're not going to
do it, yeah.
MR. ROSEN: We're not going to do anyt hing
because, here's the because. Because --
MR APCSTOLAKI S: That's what | nean.
MR. ROSEN: -- the action -- it's okay to
have these differences. There are no conflicts and
di srepancy. There are differences, but not conflicts
and di screpancies. And it's okay because what counts
is that the action matrix that we eventually --
MR FRAHM |s the great equali zer.
MR. ROSEN: W nove to an action matri X.
Well, what we're trying to determne is what --
MR APCSTOLAKIS: What's the |evel of
specificity it wants.
MR. ROSEN: -- would the senior managenent
at NRC do given conparable --
MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Because then it gives us
t he opportunity to have some real input. This is
really what | --
MR. ROSEN: Now that's an answer that came
out of this discussion. | don't know that's a good

enough answer for you, or for --

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

71
MR APOSTOLAKIS: Well, it's a great

start.

MR ROSEN. It's the only answer we've
heard that --

MR SIEBER | was the one that said the
answer, so it's right now, within the [ ast hour,
t hat's good enough for ne.

MR FRAHM \Well, the bottomline is --

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Anyway, that's where
we're comng from To answer this, we need nmuch nore
specificity on the slides, not discussing them W
di scussed forever. W discussed it here. W
di scussed it in the conference room W discussed it
again in the conference room This is not the issue
here. Now we need to know specifics. W are revising
this, and this is what we're going to say.

MR. ROSEN. W're not revising it.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: O we're not revising
because we don't want to, because of this reason.

M5. WESTON: And | think | heard with
regards to the threshol ds, for instance, that you had
| ooked at sone of themand deci ded not to change t hem
| think --

MR COE: At this tine.

M5. WESTON: Right. So that answers one
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of the -- in the response, the February 13th, 2002

response was thresholds. That will answer that one.
They' re not changi ng them
MR. SIEBER Well, we told --

M5. WESTON: Right. Right. But maybe to
tell you that so that you can take the next step,
which is to disagree.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: My point is we're not
maki ng - -

MR COE: Well, maybe sonme of us will
agree, and sonme of us won't.

MR H CKMAN: That is why a few m nutes
ago, | offered to explain to you why we have the
t hreshol ds that we have, inplying that we are not at
this tinme considering changing the threshol ds.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, but you see it's
3:00, and for the first tinme you are saying inplying
that. | don't knowthat, and | have discussed it wt
a lot of the staff three or four tinmes now | don't
want anot her di scussion that is just a discussion. |
want it specifically onthe slides. W're goingto do
this.

MR ROSEN. |I'mtrying to be polite to
you, George, and say no. W're not changing it.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Then we are --
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MR. FRAHM And the bottomline is we are

not maki ng any drastic significant changes, because we
feel we have two and a half years of run time, so far
so good. It appears to be about where we want to be.
The action matrix has the right plants in the right
col ums.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Maybe you can go to
slide seven.

MR. SIEBER.  Yeah

MR ROSEN:. Accept that Davis-Besse,
acknow edge that --

MR. FRAHM We don't know yet.

MR. ROSEN: We're holding off until we see

the final results from--

MR FRAHM That's right.

M5. WESTON: So you're not going to --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: They're not hol ding off.

Go to seven.

M5. WESTON: So you're not changing the
threshol ds. You're not | ooking at concurrent
fi ndi ngs.

MR. SIEBER. You aren't changing the
action matri x.

MR ROSEN. Well, he said earlier that

t hey were not going to nake changes based on Davi s-
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Besse until they heard what the Lessons Learned Task
Force had to --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, but the slide --

MR. ROSEN: Yeah, but it doesn't say that.
MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  This was prepared before
Mar ch.

MR ROSEN:. It doesn't say that. That's
true.

MR. FRAHM Now what 1'd |ike to do
t hough, let's go through this slide here. But then
|'d also like to go back to that SRM and break it
down. | thought that was a very good idea. Let's
actually break it down and di scuss t he pi eces of that
SRM and howwe're handling it. Because | think we've
al ready di scussed these things today, so that was
certainly my intent. Maybe we mssed it.

MR SIEBER WE' |l cover this slide, and
then we'll take a short break, because | can't | ast
nmuch | onger.

MR. FRAHM  Ckay.

MR. SIEBER So let' do that, and then we
can di scuss what you want to tell us that you aren't
going to do, and we'l | di scuss what our responseisto
t hat .

MR. FRAHM Okay. And that's essentially
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what this slide is. This is our conclusion slide as
to what we're going to do based on --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: And here is ny reaction
to that.

MR. FRAHM -- what we know today.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Instead of saying
recogni ze I"'mcreating a detail ed basis docunent
today, | was hoping to see the details of that
docunent, even though it's not conplete. This is the
real issue here. Well, unfortunately we didn't do
that. W really have to discuss when we're going to
do it.

MR FRAHM Okay. The next slide does
tal k about where we're going fromhere, so --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Unfortuantely, it says
that we're neeting in Decenber again.

MR FRAHM But that we will have
conti nued ongoi ng informal discussions, and that's
when we can go over --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  How? How? You think we
can cone here any tine --

MR COE: W can provide you with the
information you requested. Certainly.

MR. FRAHM  Absol utely.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: And then how do we
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i nteract?
MR SIEBER Well, we can't do it unless
it's done in a collegial way.

MR. APOSTCLAKIS: It has to be done in the
Subcommi tt ee.

MR SIEBER Right. W have to get
t oget her.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Ask Ms. Weston how easy
that is.

M5. WESTON: It's not. W are out of time
interms of neetings. W are truly out of tine.

MR. SIEBER: Well, this week we're worKking
seven days. |If there was a way to get ei ght days out
of week, maybe we could do it.

MR. ROSEN: Maybe we could neet at 1 a.m

MR. S| EBER:  No.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: In the old days we used
to do that, you know. Joe Murphy told nme there was a
Subcomi ttee neeti ng when he was supposed to show up
in the afternoon, and he actually started addressing
the Subconmittee at 2:00 in the norning.

MR COE: W are trying to be responsive
here, truly. Although we would tell you that we don't
think that we need to change the threshol ds now, but

that we are going to continue to work i ninprovingthe
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SDP and the Pis, to further fine tune the parity
bet ween colors. W alsoweretelling youthat we wll
formul ate a basis docunent that will |end greater
transparency to these, what we consider very nuch
apparent differences. They're not -- we don't
consi der themconflicts.

MR FRAHM Right. They're not
di screpancies. They're differences.

MR. COE: There are differences, and we
acknow edge that --

MR. FRAHM That aren't extrenely clear.

MR. COE: To be nore clear about that.
And finally, we do -- we are interested in the
concepts that were exposed to us by Dr. Apostol aki s.
And | think we've -- we're interested in gauging
research and further evaluating that.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: The nice thing about
neetings like this is that, you know, you get
i mredi ate response. | think they are di screpanci es.
| think that in ny mnd, m xing performance with ri sk,
it's not clear how you do that. Okay?

Now you seemto be happy with it. | am
not. | don't know how ot her nenbers feel, but to mx
things that are based on the frequency of transients

with something that is based on, you know, on core
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damage frequency was out by an order of nmagnitude, |
don't know. Maybe the answer is to go back to the
action. But this came out here today. | nean, cone
on.

MR SIEBER That's the only |ink.

MR. ROSEN. That's the only link. Once --
you're feeding apples in here, and oranges in here,
and it cones up here. There's a fruit salad m xer up
here, and it spits out this amount of fruit salad, or
t hat anmount of fruit sal ad.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: But then --

MR ROSEN: And it's the sane.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: But then there is nore
toit. | mean, that's a good starting point.

MR CCOE: And we do our best to nake the
appl es and oranges as conpar abl e as we can. W' re not
going to be exactly equal.

MR ROSEN: No, no. | don't want them
conpar abl e.

M5. WESTON: No.

MR ROSEN. Al | want you to do is
explain why this orange and this apple --

MR COE: Are relatively --

MR ROSEN. -- are as inportant as each

ot her, and can work together.
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MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: Ch, then I'mwth you,

if you want that explanation.

MR ROSEN: That's what | want.

MR. H CKMAN. What we tried to do to get
parity was to make both the Pis and the SDP ri sk-
inforned to the extent that we could with the ROP.
The ROP is a work in progress. |'msure you all know
that. W are making significant changes, and w ||
continue to nmake significant changes to the
performance i ndi cators, but to have parity, we needto
have them ri sk-i nf or nmed.

To the degree that we could do it at the
time, we canme out with a nunber, 25 scrans. G anted,
no one will ever get there. But we take action |ong
before a plant gets anywhere near 25 scrans.

MR BONACA: |'d like to ask you a
question about that. | agree that performance
i ndi cators are risk-inforned, you know, of thensel ves.
Wiy do you have the threshol ds be risk-infornmed when
it'"s -- | don't understand that. | just, you know,
because so nuch of that --

MR H CKMAN:  Well, the inputs to the
action matrix are the colors fromthe Pi s and t he SDP.

MR. BONACA: | understand that. Wy do

you have to have the threshol ds risk-informed?
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MR. H CKMAN:. So that they are conparable

to the SDP.
MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  You just said that they
are unrealistic.

MR BONACA: They're unrealistic.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Realismis an inportant
i nput here, as M. Coe told us earlier.

MR H CKMAN: One thing that we can do,
now that we are well along in the devel opnment of the
SPAR nodel s, when we get a full set of SPAR nodel s, we
can then go back to the initiating even cornerstone
and make plant-specific thresholds for the scram of
Pis. Nowthey're still going to be hot, but because
the risk is --

MR. BONACA: But that's the industry is
operating at a |l evel where performance i s nuch beyond
thresholds resulting fromrisk information. Okay?
You are not going to get insights fromneasuring these
-- that's a whole issue that we're trying to poi nt out
her e.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: It's a phil osophica
issue. It's a fundanental --

MR BONACA: So we're happy enough with
theidentification of initiating events, for exanpl e,

as performance indicators. They are risk-inforned.
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Okay? But the threshold doesn't have to be risk-
informed if it is not meaningful. | nmean, you may be
measuring sonmething there -- |1 nean, what |'m saying
is that you are not going to get anything fromthe ROP
right now Al you're getting is greens. No wonder
Davi s-Besse is green. Well, no surprise to ne,
because if you go and you use thresholds which are
ri sk-infornmed, you are going so deep, so down in
per formance, nobody is performng at that |evel any
nore, so it's just sonething historical
MR HI CKMAN:  Well, actually, we have had

a nunmber of plants t hat have gone non-green i n scrans,
and they continue to. W have a plant that has five
scrans, and we have t hreshol ds at three and si x, so we
do get information fromthe scram Pl

MR. APOSTCOLAKIS: So what do you want to
do?

MR FRAHM Can we go through these | ast
two slides, and then take it fromthere?

MR. BONACA: M last statenent is that |

still haven't understood why you nust have your
threshol d risk-inforned. | nean, just you're hanging
onto that so hard, and | don't understand. | nmean,

because agai n, you know, you have sel ected initiating

events, mtigating systens indicators, which are in
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and of thenselves risk-inforned. That's how you
sel ected them They're about, you know, perfornmance
of the systenms. The threshold doesn't have to be.
There's a set of risk-informed, particularly if in

order toneasureit, therisk-infornedthreshold, it's
false. | nean, you don't have 27 scrans w t hout
anyt hing el se happening. Probably the only tinme the
scrams, the risk associated with the scramis the
smal | est part of everything el se that happened t here.
MR. APOSTOLAKIS: The letter says, "This
approach, however, has a deeper, nore intractible
flaw." And it's not being addressed here. WE re
saying we're just having differences that need to be
cleared up. "A deeper, nore intractible flaw', bl ack
and white. The Conmittee believes that there is a
fundanental flawwith this, and you' re sayi ng no.
It's a matter of explaining what we did.

MR. SIEBER  Ckay. | would suggest right
now t hat we take a break for about sixteen m nutes.
And after you're done with your two slides, | have to
give a report to the full conmttee on this, so
woul d | i ke to go around the tabl e and ask each nenber
what they feel. And you woul d probably be interested
in knowi ng howwe feel, so you're invited to stay and

listen. Wy don't we cone back at 25 after 3.
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(Of the record 3:29:09 pm)

MR SIEBER W're on 77

MR. FRAHM Yes. | guess we'll proceed
wi t hout Ceor ge.

MR. SI EBER  Yes.

MR FRAHM Okay. Basically, here's our
conclusions, and in a nutshell we think the ROP is
working as it is. W've had about two and a hal f
years of running tinme. It's awrk inprogress. It's
inits infancy. W know that there's several
i mprovenents that need to be nade. Sonme of them we
aren't even aware of yet, because not all aspects of
t he process have been tested. So as we go along, we
understand that we need to make inprovenents. And
that's actually built into the process. W have an
ROP sel f-assessnment process, and we're constantly
| ooking at the process to | ook for inprovenents.

We al so recogni ze the need for a clearer
basis for the Pis and SDPs, and are creating a detail
ROP basis docunent. It's very muchinits draft form
at this point, but actually the nost -- the bulk of it
is comng fromthe 99-007 SECY paper that actually had
in the attachnents quite a bit of the basis, so that
m ght be one place to | ook until we can get you a copy

of the basis docunent. But | understand that we are
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going to try to get you a copy of our draft-basis
docunent to the point it is today, or to the point it
is next or, you know, as soon as we can really pul
sonet hi ng together that's presentable. |'mnot really
sure exactly what the statu is, but we believe that
t hat basis document will go a | ong way t owar ds maki ng
our decisions and the elenents of the ROP nore
t ransparent.
We agree that you have to look in three

di fferent places to get your answers soneti nmes, and we
ki nd of wanted this docunent to be the docunment to
pull it all together. And we would actually treat
that as a living docunent, and as changes were made to
t he process, we woul d al so change t he basi s docunent,
and give the basis for why those changes were nade,
and why certain other changes were not made. That
woul d al so be part of the basis docunent.

And as Doug had pointed out earlier, we do
plan to work with research to explore the use of a
formal decision theory in the ROP, but this is a
| onger termproject. W' ve begun discussions with
them and we understand that they have resources
budgeted for FYO3, generically for decision theory,
and we have offered up the ROP as a potenti al

consi deration for something to use as the test case.
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MR. LEITCH The last tine we tal ked, you

had indicated that there was a recluctance or a
hesitance to nmake changes too frequently or too

qui ckly, because stability of the process was also a
concern. So to what extent --

MR FRAHM That's a good point.

MR LEITCH -- is that limting your
desire to nmake changes now?

MR FRAHM | don't believe that's a
limting factor any nore. |'d say that was probably
nore limting during the first year of initial
i npl emrentation. W pretty nmuch wanted to keep it
steady, but since, | don't believe that's a limting
factor.

MR. H CKMAN. Well, with regard to Pis,
when we make a significant change to a Pl, we run it
through a fairly lengthy pilot process. And the
current one MsSPI, we estinmate will take about a year,
and everybody is aware. Everybody is informed. The
industry is informed of what's going on during that
time, so it's kind of a gradual phasing.

MR. COE: Anything substantial would -- |
think there's an expectation that we woul d engage our
st akehol ders, and sone of the ideas that Dr.

Apost ol aki s had proposed were associated with maybe
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there's different weightings that you give to the
cornerstones. W' ve even heard di ffering views - okay
- even here today. And so we'd have to engage in a --
certainly, we would want to engage in an extensive
process of dialogue with our stakeholders. This
process was born of such a dial ogue, and any
substantive changeto it needs that continued di al ogue
for its credibility ongoing. But if we taking it in
ternms of accumul ati ng a nunber of changes, perhaps, in

doing that all at one tine, versus increnental ly nake

changes.

MR COE: |If you're tal king about
substantive changes, | think no, we're -- we would
wait to accurmul ate change, little changes,

adm nistrative or editorial-type changes to our
gui dance and our processes. W woul d, maybe, wait and
accunul at e sone and make changes regul arly Iike that.
But substantive changes we woul d addr ess i ndi vi dual | y.
Currently, we're tal king about nodifying
the action matrix to a allowa little bit nore
flexibility in various colums in some respects. And
t he question of how we treat old design issues,
relative to whether they should be considered for
action in accordance with the action matrix or not, is

another area that we're trying to deal with sone
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i ssues that have cone up recently. So we'll deal with
t hose when we -- and as soon as we can arrive at a
solution, we'll inplenment that.

MR FRAHM Finally, the last slide tal ks
about our proposed future plans, and where we go from
here to address the SRM And | amnot so sure now
about these bullets, but | understood that we woul d
hopefully have a full conmttee neeting in the
Decenber or February tinme frane, and that neeting
woul d be foll owed by an ACRS l etter. And if that were
to be the case, we woul d prefer the earlier neeting so
that we could actually digest and address your
specific concerns fromthat letter in our annual ROP
sel f -assessnent paper, whi ch goes up to the Comm ssi on
in March.

MR SIEBER: |f you don't change anyt hi ng,
and therefore it doesn't adopt our recomendati ons,
what kind of letter do you think we ought to wite?

MR. FRAHM | couldn't tell you. You
know, as | said on the last slide, we are naking
i ncrenental changes. But as far as a whol esal e change
of the ROP, it's not happening today. You know, we
just don't feel |like we have enough run tinme on the
ROP to really make any significant changes.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: The answer though, what
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you're saying is that in Decenber or thereabouts, it
woul d be the first tinme that we will actually see what
you do.

MR FRAHM |'m hoping that's not the
case. | talked to Mag a little bit just during our
break, and |I'm hoping that what we can do is provide
you a succinct wite-up of bullets that addresses your
three concerns fromthat February 13th letter, and
gives you a little bit nore detail as to -- kind of
summari zi ng our presentation today as to why we t hi nk
we' re good enough as we are today.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: And then how do you
expect to find out what our reacti on woul d be to what
you wite?

MR FRAHM |'m open to suggesti ons.

MR. APCSTOLAKIS: | nean we certainly have
to provide it back, because it has to be a Cormittee
letter.

MR- FRAHM Could that be the next full
comm ttee briefing?

MR APCSTOLAKIS: That's too |ate.

MR FRAHM | don't know. | really don't
know.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: Isn't it too |late?

M5. WESTON: Well, originally, we had
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antici pated that we woul d have t hese wor ki ng neeti ngs
to hash out the details prior to a February neeti ng,
where the only thing that woul d be | eft there woul d be
for you to talk about what you were going to put in
the letter, and have it reach the Comm ssion prior to
t heir assessment. Ckay?

Now t hat that hasn't happened, we're
trying to tal k about a Decenber neeting instead, but
frommy perspective today, that Decenmber neeting
cannot be the neeting where you wite a letter.

MR, APCSTOLAKI S:  No.

M5. WESTON: It can't be, because you
sonmehow need to have an opportunity to tal k about the
kinds of things that they're going to provide for ne
to give to you sonewhere in the interim

MR. APOSTCLAKI S: And al so, full commttee
nmeetings, you know, usually you get an hour and a
hal f, at nost two hours.

M5. WESTON: Right.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Is that enough tinme to
di scuss the various issues?

M5. WESTON: Probably not, not this
subj ect .

MR FRAHM Well, |I'm hoping with that

third bull et that we woul d have conti nued i nformati on
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exchange between now and that tine.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  The only information we
can give you is in foruns |ike this. W cannot wite
anything as a subcomm ttee.

M5. VEESTON: Right.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  So you can provide to us
witten docunents, but we cannot reply.

M5. WESTON: And you have to sit down, and
ri ght now we don't have any time to carve out, to do
that. 1'Il have to go back and | ook at the schedul e,
but right now, we don't have any tinme. That | do know
because we had ki nd of |ooked at subcommttee
nmeetings. W don't have subcommittee neeting tinme.
Whet her or not we could squeeze in a lunch tine
di scussion, but given the nature of this, we can't do
it at lunch because the di scussants are just too | ong.
Yes. So, you know, I'Il try to find sone -- try to
fi nd anot her subcomrttee ti nme but when woul d you have
sonet hing avail able to the subconm ttee of substance
that would allow the neeting to be fruitful?

MR. FRAHM Do you have any thoughts,
Cindy, on a time frame that we could actually put
t oget her the docunent that addresses succinctly the
three points fromthat letter? And we could provide

to you at that tine a copy of the ROP basis docunent
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inits current condition, which is far from being
ready to being issued.

MR. KOLTAY: | assume that, you know, we
know where we are, and we have all that information.
It's not sonething you need to devel op.

MR. FRAHM | thinkj we have our positions
on these points, so | think we can get those to you
pretty quickly.

MR COE: | think it's clear though, too,
t hat we have made the judgment now that fromthe
st andpoi nt of the practicality and the efficacy of the
current process, is adequate enough to continue
forward withincrenental changes. The redefinition of
the thresholds to be nore consistently either risk-
i nformed or nore consi stently perfornmance-based, isn't
a step that we feel is necessary at this tinme. But we
are acknow edgi ng that that nmay not be very clear in
our guidance, and we will step up to the task of
making it nore clear as to why that's okay. And we
will explore future options with research.

That's where we are at today. Wat m ght
be of value is given that, sinply given that, that if
the Cormittee feels that we are vul nerable in some
manner, that there m ght be sone adverse affect

downstream that we haven't envisioned yet of having
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this particular process the way it's defined right
now, it would be helpful to us to have a better
under st andi ng or appreci ati on of what you think is our
greatest vulnerability in proceedinginthis fashion.

MR SIEBER Well, you fol ks have the
answer to the SRM and so if what you end up doing is
what you're telling us today, |'msure you'll tell the
Conmi ssi on everything is just fine. W decided not to
i ncorporate the specific comments of the ACRS, and |
don't think we have to wite a letter. Does anybody
di sagree? GCeorge, you know nore about the protoco
than | do

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah. W' d probably
wite aletter that says we conti nue to believe and - -

M5. WESTON: Just as you have in the past.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: | think if | were a
Conmi ssi oner though, you know, they i ssued t he SRMon
t he 20t h of Decenber of 2001, and they're receiving a
f eedback i n March of 2003, whi ch nmeans sonet hing |i ke
15 nont hs.

MR. SIEBER Ri ght.

MR. APOSTCOLAKI S: Feedbck that says we
didn't do anything, but we may do sonething in the
future. How patient do you think the Comm ssioners

are going to be?
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M5. WESTON: Now they did get an interim

response. Renenber, M ke sent the comment back to
them saying that the Conmttee and the Staff were
continuing to work on this, and that we woul d have an
answer in the March assessnent.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: So things are worse. He
prom sed that there would be an answer.

M5. VEESTON:  Yes, he did.

MR APCSTOLAKI S: Rather than we'll
continue to think about it.

M5. WESTON: He conmitted to having sone
response in the March assessnent paper.

MR FRAHM But is it not an answer to
say, you know, basically that |ast slide about our
concl usions, that we feel the ROP is headed in the
right direction? W are making increnental
i nprovenents. We feel putting the basis docunent out
will make it very transparent as to why deci si ons were
made.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: Do you think that, you
know, if you say we think it's okay, that you are
resol ving the transparent nmanner of apparent
conflicts? You' re not providing technical argunents
why what we said is inappropriate.

MR. FRAHM  Personally, | would think we
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couldtry to downpl ay there are apparent conflicts and
di screpancies, and that we just think that they're
di fferences between the Pis and the SDPs. And that
feeds okay into the action matrix, because the whole
poi nt of the action matrix is to base -- that

determ nes our plant response to different issues.
And the feeders to the action are the SDPs and the
Pis.

MR. ROSEN. That's the only substantive
thing | take away fromthis whol e di scussion. That's
what you believe. Now the question is do we believe
that's satifactory. W haven't had a chance t o assess
t hat .

MR. FRAHM And that's an inmportant issue.
That's the underlying principle of the ROP.

MR. ROSEN: Well, what | expected to cone
back is you' d cone back and change all these things,
you know, to nmake them nore consistent. Well, that
di dn't happen because you feel |ike you just
described. GCkay. Now | need to sleep at |east 24
hours, and think about whether or not | agree that's
okay.

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: Well, also it seens to
me we shoul d have sonme of these decision nakers

present to actually question them whether they feel
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there's parity and all that. | mean, we just said
that. And Jack started saying, you know, this is a
way | think you can justify it. And all of a sudden
it becones a position, but where are the real decision
maker s who actual | y made t hat determ nati on? And, you
know, maybe we can question themtaking two or three
of those that are all yellow and say now what is the
rationale? Wiy is this, you know -- why do they | ead
to the same action? | mean, thereis nore to it than
just saying this is the phil osophical approach.
MR. ROSEN: Right. You' ve got to hit the
-- sonebody's got to serve, sonebody hits it back over
the net. And then, you know, the rally continues.
And we just started.
M5. WESTON: So you would I'ike to have an
opportunity to question --
MR, APCSTOLAKI S:  Sure.
M5. WESTON: -- the decision makers wth
regard to the assessnent.
MR APOCSTOLAKIS: |If that's the point,
t hen of course.
M5. WESTON: |I'mtrying to clarify this so
t hat staff understands what it is we want.
MR. FRAHM And where we go from here, |

think it's inportant that we're all clear on --
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M5, VESTON: Yes.

MR SIEBER. Well, the decision nmakers are
the regional admnistrators. Right?

MR CCE: | don't know. Well, the process
is one where the region proposes a significance
characterization based on the witten published
publicly available SDP. And it cones to a panel at
headquarters conposed of Ci ndy Carpenter and the
regi onal divisiondirector sponsoringit, and the SDP
owner, which is generally at the branch chief I|evel,
and an CE representative. And they basically | ook at
t he package that's presented, and assure that the SDP
as publicly prescribed has been followed. And the
peopl e who have hel ped devel op the SDP are often
avail able to answer questions. And then out of that
conmes a deci sion.

MR. SIEBER. From the regional
adm ni strators.

M5. WESTON: And it starts with the risk
analyst in the region. 1Is that correct?

MR. SIEBER. For those going through the
resi dent inspectors.

M5. WESTON: W were | ooking at the DC
Cooke one, and we happened to speak to the risk

anal yst who worked on that particul ar one.
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MR, APOSTOLAKIS: This is, | think, the

i mpl enentation of the ROP. And | think what we're
di scussing is the devel opnent --

MR. FRAHM Framework. Right. Right. So
we're talking two different things.

MR SIEBER Wy it's consistent.

MR. ROSEN: The decision maker is the
person who says yeah, your answer to Apostol akis and
company is correct. That's what we stand on. |s that
you, Cindy?

M5. CARPENTER  Yes.

MR FRAHM | think so. And the
Conmi ssion, | guess, at sone point when we --

MR. ROSEN: AlIl right. GCindy says that's
the answer. Okay. Now we can thi nk about whet her we
agr ee.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Right. And we actually
-- | nean, the answer cannot stop there. You have to
be able to defend why, you know, if | pick four
di fferent yell ows, they're equival ent, that they woul d
have |l ed you to the sane deci sion.

MR. ROSEN. Right.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: And | think the regions
have to be involved in this.

M5. WESTON: That's why | said it started
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with the risk anal yst.

MR. ROSEN:. Yeah. And when we go with
that, after we take four or five exanpl es and we track
t hrough, and we get -- we can draw sone concl usi ons
based on exanpl es.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah.

MR. ROSEN. That we agree that you end up
inthe sane pl ace, and t hat our presunption, which was
that you needed to have some parity at the |level of
i ndicators and SDPs that you conpl ai ned about in the
letter, turns out not to have been particularly
ger mane, because that's not what they're asking.

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: Al we said was that we
don't think that this is right. Show that they're
equi val ent

MR. ROSEN. And their answer is that they
don't have to be equival ent, because of the way --

MR APOSTOLAKIS: They say that they're
equi valent in the sense that they would lead to the
sanme action.

MR. ROSEN. Right.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: It was a very good
point. And then we have to scrutinize that.

MR. ROSEN. Right.

MR APOSTOLAKI S: And we have to have sone
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peopl e who actual |y participated in such decisions in
the past, to tell us that yes, that's what we neant.

MR SIEBER Well, there was --

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: If | see this thing in
the fire protection and nothingin energency pl anni ng,
| woul d have done the sane thing.

MR. SIEBER In the early stages of the
ROP, it seens to nme there was a neeting of the
regi onal administrators and a bunch of other people
where these i ssues inthe action matri x were di scussed
as to, you know, what do we do if this happens? What
do we do if that happens, and so forth. You may be
able to resurrect sonme of that, in order to show that
the regions actually sonehow or other, and this may
not be true, but somehow or other participated in
determ ni ng the oranges and apples colors that Steve
t al ked about .

MR APCSTOLAKI S: And then the other
problemthe Conmittee has had is with yellow and red
of the performance indicators.

MR SIEBER Yeah. And at one time we
woul d say, you know, when you pass green, that's it.

M5. CARPENTER: This is G ndy Carpenter.
| think that's one Don and | tal ked about that we w ||

go back and take another |ook at. Okay? But as for
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t he equival ency, this is sonething that every cert
panel | ooks at when you have the branch chief of the
PRA branch and t he I nspecti on ProgramBranch, and the
Regi onal Division Director. Wen they' re |ooking at
t hese, you know, the cert panel is saying is this --
you know, the purpose is to get to the regul atory
response, to what action should we be taking. Andthe
panel , when you're done with those and you say thisis
yellow, is this the appropriate response that the
agency shoul d be taking? Okay. And that's done each
time, and we recognize that there are inprovenents
that need to be made in the SDPs.

They're in the process right now of
| ooking at the HP SDPs, and they're |ooking at those
t hreshol ds right now.

MR. SIEBER. And the fire SDP, which is --

M5. CARPENTER: They're working on that,
on the SDP. Okay? But we do know that there are
threshold issues in the HPSD. And that is something
that they're |l ooking at, and they're engagi ng the
i ndustry on today.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: |If we manage to find a
half a day or a day to have a subcomittee neeting,
are there going to be peopl e here who have made t hese

decisions in the past, so we can ask a few questi ons,
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that would be willing to defend the equi val ency? And
then we can also go into nore detail into what people
have to do, why do you still want yellow red for the

transients and so on, and what purpose does it serve.
It's not all practical here. There is also some, you
know, theoretical stuff. You know, if something is
unrealistic, then why have it there?

MR SIEBER  You nmean the | oss of heat
t hi ng, 200 and sonet hi ng?

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S:  Yeah.

MS. CARPENTER  But the purpose of having
themthere was to just kind of i nformthe public that,
you know, if you have 25 scrans, this is what it takes
toreach that yellowred threshold. It wasn't that it
woul d be practical. You're right, because we
certainly take action before that. But the purpose
was to be nore -- to basically informthe public that
these are the different levels, and this is what it
woul d take to reach that kind of a threshold.

MR. FRAHM And to show t he safety margin,
that you're this far fromthat red threshol d.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: See, but that may be
m sl eadi ng, because safety is not threatened by the
frequency transients. Safety is threatened --

MR. SIEBER By initiating events.
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MR. FRAHM | think the objective was

| audabl e, Ci ndy, but | don't think that that reallyis
an effective way to communicate with the public.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  And should it be in the
action matrix, if you can conmmunicate it sonmewhere
el se.

MS. CARPENTER Well, those in particul ar
are not in the action matrix. | see what you're
sayi ng on that.

MR. APOSTCLAKI S:  You can comuni cat e t hat
sonewhere el se. The fundanental point is that this
conmttee, and | think all of us in responding to the
Conmi ssion, we nust be able to say nore than just we
nmet with the ACRS Subconmittee on Septenber 9th,
because if we have a public neeting with the
Conmi ssion, and they ask nme, if I'"'mstill the
Chai rman, you worked with the staff, | would say noin
public, because we didn't work together. So we better
do that. W better have anot her neeting where you
cone in here with details, with the appropriate
people, and we are all owed to scrutinize to the extent
we like. Then it's okay. Then we worked together,
because right now there are fundanmental differences.

You keep saying well, you know, naybe we

have sone differences, but they are not really
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di screpancies. | think they are. |'mnot convinced
that you can m x performance with risk. Now you may
be able to, but right now I'mnot convinced. So and
if I nust, I'"'msorry, but I have to say that.

MR. SIEBER. Well, you have to do it using
the rationalization as opposed to a technical
ar gunent .

MR- ROSEN: That it's through the action
mat ri X process.

MR SIEBER That's right.

MR. ROSEN: And you have to construct --

MR APOSTOLAKI S:  Yeah, you have to have
sone argunent. But we never got any of that. That's
what |'msaying. Look, | knowthat it's not a matter
of invoking Newton's Law. Cee, we know that.

MR. SIEBER:. It's not a nonentum equation?

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: It's not the nomentum
equation, no. So | think if we all nmanage to get a
day i n Novenber sone time, if you guys are ready t hen.
M5. WESTON:  Ckay.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Really go into details,
and avoi d generalities and soon, | think that will be
very useful. OQherwise, let's --

MR COE: It sounds |ike what woul d be

nost hel pful then woul d be he i ndi vi dual s who ar e nost
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conversant with the specific SDPs and Pis to bring
forward to you sone case exanples. Case exanpl es,

t hink, are providing the |evel of detail for you to
make an independent eval uati on of whether or not you
think we're com ng out.

MR. ROSEN:. But the essence of it is
maki ng a finding in one cornerstone, and getting the
action matrix color. And then taking a finding in a
di fferent cornerstone, conpletely different, and
showi ng that you get to the sane action

M5. CARPENTER: That we get to the sane
regul atory response.

MR- ROSEN. Get to the sanme action

M5. CARPENTER: And why we think that's
appropri ate.

MR. ROSEN. And that, therefore, when you
get all done with that exercise, you would try to get
us to agree that there doesn't need to be fundanent al
changes bel ow the action matri x.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: At least for the tine
bei ng.

MR. ROSEN:. At |east for --

MR COE: | think if it gave you a sense
of confort that the staff is not over-reacting or

under-reactinginany particul ar cornerstone, and t hat
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the level is action is conparable, for conparable
colors, then | think --

MR APOSTOLAKIS: That's inportant.

MR. COE: That's the | evel of confort that
we' ve achieved, and | -- obviously, we haven't --

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: Well, that would be
gr eat .

MR. ROSEN: No, but this is not going to
be a matter of a closed end equation with a sol ution.
This is all about val ue judgnents.

MR. COE: Yes. That is right. Thank you.
That's it.

MR. APCSTOLAKI S:  Absol utely.

MR. KOLTAY: You have to recogni ze that
the regionis, you know, public health and safety. W
need to determ ne how many i nspectors to send to that
site based onthe finding. That's all we'retryingto
do. So the PI will never be equivalent to an SDP
finding. Wat we're saying is we have a white PI, we
have a white finding, that's two findings that are
relatively inportant, two different areas. | think we
need to go out to that site and determne if there's
anything el se that's wong.

MR. ROSEN. Well, you said yesterday you

arrived at ny val ue judgnent point having to do with
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the way you internally managed the inspection
resource. But ny val ue judgnent point was at the very
fundamental |evel. People in authority are naking
judgments that the physical protection and public
radi ati on safety, or physical protection and
mtigation systens performance are done with simlar
results. You know, that's a set of very conpl ex val ue
j udgnent s.

MR SIEBER Well, it's even worse than
that in a way because if you | ook at the -- sone of
t he significance determ nations t hat have been nmade on
RadCon, particul arly ALARA where no vi ol ati on occur ed,
it's come out yellow

MR, ROSEN:  Sure.

MR SIEBER And then you conpare that
with safety systens that are out of service, and it
doesn't come out yellow. And that scares ne.

MR. ROSEN. And you conpare that with

security, you know, with a coupl e of doors that didn't

wor K.
MR. SIEBER  Conp hours.
MR ROSEN:. O Conmp hours, and these are
val ued.
MR. SIEBER: Wi ch nmeans no degradation in
security.
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MR. ROSEN. No, but security is based nore

on the threshold --

MR, APOCSTOLAKIS: Well, let me ask you
anot her question that, you know, | owld |ike sonme
answer to. |If you decide that the green/white

threshold for the Pis will be based on PR performance,
whi ch i s what woul d have --

MR SIEBER That's what it is now

MR. APCSTOLAKI S: Wiy shoul d the
green/white threshol d for fire protection not be based
on PR performance? G aham nentioned the nunber of
sirens or whatever --

MR SIEBER That's energency planning.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Do | have any -- oh
that's energency planning. |'msorry. Do | have any
hi storical record as to how the fleet out there
perfornms with respect to that? And maybe put
somet hi ng equivalent to the 95th percentile. Wy
don't | do that here and I'mrelying on risk, and | do
it onthetransient. Is it just conveni ence, because
| have information?

MR SIEBER | think so.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: And is that sonething
that's acceptable? | nean, it has to be acceptableto

some degree too.
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MR. SIEBER. Well, individual |icensees

know when their sirens weren't operable.

MR- ROSEN:. Yeah. And | think there was
a presunption that we didn't want to collect a whole
bunch of new data. W wanted to use the data we had
i n new ways.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Wul d a week pol ling of
i nspectors have given you a pretty good idea of what
this threshold should be, w thout collecting data?

MR ROSEN:. Wth regard to sirens?

MR APOSTOLAKI S: Yeah, sirens or
sprinklers that don't work, and so on. And say yeah.
And then, you know, you |l ook at after a week,
especially if you cone fromheadquarters you' re goi ng
to say well, gee, you know, it seenms if it's between
three and seven, or even six, rather than going to
core damage frequency and force the core damage
frequency to go out by an order of magnitude. Wiy is
that sinple? You know, we are masters at eliciting
expert opinion in this agency, NUREG 1150 and so on.
| mean, seismic stuff, why not do that? You know,
poll our inspectors and say, you know, what do you
think in this case? Wat is the nunber you usually
see? And then take sonme convenient --

MR ROSEN: | think that coul d have been
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done, but they have data on siren performance, so they
just used that.

MR SIEBER And they don't know whet her
a sprinkler works or not, unless you have a fire.
Okay? You can go out and test them but once you test
them it's |ike testing hand grenades, you know. You
don't know what you have after you're done.

MR. ROSEN:  You don't get nmany vol unteers.
Throw a hand grenade on the ground and junp onit. |If
it doesn't go off, it's fine.

MR APCSTOLAKI S: But these are the
guestions that --

MR. ROSEN:. If it does go off, it does go
of f.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S:  We di scussed public
confidence this nmorning. | nean, this is part of
publ i c confidence.

MR. COE: You raised a question that was
al ready rai sed earlier by Dr. Bonaca, and t hat was why
do we need to be risk-infornmed at all? And | think --
and |'ve been pondering that question.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: [|f you are working on
t he basi s of performance, why do you have to be ri sk-
infornmed? That's a good questi on.

MR SIEBER  Yeah.
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MR APCSTOLAKIS: And in light of what

Davi s- Besse shows, where you have everything green,
and then, you know - -

MR COE: | will only say that we were
notivated to be risk-inforned in the threshol ds
whenever it was possible, and we coul d defensively
justify it.

MR SIEBER. And it al so becane a thenme of
t he agency, and everybody joi ned the band.

MR. HI CKMAN: The intent was to be -- have
nore objective information to base our actions.

MR. BONACA: But you see again, the
t hreshol d of 27 scrans or whatever it is, wthout any
ot her consi deration of what | ed to the scram what the
consequences of the scramwere, and so on and so
forth. It's a total. There is nothing that is
realistic about it. Infact, it's just a conjecture.

MR H CKMAN: For that particul ar
i ndicator, the assunption is that they're al
unconpl i cated scrans. And we have another indicator
t hat counts nore conplicated scrans with | ower
t hreshol ds.

MR COE: And | assure you that we are
interested in those other aspects and attributes of a

particul ar event.
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MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: But, you know, this

i ssue of what is the purpose of the action matri x has
been di scussed here with you and anong oursel ves for
along tine. And there is a group of ACRS nenbers
that take the position that this gentleman -- and by
t he way, you should have identified yourself on the
record.

MR. KOLTAY: |'m Peter Koltay.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Ckay. The position you
t ake --

MR, KOLTAY: K-OL-T-A-Y.

MR APOSTOLAKI S: That the purpose of the
action matrix is to tell the adm nistrator, the
regi onal adm nistrator --

MR SIEBER What to do.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: -- what attention to pay
to what. And we're marshalling resources. That's
what these guys keep saying, marshaling resources to
make up the case. |If that's the case, why don't we
make everything el se consistent with that objective?
Do | need to have the extreme right colums that say,
you know, unacceptabl e perfornmance, the Commi ssion
gets involved and so on. |It's not obvious to ne that
when you are dealing wi th performance, |ike Mario said

earlier, you're really down here. So why do | need
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t hose two right-hand colums which really indicate
t hat sonmething very serious is going on, and that
we' re about to shut them down?

Now | see an exanpl e where performance has
deteriorated so much that | reach that |evel, then
can be convinced. But that's the point, that if you
state clearly the objective of the action, if it's
mar shal i ng resources, then do everything else in a
consi stent manner. And |I'mnot even sure you need to
bring risk into this any nore.

If the objective is to -- is oversight,
real oversight, you know, then you have to bring into
this the issue transient with a couple of problens,
t he sequence, howclose did | get? You know, this is
the real issue, and then the answer is no, no, no.
ASP does that, which says inmediately oh, so the
action -- this is not the revised oversight process
because there are other problens that contribute to
oversight. So thereis -- | agree with you gentl enen
that there is a problemof clarity here. What are we
trying -- what are we after, and is everything el se
we' re doing consistent with that? Because | think
we' re m xi ng things.

MR. FRAHM And that's where we tried to

focus today's briefing on, was getting at the clarity
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of that SRM Actually, | don't know that we got
t here.

MR. SIEBER. | need to ask a question now.
| don't recall, and that's probably because of
i nexperience, that any enforcement action or in the
old SALP systemor in the new ROP, that the ASP
programled to any conclusion. | thought that was
i ndependent .

MR COE: It sinply led -- it was a
trendi ng nechanismin the past. And it was
information that was used at a very high |evel.

MR SIEBER Yeah, that's true. But it
didn't eval uate individual events.

MR COE: That's right. Well, it didn't
eval uate individual performance of a |icensee.

MR. SIEBER. That's right. And so when we
tal k about ASP, it really doesn't apply to anything
that we're tal king about. R ght?

MR. COE: The evaluation of performance
for those events was done on a nmuch nore real time
basis using the SALP process earlier.

MR. SI EBER  Yes.

MR COE: And | want to be clear, that the

ROP when it was devel oped, this very question cane up.
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You know, what do we do about a significant event,
significant fromthe standpoint of core danage
probability of that particular event. And the answer
was, which is enbedded i n our gui dance, that we woul d
use that to informour inmedi ate response. But
ultimately, the ROP, the response woul d be | ooki ng for
performance deficiences that contributed to the
seriousness of that event. And that those would be
t he f oundati on of our performance assessnment, and our
characterization of the |icensee's perfornmance.

MR. SIEBER. Ckay.

MR. COE: And | hope that made sense.

MR. SIEBER. Well, | think it's mybe a
good idea, but | don't recall that being in your
gui dance.

MR COE: In fact, there's a specific
section in Manual Chapter 0609 that very specifically
descri bes why delta CDF is the netric of choice for
ROP, and not CCDP. And there's a mathenati cal

treatnent, and a non-nmathematical treatnent for

clarity.

MR. SIEBER  Ckay.

MR LEITCH Can | take it in a slightly
different direction for a mnute? I'ma little

confused about what you said about the O G report.
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Apparently, the O G report suggests that the SDP
particularly Phase Il, is seriously flawed, and that
we shoul d stop spendi ng noney on further devel opnent
until we have that situation anal yzed and deci de what
we're going to do. And one of those things may even
be to elimnate Phase Il of the SDP. Is that
sonething that you're doing? | mean, what is the --
" mnot sure what the force of the OGreport is. Do
you have to conply with that? 1s that sonething
you're --

MR COE: Yes. What it's pronpted is the
EDO has directed the formation of a task group by
menor andum  That task group has now been chartered.
The charter was signed on Friday. It will be |led by
an SES manager fromthe region. It will be conposed
of individuals representing --

MR. ROSEN: From whi ch region?

MR. COE: It happens to be Region Il. But
it will be conposed of representation from NRR and
research, as well as theregions. Andit will address
that specific -- these specifics issues that were
raised in the report, in the IGreport.

MR LEITCH One of the issues that's
rai sed there, is that Phase Il yields -- typically it

yi el ds conservative results. Andlater inthe process
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findings that produced insignificance. W not only
heard this by virtue of this report, but we were in
Region Il a couple of nmonths ago, and they had a
nunber of findings. Infact, | think al nost every one
t hey found was reduced for sonme reason or other, and
that certainly has a significant inmpact on public
credibility, the process.

MR. COE: Yes. | think too many occasions
where we publicly and prelimnarily say that it'sthis
color, and then it subsequently in the final analysis
changes to anot her color. Too many of those occasi ons
woul d be detrinmental to public confidence. CQur
experi ence has shown roughly, | think, 30 percent or
t her eabout s have had a change in color. That's not
overly troubl esone froma public confidence
standpoint. And sone of our public advocacy groups
have commented on that very point, that it's nore
i mportant that we get a prelimnary result out quick,
or quicker in the public. Get the issue out in the
public domain so that the public can observe the
di al ogue that occurs between the licensee and the
regulator, incomngtoafinal determ nation. Not to
say that we don't continue to work towards
establishing a nore -- you know, a better answer at

the prelimnary stage, but we recognize that, you
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know, the first answer may not be fully informed by
all of the information that a |icensee m ght be able
to provide to us.

MR. SIEBER: Well, this gets back to Steve
Rosen's point. Do you have adequate tools at the
staff | evel to be able to conme up with an accurate, or
nore accurate assessment, risk assessnent than the
| i censee has? Because | | ooked at the correspondence
after that initial draft determ nation, and the
| i censee begi ns his argunent, you use thi s nunber, and
it would be this. And this isn't nodeled right, and
| think that the staff has distributed the SPAR nodel s
tothe |licensees that came fromI N and EEL, and so t he
i censee has had opportunities to play with it and
conpare. And a lot of |icensees conplain that SPARI s
t oo sinple.

MR. COE: Yes, they do. And certainly,
simlarly they conplain that the Phase Il process is
too sinple. But you said something, you said
accuracy, and often in these ki nds of di scussions, the
term "accuracy" comes up wWith respect to risk
eval uati ons and anal yses. That presunes a standard,
and it's a standard that we'll never know. It's
hi dden in the probability distributions.

There's no accuracy associ ated, that | can
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di scern, in a probabalistic analysis. Wat's really
i mportant is process exposure, the exposure that the
process gives to the underlying assunptions. That is
what renders quality to the regul atory deci sion,
because | don't -- we can have a debate, | guess, or
a discussion, but | don't think that there will ever
be a set of standards or pedi gree which, if net, would
al ways -- would allow the unrestrained use of a
probabal istic risk nodel w thout having its nost
significant and nost influential attributes reveal ed
every time you use it to make a deci sion

It's just inportant the people in the
field who are closest to the particular plant design
that's bei ng nodel ed have access to that nodel.

MR. SIEBER | agree.

MR CCE: | n understandabl e manner

MR SIEBER  Yeah

MR LEITCH | just read a report that I
guess -- it had a rad finding because of the
description was not conplete, but it really said that
under certain circunstances, the AFWmay fail to
operate. And then there seened to be sone di scussion
about whether this was a, what they call an ol d design
issue. And | guess doesn't that -- isn't that the

crux of what we're trying to do with the ROP?
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In other words, if we're giving credit, so

to speak, for the -- | nmean, this was a | icensee self-
identified issue. It evidently had been there for
years. | don't knowif that makes it better or worse.

It kind of depends what we're trying to do with the
ROP. In other words, we're saying okay, this guy was
good, and that he self-identified the issue. It was
apparently not sonething not real obvious. It had
exi sted for all these years, and they finally found it
and corrected it, so in one sense that's good. But
again, if youre trying toreally look at risk, it's
been there for alongtinme. So | nean, to what extent
are you thinking about credit for old design issues?

MR CCOE: Well, the whole idea of
classifying a issue as old design issue was intended
to provide sone credit. In the pre-ROP days, we gave,
and still do under traditional enforcenent, give
mtigation credit to a licensee. And we don't, even
t oday, certainly we don't want to provide di si ncentive
for licensees to conduct aggressive prograns to
identify those kinds of issues, but it's truth in
advertising. W have to be very honest that what was
found was significant. Maybe it's very significant.
At the same tinme, we want to acknow edge that the

| icensee was the one who found it through a program
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whi ch woul d have -- with sone effort, nore effort than
normal , than normal |y expected. And so we created the
ol d design issue category for that purpose, and to
allow that credit.

MR LEITCH So with that -- if |
understand that correctly, then that m ght not affect
the color of the finding, but mght affect what you
woul d do as a result of that finding?

MR COE: No. That's what | meant by
truth in advertising. The color will be what the
color is, bsaed on the significance.

MR LEITCH The color is red. Yeah.

MR CCE: Yeah.

MR SIEBER That's part of the
enforcenent process. That may mitigate a civi
penalty, but it doesn't mitigate the fact that the
event occurred, that it's serious, and it has a col or.

MR COE: Well, with the exception that we
don't issue civil penalties when we have issues that
have been processed through the normal ROP process.
It's only when we go outside to the traditiona
enf orcenent process that we woul d use civil penalties.

MR. SIEBER  Yeah, but you do bot h.
Right? In the case of a civil penalty.

MR. CCE: The issues involving | ocal ness,
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or actual consequences, or inpeding the regulatory
process, go directly to traditional enforcenent, and
you m ght expect civil penalties there.

MR. SIEBER  Yeah, but | see in your
action matrix that enforcenent is there. It just
doesn't go through the --

MR. COE: Yes. Enforcenent islimted to
notices of violation, and they carry -- the associ at ed
finding carries a color significance. In the case of
t he one that you nentioned, | believe that was a high
signi ficance, and a very high significance. And that
the theory was that the action matrix response woul d
not -- you know, we would still inplenment a
suppl emental inspection to the degree that the
signi ficance woul d suggest. But that if -- but that
t hat woul d not add to any ot her el enents or any ot her
inputs to the action matrix to cause the licensee to
nove up in the action matrix colums. In other words,
that's the credit that was being given.

Unfortunately, that particul ar exanple
brought that |icensee to the farthest-nost col um, or
next to the farthest-nost colum, single red, which
there really wasn't any credit.

MR. FRAHM And there wasn't any current

performance issue that we were concerned with, so we
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didn't consider themin that same real mwi th t he ot her
plants that are in that fourth colum of the action
matrix, so that's part of the --

MR CCE: For issues of |esser
signi ficance, that thought process works, but for an
i ssue of red significance, it didn't give themreally
any credit at all, and that's what's caused us to go
back and rethink how we want to apply this category.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: So what is the rule for

going to the traditional enforcement process, versus
ROP?

MR. COE: The traditional enforcenent is
i nvoked right now by process, whenever you encounter
a violation or -- yeah, a violation in this case of
wi | | ful ness, of actual consequences t hat woul d be, for
exanpl e, over-exposure exceeding the part 20 limts,
or a violation of where the regulatory process was
i npeded by failure of a licensee to make a report of
some nature that was required. And in those, it was
decided early in the devel opnent of ROP that that was
going to be handl ed under traditional enforcenent
regardl ess of what the actual or estinable inpact was
froma public health and saf ety standpoi nt, because it
got to such fundanental assunptions that we were

maki ng.
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MR. ROSEN: Well, another subject al so out

of the I Greport, com ng back to sonet hing t hat G aham
brought up. It says hereinthe report, the I Greport
t hat between April 2000 and February 2001, three of

ten findings using the reactor safety SDP initially

eval uat ed as greater than green, were reduced to green
findings, three of ten.

Now is it your expectation that that's
about the average that's going to pertain in the
future, or is that too high for you?

MR COE: W would like to work that
nunber down. The 30 percent figure |I think was one
t hat was based on the first two years of ROP
statistics that we devel oped. And we are conti nui ng

MR. ROSEN. That's between April 2000 and
February 2001, so it's less than two years. It's
about ni ne nonths.

MR COE: Right. And | think the 30
percent figure cane fromabout two full years of data.
But all I"'msaying is that yes, we're trying to get
t hat nunber down. We acknow edge that there's a
potential public confidence issue with, you know,
conti nual | y degradi ng or havi ng t o downgr ade, | shoul d

say, the colors of these.
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MR. ROSEN: So you agree. And that's the

answer that | would have conme to too, that it's too
hi gh, way too high. And it shoul dn't happen, peri od.
And then if it does, it should be a rare event in ny
thinking. In order for that to be true, that it's a
rare event that a finding gets downgraded, it neans
you're going to have to use good nodels right in the
begi nni ng, which means you're going to have to
probably use -- if you use the SPAR nodels, you're
going to have to -- before you deci de what the initial
color is, you need to go to the licensee and say to
himin a neeting which you haven't yet concl uded what
the initial color is, this looks like it mght be a
yel l ow, for exanple. And before we make it yell ow,
here's your chance. You've got ten working days to
tell us why it shouldn't be yellow. We'I| stay here.
We'll work with you. We'Il figure out PRAs, but in
ten days we're going to conme out wit sonething. In
ot her words, to prevent the m scharacterization.

MR COE: That is precisely the process
t hat we enpl oy.

MR. ROSEN. And you still get three of
ten?

MR CCOE: Well, what happens is between

the time that we say prelimnarily we think this is
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yell ow, and offer the opportunity to provide further
information, they do. W evaluate it, and it
subsequently becones white or green.

MR. ROSEN: Onh, yeah. So that's included
in the three of ten, that case?

MR COE: | think that the three of ten
were the distinction between the prelimnary public
decl aration by the NRC, and the final public
decl arati on by the NRC

MR. SIEBER. And those are both public
docunents. They're in letter form

MR. COE: They are both public docunents,
yes.

MR. SIEBER. And so anybody can count.

MR. COE: Yes, sir. That's right. Now I
wll add --

MR. SIEBER. And it has to be that way.

MR COE: Well, I will add very quickly
that the whole idea of a publicly avail able SDP
process, whether it be in the reactor safety side or
inthe other cornerstones, was to al |l ow an engagenent
with the Iicensee using a comon framework of
significance determ nation, and to exchange
information right fro the very start. And we have an

expect ati on out there that our i nspectors will discuss
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these things with the licensee right fromthe very
start.

Here's what ny SDP says. What does your
detail ed nodel say? Wiy is there a difference? And
let's explore that. What are the underlying
assunptions that are making this a difference? But
t hat at sone point, we're obligated to cone forward in
a public forumand say we' ve assenbl ed as nuch
i nformati on as we can reasonabl y get our hands on, and
this is what it tells us. And then be public about
it, toachieve this kind of tinmeliness aspect that te
public expects. They don't -- the flip side of
getting to the, essentially what | would call the
final solution of the prelimnary stage, isthelength
of tinme that it takes. And the |onger you engage the
i censee in anon-public forum the noreit | ooks |ike
negoti ati on.

| maintain to you and to everyone el se,
that we do not negotiate with a |licensee. W seek
i nformati on so t hat our deci sions are better informed,
but we are sensitive to the optics of that.

MR ROSEN: Well, toneit's afailureto
come up with sonething that changes. And com ng up
with it in public and then changing it is a failure.

Sonehow you have to get around that.
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MR. SIEBER |I'mnot sure that you can
based on the difference between the nodels, and the
di fference in assunptions.

MR ROSEN. Well, maybe that goes to the
point | nade in sone internal correspondence. Maybe
t hey shouldn't be different nodels.

MR SIEBER Well, | understand that, but
not everybody agrees.

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: [|If you eventually have
hand- hel d conputers that have the PRA then you wil|l
not have this problem

MR LEITCH But isn't there a trade-off
bet ween accuracy and tineliness?

MR. S| EBER  Yes.

MR CCE: Yes, indeed.

MR. LEITCH: You know, either one of which
can i npact public confidence.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: Yeah. | think --

MR. LEITCH | have ny friends and
nei ghbor s sayi ng, you know, what col or i s Davi s- Besse?
And | say we don't know yet.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: That's the problem
think I agree with --

MR LEITCH  Seven nonths.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: | agree with Steve that
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changing the color is a problem but the biggest
problemin terns of public confidence, it seens to ne,
i s Davi s-Besse, where we say everythingis fine. And
t hen, you know, things turn out not to be fine. And
you wonder now where was the oversight process when
there were problenms with the filters, and so on and so
on. And that --

MR. ROSEN. Yeah, but that's death by one
stroke, the Davis-Besse thing. The other thing --
this other thing is death --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: | wouldn't say that, but
it certainly --

MR. ROSEN: -- by a thousand hand bites.
| f every time you make a determ nation or three out of
tentinmes that you make a determnation, it's actually
changed to a | esser case, that's not good either.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: It is not good. | agree
with that, but | don't think it's as bad as --

MR. ROSEN. Yeah, you can't conpare the --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: W' re conparing badness
NOw.

MR. SIEBER Well, the --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S:  You can nake a good case
t hough that, you know, when | want to do sonething

real quickly, I will do it in a conservative nmanner.
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MR SIEBER: | think it's incorrect to --

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: But the public refuses
to accept it.

MR SIEBER | think it's incorrect to
expect the ROP to predict future events.

MR APCSTOLAKI S: Not predict.

MR SIEBER Predict events that are a
phenonenon, that nobody believed woul d happen, and
phenonmenon logically weren't analyzed, and weren't
inspected for. And so | don't find the fact that
they were all green, and all of a sudden they had
this cavity in their reactor vessel head unusual,
because the only thing that woul d have caught it is
safety culture kinds of things, attention to detai
and how i nquisitive are you, and so forth.

MR APCSTOLAKIS: Well, the root cause
anal ysis says that there were indications. There
were --

MR. SIEBER. That's right.

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: -- itens that had been
agreed to do, and they were deferred from--

MR. SIEBER. To the --

MR. APOCSTOLAKIS: This is sonething
that's observable, and this issue about the

cont ai nnent, you know, the upsize, island upsize and
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SO on.

MR SIEBER  But none of those factors
are indicators or violations, by the way, in the ROP.
| f you nmade it conprehensive enough to cover
contai nnent filters, and hum dity, and radi ati on, and
all these other factors. That's what plant
managenent i s supposed to do. An agency like the NRC
coul d not conpile that massive data that's consi stent
fromone plant to another

MR. COE: Correct.

MR LEITCH And it indicated it | ooked
at the Corrective Action Programthat nay begin to
give you a hint of --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: That's what |' m saying.
The cross-cutting issues really have been negl ected
in the ROP

MR. SIEBER. That's right.

MR BONACA: Well, the problemwe're
maki ng the connection that cultural issues wll
reflect thensel ves in, again, performance of this --

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: The Corrective Action

Program - -

MR BONACA: -- equipnent that is by now
very -- you know, the whole organization is focused
on. | don't think, you know, again -- | nean, |
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wote it down on the paper, but | do believe they
woul d not give you insights of that type because the
performance of an organi zation has to be so degraded
to give you poor performance on these indicators.

MR SIEBER It takes tine.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: That was an assunption
in the question many tines.

MR. ROSEN:. It's not a | eading indicator.

MR. BONACA: Because to particularly the
organi zation there, it's so focused on a | ot of
processes from you know, the mai ntenance rule to the
performance of this -- since INPO stated in 1980s,
and so on and so forth. So those are things that
t hey have pared down, and you have to have a conpl ete
degradati on of the organizati on before you see signs
in the performance of the systens. There are other
things in the Corrective Action Program the repeat
events. \Which, by the way, we're mssing now to the
performance -- to the significance eval uation,
because we are not counting any nore how many tines
t he same event has been happeni ng and not recorded.
W are just evaluating the significance of an
i ndi vi dual event.

MR SIEBER Well, | think the Pis and

t he ROP were devel oped because those are the only
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ones that were readily available. They were
consi stent across the industry because of --

MR. BONACA: That's true.

MR SIEBER And all this other stuff,
everybody conpiles statistics, but they conpiled
their own, with their own definitions.

MR. BONACA: Yeah, but the point I'm
making is that that's why Davi s-Besse is no surprise
to me that there is an inconsistency between the
event and the performance as nmuch as everybody el se.

MR SIEBER Yeah, | agree with that.

MR. APCSTOLAKIS: And | think we shoul d
be | earning fromexperience. W didn't pay enough
attention to the cross-cutting i ssues. Now Davi s-
Besse tells us we have to, and maybe do sonmething in
the future. It's not a matter of assigning bl ane.
It's a matter of progressing. But what | think is
not, frankly, appropriate is to have a neeting today
where it's stated that the ROP i s worKking.

MR. SIEBER. Well, they can state it. W
don't have to necessarily agree with it.

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: And that's why | just
spoke up.

MR. SIEBER | disagree with you. | do

think it's working. It's not telling us what we need
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to know. Ckay? In other words --
MR. BONACA: A failure to communi cate.
MR SIEBER There's lots of sweat on the
tabl e, and everybody is doing their thing. It's just
that we would |i ke to acconplish nore with the tools.

MR. LEITCH  Sweat, but is there any
bl ood on the table?

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: | can say that nmany
times the staff did a remarkabl e job given the
pressure they had to deliver something within a year,
was it? | don't renenber. It was really a short
time. And we are not tal king about a well-defined
probl em here. You're tal ki ng about the major issue.

MR SIEBER That's right.

MR ROSEN. It's a |lot better than what
we had before. W said that in witing.

MR APOCSTOLAKIS: W said that in
witing.

MR- ROSEN: The trouble is, is that |et
us have -- get hit in the teeth with a Davi s-Besse,
and maybe sonething in the future. It doesn't I|ike
it. It doesn't yet have the sophistication to give
us an early warning of those kind of things, and head
t hem of f.

MR. APOCSTOLAKI S: And nobody - -
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MR. ROSEN: Now the question fairly asked

is do we really -- are we really counting on ROP to
do that for us? And the answer is yes.

MR. COE: And there are progranms to
provide that kind of insight.

MR. ROSEN. The answer is yes, | am
counting on ROP to do that for us. You know, if it
doesn't, then maybe we need another system

MR. APOSTOLAKIS: No, | really think we
need it's the basis of --

MR ROSEN. | think --

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Safety versus work
envi ronnent, corrective action program and hunman
performance. W have to pay nore attention. That's
all.

MR. COE: The avenue | think to get to
where you're going, and I think we all want to get
there, is to risk-informour processes. And you
don't just risk inform process, people inplenent
processes. You have to risk-informthe people.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: Right.

MR CCOE: This gets to the question that
the 1 G has raised, and that we're trying to address.
You' ve chosen a tool to put in the hands, the very

hands of the inspectors who are out there day to day
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in the plants, and this tool is to help give themin
one sense -- | nean, in one sense it's a screening
tool, but in another sense, it's to give thema sense
of what's inportant at that plant.

| will offer that if you take the medi um
LOCA wor ksheet for the Phase Il at Davis-Besse and
apply one order of magnitude increase to the
frequency of the nedium LOCA, that you will get a
significance color that's greater than green. Nowis
t hat under standi ng? Does that sensitize an i nspector
to evidence that significant |eakage m ght be
occurring? | think, and sane true for small and
| arge break LOCAs, and other transient conditions.

The idea here is to give inspectors a
tool that over tine, as they use it, will develop in
them a sensitivity towards these kinds of things.
When t he evi dence exists, thenthey're nore apt. |'m
not saying that it's guaranteed. |It's never
guaranteed but they're nore apt, and they're nore
likely to maybe pursue it, where we can understand
it.

MR. SIEBER. Well, | think that's one of
t he places where judgnent comes in. If | were the
i nspector, as cynical as | am and sonebody told me

what's the probability at that plant for a nedium
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LOCA, | would have said one, you know. It was a
matter of tine.

On the other hand, when you do that, the
risk isn't all that bad. It's like five tines ten to
the m nus three or sonething like that.

MR. ROSEN. But then you have a nedi um
LOCA with conplications, because you never know what
else isn't going to work.

MR SIEBER But that's where the five
tinmes ten to the mnus three cones in, because if
everything worked it would be ten to the mnus ten.

MR APOSTOLAKI S: And then, of course,
public confidence would suffer a little bit.

MR. SIEBER  Yeah. Well, anyway, we nay
be getting off the track a little bit. | would
suggest that, and agree with CGeorge, the cross-
cutting i ssues are inportant, but | think that that's
al so very conplicated, and woul d take | onger than we
have in the next six nonths to even fornul ate i deas.
On the other hand, it's sonmething that shouldn't be
i gnor ed.

We've conme to the end of your slides. |
would like to -- and we've all expressed plenty of
comments which I think are in pretty much

synchronism On the other hand, | would ask any
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menber if they would like to add to the comments they
have nade.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: You feel you have
enough to brief the full commttee?

MR. SIEBER  Yeah, but | can actually do
it very quick, | think. Steve. Mario. G aham

MR LEITCH [|'d just like to summarize
a coupl e of things.

MR. SIEBER. Ckay.

MR LEITCH Oneis --
MR. ROSEN. Use your m crophone.
MR SIEBER  Pick one.
MR LEITCH Sorry. | just would like to

enphasi ze the i nportance of the |licensee's corrective
action program And | do think although it would
requi re sone standardization, | think we could cone
up with sone significant performance indicators with
respect to the licensee's corrective action program
And | think that's really a key el enent here that nay
be sonmewhat | acking.

| think it's unfortunate that we have
called low significant inspection findings green. |
continue to feel that that clouds the picture a
little bit, mxing green inspection findings with

green performance indicators, which have really
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di fferent significance.
| guess thirdly, to get back on the issue

of fire, | think fire is a very significant
contributor to risk, and I"'mnot sure that we're
focusing as much attention on fire as we should be in
this oversight process. | just use the exanple of
sirens, and | think licensees have all of a sudden
got a lot of religion, if you will, about the
operability of sirens because of the high visibility
that this brings toit. And | just think we need to
do sonething to enhance the visibility of fires,
smal|l fires. And think the big risk significant
fires that burn down the HPC system or sonething,
that's okay. That's going to showup in a mtigating
event, but | nean what about the, you konw, the
training of the fire brigade, the response to fire
drills, the small fires and those kinds of things.
| think that whole -- | can see that in ny nmnd as
al nost anot her cornerstone kind of issue.

MR. ROSEN:. | hope you're coming to the
fire protection subcomm ttee neeting.

MR LEITCH | am | wouldn't miss it
for the world.

MR APOSTOLAKIS: It's a hot issue these

days.
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MR LEITCH That's all | have.

MR SIEBER Well, | would like to thank
the staff for providing their presentation. It gives
us a lot to think about. And we'll expect to see you
agai n.

M5. WESTON: Okay. Before you | eave,
we're going to do -- try to do a Novenber
Subconmi ttee neeti ng where you wi Il have persons here
who can respond to the Conmittee's questions as they
rai sed themtoday. And based on our discussion
today, it seens to ne that | need to try to carve out
a day, or at least six hours, at |east.

MR. APOSTOLAKI S: And al so, the specific
actions they're taking and positions in witten
docunments by March

M5. WESTON: Right. And you're going to
provide us with the basis docunent inits draft form
and some -- and your position on what you're doing
regardi ng the thresholds, concurrent findings, and
the differences in the colors for Pis and SDP. |Is
that correct?

MR. FRAHM  Yes.

M5. WESTON:  Ckay.

MR. SIEBER. Okay. Well, thank you very

much, and this neeting is adjourned.
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MR. ROSEN. Thank you.

(Of the record 4:35:20 p.m)
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