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P-ROCEEDI-NGS
8:32 a.m

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  The neeting
will now conme to order. This neeting is a neeting of
t he Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards and the
Subconmittee on Plant Qperations. Again, ny nane is
Jack Sieber. |'m Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Pl ant Operati ons. Subconmi ttee nenbers in attendance
are Graham Wallis, Bill Shack, Sam Armjo and Oto
Maynard. The purpose of the neeting today is to
di scuss regi onal i nspecti on, enf or cenent and
operational activities. The Subconmittee will hold
di scussions with representatives of the NRC staff
regardi ng these matters.

The Subcommittee will gather information,
anal yze relevant issues and facts and formulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deli beration by the full Comrittee. M chael Junge is
t he desi gnated Federal O ficial for this neeting. The
rules for participation in today's neeting have been
announced as part of the notice of this neeting
previ ously published in the Federal Register on June
21°, 2006. A transcript of the neeting is being kept
and will be made available as stated in the Federal

Regi ster noti ce.
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It is requested that speakers first
identify themsel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
and vol unme so that they can be readily heard. | m ght
mention, if we have speakers from the audience, in
order to get it on the transcript, they will have to
come up to the tabl e cl ose to one of these m crophones
that ook like this so that their voice will be heard
by the transcriber. W appreciate the Region's
efforts in hosting this neeting with the ACRS.

Each year we go to a different regi on and
acconpany that visit to the region with a visit to a
| icensee's power plant. And, frankly, we consider the
activities in the region as an inportant part of the
agency's federal mission. And, in fact, this is, so
to speak, where the rubber hits the road and the
insights that we gain fromtalking to inspectors and
regi on-based personnel and also licensees are
important in rounding out our know edge and
under st andi ng of the i ndustry as a whol e and where t he
agency should be interacting and can be nore
effective.

And so we really appreciate comng to the
region, Region 1 today. |'ve been com ng here for
al nrost 40 years off and on, not here but different

buil dings in King of Prussia and so it's sort of like
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old honme for ne. And so we |ook forward to today's
neeting and I knowthat it will be very hel pful to us.

I'd like to introduce Sam Collins, the
Regi onal Adm nistrator for Region 1, who will |ead us
t hrough today's presentations. Sanf

MR. COLLINS: Yes, thank you, and wel cone
to Region 1. Seeing how you're on the road, a few
adm nistrative itens for you, if I may. @G na Matakas,
Gna, if you woul d stand, please, Gnais your contact
for adm nistrative and support areas. Barbara is
famliar with howto reach G na and we have the
facilities for phone, fax and other continuing
busi ness, if needed. Also, 1'd Iike to acknow edge
that there will be many nmenbers of the staff who will
speak here today. They will be speaking fromthe
table. W'IIl provide for those specific introductions
when it's appropriate.

W have guests today fromthe UK. W have
two senior staff menbers fromthe UK I nspector, N
and fromHSE, that's the Health and Safety Executive
portion of the UK Governnment and the Nucl ear
Installation |Inspector. W also have state
representatives here fromthe State of New Jersey and
Pennsyl vani a. Pennsyl vania we have R ch Janarti and

Jerry Hunphries. Sone you nmay recall Rich Janarti, he
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was part of the incident investigation team for the
Two-M 1l e Island intrusion event, and Ri ch partici pated
in a presentation to the ACRS follow ng that event.

W do have a public protocol and we'll | et
t he subcommi ttee acknow edge anyone who would |ike to
speak and the protocol is in that regard. And I'd
i ke to acknowl edge the role of Don Jackson and Dante
Johnson in setting up the presentations and al so Jim
Trapp and Carey Bickett for the site trip to Linmerick
tomorrow which | think will be very interesting for
you.

To get into the presentation, ny part of
the presentation, if | was to define success for that
woul d be a general overview of the region with sone
specific points in the thene of interest which is what
are our chal |l enges, how do we do our busi ness and what
are those areas of consideration for the future. W
understand ACRS role and the subcommttee's role
|"ve seen it fromthe NRR side, fromthe presentation
of the Three-Mle Island Il T, fromthe Deputy EDO and
| know the contribution that the ACRS and the
subconm ttees nake and | understand the process by
whi ch you review the specifics of a presentation and
t hen provi de gui dance to the Commi ssion and we val ue

any insights that you have as a result of this
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neeting, either formally or informally during the
course of today or the site visit.

|"minto the slide package now. The first
slide is the Region 1 data with the nunber and types
of licensees. W have a unique region here. |It's
uni que because of the geography, the types of plants
and the history of the industry in Region 1. The data
in front of you is a rack-up of the nunber of sites.
We have reactors in 11 states, or we have 11 states in
Region 1, excuse ne, and we have eight states with
reactors. There are three states without; that's
Mai ne, Del aware and Rhode I sl and.

Qur other business is in the materials
area. The materials area is a | arge workl oad and
product |ine for wus. W have 2400 naterials
licensees. W enconpass essentially two regions
geographically in that area. That includes 21 states,
Puerto Rico, District of Colunbia, Virgin |Island and
we have 14 agreenent state prograns and three pendi ng
i n one manner or another in the agreenent state filing
or approval process and we have independent fuel
storage installations in six states and that numnber is
growi ng wi th addi ti onal PETs and additional facilities
bei ng 1i censed.

Deconmi ssioning is a product line for the
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Regi on. Perhaps one of the nore successful

decomi ssionings and | would define success as
schedul ed but | would by acconplishing the goal and
working with the states would be Mii ne Yankee. And
George Pangburn's organization and rmany of the
i ndi vidual s who are here have been involved in the
decomi ssi oni ng of Mai ne Yankee and that covered al
facets. W took that plant from construction, through
operation, through an independent safety assessnent,
into a plant shut-dowmn and into a decision to
decomi ssion the plant and then ultimately through t he
decomni ssi oning process working with the state on
appl i cabl e decomm ssioning guidelines with a |ot of
i ntervention by stakehol ders.

So that's kind of a microcosmof the birth
to grave process in a nore contenporary sense and
maybe the best exanple that's out there at this tine.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Is that site
avai l abl e for unrestricted use yet?

MR. COLLINS: It is with the exception of
the isthnusi facility itself.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. COLLINS: The licensee has rel eased
the majority of that state to the state in the terns

of park property or donated the property to the | ocal
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community and it's being -- part of it is being
devel oped for an industrial site and the other part is
being held in a trust for public purpose.

CHAI R WVALLI'S: What happened to the spent
fuel ?

MR. COLLINS: The spent fuel is onsite in
a stand-al one | SFSI arrangenent at this tinmne.

CHAIR WALLIS: And it's going to stay
there forever.

MR. COLLINS: | have to look at ny job
description in the region before |1 answer that
guestion. The real concern there, Dr. Wallis, is
whet her other fuel will be sent to that site. That
has notoriety now because of sonme of the actions that
are goi ng through Congress and there is a sensitivity
to that being designated as one of the facilities,
particularly if DoE were to take it over to ship fuel.
No decisions in that, of course, but that is in the
nedia and it is -- our Ofice of Public Affairs is
respondi ng to questions in that regard. W also have
conplex material sites at our Division of Nuclear
Materials deal with day to day.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: |'mcurious, Sam is
there any exenption or anything required to get all

the fuel out of the pool into the ISFSI? | nean,
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there's normally atine limt, are there waivers for
that or everything just sort of went normal?

MR COLLINS: | want ny DRS experts to
answer that. Randy? Ron, do they need an exenption
to nove the fuel fromthe spent fuel pool to the | SFSI
or was --

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: No, sir they do not and
| think maybe the real answer to your question is,
once they deternmi ne that they need to shut down, they
have 60 vyears by regulations to conplete that
decomni ssi oni ng, maybe 60 years is the --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah, 60 years
is the final but I was just worried about getting into
t he | SFSI.

MR. COLLINS: M understanding is --
Steve?

MR. SCHAFFER: The original cast design

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: You need to
corme close to a m crophone sonmewhere.

MR. SCHAFFER: Wth the original cast
design, the fuel had to be out of the pour for two
years before it can be put in the cast but the basic
decomi ssi oni ng was such that you never chal | enged t he

two years.
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MR. COLLINS: Ckay, thanks, Steve.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  That was
St even Schaf fer speaking.

MR COLLINS: Steve is the resident at
Seabr ook, former materials inspector. Ckay, thank
you.

|"monto the Region 1 organization slide
3 now and |I'mgoing to nove through these fairly
qgui ckly. They are nore for famliarization and for
you to get a general feel for the functions of the
organi zations. | would want you to know that in
fiscal year 06 our staffing ceiling here in the
region is approxi mately 240 people. To put that into
perspective, there's 28 offices in the NRC and we are
the third largest office inthe NRCin staffing size.

W are the largest region. Region 2 has
220, Regi on 3 has 205 and Regi on i s approxi mately 190.
And we conme and go between five to eight FTE per year
dependi ng upon t he product |ines that we have and next
year our budget is down about five FTE but that's in
a prelimnary sense. That m ght change as a result of
functions being relayed to the region.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER. Have you been
able to fill the FTEs so that you have --

MR. COLLINS: W have. In a later slide
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we talked alittle bit about staffing but 1'1l talk to
it nowif | can. W have been very successful and
many of the individuals are inthis room |If |I could
ask those who have been hired in the | ast two years to
stand up. Those are in the devel opnent program
NSPDP, sunmmer coop. So we have been very successf ul
in attracting not only individuals out of school and
t hrough an intern or a coop or sunmer hire program or
targeted opportunity with out chanpions for each
school but also individuals who have a broad
experience in the industry because of the dynam cs of
ei ther work hours or individual decisions, want to
make the NRC a part of their career at some point in
their broader career and we're blessed with a very
tal ented and di verse organization and | see that as
the future of the region, quite frankly.

Succession planning is achall enge for the
region, just like it is in the other parts of the
agency. We have many of us here who in the next five
to 10 years will be either noving to another position
or hiring fromthe agency and we need to bring people
up through the organi zation fairly quickly to provide
for know edge transfer and know edge managenent.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. | don't want

to interrupt or di sturb, per haps, a future
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presentation but when there is turnover in an
organi zation, you end up with productivity issues
related to training that has to go on. For exanple,
you can't hire a resident i nspector and put themri ght
on the job. It takes a certain anmount of tinme --

MR COLLINS: Yes.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER.  -- in order to
get that individual up to speed and know edgeabl e
about the policies and practices of the agency and
your policies and practices. So as a rough
per cent age, how woul d you characterize the nunber of
peopl e that you have in the training node versus the
nunber of people that you have in the fully active
node, just a rough --

MR. COLLINS: If | can give you a little
bit of context, | may ask the Division Directors to
address that. Qur entry level hiring that we track
over a three-year average is 33 percent of the new
hires that we bring in are entry | evel hires.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. CCOLLINS: So those we would say are
i ndi vi dual s, very tal ent ed because they're
specifically targeted. However, they would be in the
situation that you woul d acknow edge, havi ng perhaps

some coop or sone sunmer hire experience, but needing
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to go through a two-year or so devel opnent program
either as part of the NSPDP or as part of the nore
traditional sense. Let nme ask the Division Directors.
Randy, do you have a feel in the D vision of Reactor
Saf ety approxi mately how nmany people are in the
qgual i fication progranf

MR. BLOUGH. This is Randy Bl ough,

Di vision of Reactor Safety. The percentage of
personnel in the training process has varied over the
years from anywhere from about 10 percent up as high
as 25 percent and in cal endar years 2002 and 2003, we
were in one of those phases where a | ot of fol ks had
been pronoted to headquarters and we actually
i npl enented sonme coping strategies to get the
i nspection program done. Right now we're nore in
about the 15-percent range, 15 percent of our staff
are in some sort of training.

MR. COLLINS: Thank you. So | guess for
clarification, the 33 percent is of all hires, 33
percent is new hires, and then Randy's 15 percent is
of the total staff. Different basis.

I n t he Ofice of t he Regi ona
Adm ni strator on the slide that overviews that, we
have four progr ans; Al |l egati ons, Enf or cenent ,

Communi cati ons and State Liaison. W have a Senior
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Techni cal Communi cations staff who is Rich Barkley.
We have two State Liaison Oficers. W went from one
to two. Bob Bores, Dr. Bores recently retired. W
have on state liaison who is targeted towards
interface with energency preparedness. That's FEMA
and reactor states, and one who is targeted towards
outreach and comunication with the states and our
ot her federal partners. That's to acknow edge the
enhanced or enhanced need and the increased workl oad
in those areas at a regional |evel

Communi cations is a challenge for us in
this region. W'Ill talk about that in a nonent.
That's partly due to the denographics of the region,
the location, New Engl and, very vocal, very
denonstrati ve state governnent styles and a hi story of
plants in the region, some of that dealing wth
performance that warrants increased stakehol der
i nvol venent .

The next organization is the Resource
Managenent functional responsibilities and what |
woul d want to acknow edge there is we're going to
focus on the techni cal discussion here today; however,
like al | or gani zati ons, we depend on our
infrastructure to be successful. And the Division of

Resource  Managenent hold the keys to that
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infrastructure. There is a list of activities that
they performthat runs fromadm nistrative support to
human resources to I T, to budget fornul ation, budget
i npl enentation. They do the travel. W do a |ot of
travel here in the Region. That's one of our primry
functions in the Region. That's why we're out here.

Coordi nating training and devel opnent, and
all of the technology that goes along with being a
successful organization, including inplenenting the
concepts fromQAS and CIO. FO A requests, Freedom of
I nformation requests is a workload for us. W get a
nunber of those. They're coordinated up in our office
by Carl Farrar, our regional counsel. The programis
managed down in Division Resource Managenent and
there's a lot of FOAs that cone in that are fairly
hefty requests for information. |It's part of our
outreach. It's a necessary part of the function and
it does take tine.

O course, we'll a fee recovery agency so
fee billing is very inportant for us and t he accuracy
of how we spent our time, people and noney in
providing for information and analysis of the
managenment in corporate arena. W are |eading the
agency in a pilot organization in the D vision of

Resour ce Managenent for regional activities and we're
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coordinating that wth the Program Ofices and
headquarters with the COCFOQAdnmn in order to
provi de for in-depth anal ysis and structure wi thin our
corporate arena and providing the tools for the
technical divisions to know where the tine is being
spent, where the noney i s being spent and are we doi ng
it in a way that provides us the best |everage for
achi eving our safety m ssion.

The next slide goes over the naterial
safety functional responsibilities. | covered a few
of those. W're talking a | arge nunmber of |icensees
here, 2400 materials licensees. | can say that | used
to be of the mnd, before | becane real familiar with
materials when | went to Region 4, that reactor was
where the risk is, but really what | think is that
reactor has low probability and high consequence,
mat eri al s has high probability, |ow consequence, but
having said that, people are hurt in the materials
area. W do have deaths in this area, we do have
injuriesinthis area. W do have m sadnm nistrations.
We do have industrial accidents, and Mark comes to us
from Region 3, having been a Division Director on
Nucl ear Materials, very famliar. | used to be
famliar with the program George is getting ne up to

speed here but it is a very inportant part of our life
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here in the region.

And the materials events, we pay a | ot of
attention to those because they have a direct nexus
with the public and/or the |licensee and t he aut hori zed
user.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER. Let nme ask a
guestion about that. Could you tell me roughly the
per cent age di fference between nedi cal
m sadm ni strations and other by-product events in
radi ography or what have you that have consequences
that are significant?

MR. COLLINS: W |looked at -- we just did
a review, right?

MR. DAPAS: Right, I'mtrying to renenber.
| think it was on the order of |ike seven nedica
events in 2005 if | recall correctly.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR DAPAS: And we do |l ook to see -- trend
that and we work with the Program O fice to make sure
that we have an understanding, is there any increase
in the nunber and the program office may deci de that
there's some generic comuni cati on t hat is
appropriate. And then as part of the annual agency
action review neeting, which is associated with the

reactor and material performance, there is a paper
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that's provided to the Comm ssion that tal ks about any
trends and that's where you're | ooking at the nucl ear
mat eri al events data base which there is quarterly
report and where you review that and ot her operating
experience to identify are there any outliers, nunber
of | ost sources, number of stolen sources, nunber of
nmedi cal events, which woul d i ncl ude over - exposures, et
cetera. So we do evaluate that as an agency.

MR. COLLINS: None of those resulted in
heal th effects.

MR DAPAS: Right.

MR. COLLINS: On the industrial side,
again in 05 we did have a fairly significant event
at Baxter and Baxter is a facility in Puerto Rico.
It's a large irradiator and --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER:  Right, | read
about that.

MR. COLLINS: Right, and those issues at
Baxter are not unique to the nmedical or industrial
side of the house as far as nuclear materials
licensees are concerned, because they dealt wth
command and control. They dealt with overriding
interlocks. They dealt with individuals having the
right devices wth them They dealt with

fam liarization with procedures and they dealt with a
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sense of judgnment of getting the job done quickly
because of production pressures as opposed to taking
nore tinme and thoughtful approach.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER.  You're right.

MR. COLLINS: W had exposures, fairly
significant exposures here but no latent health
effects. W recently have had a nunber -- and that
nunber is | ess than five, but a nunmber of exposures in
radi ography; one due to training where any i ndi vi dual
actually picked up -- they thought they were in a
training situation but they had an actual device and
t hey picked up the source and | ooked at it and set it
back down and the exposure cal cul ations there were
fairly significant but the actual experienced
exposures were not that readily apparent.

But again, that's in training and that
facility chose to give up their license and shut down.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: | presune that
nost of these incidents in the nedical and other by-
product industrial uses are licensee identified.

MR. COLLINS: Yes, | would say yes, but |
woul d say, of course, we're dealing with agreenent
states here, so licensees would identify the issue to
the agreenment state and to the NRC. Typically,

wi t hout being too overarching but typically when we
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| ook at the event, there's nore to it than what's
originally reported. But nost of them are reported.
Now, we do have -- we do have inspector findings in
the nmedical area and in the industrial area where we
go and perform a program review and find out that
somet hi ng went wong that they didn't realize and t hey
didn't report.

W had the potential for |ost sources at
Green Belt NASA t hat took place this year woul d be one
for exanple. And we've gone to sonme nedi ca
applications. Typically the --

MR. DAPAS: | think patient intervention.

MR. COLLINS: -- patient intervention
yeah, thank you

MR. DAPAS: \Were the setting was.

MR. COLLINS: Right, where as a result of
adm ni stration but patient intervention ends up to be
an exposure to an individual that the |icensee nmay or
may not realize until after the fact.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. DAPAS. And just to add to that, we
work with the Program Ofice. Sonetinmes we end up
sendi ng a request asking the ProgramOifice, Ofice of
Nucl ear Materials, Safety and Saf eguards, to eval uate

the nmedical criteria and did this particular event
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neet the threshol d because you do, sonetines, get into
interpretation issues; to what degree was there
patient intervention, et cetera. So we do that to

i nsure consistency in our application.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Thank you.

MEMBER ARM JO. O the 2400 |icensees
what' s a rough breakdown, medi cal, industrial or other
maj or categories? And you don't have to be precise;
is it half nedical?

MR, COLLINS: W'Ill try to get you that
nunber. |'mnot sure | have that in my head.

MEMBER MAYNARD: About how frequently do
you | ook at the prograns? 2400 it |looks like it would
be difficult to |l ook at their prograns or do any type
of inspection very frequently.

MR DAPAS: | can answer that. Marc, the
Deputy Regi onal Admi nistrator, but there are different
priorities for inspections and that's based on the
risk significance of the sources. For exanple, an
irradiator |icensee would be -- frequency is once a
year. You have the manufacturers and distributors.
You have radiographers and then, of course, the
nmedi cal |icensees and you have different categories
and it will either be a one-year, a two-year, a three-

year, five-year or even seven-year frequency and
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that's the risk informed inspection program in
determ ning the periodicity of inspection.

MR. COLLINS: On top of that, we have the
agreenent state prograns which we | ook at through the
MPEP program and we don't inspect the |icensees in
that case but we do inspect the state's prograns for
licensing and inspection to insure that there is
conpatibility between the NRC rules and regul ati ons
and the state rul es and regul ati ons, whi ch neans t hey
have to at |east be equal. Sone states are nore
conservative. So we |ook at the backlog of rules and
regul ations and we al so | ook at their inspection
programand the results of their inspection prograns.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Thank you

MR. COLLINS: In the Division of Reactor
Projects, there will be a presentation today for that.
The Division of Reactor Projects, essentially, is our
operations coordi nati on organi zation. They facilitate
the inplenmentation of the reactor oversight process,
coordinate that on a site by site basis as well as the
assessment. So the reactor oversight process is
really two tools; it's inspection and assessnment. The
i nspection is done by the Division of Reactor Safety
and the Division of Reactor Projects. Those inputs

go to the Division of Reactor Projects and they
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oversee and manage the assessnment cycles which is a
m d-cycle, an end-up cycle, preparation for the
agency, action review neeting, of course, that noves
up to the Conm ssion presentation and the annual
review of the reactor oversight process as well as a
| ook at the licensees to see if the reactor oversight
process is providing all the tools that are necessary
for us to be effective as regul ators.

The ol d equival ent of that was the watch
list, remenber. Now we have a colum 1, 2, 3, 4,
facilities. Licensee public neetings are a big part
of our product line here, interface with the
st akehol ders. Staff cones and goes. W conduct nany
public neetings that we | ead or participate in. Sone
of those are product line. Sone of those are
outreach. Sone of those are with the states, sone of
those are with the licensees, sone of those are with
comunities, sonme of those are topic specific, or
| icensee performance specific. |It's a large part of
our business |ine here.

And there is an increased state enphasis,
as you know, through the Strategic Plan on openness.
Qur openness is a result of what we publish through
our process and how we contmuni cat e an under st andi ng of

our roles and responsibilities and what actions we
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take with our licensees. | know you're particularly
interested in the resident program That's a very
specific programto the regions. | want you to know
also that that is, of course, supplenented by our
Division of Reactor Safety in the reactor world.
Those are the discipline experts who suppl enent the
residents on site to provide for focused review of
areas within a reactor oversight process and the
residents, |ike Steve and the seni or residents who are
at the sites have the overarching know edge of the
sites, Oto, | knowyou' re very famliar with this --

MEMBER MAYNARD: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: -- at the sites, of course,
but the Division -- and the Division of Reactor Safety
perfornms a val uabl e functi on not only of providing for
t he di scipline expert but by being famliar with nore
than one site. So when they conme to the site and they
ook at a fire protection program or an engi neering
programor an operator |icensing program they're al so
testing what the resident knows or what the senior
resident knows and is the plant really perform ng at
a level that's a best in class or a best in fleet or
-- because you hear froma licensee, you know, "W're
best of fleet", or, "W're an IMPO 1". The traveling

di scipline experts get a very good view of, "Wll,
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they have a good program but if you ook at Wl f

Creek", because it's not in Region 1, "if you | ook at

Wl f Creek, their programi

s nmuch nore progressive and

efficient”, and the resident nmaybe only sees one

program and this individual sees a nunber of them so

that's very val uable for us.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | notice in

readi ng through inspection reports and this has been

going on for quite alongt

i me, you use residents from

one plant to do -- to assist in teaminspections in

other plants and | think that is valuable fromthe

licensee's standpoint and it's al so valuable fromthe

agency standpoint in that inspectors and particularly

resident inspectors, if t
pl ants, they beconme sort
where they're --

MR, COLLI NS:

hey don't get to other

of parochial in the plant

Yeah, which is nornal. It's

not a criticism | understand, it's just normnal

because you' re ingrained

n that process day-by-day.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER. Wl l, | just
wanted to say, | think it's a good practice and the
nore you do it, | think the better off you are.

MR. CCOLLINS: kay, thanks for that. A

comment in that regard would be within the role of the

ACRS and t he Subcomm ttee,

in Region 1 we receive of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

29

| ate numerous requests for an independent safety
assessnment. And of course, that was done at Mine
Yankee a nunber of years ago before we had t he react or
oversi ght process and before we had sonme of the tools
we have now, but it was called for -- hi, GCeorge,
CGeorge Pangbum the Director of Material.

MR. PANGBUM Good norning. How are you
t hi s norni ng?

MR  COLLINS: From Mai ne Yankee in
conjunction with the power operate, there's acall for
Oyster Creek in conjunction with license renewal,
I ndian Point. There's actually a legal bill working
its way through Congress right now that's being
proposed for an I SA at Indian Point, and as you nay
know, there was a bill that was approved requiring the
NRC t o mandate backup batteries for the siren system
at Indian Point. |'mnot a fan of regul ation by
| egislation. | have to say that right up front.

Having said that, there may be a role for
the Subcommttee or the ACRS in |looking at this |ISA
i ssue and you know, do the inspections that we do here
both in the ROP but particularly in the engineering
area, which right now is conmponent design basis
i nspection whichis the outgrowh of the | atest series

of engineering focus inspections, and the responses
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from the Conm ssioners, particularly the Chairnman,
whi ch stresses that we are an i ndependent agency, do
they fill the need? Do they fill the need for
i nsuring that we are perform ng a ri gorous engi neering
eval uati on over the period of time? You can't just
| ook at one series of inspections, you have to | ook at
all of them And does the NRC in the way that we
fashion our teans, provide enough expertise and
i ndependence to negate the need for an | SA?

The Conmmi ssi on has spoken to this because
t hey have responded to a nunber of letters in this
area but it mght be an insight that you would gain
from your presentations that you receive fromthe
Program O fices as well as your visits to the regions.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER \Well, we're
famliar with the i ssue because of our hearings on the
Mai ne Yankee and ot hers that have -- it seens to have
caught on as a way to scrutinize various applications
that |icensees would submt.

MR COLLINS: Right. | think it's
i mportant for us, too, that we have representatives
here from New Jersey and Pennsylvania. | think it's
inmportant for us to include the states in these
initiatives which we do routinely.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: | do, too.
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MR. COLLINS: They're a very inportant

st akehol der, plus they're a very inportant voice in
the 1line between the federal NRC i ndependent
responsibilities andthe |l ocal state responsibilities,
so it's very inportant that they understand. Bil
Sherman for one, it's very inportant that they
under st and what we' re doi ng and why we're doing it and
either observe it and hopefully in some cases have
owner shi p.

CHAIR WALLIS: In the case of interaction
with the state that we've had, it's very useful, very
hel pful. The difficulty was with the public whose
i dea of independent safety assessnent sort of neans
i ndependent of everybody, some group that has not
connection with NRC or any other group and it's very
difficult to find.

MR COLLINS: Yes, understand.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, it's

difficult to find qualified people that are unbi ased.

On the other hand, I'mfamliar with state inspectors
in Pennsylvania and Illinois and other places and in
general, | feel very good about their conpetence and

their ability to manage their prograns. So | think
it's legitimate and inportant to include state

agencies as part of this process.
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MR. DAPAS: Thanks for that.

MR. COLLINS: |1'mgoing to take a short
break from this to answer a question now on the
division of license nunbers between industrial and
medi cal .

MR. PANGBUM Ckay, | nean, nationw de,
again, |I'm George Pangbum Director of the Materials
Program here. Nationw de, there are about 21, 000
materials |icensees. The agreenent states have the
vast majority of those with about 17,000. NRC has
4500 and those are admi nistered by this office, Region
3 and Region 4. This office is the largest materials
program in the country with about 2400 |icensees.
Medi cal |icensees typically nmake up about a third of
the |icensees, whether it's an agreenent state or NRC
jurisdiction. So for here we have about 800 nedi cal
| i censees.

I ndustrial licensees, in terms of -- run
the ganbit between radi ographers, which are a fairly
smal | nunber but it's a high risk operation because
they use intense sources and obviously, intended to
penetrate steel and determ ne the appropriateness of
wel ds. Most of our industrial |icensees are people
who use portable and fixed gauges, whether it's for

determ ning the thickness of asphalt in a parking | ot
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or soil testing of other types, and we probably have
about 500 of those.

W al so have a nunber of different types
of research and devel opnent |icensees all the way from
| ar ge radi opharnaceutical firnms to small er operations
that provide support to industrial users. | don't
know if that gets to the heart of your question or --

MEMBER ARM JO Yeah, sort of, just a
rough breakdown of what the mmjor categories were.

MR PANGBUM Yeah, and | nean, there are
even -- when you get to nedical, tw of the prograns
go very broadly from broad scope |icensees, such as
Uni versity of Pennsyl vania or University of Pittsburgh
t hat are broad scope prograns, have a nunber of users,
go all the way fromhigh risk therapies for treatnent
of cancer, down to basic nuclear nedicine tests, al
the way down to snmall private practice clinics with
one user that probably just do basic testing of
i ndi vidual for health screening purposes.

MR. COLLINS: Thank you, Ceorge.

MR, PANGBUM  Okay.

MR. COLLINS: |I'mgoing to nove rapidly
through the other organizations here, particularly
focusi ng on the resident program because | know

that's of interest to you. W rotate the residents
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every seven years and they do participate in

i nspections at other sites. They have primry backup
sites. They also participate in teaminspections. W
rotate people to other regions. W rotate people to
headquarters, both for functional and devel opnent al
pur poses.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Are you abl e
to keep the seven-year rotation schedul e or when the
seven years is up say, "Wll, | can't make a nove
right now, we'll get it next year"?

MR. COLLINS: It's a very fornalized
process. You need an exenption not to do it. An
exenption typically cones fromBill Kane and t he EDO
Brian, have we had any exenptions here in the past
three years fromthe seven-year rotation?

MR. HCOLIAN:  No, Brian Holian, Division of
Reactor Projects. No, no exenptions for the seven
years. W have an individual comng in -- a seven-
year resident coming in this nonth fromup at N ne
Mle, so, no, no exenptions for that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Thank you.

MR. COLLINS: W typically start planning
at five years if we go that long. Now everyone goes
that long. There is a mninumperiod we |like to have

because of the investnment with the rel ocati on and t he
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trai ni ng; however, when people typically and |'ve been
t hrough this, Marc has been through this, many of us
here, when you get towards the end of the tinme frane,
you start to plan and that typically will formulate
within two years of the end, you know where you're
going to go, you know what your options are.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Sam you may want to
defer this to later if you' ve got a presentation on
it, but I"'minterested in how you -- the |eadership
teamhere gets out and actual |y nakes sone i ndependent
judgnments on how well their staffs are doing out
there, the inspectors, because they are your eyes and
ears. How do you know that you're getting a
consi stent |evel of feedback?

MR. COLLINS: Right, and | think Brian --
we have a structured programof site visits. They're
mandat ed for | ength and frequency and for purpose and
that's at the Branch Chief [evel or Division Director
| evel and Region Administrator level. And then we
have feedback forns that are specifically targeted
towards |l i censee i ndividuals, particularly at the Vice
President level now, where we go in and request
feedback. It goes into the process with a feedback
form W get a copy, the Program Ofice gets a copy.

W rack those up at the end of the year for insights.
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Brian can el aborate nore on that if you'd |ike.

| tal ked about the Division of Reactor
Safety with their independence. | would like to
acknow edge that one of their functions also is
operator licensing. And when you |ook at the Part 55
responsibilities for the operators and control roons,
that's a prinmary safety focus for us to insure those
i ndi viduals have the tools that they need to be
successful in judging the tools that are provi ded and
supported by the licensee to insure that the
i ndividuals are trained and al ert and know edgeabl e.

Qur nost val uabl e aspect of under st andi ng
that, | was talking to our UK counterparts here, is
really the review of events. Wen you go in and | ook
at an event and you | ook at the way the control room
responded to t hat event, howthey used procedures, how
they declared the energency, and how t he pl ant
performed, you get a pretty good insight into that
facility. So we have a very specific, fairly
el abor at e j udgnment process, Managenent Objective 8. 3,
of how we respond to events on a greater |evel based
on the risk and safety significance of that event.
Those are opportunities for us.

I'ma little over time. |1'mgoing to

finish up herein five mnutes. The Region 1 overview
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and challenges is inportant. |If you were to turn to
page 5, where we talk about the historica
perspective, sonme of the older or oldest facilities
still operating are in Region 1 and Yankee- Rowe was
under goi ng decomm ssioning at this tinme and those of
you who may have been famliar with the ball, it's al
gone. W're into the ISFSI stage. They re now in the
final site reclamation

NE.1 is partially deconm ssioned. |It's
still onsite with the other two units. That site if
or notoriety now because of the groundwater |eakage,
the potential for the tanks there and the pools to be
contributingto the groundwat er contam nati on whichis
a fairly recent | essons | earned for the Agency, about
t he extent of groundwater contam nation, how do you
know it's there if you don't test the water, if you
don't have wells?

SUBCOWMM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  This basically
shows up at tritiunf

MR, COLLINS: Tritiumis a prinmary
conmponent. W're getting some strontium

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Ch, really?
How about cobal t?

MR. COLLINS: Cobalt, Randy, we had sone

fal se positives for cobalt, right?
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MR, BLOUGH: Just, there's a well right

near Unit 1 and Unit 2. It's just one well that's
showing a little bit of cobalt, very lowlevels. The
strontium is nostly thought to be Unit 1 related,
al t hough they haven't pinpointed the source. That's
still a question. |It's just a very snall anount of
strontiumand this is oxide. Again, |I'm Randy Bl ough,
Reactor Safety.

MR. COLLINS: Thank you, Randy.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER. | imagi ne the
ol der plants would show nore cobalt in their stored
liquids than nore nodern plants because there's --

MR. COLLINS: Mdre wear products.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SIEBER:  Yeah, nore
wear products and the industry has changed its use of
things like Stellite.

MR. COLLINS: The tritium aspect is
interesting because it's primarily related to either
unnmoni tored, uncontrolled dilution streanms which is
one tact, or spent fuel pool release, typically liners
that are unnonitored because it's unknown. It's in
t he evaporation nunbers so to speak. And it doesn't
necessarily conmport with plant age. W have the Sal em
facility which is not new but it's one of the nore

recent facilities here which is, as New Jersey knows,
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is mtigating a spent fuel pool |eak now They have
remedi ati on neasures in place. So part of their
challenge in this area is how do you know you have a
leak i f you don't have the wells and aren't doing the
nmonitoring in those. So that's the challenge that's
in front of us as an agency, to define those
requi renents.

NEI has an initiative nowthat's the next
step for us in this area, but it's not necessarily a
safety issue but it is a stakehol der comrunication
issue particularly if it's offsite.

W have a | arge nunber of single units.
W used to be the recipient of a nunber of what we
woul d call nmom and pop organi zations with the anti -
fl eets and those types of organi zations but there's a
| arge consolidation noww thin the industry and when
you | ook at the Dom nions and the Constellations and
the entities and the Exelons, there's a consolidation
of the industry and you know, even anobngst those
pl ayers, they're starting to devour one another. You
have P& and Constellation and Exel on and Public
Service, Hope Creek. So we're dealing with very |arge
corporations with centralized functions, centralized
support functions and then plant specific functions.

That's a different way of doing business for us,
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rat her than each site have a stand-al one organi zati on
i ncl udi ng engi neering, oversight, QA security, all of
those. There's energency preparedness facilities now
There's fleet initiatives. There's best of fleet,
there's the Exel on way woul d be an exanple. That's --
you go to one site and the procedures are the sane,
the training is the sane, the expectations are the
sane, the neasurenents and t he benchmarks, the netrics
are all neasured agai nst one another. So there's --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Well, this
whol e thing has been a long evolution. 1In the early
days of the industry, there was a so-call ed
headquarters staff with engi neering and so forth, and
a plant staff whose vision was to operate the plant
and a consol i dati on of headquarter and pl ant functions
took place in the 1980s to make sure that the
headquarters function was married to the plant as
opposed to doing the sane thing. And so now | see
organi zations splitting apart again and it will be
interesting. You know, whether it works or not is
truly a function of the |eadership involved. So
think we all have to just sit and watch and see how
t hi ngs work out.

MR, COLLINS: Right, if there's a

sensitivity in that area, and | know Brian and Randy
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will speak to it, it's how robust is the central
organi zation and being able to provide for the
expertise for the sites. There is a tendency and it's
not -- normally it's understandable, but there's a
tendency to nove people to a site that's an extrem st
and take themfromthe best perforners and then nove
peopl e up through the organi zati on. And when we | ook
at sonme of the sites that have been managed t hat way,
it's fairly clear that performance does i nprove at the
targeted site. Wiat's hard to neasure is what's
happened at the site where those individuals have
left.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. COLLINS: And when does it get to a
poi nt where the performance trend at that site is of
concern but the assessnent task that we have through
t he oversight process.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  You may have
that situation going on at a nunber of sites here.
| "' m heartened that you recognize that that's a
phenonenon that will occur and that you' re | ooki ng out
for it.

MEMBER MAYNARD: And typically, it's going
to be two, three, four years before you may see the

i npact that may change that.
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MR. COLLINS: That's right. There is
nmomentum at the sites and particularly at a good
performer that will nmove through. But you'll start to
see indicators with a backlog of corrective actions
for exanple, of repeat events, those types of things.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Well, | think the NRC
needs to stay away fromthe -- kicking aside whether
it's better to be a big organization, smal
organi zation or whatever and focus on the plant
performance and the support that they're getting. So
| --

MR. COLLINS: | agree. W have a nunber
of former Wash List plants here and a lot of this is
history but Pilgrim Peach Bottom Ni ne-M | e.
M || stone was notoriety inearly safety culture issues
at MIlstone. Salem11 and 2 and of course, Mine
Yankee. We've had a nunber of plants with extended
shut -downs. Hadamack and Vi ewpoint 1, Beaver Vall ey,
Pilgrimand others. So this region, sone of us here,
many of us here, are famliar with it, some of us
lived through it, have seen the industry when it
hasn't performed at the level that it has today.

And when you speak to know edge transfer,
what's normal is always the benchnmark.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  That's right,
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uh- huh.

MR. COLLINS: | nean, when Randy and | and
others here were out at the sites in the "80s, it
wasn't unusual to have a couple plants trips a nonth

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER.  That's right.

MR. COLLINS: And particularly before the
mai nt enance rule with the secondary plant. And
out ages were | ong out ages, right, two nonths, 10 ti nes
or so and that was normal. And of course, nowit's
very different. And we're seeing staffing reductions
at some of the sites. There's always pressure on
staffing at the sites, because Region 1 is a nmarket
driven utility based, not regulated by PUCs, states,
so they're very conscious -- the bottomline, they're
very conscious of the <corporate ownership and
stewardship and there is pressure to performwth
benchmark | evel s of expertise and resources and we're
consci ous of that.

| tal ked about the ownership changes.
This is just an overvi ew of sonme of those. O course,
we're going now through the pending PSEG Exel on
nerger. That's pending State of New Jersey approval .
And there is talk, although it's on hold now, Florida
Public \Water, Power and Light taking over

Constellation and there are still sone sites out there
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that are being |ooked at but nothing that's on the
radar screen in front of us today.

Part of the challenge in coming into
Region 1 is just the denographics of New Engl and and
when you have a Florida Power and Light who cones in
and takes over Seabrook or Entergy who takes over
Mai ne Yankee or a Vernont Yankee, you have this
concept of you're from away, so since you're from
away, you don't have stewardship of the area. You're
just here to nake noney, particularly since you're a
nmer chant pl ant and you nay be selling electricity even
outside the state.

CHAIR WALLIS: That's why the state gets
nore invol ved.

MR. COLLINS: Right, therefore, due
diligence, what's the benefit to the state in you
being here? And that's a tension between the industry
and the states, where we get drawn into that because
of our safety role.

CHAIR WALLIS: In Vernont the state is
trying to insert itself into the |icensing process.

MR COLLINS: Well, we can tal k about
preenption and dual regul ation at sonme point if you'd
like. That's an issue that's com ng up on our radar

screen. W have a nunber of exanples. Carl Farrar is
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here with us right now, but we're engaged with the
State of New York right now on a nmaterials issue, on
the reprocessing or reuse of materials that a state
| aw preenpts NRC and we're engaged directly with the
state at that tine, now And we have a letter going
to the Governor to encourage himnot to sign that | aw
On a different | evel, we have a nunber of
facilities who are undergoing state review, typically
envi ronnental or discharge permt reviews and there
are -- like any process, there are desires that work
their way into those processes and they're | everaged
towards other activities. Oyster Creek woul d be one,
there's a request in the Coastal Act Mtigation
Program for a security driven emergency procurenent
exerci se and Vernont as a nunber of these. It used to
be Acts but there's a |l aw nowto show econom ¢ benefit
for the site before the state would approve |icense
renewal for one entity. So there are nunber of those
that are working their way through the process. They
seemto be nore of note recently than they have been
in the past. The Conm ssion has focused on this. As
you know, the Conmmi ssion has tasked OGC to understand
these issues and bring themto the Commi ssion's
attention when they reach a certain threshold and the

Conmi ssion wants to be nore assertive in this area.
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Qur argunment would be we want to avoid
them particularly before they get to the case where
there's confusion over the safety role or safety
mssion in the risk of performng some of these
activities. In a market driven environnent, we have
to renenber there's a bottomline in the budget and if
unanticipated line itens cone into that budget that
mandat e spendi ng noney in the NRC s real mof control,
which is safety related, but nandate spending that
noney for a purpose other than is prioritized on a
risk and safety reliability basis, that takes away
fromsonething else. It's very hard to neasure it, but
from ny discussion with the executives, it can be
not abl e, can be noticed in the way that they rearrange
t he budget away fromsone things to provide for those
needs.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Actual ly, that does occur
in two ways; actually one in the budget, the other
just in managenent attention. Any tinme sonething new
comes on, you're going to have attention focused on
t hat as opposed to sonething el se that nmight actually

be nore inportant to safety.

MR. COLLINS: Right, and we can be accused

of that, too. | nean, that's why the ROP was

provided, so that we can have a transparent,
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predi ctabl e regul atory environment and we woul d want
other regulatory environnents to be that sane way.
Not that we're perfect, but that the goal woul d be the
same and how you get there depends on the situation.
kay, thank you.

Next is public involvenent. A |ot of
public involvenment inthe region. | tal ked about that
earlier. W spend a lot of time at public neetings,
a lot of time at outreach. CQutreach is increasing
through our state liaison and through Richard' s
initiatives. W've had governnent -t o-gover nnent
neetings with New York, with New Jersey. W're
pl anni ng one for the Commonweal th of Massachusetts.
W'l | have one with Vernont after sone of their nore
notable licensing issues are behind us. Those are
focus neetings on a government-to-governnent basis to
explain our programs, explain our roles and our
responsibilities and to be sure that there's
conpatibility and wunderstanding. They can be
contentious but generally, they're overall positive.

W do have sone very tough public neetings
in the area of New York. There have been sone in
Ver nont , you may be famliar Wi th t hose.
Massachusetts, a little less so, but still of note,

and Oyster Creek is of note, too, going through their
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licensing process. Enmergency preparedness al ways
seens to be a focus i ssue and age of the facilities of
this regions seens to be a focus issue.

Ve have congr essi onal i nterest,
particularly around Oyster Creek, sone at Sal enf Hope
Creek, clearly at Vernont Yankee and at M| I stone. W
have Attorney General s who are el ected separately from
CGovernors and we have Boards of Sel ection and Nucl ear
Advi sory Panels and it's pretty nuch a |ocalized
government in a way and many of those situations are
| everaged at certain tinmes of year dependi ng on
el ection cycles and budget cycles and our program
cycles. There always seens to be opportunities in
t hose areas.

Staffing dynamcs, we talked a little bit
about this before. This proximty to headquarters in
the aggregate is a good thing. W're able to bring
peopl e back and forth from headquarters particularly
on rotations. W have a nunber of senior executive
servi ce candi date devel opment program individuals
working with us now W have two in that devel opnent
programwho conme up and work with us as part of their
devel opnent program for a nunber of nonths, and that
enhances not only their devel opnent program but it

hel ps us with a different viewand expertise typically
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at the Deputy Division Director |evel

| f you | ook across t he agency, you can see
a nunber of Region 1 staff who occupy senior
positions. Sone of those are there. | would add
Laurie Zinmmerman to that list, for exanple. So we do
have a | ot of novenment between headquarters and the
region. If you were to look at that list, it's
interesting, |'m asking this question frequently,
"Aren't you fol ks just a group of retired Navy nukes"?
And | think in the 80s the answer to that m ght be,
"Well, probably", but today, no. Today, no, it's a
very different organization, even at the commi ssion
| evel. There was a tinme when a nunber of admrals and
others w th Navy nucl ear experience were in those
positions but the agency is different now W have a
nunber of individuals who are com ng up through the
organi zati on who are a diverse group and our hiring
practices now where we're bringing people in fromthe
i ndustry, many of them two exanples here, nany of
themwi th site experience, with SRO |icenses, STA
experi ence.

There will be a tinme when, as individuals
nove up t hrough t he agency, where it won't be uncommon
for the executives senior positions for individuals to

be formally |icensed by the NRC or to have direct site
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experience over a nunber of years.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: And | think
that's a good thing.

MR. COLLINS: | think it's a good thing,
too. | nean, our challenge, you nmentioned earlier, is
to train individuals who are highly experienced or
have high potential to be good regulators. They're
very talented in the technical area or industry
experience area. Qur challenge is how to transform
i ndi viduals into good regul ators and we can do that.
It takes tinme but that's the focus.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: | guess before
you |l eave this slide, and you can correct ny vision if
it's incorrect, but sort of see headquarters having an
upcom ng denmand for people because of new reactor
pl acenents and so forth and | picture also sees the
regions as sort of the farmsystemand to ne that's a
concern. And | hope that that's not happeni ng but one
could set up a system where that would be the nethod
of operation. Could you cormment? Do you see that
that's a potential ?

MR. COLLINS: Marc, do you want to speak
to that?

MR. DAPAS. Yeah, | would. Actually, that

is sonething --
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MR. COLLINS: Sonebody who just came from

t he Regi on 3 area.

MR. DAPAS:. Yes.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | woul d say
you're for that, right?

MR. DAPAS. Actually, | do think the
cross-pollination is beneficial to both organizations
but obviously, as headquarters staffs up for new
reactor licensing there are going to be pronotional
opportunities. There are going to be -- certainly
going to be interests for the staff in applying for
those. | think we have a rather aggressive
recruitnment program W do | ook at succession
pl anning. W have a human capital managenment plan
that we focus on and we do have retreats where we
di scuss succession planning, staffing.

The Division Directors right now are
wor ki ng on the staffing plan for fiscal year "07. W
ook at things like historical attrition and those
type of what I'll call external planning assunptions,
what do we expect to be the attrition as NRR staffs up
to support new reactor |icensing, that is something
that we do need to | ook at, but | think the agency as
a whol e benefits. (bviously, when we have fol ks that

have experience in the regions and they're able to go
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to headquarters and support the prograns there, that
brings field experience to headquarters which can be
very beneficial.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  That's a good
thing. That's a good thing.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, ny view is that
there's three groups and the individuals who cone in
t hrough the coop and the Nucl ear Safety Professional
Devel opnent Program are very open to different
experiences. W send them down to headquarters for
rotations. W send themto different regions for
rotations. They're a very fairly nobile group. The
SES, our obligation is to really go where you're
appointed. The attention is in -- and it's
under standabl e, is in the individuals who are senior
staff, who have experience in the region or in
headquarters who have famly, who have people in
school. 1In today's day and age, it's not uncomon for
t he spouse to have a professional career also. They
have a residence that needs to be dealt with and the
cost or relocation, particularly if you're going to
headquarters or to some of the specific regions, can
be daunti ng.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yes.

MR. COLLINS: And the disruption. You
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have to bal ance that against the career gain and we
have limtations in those areas. | think we try to be
as generous as we can in the relocation benefits but
the enotional aspect of providing for all of those
famly needs in the center group provides for sone
barriers that people have to work through

i ndi vi dual ly.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR COLLINS: So I think our HR
organi zation is aware of that. W're trying to use
different types of tools but we don't have all the
tools that the industry has. So --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. On the ot her
hand, | think you have nmany of the tools, the industry
has. There are certain barriers to nmobility and |
woul d think that use of the internet and so forth, can
streanl i ne your operation and the conmuni cati on nuch
better.

MR. COLLINS: Yes, and an outgrowth of
that and we have Judy Wherle and Chris O Rourke here
from out HR staff. An outgrowh of that is the
al ternat e wor kpl ace concept, you need the expertise,
you need the function, you need the individual's
background. 1Is it necessary for that person to be

relocate in order to do that job
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER.  That's right.

MR. COLLINS: And it's a little harder on
the regionto facilitate sone of that with the type of
work we do but we are endeavoring to do it in the
materials area. W're doing it on a limted basis.
W're looking right now at providing for sone
al ternat e work sources for headquarters, hiring people
here, having themwork on headquarters prograns. And
we do have work at home prograns here on a case-by-
case, on a project basis. That's an alternative to
i ndi vidual relocation. 1In the region, it's hard to do
and keep conductivity with sone of the job functions
t hat we have.

MR. DAPAS. Just one thing, if | could
add, Sam and | have an opportunity to neet any
pot enti al enpl oyees fromoutsi de t he organi zati on t hat

come to the regional office that have expressed

interest in a particular vacancy and | often ask,
"Well, what is it that particularly interests you in
the NRC', and | often get the response, "Wll, | noted

that you're the third best organization in the
government to work for", and that certainly peaks
their interest and they've -- they are very interested
in the professionalismthat we have. And so that has

been a real recruiting tool here as a result of that
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survey.
SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Ckay, thank
you.
MR. CCOLLINS: These are the current
issues. | won't dwell on any of these specifically.

W do have two reactor site deviations in place; one
at Sal enf Hope Creek for the safety conscious work
envi ronment cross-cutting issue and the other at
Indian Point to follow up on the groundwater
contanm nation and the enmergency preparedness RN
upgrade. Both of those prograns are and were outside
of the ROP focus when these issues canme to |ight.

0] cour se safety consci ous wor k
environnment now is a new aspect of the reactor
oversight process and we'll be testing that at md-
cycle comng up next nonth to insure that we're
aligned with the ROP and if we need to nove forward,

t hen we woul d go to the ROP and t he out goi ng cycles in
t hat case.

| talked a little bit about know edge
managenent. We're going to talk some nore about that.
One adm nistrative issue we have is the office
rel ocation. W' ve been in this building for a nunber
of years. It serves us well. W like the location;

however, we would li ke to have better i nfrastructure,
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nore up to date process prograns, | T is an exanpl e of
that. And we need nore space for the future. So
we' re goi ng through an office relocation process now,
working with GSA and wth our headquarters
organi zation. Qur goal would be to be in another
building in late 07, early 08, but we m ght have
some hurdles to do that because of the process that

we're following and we're working through those at

this tine.

CHAIR WVALLIS: I'mpresunmng that's not a
bi g nove, that's not several hundred mles away. |It's
ri ght here.

MR.  COLLINS: No. Thanks for the
guestion. W know the conmittee nmade up of the staff
and through the input of the staff, they want to stay
in this general location. So we have restricted the
bi ddi ng process to a specific area that's bounded by
some mmjor road arteries wthin this essential
corporate conplex that's bordered by 202 and the
t ur npi ke.

Lastly, we |look forward to any insights.
| think we had a | ot of discussion here. Thank you
for that. | have to apol ogize for the agenda, Rich
Per haps we' ve answer ed sone of the questions here from

t he ot her presentations, but we do | ook forward to t he
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exchange. Thank you for engaging us. W wanted this
to be an interactive session here.

CHAIR WALLIS: Speaking about item 2,
we'll be here all day.

(Laught er)

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  The only thing
that's firmis the starting tine.

MR. COLLINS: | know you guys work
weekends and everything to neet the agenda, so we
appreciate that dedication. Rich, at this tinme, do
you want to go through the next topic?

MR. BARKLEY: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: Ckay.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Thank you very
much, well done.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, |'ve enjoyed ny tinme
in front of the ACRS. | know we had the -- while
Brian is setting up here, | think one of the nore
exciting times in ny early career was naking the
presentation on Three-Mle Island IIT. And R ch was
there. W used graphics for that. Sonme of you may
recall, we recreated the individual's entry into the
site and that was a lot of fun, but it was one of the
first tinme that graphics were used in a presentation

and at that time, unlike today, of course, ACRS we
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infamous for interactions with the staff.

| t was not al ways a congeni a
relationship. | knowit is now, but it wasn't back
then. But | thought that was a really good
opportunity early in ny career to understand the
broader aspects of what the ACRS does and go through
that process to be able to really challenge the
product that we had.

MEMBER MAYNARD: |'m not sure congenial is
the right -- | think it's inportant to have a
pr of essi onal exchange and i nteraction but the ACRS and
the staff shouldn't necessarily be congenial and be
j ust working together any nore than what the ACRS and
the | i censee shoul d be worki ng together. They provide
an i ndependent role and | ook at everything.

MR. COLLINS: Sure, right.

MEMBER MAYNARD: | do think it's inportant
to have professional conmunications as opposed to
pounci ng on or what ever.

MR. COLLINS: Mayhem Well, the
i ndependence is inportant so the constructive
criticisnms and the professional approach is certainly
where we need to be. For the staff to be successful,
t he accountability of the ACRS has to be denonstrat ed.

W rely on ACRS to overview and provi de gui dance to
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t he Conmi ssion and wi t hout that, with our stakehol ders
and anongst ourselves, we really can't point to how
t he checks and bal ances work within the agency.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Thank you.

MR. HOLI AN  Good norning, right onto the
next presentation. | do rem nd the speakers to maybe
speak fromup here, Rich, if we can go that way for
t he other audience nenbers. It's a little difficult
for our staff to hear back there. M nane is Brian
Holian, Director of Division of Reactor Projects. |
have been in Regi on 1 about seven years. |'ve been on
both the Division of Reactor Safety side and now t he
Di vision of Reactor Projects side. Prior to that
was at headquarters for a good nine years in the
Reactor Projects Organization and then spent three
years on conm ssioned to Germany, the German Staff
back at that tine.

Prior to that | was six years at Calvin
Ciffs, inthe engi neering and operati ons organi zati on
foll owing Mke Jung into the SRO STA programthere so
did Mke Stondely also down at Calgary Tech. Was
first sent to Calgary Tech, left and went to the NRC,
the third best place, maybe the second best place at
that tinme to work. And Calgary didn't wite a letter

when we left, so | don't understand that. W weren't
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t he essential people.

Real quickly, that's ny background. W'l
be giving this quick presentation here, just on
external stakehol der involvenent. Samhit a few of
the topics on there, so we'll go through it quickly.
That's ny background. Rich Barkley has been a key
person and Tracy Wal ker before him on our staff. You
m ght know Tracy's nane as a technical conmunications
coordinator for the region. And it's sonething we've
been forced to do really within the last five, six
years in particular but Rich is going to start this
off. G ve them your background.

MR. BARKLEY: Yes, | have actually 22
years in Region 1. | was a resident at several of the
sites in Seabrook and spent a long tine in the DRP
organi zation dealing in supporting the resident
i nspectors, much  of t hat time dealing wth
controversial reactors in DRP. And what | wanted to
gi ve you a quick overviewhereis just alittle bit of
the history of the external environnment in Region 1
give you a perspective of the environment in which
we' re working here and give you the idea that this is
a very unique region relative to the other four in the
sense that the tremendous anount of tine and effort

that we spend dealing with external stakehol ders.
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Some of the history again, goes back al
the way to the late 60s and early " 70s. Sone of
t hese projects are very well know around the i ndustry,
Seabr ook and Shorum obviously Shorum a protracted
period of time during construction and then the EPA
i ssues that eventually led to a state deal to shut the
facility down and decomm ssion it. W have a uni que
enotional event and technical event in this region
having the TM accident in this region and the
subsequent clean-up of that project as well as then
t he prol onged period in whichtime Unit 1 was down and
then eventually restarted in |late 1985.

Fol |l owi ng t he TM acci dent when ener gency
prepar edness was expanded, we had a nunber of sites
that had particularly difficult energency preparedness
i ssues, Indian Point in the 82/'83 time frane and
Brian can talk a little bit about the recent problens
wi th enmergency preparedness. But that was a very
difficult tinme, threatened to shut down the plant but
it didn't eventually culmnate in that. The Seabrook
project which delayed the start-up of that facility
for al nost 33 nonths due to unwillingness on the part
of the Massachusetts comunities to participate in
energency preparedness and obviously, Shorum which

eventually was reclassed behind the shut-down that
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termnated, | believe that was | ate 1988.

Since that period of tinme, outsidethe EPA
area, we've had continued interest in a nunber of the
sites. W give you a list up there. A nunber of
facilities have had | ocalized i ssues. So for instance,
Vermont Yankee will be relatively quiet for severa
years. Then an issue would cone up such as the
ext ended power operate which pronpts alot of interest
in that particular site. That seenms to be quieting
down quite a bit now since the plant has finished the
power escalation, the process has been approved,
al though they're still interested in that |ocation.

And then a nunber of the other projects,
agai n, that pronote a consi derabl e amount of interest
and so because of that, senior nanagenent and the
staff spent a considerabl e amount of tinme responding
to the inquiries fromthe public and from nenbers of
t he press and Congress.

Qobviously, a watershed event in this
reason was the 9/11 attacks. They were all in this
region. That pronpted very, very serious concerns on
the parts of the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey
and New York, pronpted the deploynment of the National
Guard and State Police at sites -- at those | ocati ons.

The National Guard still remain at the sites in New
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Jersey and New York five years after the fact.
Because of that, again, there's been enornous nunbers
of inquiries regarding that. There are nany, many
calls post-9/11 for greatly expanded security
provi sions. They want a site hardening, they wanted
ai rspace exclusions. They wanted a whol e range of
security upgrades which make these plants essentially
defend them agai nst targets of war. And so there are
-- obviously, there are provisions in the regul ati ons
t hat nucl ear stations need not deal with an eneny of
the state, but as to where the dividing line is
between their security provisions and the nationa
defense provision is not a hard and fast |ine.

So we spent a lot of tinme doing briefings
of a range of outside individuals on security
subjects. It's quieted down a good bit from 9/11 but
in the several years afterwards it was a very serious
time.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: | take it that
those plants in Region 1 do not have FAA airspace
restrictions.

MR. BARKLEY: There's a NOTAM that the FAA
has out that urges pilots to stay out of the area, the
i medi ate area of a nuclear station but there is no

har dened ai rspace exclusion there.
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MR. HOLI AN: But it continued to be called

for by -- especially in the Union Point area. You
m ght have seen news clippings in the |ast severa
weeks about the Wstchester County Airport that's
proposing to redirect traffic in a direction over the
Union Point Plant that's raising elected officials'
interest in that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Wl l, there
are sone sites where that's virtual ly i npossi bl e where
you have | SL beans right over the plant.

MR. BLOUGH: This is Randy Bl ough. The
NOTAM applies only to general aviation. You get snall
aircraft that there's no airspace restriction like fo
the airlines and | arger --

MR COLLINS: This is SamCollins. Qto,
you know, about the NOTAMs right? You still have your
private pilot's license. This issue is predom nant at
| ndi an Poi nt and we' ve coordi nated with FAA and as FAA
tells us, the disruption on the national flight plans
for comrercial flights if there were to be
restrictions over the nuclear power plants, would
severely hinder the effectiveness of the comercia
industry as well as increase the risk of airline
flight. And so that judgnment has been nade, although

as Brian says, we continue to be pressed on why that's
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t he case, particularly at sites that are near airports
where you have ascent and descent possibilities.

MR. BARKLEY: Brian was going to cover the
next slide.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. HOLIAN: The first itemand |I've got
a few handouts for you, I'Il just cover -- a coupl e of
visuals for you. Around Indian Point, Richard had
nmentioned, this is just the EPZ around | ndian Point.
This is a popul ati on nmap, color coded for the high
popul ati on zones, goi ng froml ower popul ationin green
and up to higher popul ations in the pink and oranges.
You'll be at Linerick tonorrow. The EPZ for Limerick
has al nost as nany people as the EPZ for Indian Point.
New York City, of course, being down here, the Tappan
See Bridge is outside of the EPZ  Mst of the
popul ation is in the Northern Westchester. There's
four counties around the Indian Point plant here in
the mddle. Wstchester and Rockl and, Orange and
Put nam and you know, you mnentioned the 9/11 attacks.
It was soon after that the flights out of Boston and
the north, actually, as you know, navi gated ri ght down
the Hudson River to the Wrld Trade Center and when
t hat became known to the popul ation up here it was a

significant enotional event for them They had
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guestions right away, what if they had chosen this
instead of the Wrld Trade Center.

The EPZ up here, you know, on this side
you do have a | ot of state | and over here, so it's not
too bad in the Northern Rockland County. So
obviously, in Northern Wstchester, very congested
roads, two-lane, four-lane. Senator Clinton's hone is
out down the eastern side of the EPC right out here
about 12 m | es out and the Conm ssion itself has taken
an interest in driving these roads. Comn ssioner
Jaczko has been up there, Chairman Diaz went up there
in particular and have talked to the public about
t heir know edge of particular concerns with not only
this EPZ but other high popul ati on zone EPZs. | just
wanted to show that.

One ot her handout |I'd pass around. You
can keep these or trash these. These | just printed
off the website this norning fromRi verkeeper who is
one of our stakeholders. These are just pages on
their public website but it continues to draw
interest. One of the nmmjor stakehol ders around the
I ndian Point area, |'Il just put them out there
They're all on different subjects but if you | ook at
the | eft-hand columm there you'll see a map that they

keep of the EPC on their website and what they have a
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circle for is the 17.5 mle and they have the peak
fatality zone on there. Now, where do they get that
fron? Unfortunately, they get that froman old NRC
docurment. It was a Crack 2 report that you've
probably seen referenced before in your readi ngs and
that from way back when research had some noney to
spend in nmaybe the "80s or 80 tine frames and | ooked
at a siting study.

That was out there after the 9/11 and this
organi zation, | believe, Recordkeeper was one of the
first ones to resurrect that docunment and use excerpts
fromthat in a way that was not intended and so | just
show t hat to you as an itemof what conti nues to be on
their web page and continues to come up in public
neet i ngs.

The ot her issue besides 9/11 itself, it's
on your slide, was the Janmes Lee Wtt EP study that
was done by the State of New York in 2003. And quot ed
still on the Riverkeeper website and it's on one of
your sheets, that's going around, is the quote from
that report that the current radiological release
system and capabilities are not adequate to protect
t he peopl e froman unacceptabl e dose of radiation in
the event that it were rel eased fromlndian Point. So

that's a powerful statenent that came out in 2003 in
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that report.

| f you get through the report in general
as you mght have, it really was not centered on
normal type events in a plant, but it was centered on
the hypothetical what would happen if a plane cane
down on the plant and you had what they called a quick
rel ease, a quicker release than was ever envisioned
fromthe plant and that continues to resonate to this
day. The NRC has responded to that in several letters
and other issues and -- but we continue to get it at
public neetings up there.

You know, | ndian Point back in June 20083,
| think was the last tinme the ACRS was here, and |
gave you a briefing on Indian Point in general.
They're doing -- at that point, they were just com ng
out of ared find and they were the first red finding
under the ROP that was fromthe 2000 steam generator
tube failure that they had up there, a very poor
contractor oversight that they could have prevented
that in our view and that was the first red finding.
So you had a -- that was the first really alert type
i ssue to the popul ous around there at that plant. It
had been pretty quiet until that tine. So you had the
2000 event and then you had EP concerns follow ng the

Sept ember 11'" event and continue to this day.
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In general, the plants thensel ves have
done pretty well, Indian Point 2 in particular. Sam
nmentioned the consolidation of the industry and
Ent ergy taki ng over | ndian Point 2 and I ndi an Poi nt 3.
"Il get to a slide in a mnute that talks about
consolidation. | wanted to include that in here. But
Ent ergy, you know, they've had a rough tinme with the
popul ous and the stakeholders here but in general
pl ant perfornmance has i nproved. Both those plants are
in green |icensee response. W still receive
di fferences between those plants Indian Point 2
performance |agging behind. A recent resident
gquarterly report exited with 12 findings at Indian
Point 2 and one at Indian Point 3. There are sone
di fferences there even though the gate's been taken
dowmn or the fence between the plants and they're
trying to work together. So it continues to be a
pl ant, one, performance we're |ooking at and two, of
course the stakehol der interest.

W do finally get a |lot of congressional
correspondence. Let's go onto the next slide. These
st akehol der type of correspondence we get are
nunmerous. They are very nunerous at |ndian Point but
Sal enf Hope Creek, Vernont Yankee al so are very high.

W continue to get the TM. | was going to read a
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coupl e quotes fromsone of the correspondence we get.
You' ve got the words on the slide, but on BY, you' ve
probably seen sone of it there, a letter from John

Kerry fromone of his constituents. He repeats that,

"For someone who's lived for 33 years near this
Vermont Yankee Reactor "reasonable assurance,' in
guotes, is not very conforting and in fact, it's

conpl etely unacceptable”. W had to respond to that
from Senat or John Kerry.

On I ndian Point, Senator Schumer, to his
di smay, he was anmzed at the bel ated announcenent of
hairline cracks in the spent fuel pool, wanted to know
what the NRC is doing about that and we had nany
letters on that. A letter fromall the
representatives up there, Engel, Kelly and Lowey,
"Shoul d the worst happen we woul d expect every single
site to be in working order. Instead the NRC seens to
believe that a failure rate of 10 percent that m ght
ef fect 20 percent of the populationis acceptable. W
di sagree that it's not acceptabl e".

One of the country executives in Oange
County on the western side of the plant, "Oange
County is again, extrenely displeased with the site
performance. W w Il ask you to renmedy this dangerous

situation. And finally even on TM, a little further
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west from here, after 9/11 they wanted the
i npl enent ati on of a Phal anx C ose-1 n Wapon Syst emand
just recently we had a letter on TM from a
st akehol der that notified us that he suing a director
of FEMA, he's suing the governor of Pennsylvania and

he's suing Sam Collins for what he called, a
coordinated failure to enforce and inplenent federa

| aws, regulation and guidelines for nursery schools
and day centers".

MR. COLLINS: He's threatened to sue.

MR. HOLI AN: Threatened to sue. That's
right, we haven't seen the actual docunent although
OGC is still looking for it.

MR. COLLINS: At 1:20 in the norning.

MR. HOLIAN:.  So we do have at nany plants,
not just at Indian Point, | wanted to cover a few
other plants here in the Northeast as Sam has
mentioned. What this resulted in and Sam nenti oned,
we have done frequent neetings and outreach, not only
from our resident staff that's a little bit of a
burden on our resident staff where they have to
respond to sonme of these letters, obviously, it's --
you know, they have to review sone of the letters. W

try to do a bulk of that from here, with Richard' s

hel p and other's help but the resident staff in the
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Nort heast through the ROP has a |ot of stakehol der
pi eces put on them al so.

And the tritiumidentification, | didn't
bring the map in for that, naybe in the ROP di scussi on
in the afternoon, we can bring in another good map
just to show you that DRS has really been hel pi ng DRP
out on leading the Indian Point well and tritium
issues. In effect, we have a bi-weekly call with
congressi onal stakeholders, that is it's hel ped calm
the fears, so it's done very well, but every two
weeks, they tie onto a bridge for a good hour, hour
and a half and they get the update on the exact
nunbers, they know the wells, they know what we told
them last time. They're tracking and trending the
data just as we are, so in a real tinme effort, they
want that type of information and kind of expect to
have it now at this point for a plant |like this.

Next slide, please.

MR. CCLLINS: Brian, Sam Col lins, the
public nmeeting we had at Indian Point on the
groundwat er contam nation after a special inspection
team from Randy' s organi zati on, DRS, how nmany peopl e
were at that neeting?

MR HOLIAN: There were 400 cramed into

the second floor story of a restaurant about a nmle
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out of Indian Point, that's right.

MR. COLLINS: That's right.

MR HOLI AN:  We nentioned the
correspondence being high. 1'Il also nention that the
al l egation workload is awmfully high in the Northeast
here. Dan Hol ody, the allegation coordinator is not
here but | believe the nunbers in our allegations
equal the other three regions and --

MR. COLLINS: [It's the highest anongst any
office in the NRC, both allegations and the
enf orcement nunbers we have.

MR. HOLIAN: W al so have high profile O
i nvestigations.

CHAIR WALLIS: The allegations, are they
all from outside or are they from personnel who
actually work at the plants? Were do that
al | egati ons cone fronf

MR. HOLIAN. W get a nmix of both,
predom nantly the plant enpl oyees.

CHAI R WALLIS: Pl ant enpl oyees.

MR. HOLIAN: Pl ant enpl oyees that will
come to us --

CHAI R WALLIS: Does it turn out that these
are valid allegations, nostly or --

MR. HOLI AN: Hi gh percentages, over 90
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percent are not substantiated but there are good

i ssues. Several of them are. One of them the high
profile one | was just going to cover at |ndian Point
was an O case. It was --

CHAIR WALLIS: O fice of Investigations.

MR. HOLI AN:  Yes, Ofice of
| nvesti gations, thank you. It just closed after
three or four years and it was a public investigation.
It was an individual who happened to show up on Good
Morning Anerica after he had al ready brought his
concerns into us and so, you know, tal k about high
visibility, as you see the security guard that you've
already initiated an investigation on espouses at a
public forum about safety and security concerns at
Indian Point and partial of those issues were
substantiated. There were issues with weapons
cl eani ng and weapons nmai nt enance and that but the
aspects of his ste protected were obviously not in
that case. But high nunbers in all those and | just
wanted to highlight that one in particular.

Sam nentioned the independent safety
assessnents that have been called for. That continues
to be an issue. You know, the ACRS was a body that
was -- you know, | think filled a void in that for the

power upgrade type aspect. As Sam nentioned, you
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know, how good that is, but it filled it in one way.
Vernmont still calls for it though, because what they
envision is an in-depth inspection of the plant in a
way that would eventually shut down the plant |ike
they believe happened when main occurred so we
continue to get that call and particular at |ndian
Poi nt and BY for any kind of safety assessnent.

It's not wunusual wth this type of
st akehol der i nvol venent to be called downtothe HIl.
Sam goes routinely down to the HIl with
commi ssioners. | had to brief our oversight conmttee
staffers on the Indian Point independent safety
assessnment | ast year and, you know, the background of
t hat, why we bel i eve the 95-003 i nspection and t hey' |
be able to walk through the ROP is a significant
i nspection. It kind of takes the place of what the
ol d i ndependent safety assessnent order could do. So
t hose are sone of the other aspects that we have with
stakeholders. | didn't want to forget our
congressi onal stakehol ders here.

Next slide. | threwthis into this
presentation because we did brief you back in June
2003 when you were here about deregulation and
| i censee changes. Sam covered this in particular but

| would just note that we have gone from 17



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

76

owner/operators to about eight and that nmight go to
seven if PSEG Exel on conme in. Another aspect of this
is the cross-regional aspect now. W have -- as you
see, there's several owners now spanned with one

regional office and we hear about that. | nean, Sam
will be going down |ike tonmorrow or the next day to
Dominion for an all Dom nion fleet neeting where the
Regi onal Adm nistrators will neet. W hear about it
at the Regul atory I nformati on Conference, "Hey how are
the regions treating us a little differently on

i nspection findings," and things |ike that. So we do
t hat sanme benchmar ki ng anong our DRP Di rectors and DRS
Division Directors al so.

MR. COLLINS: |It's actually -- this is Sam
Collins. This is actually useful information for
Entergy or Dominion or Exelon to |ook across the
regions and to -- they're very good at benchmarking
the sites and giving us feedback on whether we're
handl i ng i ssues consi stently, whether it be t he anpbunt
of inspections, the types of inspections, how many
hours it takes, how the findings are handl ed, those
types of things. |It's good information for us. W
have to judge it independently, of course, but it's a

good source of information.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Should we
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thank them for informng you that the regi ons need
beefed up, right?

MR. DAPAS: That's right, it is a two-way
street, just having attended the status of the fleet
neeting with First Energy, there have been questions
posed by nenbers of the public, "Well, explain the
di fference i n perfornmance at Davi s- Besse ver sus Beaver
Valley." So the corporate entities also have to
address the variances and inconsistencies as well.

MR COLLINS: Yeah, we had sent our
i nspectors for exanpl e, Region 1, Beaver Valley to the
FENOCC sites in Region 3 to try to be sure that we're
not handling things differently and that we under st and
FENOCC s approach at each site. Because Beaver
Valley's performance is very different than Davis-
Besse and we wanted to be sure on the NRC end we
weren't | ooking at themthrough a different prismthan
Regi on 3.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: And what was
your concl usion?

MR CCOLLINS: Well, the conclusion as
borne out by the recent CDBI, the Conpliance Design
Basi s I nspection, is that Beaver Valley's prograns are
nore robust and that's predom nantly to the region's

credit before | ever came here. Bob MIler and others
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focused on Beaver Vall ey and worked with that |icensee
specifically for design basis reviews and upgrades to
progranms and procedures before Davis-Besse really
occurr ed.

MR. HOLIAN. Yes, they did -- this is
Brian Holian. They did sone in-depth system health
reviews back in the last "90s and got ahead of that
fol |l owi ng agency action really on 50.54F and all that.
They submitted that for reviews and it seenmed to have
bor ne out.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: And is FENOC
aware that the agency has done this, because that
shoul d be to their advantage to know about that.

MR. DAPAS: They certainly would receive
the CBDI reports and then they |ook at that. | think
they do their own internal benchmarki ng and conpari ng
i nspections of the different facilities.

MR. COLLINS: They have noved peopl e back
and forth between the two sites.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER  Yeah, | wonder
about that. Does that raise another site or -- as far
as conpetency is concerned? Maybe you ought not
conment .

MR COLLINS: | think we've seen a little

of both. The nore common is when the right people go
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to the site, plant perfornmance inproves.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. COLLINS: As Oto indicated it's a
little -- and Dr. Shack, it's a little harder to
acknowl edge because it's less visible, the gradua
decline of a site over tine, because there i s nomentum
and there is infrastructure and that has a tendency to
decl i ne.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,
when t hat decline is occurring, you don't want to find
out about it through sonme event. |It's better to find
out about it in the ordinary inspection process.

MR. DAPAS: Wich is how the Reactor
Oversight Process is structured.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. DAPAS: Hopefully, the indications of
decl i ni ng performance nani f ests t henmsel ves t hr ough t he
ROP inspection finding, et cetera.

MR. COLLINS: Randy, did you have a
coment on this?

MR. BLOUGH: Randy Bl ough, DRS. Just a
coupl e thoughts. One is that with FENOC we have had
state of the fleet type neetings and our senior
i nspector from Beaver Valley toured another plant

along with Region 1 managenent in conjunction with



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80

those neetings and we have watched Beaver Valley
closely for a nunber of years for any indications of
the fact that the account is being sent el sewhere for
adverse inpact. W didn't sense any, but as you say,
you know, it's sonmething that takes tine and you have
to see the length of it. Right now, we still haven't
seen any effect.

MR. HOLIAN: And just to follow through o
that same vein, Brian Holian, DRB, the last bullet |
had on the slide | was going to cover is the inpacts
of both consolidation and deregul ati on and those are
itens we're looking at. One is the bench strength
that they mght have in their managenent type
organi zation. You know, staffing cuts in general, we
do, obviously, see those on those plants that are in
a dereqgul ated environnment. Now, | think that they're
nore prevalent than the non or the regulated
environnments. W see clippings all the time. Nine
Ml e just cut 150 people this year. In the article it
nmentioned that at a 2000 tine frame about five years
ago they were three to 400 peopl e higher than they are
right now So that's a stress around the
or gani zat i on.

| recogni ze -- M. Maynard coment ed about

different sites can do it with different nunber of
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people and we recognize that but it clearly is a
stress around the organizations at least in the
transition period and a lot of our allegations also
come fromright around the times of staffing cuts at
pl ant s.

What el se have we | ooked at, | mean, we
see PM optimzation is a big item now wth
consolidation and deregul ation. W see the shorter
outages. W see, | won't call it a reluctance to shut
down. | mean, we're obviously | ooking for that but
t he stress and the econonic effects that they have for
an unschedul ed shutdown you can clearly see that they
want to schedul e their outages for naintenance itens
about a week fromnow, not necessarily right away. So
our residents are stressed but | ooking at operability
inareal time situationit seens |like nore frequently
on these type of plants.

And you know quick restarts is another
itemthat stresses our resident staff. They're very
qgui ck. Indian Point 3 went down on Friday night. |
was turning around the plant on Saturday. And so it's
a stressor for our organizationalittle bit to get in
there and nmake sure what they're doing is not an
apparent cause but what are causes for trips and

i ssues |ike that.
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MR. COLLINS: That's not -- Sam Col | i ns,

that's not technical though. That's a prinmary safety
focus but it's also in conmunications. A high profile
facility, a plant shut-down, we have a whole
comuni cation planned with stakehol ders and then we
communicate again based on the cause and we
comuni cat e agai n when the plant restarts. W end up
not only follow ng the technical aspects of the plant
but we really have two comruni cation plans in a very
short period of tinmne.

MR HOLIAN: |'ll turn back over to Rich
Barkley for the |l ast couple of slides.

MR. BARKLEY: Al right, 1"l quickly get
t hrough these three slides. | just wanted to give you
alittle outline of some of the things we've tried to
cope with all of the demands of the involved
st akehol ders. After 9/11 we did do additional
recruiting and training inthe security areato foll ow
up on the concerns and interests that cane up with the
i ncreased denands fromi ncreased security requirenents
and i ncreased managenent oversight for two to three
years. Brian Holian devoted pretty nmuch his entire
time to dealing with outside activities related and he
poi nted out the controversial facilities.

W' ve had to tap fol ks at headquarters to
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support us at critical junctures where the demands on
us were just too nmuch to try to handle alone. So we
real ly appreciated the support they provided. And
again, nmy job is unique to this region. The other
three regions do not have an equival ent technica
comuni cations persons supporting these type of
activities. |It's been a denmand on the staff, too,
responding to nunerous security requests and
information requests. Post 9/11 for awhile we had to
turn down responding to a nunber of them just too
many tinme demands on us. That has since tapered off
a bit, but it's still a tinme demand.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: |'m just curious, when
you have letters, what's the process for decidi ng how
you're going to respond to then?

MR. BARKLEY: Again, | work with the
Regi onal Adm nistrator and the Division Directors as
toresponsibilities for those letters. Sone take very
careful delicate planning as to how we're going to
respond to them because to sone degree, they're not
only technical but enotional, probably nore enotional
t han techni cal

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: But does everybody get
a response?

MR. DAPAS: Let me comment on that. This



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

84

is Marc Dapas. It often depends on the level to which
the letter is addressed. For exanple, if a letter
conmes in addressed to the Chairman, the Executive
Director for Operations will issue what's called a
green ticket and it will target which office has the
| ead, what are the support offices. There will be
times where the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation
may have the lead. |If it's a question that relates to
a programmatic aspect, or the region, you know, it
will be tasked to say Region 1 identifying the
supporting offices and then we work internally to
determine how we're going to staff that, which
di visions are involved and then we provide the draft
response for review.

So it is a function of the nature of the
correspondence in terns of which process we invoke.

MR. COLLINS: | think your question was
does every letter get a response? Every letter gets
a type of response. Mre often than not, it's a
witten response. There are sonme nalicious
correspondence. W get a flood of activity. This
happened at Davi s-Besse, | think. You get a flood of
formletters that come in where we, in that case would
wite a formletter back. But every correspondence

that comes in that suggests to the agency at sone
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| evel, using a priority systemof the | evel of review
and concurrence, receives a response. | think the NRC
is fairly unique in that case and it is -- in sone
cases we call the individual and say, "Can we just
di scuss this on the phone with you", and then we'l]|
wite a letter back saying, "As discussed on the
phone, we responded to your question. Please |let us
know if you have any further issues". So there's
various ways of handling it to try to mnimze the
i npact based on the significance of the letter.

MR. BARKLEY: And | do find that people
i ke the personal contact, so the quick phone call you
can make up front may satisfy themover all but that's
probably the nost positive way of getting feedback is
a quick call and being tinely.

CHAI R WALLI'S: That can be
counterproductive. You can get into sort of a
techni cal debate on the phone, that can give rise to
a |l ot of m sunderstandi ng soneti nes.

MR BARKLEY: | can. You have to be
sel ective as to who you nmake the phone calls to.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: It's nice to know who
you're calling.

MR. DAPAS: W al so have some experience

for exanpl e, an individual that has expressed concerns
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in the past were to communicate say via e-mail, we

have relied on what has been an effectively

comuni cation feedback form i.e., responding by
letter so that we have a docunented trail, we have
found is the -- you know, we'll often say, "Please

send us a letter in conmunicating your current
concerns specifically", put it into the appropriate
process.

MR. COLLINS: In our office of Public
Affairs we have two Public Affairs officers here and
they are very good in helping out and responding
directly to sone of those.

MEMBER MAYNARD: | woul d think that one of
the mai n problens is just sorting out the enotion from
the facts, the issues and trying to get it where you
get the conmon under st andi ng of what the facts are and
respondi ng and dealing with that.

CHAI R WALLIS: O course, all the enotion
is on the public side.

MEMBER MAYNARD: You have to be carefu
you don't engage in the enotion.

MR. DAPAS: W're conmitted. The public
is emotional, we're conmtted.

MR. BARKLEY: | find | have to work very

hard to try to explain the issue but when I get it in
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perspective, that makes it a lot easier. You can calm
a lot of enotions then. |If they're open to that kind
of background. Quickly wrapping up here, we have
expanded discussions at our annual assessnment
neetings. W have public neetings on perfornmance of
licensees and we expand it into group discussions of
security need. W have done sonme outreach activities
here we've actually net with other government bodies
at Oyster Creek and Indian Point and will continue to
do that in the future.

Let ne roll to this last slide. Again,
we' ve nenti oned congressional office briefings. Brian
nmenti oned bi-weekly conference calls. W have
representatives of congressional and Senate staffers
there listening in, twice weekly to discuss
groundwat er contam nation issues and then we've
supported sone highly controversial neetings. One of
the BY neetings we had 500 people, a particularly
tough neeting. So we've had sone waters that we've
gone t hrough.

MR. HOLIAN: Brian Holian again. Finally
the last slide we have is or office going forward,
really is just nore of the sane. W've geared up to
respond to these types of <challenges and we'l]l

continue to that. Qur last slide, probably a
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pur poseful cycle there, we think we have nmet and wl |
continue to neet these challenges and it's sonething
we track even in the budget space alittle bit. W're
wor king with what we call a unique site budget node
for Region 1 here. As Sam nentioned a |ot of single
unit sites and of course we have sone sites |ike
Sal enf Hope Creek. W have MIIlstone with a
West i nghouse pl ant, so on budget space for how rmuch it
takes to inspect them we're |ooking at a unique site
budget nodel and we also are tracking kind of the
outreach type effort that we need all the way down to

our residents, a portion of which they have to respond

so that we can fill that packet in the budget area.
That's it for the outreach slides. | just
had a couple items |'Il just touch fromqguestions |'ve

heard and then there's a two-hour session that Dave
Lew our Deputy Director wll be covering this
afternoon on ROP for nore resident type questions.
But in general you tal ked about NSPD peers earlier,
Randy mentioned about a good 10 to 15 percent, that's
a good nunmber. We don't have themall here even the
ones that stood up. W have eight NSPD peers in the
program at any one tinme here. That's a two-year
program

On top of that, we have, I'Il call it the
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burden nor the opportunity to host a |lot of
headquarters NSPD peers out. So you just need to know
when you're out at our sites and you see that third
person there, it's headquarters fol ks com ng out for
their resident tour. And it's very valuable for them
but that's a training issue that this region in
parti cul ar has.

W tal ked about the seven-year resident
policy. Interestingly enough, we've been in a very
stable period here and starting in 2007, DRP is
al ready | ooki ng ahead to 2009. There will be about a
30 percent turnover as the people who first entered
t hat seven-year period start timng out. So it's an
itemthat we have on our radar screen for the
expertise that will be needed to fill those sites.

Finally, you nentioned sitevisit policies
and we can talk nore this afternoon, but in general we
do do objectivity visits. Every resident goes out for
a week at another plant. That continues to this day.
W al so do that cross-regi onal so where we have these
utilities being cross-regional, we'll send an
i ndi vidual to a Dom nion plant down i n Regi on 2 and we
get a very good cross-feed between the regi ons and of
course, the plant know edge, so that happens.

Finally, you asked about managenent
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oversi ght visits. We kind of pride ourselves here in
Region 1 to al nost doubl e ki nd of the nmanagenent type
visits that, at a mninumthat's called for in the
manual chapters for all regions and that. So we keep
a high presence out there. And Sam nentioned the
feedback forns. Historically they're 90 percent or
above very positive, 95 percent are positive on
interactions. One just recently we had was an issue
where a utility said, you know, it's hard at the exits
for us toreally see significance, not in the findings
but rmaybe in the observations that residents bring up
intheir exit, things you don't see in an ROP report,
but still at the exits they're observations.

And so our qui ck response was to nmake sure
the Branch Chief is out there at the next severa
exits with you with the senior residents to make sure
those go well, that's one exanpl e.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, totie a few parts
t oget her, thank you Brian, we talked about
st akehol ders, these visits and the training of the
staff. What we're finding here in a corporate sense
is that the ability to conmuni cate professionally and
efficiently and effectively is one of the key
attributes that we're looking for in the staff in the

future. It did not always be that way. Back in the
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"80s when | was hired, it was technical expertise,
understanding of the industry, background. The
st akehol der environnent was very different. The
opportunities for interface were very different. You
weren't dealing with Corporate Vice Presidents on
site. You were dealing with Plant Managers. The
corporate individuals were dealt with by the region

In today's environnent, when we hire
people, we look at their ability to communi cate. And
we hopefully train them in this area as they nobve
t hrough because we have to be able to efficiently and
effectively transmt the nessage both to the |Iicensee
and to the stakeholders in order to be an effective
organi zation. The feedback fornms that we get from
| i censees, the predom nant issue was comuni cati ons.
It's not the validity of the technical finding. It's
not the regul atory inpact, it's nostly comuni cati ons.
And it revolves around sonme ownership and sone
enot i onal i ssues, obvi ousl vy, but it's still
comuni cation of that technical information. And you
probably see that as nuch as anyone wth the
presentations and the staff, you have a |ot of
opportunity to see the NRC

In a regional basis we have to be able to

transmt findings, operate in energencies, operate in
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extrem s, be present in the situation because or
credibility is at stake. That's the first thing
peopl e see is the body |anguage and the ability to
comuni cat e before they ever transnit the information.
Quite interestingly, if people we're hiring in, the
staff that we're bringing in through the NSPDP program
are very good at that. At a young age, you know, the
exposure to the technol ogy, the opportunities that are
afforded in school, there's usually extra curricul ar
activities. They represent prograns, they belong to
societies. They're very good and they're very
effective. Adults listen to the younger generation
when they're transmitting information. |It's
fascinating to watch, but they are very effective.

That's it.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: The next presentation
we're working to nove into i s know edge managenent but
based on our schedule, | think it would be appropriate
to take a break and then go into that if that's al
right.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER It makes no
difference to nme. It's time for a break.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: We will break to 10: 35.

(A brief recess was taken.)

MS. GAMBERON : | ' m Mar sha Ganber oni
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Deputy Director in the Division of Reactor Safety. In
this next session we're going to tal k about know edge
managemnent and specifically address t he questi on, does
the NRC offer sufficient training towards devel opi ng
new inspectors. Before we get into the issue,
wanted to introduce some of the other teamhere to
di scuss this topic. Louis Manning, the Branch Chi ef
in Division of Research Managenent, he's previously
been a qualified HP i nspector so he's gone t hrough the
qgualification process. W also have two recently
qualified inspectors, Jef f Kul p, comng wth
experience fromthe outside, nostly in the Navy, about
10 plus years in the nucl ear side of that and M chelle
Snell, a recent grad from NC State and in nuclear
engi neeri ng.

| also want to introduce Chris O Rourke.
She's our Human Resource Specialist in charge of our
training programin Region 1. So before we get into
t he specifics of know edge managenent, | just wanted
totalk alittle bit about the flow path, | guess of
the i nspectors and it's sonmething | necessarily wasn't
famliar with until | cane to the region. And that is
we tal ked about howthe NSPs come i nto the Division of
React or Projects and our experienced inspectors cone

into the Division of Reactor Safety.
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Vell, there is a lot of mx that goes on
back and forth through their career. After the NSPs
conplete their qualification program and NSPDP
requi renents, they nove over into Division of Reactor
Saf ety and often tines our Division of Reactor Safety
i nspectors, after they' ve conpleted the qualification
program in a few years as inspector for DRS type
i nspections, will nove into the resident ranks. So we
continue to get the cross-knowl edge and diverse
experience, diverse skill sets to continue the
devel opnent of inspectors and we'll talk nore about
that as we go through the slides.

Really, on Slide 4 we broke down our
trai ni ng and devel opment programinto four areas; the
qgualification program which is the formal program
required by Inspection Mnual Chapter 1245; our
per son-to-person interface whichinvol ves not just the
interface between the enployee and their supervisor,

but also nentors and assigned peer sponsors; on the

jobtraining, we'll talk alittle bit nore about that.
Ref erences are obviously key. One thing I'll point
out, | know often times you deal with the licensing

side and when you consider the ROP being a new
process, even though inspection has been around

relatively young, since 1999, the references are newer
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and their continually updated, the inspection
procedures by information provided from the agents.
So | think that's -- having dealt with the |icensing
side, that's the di fference between t hi nki ng about t he
standard agent and sone of our inspection procedures.

Then there's sone other references we'l|l
cover and then additional training. Even though
there's a lot of training involved with the
qgualification program training continues on and it's
a big part of the regional programto devel op experts
in particular areas. So with that I'mgoing to turn
it over to Louis to go through those five conponents.

MR MANNING Hi, I'mLouis Manning. One
of the things that Marsha al ready pointed out that we
have two types of inspectors that we hire. They're
experienced reactor i nspectors and entry | evel reactor
i nspectors. And |I'mgoing to cover the experienced
reactor inspectors first and t he qual programprocess.
They're assigned to the Division of Reactor Safety
where there's generally nore need for extensive
know edge in the reactor industry, specific areas |like
fire protection, electrical, et cetera.

And also the qual process is a form
training programthat they go through. It could take

approximately a year for themto conplete it because
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they're conming in with experience so you can already
| everage that. They're al so assigned a peer sponsor
and 1'Il get into the peer sponsor role later on. And
t hey conpl ete the Manual Chapter 1245 that's already
out | i ned, t he f or mal process for i nspect or
qgual i fications.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: How do you deci de
they' re experienced? |s one year of experience
enough, five years, nuclear Navy or you know, what's
an experienced inspector? |'msure he's not an
experienced nucl ear, you know, NRC inspector.

MR. DAPAS. This is Marc Dapas, let ne
just cooment onthat. Wth any particular job vacancy
that we have, we have different grading factors. So
we may have a full performance GG 14 physical security
i nspector or a GG 13 health physicist, and as part of
t he package submttal each of the applicants have to
address the rating criteria and then they al so -- they
draw from their experience in addressing the rating
criteria. For exanple, the rating criteria may say
knowl edge and conprehensi ve under st andi ng of the ful
rated operation of a nuclear power plant to include
systens, et cetera. And then each applicant would
have to address how their experience has given them

the expertise or technical capability in response to
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that particular rating criteria.

So that's howwe real |y get at gaugi ng t he
experience and we just use that to differentiate
bet ween a recent col | ege graduate that's goi ng t hrough
our entry | evel program

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: Thank you, Marc.

CHAI R WALLI'S: Chapter 1245, neans there
are 1200 chapters in this nmanual? It's somewhat
daunti ng.

MR. BARKLEY: That particul ar Manual
Chapter is a Manual Chapter. | think they skip a |ot
of nunbers on the way up

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Yes, they do.

MR. MANNING Ckay, the entry |evel
reactor inspectors are usually recent college grads.
They go through a fornmal training programwhich is to
say a professional devel opnent program which is a
two-year program and it takes these individuals
approximately two years to conplete the process that
is the NSPDP part and also the inspector manual
chapters and I'Il get into the next slide.

They are al so assi gned a peer sponsor and
nmentor to hel p themnavi gate the process, acclinmating
to the agency and conming up to speed with regard to

their inspector qualification process. Again, it's a
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formal training program They have the Manual Chapter
1245 to conplete. One of the things that we do in
Regi on 1 which is unique to us specifically, we assign
a reference site where the i ndividual s get assigned to
a specific BWR, PAR site so that hel ps themthrough
their process of being able to now | ook at what that
site has, what they're seeing in theory, if youwll,
and now being able to look at sone practical
appl i cati ons.

One of the things that the NSPDP
requirenents is a two-year programas | said earlier
but there are requirenments for rotational assignnent.
They will -- the NSPDP candidates will conplete a
three-nonth rotational assignnment at their reference
site and will also typically go to headquarters for
three nonths as well to gain greater insights into the
agency particularly in OR and how the things work
t here.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: And that cones where in
t he progranf

MR MANNING It varies. Typically it
m ght cone at the end of their first year to their
second year when they | ook at the types of rotations.
It depends on how they work out. There's a fornm

trai ning guide that they go through that --
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CHAI R WALLI S: Does anybody fail ?

MR- MANNING There are individuals I
guess that --

M5. GAMBERONI :  Through t he NSPDP program
|"m not aware of any in the region who have fail ed.
There are, though, certain tests that are required
with respect to the TTC courses and so there's an
opportunity there to test know edge and skills. And
ultimately when you conplete either one of the
qgualification progranms, the |ast step is a qual board.

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, let's say not just
failing; do they drop out for other reasons? Do those
who start finish typically?

M5. O ROURKE: Chris O Rourke, Human
Resources. There have been a nunber, a small nunber
of individuals since the begi nning of the programwho
have been dropped from the program or have | eft the
programvoluntarily. | don't know t he exact nunbers.

CHAIR WALLIS: It's not a significant
nunber .

M5. O ROURKE: No.

CHAI R WALLIS: Those who cone in usually
finish and go out to be inspectors.

M5. O ROURKE: Yes, sir

MR. DAPAS: | have one comment. This is
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Mar k Dapas, Deputy Regional Adm nistrator. One of the

things that we do focus on is insuring that our new
enpl oyees are gainfully enployed. W have a nentor
program W have staff that is assigned to help in
the training and qualification programin addition to
the Branch Chief, 1'Il call it a training coach, but
we want to insure that our new enpl oyees are getting
our of their NRC experience what they had hoped to and
what they had signed on for. So we do nonitor that
very closely to insure that we don't have soneone
that's leaving the agency because they were
di sillusioned or feeling unfulfilled. They say, "GCee,
this is not what | thought this was going to be", but
we do get sone that have | eft on occasion voluntarily
because they have decided they want to rmake a change
and pursue anot her career opportunity.

But | think we've had very good success
with our retention rate for the new enpl oyees because
of the level of attention that we focus. But you
certainly can ask the NSPDPers in the roomto speak,
you know, as opportunities here, either during |unch,
et cetera, to gain insights on the care and feeding
that we are providing to them

M5. SNELL: Yes, this is Mchelle Snell,

the Division of Reactor Safety. To answer your
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earlier question about when we do the rotations,
usually you have -- well, first if we do an
orientation offsite, you usually have your training
cl asses down in TTC in Tennessee which is seven weeks
of usually pressurized reactor training, so you have
an idea of what you're getting into before you go to
the plant. Then you do your three nonths, depending
on al so what's going on in the region and what's goi ng
on in your branch, and wusually your rotation to
headquarters is towards the end, after vyour
gual i fication board.

So that's just kind of howwe do business.
It might be different in another region.

MR MANNING Now, I'll go to the person
to person interface with -- specifically with peer
sponsor or nmentor. This individual is assigned to
hel p the NSPDP candi date or new inspector, who then
woul d be experienced as well, get through various
topi cs of know edge managenent subjects which we'll
cover alittle later, to teach throughout the training
and devel opnment process, because as | said earlier,
there's a tenplate, if you wll, for NSPDP
i ndi viduals, specifically that they have various
training which includes -- nay include external

training, required training at the technical training
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center, and to get through those various courses. And
it's inportant that they stay on track, if youwll so
that they conplete the training process and becone a
qgual i fied inspector.

In addition, we discussed goals and
options. Sone of the individuals who are going
t hrough t he NSPDP program may want to eventual | y want
to becone a resident inspector and sone of the DRS
i nspectors mght want to becone a resident inspector
as well. W're just becom ng nore specialized in the
various areas. So there is novement across the
various areas. And then also, not to usurp, if you
will, the role of the Branch Chief, but there nay be
some informal discussions that the peer sponsor nay
have or nent or hel pi ng under st and branch expect ati ons,
and things of that nature.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: W0 is the
peer sponsors?

MR. MANNI NG The peer sponsors typically
is an experienced inspector that's gone through the
program al ready has done various things and ki nd of
a matching up, if you will, of the individual com ng
in. The nentor is typically soneone in nanagenent.
It could be, not their Branch Chief, but it could be

sonmeone, Deputy Division Directors or --
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Ckay, two

di fferent peopl e then.

MR. MANNING Two different people, two
different --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER And the
trai nee, does he keep the sane peer sponsor and nentor
t hroughout the programor do you switch of f dependi ng
on what field you're currently training in or how does
t hat wor k?

M5. GAMBERONI : For the nost part, |'I1
just answer in general but we nmintain the peer
sponsors and nentors throughout the program And one
of the things the peer sponsor does, just to get into
alittle nore specifics is preparing sonebody for TTC,
they mght study, you know, the individual who is
goi ng through the program m ght do sel f-study on
systens and then the peer sponsor will nmeet with the
i ndividual to check to see if he has questions and
that sort of thing. But for the nost part, we
mai ntai n t he peer sponsor through the programand t hen
nment or t hrough the program al so.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: Thank you.

VR. MANNI NG  Okay, the know edge
managemnment conponent, there are various neetings that

are conducted i n the know edge nanagenent area to deal
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wi th subjects including current and historic events,
QRAs as well. Sone of theminclude the ROP process
al l egations, enforcenment, the enforcenment process,
pertinent sections of 10 CFR as well. And al so
during the sem -annual inspector semnar, there is
anot her opportunity where we have all the resident
inspectors in, including the reactor inspectors to
really share a | ot of know edge fromthe experienced
i nspectors and the technical aspects that they gain,
the value added findings and things that they can
apply to their inspection techniques, if youwll, to
get at the heart of some issues.

CHAI RWALLIS: So by know edge nanagenent,
you nean sonething |i ke classes? They actually go in
and learn formally fromexperi enced peopl e, they take
exans or is it a much vaguer thing than that?

M5. GAMBERONI: This part that we're
tal king about the conducting weekly experienced
i nspectors' discussions is nore informal. It's at a
set time. It's Thursday nornings at 9:00 o' cl ock.

CHAIR WALLIS: And they're advised to go
read up on this for the --

M5. GAMBERONI : Yeah, one of the things
that happens is we do have daily neetings on plant

status and i ssues cone up during those daily neetings
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t hat the newer peopl e may not understand and t hey cone
with lots of questions, whether it's regulation or
it's sone termthat was used or nore specifics.

CHAIR WVALLIS: So it's nore like |earning
on the job with current issues rather than | earning a
| ot of stuff which is nore general.

M5. GAMBERONI: A little bit of each
It'salittle bit of each. W usually have our -- and
we have a couple sitting over here, our SRAs, Senior
Ri sk Anal ysts, who are always in attendance and maybe
one or two Branch Chief. So sonetinmes it depends.
It's a mx every week, who's available, but it's --
sonmetimes they conme with subjects that they want to
provi de to everyone or sonetines the individuals are
and/or the individuals who are attending pronote
guesti ons.

CHAIR WALLIS: How do you eval uate that
t hey' ve | earned what they're supposed to | earn?

M5. GAMBERONI: U timately through the
gual i fication board and al so t hrough di scussions with
t heir peer sponsors.

MEMBER ARM JO. Does that board go through
sone sort of an oral examor witten exan? Wiat's the
-- at the end of the one year, is there sone sort of

a test or interview process that says, "Yes, these
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guys really did | earn what they were supposed to"?

M5. GAMBERONI : The inspection manua
chapter requires an oral board and it's conprised of
a couple of Branch Chiefs and anot her Seni or
| nspector. Usually it's not their supervisor who
chairs the board and that's as a minimum And then
sonmetimes a seni or manager also is in attendance.
It's a series of questions both hypothetical or
related to the reference site and how | ong woul d you
said it lasts, a couple of hours?

MR KULP: One to two hours.

M5. GAMBERONI : Anything el se woul d you
want to add, Jeff, to the board process?

MR BLOUGH If | mght, Randy Bl ough
That board happens after they' ve conpleted the TTC
courses, they've conpleted a qualification journal, a
ot of self-study, inspection acconpaninents, the
pl ant tours. Their Branch Chief has spent sufficient
time to believe they're ready. That's in the office
and at the plant, and the other -- we intensely focus
on hel ping the candi date be ready for the
certification board and we will -- if we think the
candi date needs nore work, we'll actually delay the
certification board and then there is an option to --

there are several options at the certification board.
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One is pass, one is pass with | ook-ups
whi ch usual | y happens. The next is pass with | ook-ups
that nust be conpleted and then discussed with
managenment before you actually certified as an
i nspector and the other one is you fail, in which
case, a revote woul d be necessary. But the point is,
there are a | ot of steps and an extensive journal and
certifications that the person is ready before they
even progress to this board, which is a demandi ng or al
certification board.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: And | take it
that the candidates for the inspector position are
graduate engineers? |Is that true or not? Pardon?

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: | think we hire
engi neers.

M5. GAMBERONI :  ENngi neers.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  So t hey woul d
have sone ki nd of techni cal background before they get
t here but not necessarily nucl ear power, correct?

M5. GAMBERONI: Correct, nechani cal
el ectrical, sone nucl ear engi neers, there's a variety.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, this is Sam Col lins.
The staffing plan for the region, which is part of our
overal | human capital plan which includes training and

staffing and diversity initiatives, each position has
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a series designator and that position, as Chris can
expl ain, designates the series 840.801. They have
certain education and/or experience requirenents in
order to be eligibleto fill that position. So people
come into the position as defined by the staffing plan
with the requisite background based on the position.
It can be health physics, it can be sciences, it can
be IT and other aspects as defined by the staffing
plan. And we define the staffing plan based on the
wor kl oad and the program definition.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  So for
sonmebody from outside the agency, | take it that the
significant part of the training is famliarization
with the regul ations, what they mean, and how they
apply and how t he agency wants themto be applied.

M5. GAMBERONI : Correct.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. DAPAS: Marc Dapas, | have just one
thing to add, when | referenced the rating factors in
t hat process, there will be exanples in there where it
will say, "This expertise can be satisfied with a
nucl ear engi neering degree or a technical degree", in
a certain area. To give an exanple, there's a process
wher e when you have applicants, there's a rating panel

and you go through and you eval uate the quality of the
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i ndi vidual's experience and there is a crediting plan
that's devel oped that will outline what is considered
an A candi date and B candi date agai nst each of the
rating factors and that will highlight the |evel of
experience and gi ve exanpl es of what woul d constitute
satisfaction at that particular grade |evel.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER Now somewher e
during this two-year program does a candi date get an
opportunity to do anything with, for exanple, a
simul ator, plant sinmulator?

MR KULP: Yes, there is a two-week
simul ator course at the end of the TTC training.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER. (kay, so they
have sone ki nd of operating experience.

MR, KULP: Yes.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: kay. Good
enough.

MR. MANNI NG Additional training that the
i ndividuals go through, not only their required
trai ning according to the manual chapter and NSPDP
required courses, but there may be sone external
training which we call 368 training where severa
dol l ars are set aside for courses that are outside of
what the NRC offers and the help the individuals

devel op various expertise and specific specialties.
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Some of it coul d be i ndependent spent fuel inspections
or fire protection, things of that nature. And they
al so may hel p an individual, a person nmay be | ooking
at taking advanced col | ege courses or degree nasters
| evel courses and it may lead to a degree or a
certification, special certification, things of that
nat ure.

There's divisionspecifictrainingthat is
on a nore i nformal basis that nay cover various topics
of interest and one of the things that everyone has to
do is strategic workforce planning. This is an annual
requi renent. W go and update our skill sets and what
we have. And it's used for determ ning gap anal ysis
and hiring strategies and find out where we need to go
as far as what we need to do to insure the success of
the agency, if you will, and then finally rmaybe sone
probabilistic risk assessnent or analysis basis for
i ndi vidual s as wel | .

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: Does that nean, they
| earn to use the SDP not ebooks?

M5. GAMBERONI: |'Il let our SRAs --

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: Yes, as part of the TTC
training they have SDP training and then as we go
through the various counterpart neetings and

continuing training, if there's any revisions, we do
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additional training with any new revisions that cone

out .

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Do they use
SPAR?

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: Excuse ne?

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. To they use
t he SPAR?

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: The inspectors typically
use the SDP Phase 1 and Phase 2 notebook. The SRAs,
t he Seni or Reactor Analysts are applying the SPAR
nodel .

CHAI R WALLIS: They use the SPAR  These
folks don't get that far.

AUDI ENCE MEMBER:  No.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: M understandi ng was
they sort of dropped that screening and you really
ended up with an SRA, is the right, or have | got that
wWrong?

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: No. The way we do
things in the region, though, the SRAs will reviewall
the findings to make sure we have consistency in the
findings between all the inspectors. The inspector
when they have a finding, they'Il apply it to Phase 1
if it doesn't apply to Phase 1, then they'|ll apply it

to Phase 2 and then we'll support that if they need
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any help in Phase 2. |If it goes beyond Phase 2, we'll
take that up and take it through a nore detailed risk
anal ysis with a SPAR nodel .

MR. MANNI NG One of the other conponents
isonthejobtraining. W also help individuals that
are going through their formal training process or
external training. The specific things that they do
on the job; they make the observations as part of an
i nspection team or they may be a part of just
observing what's going on to kind of see how things
are interfacing, the interactions at the plants, to
becom ng a contributi ng nenber of the teamwhere they
actually may do sone snaller subsets of the actua
i nspection effort to becom ng nmaybe nore of an
i ndependent inspection as they continue going through
t he process.

And there, of course wll be sone
oversi ght as well, depending on the | evel of expertise
devel oped with these individuals that are exhibiting
as they're going through a qual process. And finally
maybe | eading up to becomng a team| eader of an
i nspection team as wel|.

Expert devel opnent, there could be any
technical topic areas or procedures or processes of

i nterest, NOEDs, Notice of Enforcenent Destruction for
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exanple, <can be discussed as part of expert
devel opnent. | ndependent study assignnents where they
could I ook at various historical events if you wll

and look at the significance of that and on an
i ndependent basi s and report back what they've | ear ned
t hrough t hat assi gnnent.

Job rotation opportunities, | noted
previously that the NSPDP candidates go through
rotations but there nay be opportunities where fol ks
may have sone flexibility to naybe go and interface
wi th maybe another region for |ike a six-week period
or sonething |ike that and then benchnmarking
objectivity business to nmke sure that there's
consistency, if you will, in inplenmentation of the
regul ati ons and the i nspection procedures as well. So
that's part of the QJT process for hel pi ng i ndi vi dual s
get to their qual

And then finally, the last slide deals
with the reference section. There are inspection
procedures, which are overarching, if you will, of
what the individuals learn as their qualification
process. W have our regional website, where we post
various topics of interest to help | everage maybe IT,
operating experience, which you'll have a briefing on

that |later on and al so construction inspection page,
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whi ch deal s with construction i nspections and vari ous
topics of interest with regard to that.

The regional instructions and divi sional
policies and procedures, they're the |ast reference
guides and there may be individuals who have a
specific expertise in sonme of the areas that are
covered in these regional instructions or division
policies and procedures that can help facilitate and
make sure that the individuals going through the
qgual i fication process have what they need in the tools
for success as an inspector, and inspector field
observation and best practices is the |ast.

M5. GAMBERONI: W wanted to pass that
around.

MR. MANNI NG Any additional questions
that you my have that we didn't cover in the
present ation?

MEMBER MAYNARD: Do you get feedback from
the students after they've been out in the field for
awhi | e, any feedback for inprovenents to the training
program sonething that they thought they would have
benefitted fron? 1Is it kind of a living thing, or is
it pretty much --

M5. GAMBERONI: Well, there's feedback

associated with each class, and so there's feedback
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forms with that, whether it's TTC or -- and then real
time feedback to their peer sponsors and conti nue the
feedback fornms associated wth the inspection
procedures and al so our individual policies withinthe
regi on and processes.

MS. SNELL: This is Mchelle Snell, DRS.
W al so do feedback to Marc Dapas. He neets with us
every -- | don't now how often.

MR. DAPAS: | was striving for quarterly.

M5. SNELL: CQuarterly, and it's a pretty
open neeting where we can discuss any questions we
have or we can supply pretty open feedback on any
i ssues we have or ideas we have for the program

M5. O ROURKE: This is Chris O Rourke,
Human Resources. | also get feedback fromall the
NSPDP participants and often tines from the
experienced participants also as they conplete their
program on what the went through and any suggestions
t hey m ght have for changi ng during the prograns.

VICECHAIRSHACK: | think Oto's question
was sort of a year or two |l ater after they' ve been out
in the real world, you know, "W should have | earned
this", do you solicit that kind of feedback?

M5. GAMBERONI: Well, part of that |

t hink, comes through with our discussion annually,
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sem -annual ly on our training. W talk to individuals
about what sort of training they want and this past
year | think we had at | east over 50 courses that were

provided to DRS i nspectors, the experts. And so sone

of that, we'll have discussions about the basics.
W'l talk about maybe a punp course that was given
and it would be -- so we'll get the feedback that it

woul d be hel pful if howto tailor that course in terns
of the basics for the basic inspector and who shoul d
take that course when, if that should be given
earlier, that sort of thing.

MR BLOUGH Did we nention that the
Region 1 Training Council has a role and there's an
agency steering commttee on that Manual Chapter 1245
as wel | .

M5. GAMBERONI: And as far as discussing
the training, we do have, as Randy nentioned, a
training council. W neet nonthly to discuss the
training, not just the 368 training which costs
dollars and is external but to discuss, we have
mont hly trai ning, DRS, DRP, where we tal k about topics
and they could be historic issues, Browns Ferry Fire,
TM, or current events. W also have then the
Thur sday weekly trai ning and then there's a nunber of

courses that we hold in-house. So we have -- Chris
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has put together a whole training cal endar and for a
month, it's actually -- any one nonth there's probably
at least half dozen to 10 training opportunities on
that. And that's continuous, and so that's sonething
as Randy said, we have a training council and we talk
about whatever feedback we have whatever input we
have, whatever requests we get, we prioritize those
appropriately.

W nment i oned t he strat egi c wor kforce pl an.

That' s anot her opportunity to determ ne whether it's
an i ndi vi dual saying, "Here's sonething | don't know'

or it's a supervisor recognizing a gap within that
discipline. So there's an opportunity to feed that in
and determ ne whether that's sonething we can train

i n-house, capture the know edge from sonebody who has
the know edge in-house or we need to bring that
experience fromoutside or go down to NRR research and
get information fromthem ask themto come up or send
some HRrotation there. So with our gap analysis this
year we actually identified naybe a half dozen gaps
and have an action plan associated with how we're
going to close those gaps. So | think that's a source
of feedback al so.

MR. DAPAS: This is Marc Dapas, one thing

to add to your question about what type of feedback do



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

118

we receive on the quality of training, one of the
things that we do do which is a function of the
training council is, we assign a senior nmanager as a
sponsor of any course that we are bringing in-house
and that individual attends the training, evaluates
the quality of the instruction and then reports to the
training council on the value of the training and
then, of course, talks to of course participants to
obtain their feedback

Anot her avenue in ternms of feedback as |
nmenti oned, we do have NI nanagers and others that
nmentor sonme of our newer enployees. | nmentor sone
fol ks and one of the questions that | ask when | neet
with themis, "How are things going", to get a sense
to what degree those individuals feel that they are
gainfully enployed. | talk about the qualification
process, to get a sense of howthat is proceedi ng and
| have gotten sonme val uabl e feedback there that |'ve
been able to address appropriately through the
managenment chain. So that's another venue that we
have to gain feedback on the training process.

And then the other thing | wanted to
nmention is, as part of the apprai sal process we expect
each supervi sor to engage i n a di scussi on when they're

goi ng through the performance review about training
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t hat they shoul d receive during the foll owi ng year and
that feeds into the training plan that is then brought
before the training council as we prioritize the

expenditure of funds. That's another opportunity to
talk about training and | would offer as a forumfor
someone to communi cate, "You know, | supported this
inspection and | really didn't feel that | had the

training | needed to be successful,” and that woul d be
an avenue to engage in that type of discussion and
then target specific training to address that.

M5. GAMBERONI: And then Randy al so
nenti oned the steering commttee for | nspecti on Manual
Chapt er 1245.

M5. O ROURKE: Chris O Rourke, Human
Resources. Region 1 as well as the other regions, are
part of a working group that continually | ooks at the
| nspector Qualification Manual Chapter 1245 and
presently they are working on devel opi hg anot her set
of appendices to go beyond the basic qualifications
for inspectors into sone of the nore advanced
gual i fications such as fire protection, electrical and
nmechanical. And we, with other teans, are working on
devel opi ng those appendi ces as wel | .

MEMBER ARM JO Do you benchmark your

training program wth the other regions for
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consi stency or identification of best practices or --

MR. MANNING We had a senior reactor
managenment out of the neeting that was held in the
fall that came out with -- actually dealt with that
specific subject matter for the regions and we've --
nmysel f and Chris O Rourke actual ly sat and represent ed
Region 1, specifically where we |ooked at how the
regions i npl enent training for experienced entry | evel
trai ning councils and we ki nd of benchmarked, cane up
wi th best practices, if you will, and we have a paper
that's out or with -- that deals with specific areas
where we've conme to agreenments on what's the best
practice and training and trying to | everage that now
as we go forward in our training process.

M5. GAMBERONI : Any ot her questions?

MR. BARKLEY: Thank you, Marsha. Qur next
presenter is Karl Diederich. Karl?

MR. DIEDERICH. Good nmorning. M/ nane is
Karl Deiderich. 1'man Inspector in the D vision of
React or Safety. Don Jackson is ny Branch Chief and
Bob Marshall and Marsha Ganeroni are the Divisional
Managenent. Next slide.

My agenda for this talk is to discuss the
hi story of the Operating Experience Program where it

conmes from howit's used, what processes support that
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and then give sonme exanple applications here in the
region. The viewis going to be the regional view of
the Operating Experience Program how it integrates
with the one up at headquarters. Next slide.

So what is operating experience. And we
just tal ked about know edge managenent. So here is a
t ype of know edge managenent, a body of know edge t hat
comes from industry activities and that can
beneficially i nformour actions, both our actions and
i ndustry actions. And so it's going to have two
primary characteristics; one is generic applicability
and the second is that it has sone safety
significance. |If it's going to be a benefit, it wll
have sone safety significance associated with it.

This is just a brief history, it's
obviously, not conplete and conprehensive, but
operating experience was brought to the |inelight
after the Three-M 1l e I sl and acci dent and the formati on
there of NRR of an organization to specifically |ook
at it, and junping to the nore recent tines, with the
Davi s-Besse task force | essons | earned came out with
a set of reconmendations and also at that tinme, an
i nternal organi zation | ooked at operating experience
and so in the 03, 04 tine table they cane out with

the expectations and cane up with attributes for a
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program and t hey' ve been inplenmenting it. So sone of
the key inplenmentations are NRRs, you know, rolling
out, clearing out in 05 and the regional

i npl enentation with policy a little bit later.

And so it's been a phased approach to
i npl enent the operating experience program where
first we inplenent the collection of the operating
experience itens, events and then actually enploying
it's use to greater and greater degrees. And it's
relatively newand its current information and soit's
-- the process is still ongoing in its devel oprent.

CHAIR WALLIS: | notice that this
experience and what's in this book seens to focus on
negative aspects of observations. You noticed
somet hing wong. |s there any gui dance on what nakes
a plant good?

MR. DI EDERI CH: CGui dance on what nakes a
pl ant good.

CHAI R WALLIS: Wiat you | ook for -- what
to look for that they should be doing that you can
say, "That makes them a good plant”. 1Is there sone
positive aspect of this experience that you' ve | earned
that's useful to inspectors?

MR DIEDERICH. | think it's primrily

appropri at e programi npl enent ati on but that's, perhaps
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a question that's better addressed.

MR. COLLINS: This is a policy issue and
-- this is Sam Col | i ns.

CHAI R WALLIS: Policy?

MR. COLLINS: And the way | would explain
that is when the reactor oversight process was
fornmul ated, there was a debate over whether the
reactor oversight process should include positive
observations as well as those observations on
conpliance and performance in a negative light or
neeting the requirenents as a threshold. A Conm ssion
decision was nade at that point that we would not
enter into the coaching, I won't say consulting but
coachi ng aspect of putting forth what, in our viewwas
best practices or good practices in a formal sense.

W have matured since then to the point
were it's recognized and it's contained within the
process that we have the fornmal inspection results,
whi ch i s conducted at the exit, which is the basis for
the agency's conclusions that's articulated in the
i nspection report, and we al so have -- we al so have
the observations. Those observations do contain
positive aspects of performance as well as
observations of individual's perfornmance and

processes that woul d be | ooked at as a good practice
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that the inspector would take away to observe,
per haps, on other places.

So that's where we are today. Now, your
guestion is do we have formal training to recognize
those? | would say, no. W do have operating
experience, on the job training. W have individuals
who are | think keen observers who understand what's
effective and what's not, but we don't go into a
formal practice in that sense.

MEMBER MAYNARD: And | think that what now
is probable is -- is valid at the appropriate |evel.
| think it's difficult for the regulator to get into
the role of formally docunenting best practices. It
starts becoming a blurred line then as to what's
required versus an expectation that's not really part
of the regulation.

The industry has a group that does, | MO
and they have other mechanisms for doing that, and |
think froma regulatory perspective that's probably
what' s bei ng done right now.

CHAI R WALLIS:  Well, | would think sone of
what's passed on from these role nodel people, the
nmentors, has got to invol ve sone of the thing that you
ook for in a plant which gives you assurance that

they're on the ball doing what's right as well as
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| ooking for things that are wong. There nust be

something like that. Mybe it's not a formal thing
but without that, it's very difficult to do your job
properly.

MR COLLINS: | understand. | think it's
almost a threshold and maybe it's the way it's
articulated. W look for effective and efficient
processes that result in conpliance wth our
regul ations. That can be done a |ot of different
ways. Sonme are nore effective and nore efficient than
others. Sone are ineffective.

CHAI R WALLI'S:  You could say -- you could
go to a plant and say, "Wll, they're not exactly out
of conpliance" or, "If they continue doing these
things, they will be". So you're |ooking for things
that are sort of indications of not having the best
practice naybe.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: It seens to ne
that you're either in conpliance or you aren't. You
read the inspection report, the inspector identifies
and lists everything that he |ooks at and nakes a
statenent as to whether they' re -- whether violations
came out of that. And that's the regulator's role
you know. That sets the m ninum standard. Beyond

that is the industry and nanagenent of the |licensee's



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

126

role which is X and once the NRC, as an agency, noves
beyond what's required by lawinto an area that's | ess
wel | -defines as to what a good practice is, | think
that that's sort of dangerous territory.

MR COLLINS: | would like to think that
particularly in response to events, when we do a
foll owup inspection in 90-002 to findings, |'mjust
readi ng nowthe i nspection report at Oyster Creek that
MC. MNamara had as a result of the two white
findings in EP. A reading of that report will cone to
a conclusion that whether the licensee's corrective
actions as a result of their shortcomngs in those
events was effective enough, that's the threshol d.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. COLLINS: But in the way that the
narrativeis articulated, it sends a direct nessage of
what was effective and what was not effective. And in
t his case, one effort was effective, the other one was
not. So I think we can do that --

CHAIR WALLIS: So it does reinforce the --

MR. COLLINS: -- by requiring that the
| icensee attain that goal.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,

t here' s anot her aspect where you actually -- you know,

alicensee can performa m ni numcorrective action and



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

127

j ust solve that specific problemor he can take a nore

conprehensi ve view and say, "This problemI| ooks like

a nunber of other problens, I'mgoing to solve al
these problens”. | think that it's appropriate for
the agency to say, "You did a good job, a nore
conpr ehensi ve | ook, your probl em sol vi ng and

corrective action programwas effective", as opposed
to mninmally effective and just answered the
violation. | think that's where the | eeway is.

MR. COLLINS: And we approached that
t hrough the question of Criterion 16 of a significant
condition adverse to quality as opposed to a condition
adverse to quality. The requirenents for a response
in trending is much nore significant at that higher
| evel of significant condition adverse to quality.
Now, the industry would say, "NRC, you've got to be
sure you know t he di fference between those two".

Many tinmes we engage and we get feedback
fromthe industry of what's a significant condition
and what's not.

MEMBER MAYNARD: There's a big difference
bet ween say this represents an acceptabl e way of
neeting the program as opposed to saying, "Plant X
does an excellent, we think everybody shoul d be doi ng

it like that". | mean, there's a huge difference
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there. It's fine to show an exanple of what is

accept abl e but you have to be careful when you start
j udgi ng the best and inplying that you want everybody
to change to match the way sonebody else is doing it.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Wl |, and for
a plant that you think is excellent based on random
observations may have little thing in there that can
destroy it and you in the process.

MR. COLLINS: | nean, an astute |icensee,
if they know that they have a chall enge on site, and
t hey have particularly one of our DRS inspectors who
sees nultiple sites, conme on site, they will engage
that inspector and say, "W have a challenge here
Are you aware of a high perform ng progrant, and
that's on the observation side. That's not on the
regul ation side. That's on the observation part. And
we will provide those observations with no onus or no
requi renent that the licensee inplenment it or adhere
to it.

MR. BLOUGH: And that's an inportant point
whereas with the ROP we're very careful to stay within
that framework. Licensees are hungry for our
observations, so long as they're sure we won't abuse
them we won't cone back the next time and say, "Hey,

| told you this. It wasn't in the report but we
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tal ked about it in the exit, you didn't do anythi ng",
because that's --

MR. COLLINS: It's a two sets of books
i ssue.

MR. BLOUGH Yeah, so we're careful in
that. Actually, operating experience, that's one
pl ace where it can have a role be because if, for
exanple, we got to the point of a generic
conmuni cation that was i nformational in nature and t he
i nspector becones aware that this plant doesn't have
a problem yet but they really didn't pay enough
attention or they aren't doing a nunber of things
that, you know, you would need to do according to the
generic comruni cation to avoid the problemthat somne
pl ants have had. That would be the sort of thing you
woul d expect the inspector to discuss when he's
di scussing his observation and that would take you
ri ght back to operating experience.

MR. COLLINS: While I'"'mhere, | want to
recogni ze your question about do we associ at e f eedback
two or so years, | think it was your question, on
training. The direct answer to that is, no, and we
should. W received input also froma TTC instructor
who was at our last counterpart neeting, who

interfaced with the staff and listened to the
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presentations. He raised that sane issue. He said it
woul d be very valuable to the TTCif a nunber of years
after an individual is trained once they are a
practitioner in the field that we get feedback on the
ef fectiveness in the scope of our prograns. Ve will
take that away.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Thank you.

MR. DIEDERICH. Al right, thank you, Sam
This brief history, we're going to focus nore on the
recent and how the regional inplenentation interacts
with the NRR inplenmentation of operating experience.
So the first is uses of operating experience. Next
slide, please. On the left are sonme of the sources
and on the right are sone of the uses and so here the
sources are grouped by where they cone from whether
they're itens that the NRC pi cks up and has or whet her
they cone directly from industry or whether from
i nternational operating experience. And on the right
are sone of the applications of operating experience.

The informng both internally and of
course, we inform externally through information
notices, and informng cones in both a push fornmat
where we put out infornmation, operating experience at
different levels, either an information notice or a

comuni cati on from the oper ati ng experience
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managenent. It also works in a pull format, fromthat
st orage down t here when t hat i nspector goes to i nspect
and he revi ews operating experiences, so that's a pul
function. It's used to evaluate events.

When an issue cones up at a plant and
managenent needs to evaluate it, we can | ook at past
cases and again, that's a pull function from the
storage, and it can i nfl uence ANC prograns and it does
in regulatory actions, and so that's principally at
headquarters but a --

CHAIR WALLIS: Wsat is a norning report?

MR. DIEDERICH. A norning reports is an
itemfroma plant, sonme issue that has come out of a
plant. They'Il nmake a norning report on that item

CHAIR WALLIS: Because it's not very
descriptive of what it is, isit? It's always done in
t he norni ng or sonething?

MR. BARKLEY: Let nme try to help you. FAR
Part 50.72 defines criteria for norning reports and - -

CHAIR WALLIS: So it's a technical term

MR. BARKLEY: It is a technical term
Dependi ng on how nmuch i nformation i s avail abl e and how
much tinme they have, they vary in the |evel --

CHAIR WALLIS: It's illegal to give it in

t he afternoon?
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MR. BLOUGH Can | interject here?

think we may be mstaking terms here. | think what
Ri ck, you' re tal ki ng about event notifications on your
i ndustry operating experience.

MR BARKLEY: Yes.

MR. BLOUGH. | could be wong, but, you
know, a norning report is an NRC collected docunent
and it's where there may be an event notification
where -- or there nay be a generic issue that's
identified and sone aspect becones known at a plant
and it's where the NRC wants to anplify on sone
information that's already known within itself. So
it's one of our owmn -- it's one of our own --

CHAIR WALLIS: It's not a generic issue
but it's sonething which is inportant enough that it
m ght someday becone one or sonmething like that. It
gets nore attention than it would if it weren't a
norning report in sone way.

MR BLOUGH It's really a chance for the
region to add specific anplifying information on
sormet hing that may be --

CHAIR WALLIS: Is it to bring itself to
the attention of headquarters? |Is that what it is?
Here's sonet hing you need to think about and maybe it

applies to other plants and that sort of thing? |Is
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that it?

MR. BLOUGH: Right.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Really it has a very
broad -- it can be sonething of interest that may make
t he newspapers. |t may be sonething technical that
happened. It's just kind of a heads up on --

CHAI R WALLIS: W get that too. W get
something and we are not quite sure what they are.
This was in the norning report. Wat should that nean
to me?

MR. DAPAS. This is Marc Dapas. Let ne
attenpt to address where | think there may be sonme a
l[ittle m sunderstanding in the conmunication vehicl es
we have. As Randy nentioned, the norning report is a
vehicle that we use to comunicate things such as
there's been an organizational change at the
engi neering nmanager |evel or plant manager |evel,
where we want to conmmunicate that to a certain
i nternal audi ence. What has happened is the event
notification has colloquially been called the norning
report because you typically cone into the office in
t he norni ng and you have the plant status and t hen you
have any event notifications. And then so soneone
will say, "Gee, is there any norning reports here".

And that's why, | think there's sonetines
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been confusion. The formal termas Rich pointed out,
is the Event Notification and as Randy pointed out,
the norning report is a separate conmrunication
vehicle. And then we al so have things that we call
EDO daily notes and that's a comrunication formto
el evate things to the Conmi ssion's attention. So there
is guidance on what each of these comrunication
vehicles are and that's infornmation that's put out by
the EDO s of fi ce and we have regi onal instruction that
addresses those to insure that the staff understands
to the extent that we can insure success that the
di fference between those conmuni cation vehicles --

CHAIR WALLIS: It sounds as if sonething
could be hidden in a norning report and you have a
norning report that's full of A was assigned to here,
and B is noved to there and that something has
happened in --

MR DAPAS: Well, we --

CHAIR WALLI'S: -- and all of a sudden down
there, there's an incident you want to highlight is
hi dden in this norning report.

MR. DAPAS: Well, just to clarify, the
nor ni ng report i s sonething we generate. W woul d not
i ncl ude sonething that's significant, let's say, in a

norning report. W would use anot her contmuni cati on
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vehicle like prelimnary notification, if we deci de we
need to comruni cate or an EDO daily note, or dependi ng
on the issue, we would have direct verba
conmuni cation on the issue to make sure the
appropri ate stakehol ders are amare. So | just want to
make sure that there's not a m sunderstandi ng that the
norning report inits formal context is sonething that
a |licensee generates.

They generate an event notification and

there's specific reporting criteria. Does that help,

Dr. Wallis?

CHAI R WALLI'S:  Yes.

M5. SEILLER. May | ask -- this is N cole
Seiller, | work in DRP but | just conpleted a rotation

to Operating Experience Branch in headquarters. A
nor ni ng report doesn't come out every norning. W nay
have one a week, one every few weeks and it usually
pertains to just one item So nothing is going to be
| ost at the bottom The two main uses that |'ve seen
for norning reports is to relay an organi zati onal
change that other plants mght be interested in. A
norning report is not only accessed by the NRC, it's
accessed by all of industry and that nakes it an
effective way for us to relay infornmation that we

t hi nk ot her plants mi ght want to know but it's not too
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critical, too inportant.

The second way |' ve seen themused besi des
organi zati onal changes is if we get a Part 21. For
the Part 21, the vendor nmaking the 21 notification,
has to notify all the effected plants, but we
typically liketolet all the plants knowthat this is
going on, just in case they may have this part and
t hat went under the radar and we'll often use a
norning report to |let everybody know, "W got this
Part 21, we spoke with the vendor. W believe only
three plants are inpacted but you should check your
own site to make sure that you're not inpacted as
well", and |'ve only received one of those a week.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER:  Actually, on
Part 21s, the manufacturer only knows the first person
he sold it to and you know, that could be traded from
plant to plant or sold as scrap and then recl ai ned.
There are a |l ot of things that coul d happen.

MR. DIEDERICH: Particularly shared within
fleets and so the point is that NRR coll ects all these
different sources that may potentially be relevant
operating experience itens and then they're going to
screen themand we'l|l | ook at that process here in the
next slide. And they will then comruni cate them and

apply them as applicable. And so that will depend
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upon their applicability, their generic applicability
and their safety significance.

Some of these sources of operating
experience could also be grouped by a different
maturity level. Sone of themare at the event
notification level. W knowin effect, sonething
happened at one plant and a greater nore analyzed
level would be inspection findings, information
notices any generic letters. So there's also a
different maturity |l evel grouping that you could do on
t hese di fferent sources of operating experience. Next
slide, please.

So sone of the sources there are --

CHAI R WALLI'S:  How nuch input do you fol ks
have on generic |l etters? Headquarters sends out these
docurents from on high

MR. DI EDERI CH: Right.

CHAIR WALLIS: Do you fol ks have a chance
to give input as to feasibility and reasonabl eness of

the requirements in the generic letters and things

i ke that?

MR D EDERICH | believe there are a
nunber of feedback processes. | have not done a
generic letter, though. | know people who have --

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, we often ask these
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guestions as a comrttee.

MR DI EDERI CH. Right.

CHAIR WALLIS: Here you're naking this
statenent, a plant nust do this in 90 days, or
something, and we say, well, is that a reasonable
requirenent. | would hope that you fol ks have al ready
gi ven your advice on that issue.

M5. GAMBERONI: Well, on sone of the
technical issues when it's started at a particular
plant and we m ght have the inspector who is nopst
famliar wth that, our technical experts wll
interact with NRR Mre frequently are the
i nformation notices, so we definitely have i nvol venent
with them The generic letters, we do have di scussion
but once you get into that process as far as the tine
frames associated with that, NRR m ght request our
subject nmatter expert in that area for sone
i nformation but they are really the ones nore invol ved
with the --

CHAIR WALLIS: But the problemis when
there's sone kind of pressure, maybe it's pressure
fromthe H Il or sonething to resolve sonme issue and
the generic letter is put together at headquarters.
It's going to request something which can be actually

i npl enented sensibly in the field. And I just hope
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that they get input soon enough to enable us --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:. Wl l, that's
what - -

M5. GAMBERONI: Wl |, and depending on the
i ssue, usually NRR who has the | ead on those, will put
together a team and for sone of the ones that are
really critical, the generic letters go into the
bulletins, they're going to request information from
all our stakeholders, including the region. So they
will ask --

CHAIR WALLIS: So you will send people to
headquarters --

M5. GAMBERONI: It mght be a tel ephone
call or sonething like that, but probably our nost
involvenent is really with information notices and
then -- or we'll actually wite portions and provide
information on what's occurred at a plant and you
submt that into --

MR. DAPAS. Just one thing to add, this is
Marc Dapas. | think a good exanple of the type of
comuni cation you're talking about is the generic
comuni cati on on t he st eamgener ator tube i nspecti ons.
There's been a | ot of back and forth on that. There
is an effort to identify guidance criteria in the

comuni cations, and I'Il offer that the regions have
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had an opportunity to weigh in and be i nvol ved i n t hat
but when there is a decision to comunicate an
expectation in terns of what constitutes an
appropriate nethod for addressing the regulatory
requi renents, as you know, generic conmunications
cannot -- are not in and of thensel ves, a requirenent.
They outline viable and acceptable approaches to
address a regul atory requirenent.

There are vehicles such as tenporary
instructions that is the inspection piece where we
woul d recei ve gui dance on how to go out and inspect
the degree to which the licensee is neeting that
particul ar requirenment and if they choose to adopt the
approach that's enbodied in the generic letter, that
Tl or bulletin, if you will, tenporary instruction
wi |l prescribe inspection gui dance and we have cl early
input into that process regarding the viability and
expect ati ons, nunber of hours and things that we woul d
be | ooking at as part of the inspection process.

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, when you inspect
t hese new sunp screens, you're going to be going in
and you' re going to be verifying that what's install ed
is what they said was installed. You're not going to
be doi ng anything to check that they work.

MR. DAPAS: | don't know if the tenporary
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instruction has been devel oped yet but | know that
i censees need to respond saying, "Here is the screen
desi gn".

CHAI R WALLIS: They will respond.

MR. DAPAS: Right, and then NRR | ooks at
that and deci des whether that is acceptable and then
there will be an inspection piece. Wat exactly that
consi sts of though, | think we're still in the process
of refining that.

CHAIR WALLIS: It probably will be
verifying that they've done what they said they'd do.

MR. DAPAS: Correct, essentially, froman
over - archi ng perspective, yes.

MS. SNELL: Mchelle Snell, DRS. The TI
has actually has been devel oped. W actually have
i nspected I ndian Point. W've inspected what they've
done so far. They installed nost of the nodifications
during their nost recent outage, so we had inspectors
on site and we | ooked at the nodifications they had
done up to that point. They still have sone
nodi fications to be done outside of the wall and they
still have to do sone procedural changes and things
l'i ke that.

Headquarters has not done their aspect of

the inspection yet and so we still have sone
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continuing inspection |eft.

MR. BLOUGH: Thank you. Wuld you agree
that when we inspect, it's nostly that they've
actually done what they said they're going to do?

MS. SNELL: Yes. For instance there was
a Tl for the sunp at Indian Point, we're | ooking that
they nmeet the inprovenents that they've committed to
to headquarters. Headquarters is |ooking that they're
actually doing the proper -- they're installing the
proper screens.

CHAIR WALLI'S: So you go and you count the
nodul es. They say, "W're going to put in 100 nodul es
of this design", or something and you count the
nodul es and yes, there's 99 plus one so that's okay.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, the
regi ons would not do any technical evaluation of --
for exanple, the flow across the screen, the ability
to trap products, the head | oss, that's sonebody
el ses.

M5. GAMBERONI: But if there were issues
t here woul d be coordination.

M5. SNELL: Oh, definitely. There would
definitely be coordination. | mean, headquarters, we
were coordinating. W were there at the sane tinme the

headquarters group was there and they knew what we
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were | ooking at, we knew what they were | ooking at.
If we had any issues we brought it to them and vice
versa.

MR. DAPAS: |If we were performng a
tenporary inspection against the Tl, and there's a
test that the licensee conducts and it appears from
the test that the design criteria is not being
satisfied as borne out by the test, we would
comuni cate that to the program office and then the
program of fice would do the technical evaluation on
the acceptability in light of that test information.
As you pointed out, we think we'd be getting into the
technical viability that gets into design eval uati ons.

But there is a certain | evel of technical
expertise that you need to understand whether thereis
a technical issue that needs further exploration by
t he program of fice.

CHAIR WALLIS: If you're a smart
i nspector, you mght not be able to help asking
yourself is it going to work right and satisfy
your sel f.

MR D EDERICH | believe all our
i nspectors ask exactly that question.

M5. SNELL: | agree and we did sit in on

-- we went to the headquarters neeting on the
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downstream effects and all the other neetings, so we
were involved with the technical issues, so we
understand what the issues are, if a sunp screen was
appropriate or not.

MR LEW M nane is Dave Lew, Deputy of
DRP. | just wanted to add to that in terns of
regional review for requirenents such as generic
letter. We do go through an organi zation, a panel
cal l ed CRGR which does involve representation of at
| east one of the regional deputies is on that panel.

MR. DIEDERICH. Al right, thanks. So |
tal ked about the sources. |1'mgoing to talk nore a
little bit | ater about the applications but right now,
|"mgoing to tal k about the piece in between the bl ack
box of the process for the operating experience. And
so it happens on both the local regional level and it
happens at headquarters at NRR and so there's parall el
functions and nmultiple interactions and I'Il try and
briefly describe those for you.

CHAI R WALLIS: These INPO SEE I N reports,
is there a history that they're com ng out with useful
i nformation?

MR. DIEDERICH: |'ve | ooked at those and
reviewed themprior to going to ny inspections and |

know the Operating Experience Branch | ooks at them
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when they come out. They review those.

CHAIRVWALLIS: They find that wi thout them
they'd be lost or are they -- they're not a key
el enent of what you get.

MR D EDERICH It's as we said earlier,
we don't rmake recomrendations so many tines | NPOwl|l.
If a plan identifies a generic issue, we wll
eventual |y put out an Information Notice if it has the
right criteria. |Industry, on the other hand, has a
paral |l el path, I NPO, those CN notices, SCERs and SERs.

MEMBER MAYNARD: And |'m not sure on the
CN report but for a nunber of years basically | NPO
woul d not and coul dn't share their information but ti
took a big effort with the NRC and INPOto figure out
ways to share their industry operating criteria
wi thout violating sone other criteria. So | take it
just recently they' ve been abl e to share sone of that.

MR. DI EDERI CH  Yes.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: The CN s are
nor e good i deas as opposed to i nformati on notices from
the NRC which is this thing doesn't work right.

CHAI R WALLIS: They're causati ve.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,
but that's the different roles of the two different

or gani zati ons.
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MR. DAPAS:. If | could again offer -- Marc

Dapas. W have different generic comunication
vehicles. W have a risk, right, which can

communi cate | essons learned, let's say regarding --

and 1'Il just pick sonmething outside the reactor
program deconmm ssioning. You know, it will go
through what we have seen in a nunber of

decomi ssioning plants as an exanple, and we will
comuni cat e back to the i ndustry as a neans of hel ping
t hem be positioned when they then need to nmake a
subnmittal to the NRC, they can benefit from sone of
the |l essons |earned of their counterparts that have
al ready gone through that process.

The sane thing with risks in the reactor
program So | offer fromthat perspective, it's a
positive in that you are providing gui dance that w ||
hel p t he i ndustry be successful when they are engagi ng
in different regul atory applications.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER | think
overall one of the inportant comruni cations nethods
that the agency has is their website. | think it's
very good. Does the region have a website?

MR. DI EDERI CH  Yes, specifically, in
fact, I'll discuss that sone right here on this --

CHAIR WALLIS: | have one ot her question,
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John, sorry. You have this international incident
reporting system |Is that useful?

MR. DI EDERI CH:  Yes.

CHAIR WALLIS: Are there instances where
something has shown up internationally which you
didn't know about which really nmade a difference.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SIEBER: That's why
we' re doi ng sunps.

CHAIR WVALLIS: Well, we're way behind in
doing --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Well, | can't
speak to --

MR JACKSON: This is Don Jackson. | have
an exanpl e froml ast week | provided to t he managenent
teamand al so sent that international event out to the
senior resident inspectors. It had to do with blind
fl anges being found in the AFWsyst em backup supply to
steamgenerators. So |like your service water, cross-
connect to the steamgenerators, one of the plants, |
think it was Sweden, found bl ank flanges as a result
of construction.

CHAIR WALLIS: There's no connection
It's just closed off?

MR JACKSON: No, it's closed off. And I

know from ny experience of being an SRO, if you do a
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valve lineup on that, you never actually push water
from the river or |lake or whatever to the steam
generators. So | sent that out to the senior
residents so when they do their --

CHAIR WALLIS: This goes out pretty
qui ckly, this sort of thing?

MR. JACKSON. The sanme day | got it,
screened fromheadquarters, it went out to the senior
resi dents.

MR BLOUGH Well, that part of it. The
information from overseas can vary quite a bit, |
think, in when we get it, but once we have it, we
recognize it for what it is, it goes forth through the
agency just as quickly as anything else, | think.

MR. DI EDERICH. Right, and so that's an
exact case here, where the thing was identified,
screened in by in this case a clearing house, NRR up
here and eval uated to be of substantial significance.
They put it on their website, the NRCinternal website
t hat headquarters maintains, and they e-mailed it to
us and then we furthered that onto the residents.

And so in this case, we're finding out
directly fromthe comrmunication to push that out in
case it was sonmething that the residents could find

useful in their inspection activities. And so NRR
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does that with the operating experience role. W have
a parallel role here in the region where our
i nspectors will identify issues that may have generic
applicability. | have sone exanples in the next
slide. And they'll evaluate them They' Il -- the

i nspector will performa screening, "Hey, this may
have generic applicability", you know. It can undergo
evaluation there in the region and then it could
ei ther be comruni cated back up to the region or up to
headquarters and then out. And so we have that good
exanpl e.

W can also store operating experience
information on our Region 1 website. Louis Manning
and Ri ch tal ked about our know edge managenent and our
Region 1 website and we have an operating experience
section where we maintain specific information on
that, particularly some of the information that we
send out, so that it's available for later retrieval.

MR. DAPAS: Karl's very famliar with that
through the effort he expended to get that operating
experience website up and running in Region 1

MR. DI EDERI CH: Al so when we conmuni cat e
operating experience out, if we have a piece and we
send it out to the inspectors, we can get feedback frm

themto say, "Yes, |'ve seen that, too", or maybe if
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we don't hear anything back, and we're not then -- or
we find out that's not as significant. So there's
f eedback and just comunicating an early event.

And then also we do on a six-nonth, a
sem -annual basis, what's called the TRG Technica
Revi ew Group. NRRis divided into 30 different groups,
areas that these operating experience events fit into.
And semi -annual | y technical review groups will review
these to try and get a trending, a synthesis of those
different events. And we participate on that. W
have a nenber on each technical review group here in
the region. Each region has one nenber on each
techni cal review group, several nenbers from NRR on
each group

CHAIR WALLIS: This feedback from
community is all fromthe |licensees, essentially.

MR. DIEDERICH It would be nore fromthe
i nspectors. One case that we had, for instance, for
sonme vials from Swel apack on sonme cards and so we --
they wanted to find out whether or not this was the
case on other plants on sone of their systens
installed. So we put out that operating experience
and in that case, there was a hi gh enough inportance
that we sinply asked for the feedback and so then we

will find out whether or not and the degree to which
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it has generic applicability.

So again, information is to be pushed out
to the inspectors and also it can be pulled when the
i nspector is getting ready for an inspection, he can
go to the operating experience and it's been a
| ongst andi ng practice, though in sonme cases it's hard
to differentiate whether or not our newinpl enentation
here, our operating experience, is having a dramatic
big effect. | nean, |'ve always and we've al ways had
a policy to check operating experience when we were

preparing for an inspection to help you with your

sanpl es.

And so that's becom ng nmuch easier. It's
becom ng nore thorough, a whole collection of |inks
all in one spot and it's nuch easier to search now, so

the degree to which that's helping is sonetines
difficult to determ ne because we've always done it
just, I think we're doing it a |ot better now.

So the subject matter is evaluated and
hel ps us to communi cate the information and sone of
the subject matters are designated technical review
group nenbers that provide the sem -annual review and
the synthesis stuff as well. So with that, 1'll go
into a couple of exanpl es.

|"mgoing into the application here. And
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| guess the one other point that I'd like to nake is
that -- and |I've already nade it, is that operating
experience supports many of the i nspection and nucl ear
safety functions that we do here in the region and in
the NRC. It helps you collect sanples, help you
eval uate events that come fromlicensees and it wll
also aid in the internal comruni cati on because when
you do a broader number of cases before we sent out an
information notice or a generic letter.

And vyou'll notice from an operating
experience for exanple, that's com ng down and the
idea there is to provide instead of just a spot array
of events, and sonme conmunications on different
operating experience, there are reconmended sanpl es
for inspectors and the potential that that has,
anongst other things, is that inspectors can call out
in a report they | ooked at this voluntary sanple and
specify -- and then NRR can go up and see whet her or
not there were any findings and then we'd be able to
better determ ne, you know, its direct inpact of the
operating experience.

The ot her thing that vol untary sanpl es can
do is by putting out that we need to |look at or that
there's a potential generic issue and that, "Hey, here

would be a great sanmple to look at in your next
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i nspection", is that out of the 100 plants, if 10
pl ants get |ooked at and that feedback goes back to
NRR, then they can have a better idea of whether or
not they need to put out sone generic conmunication,
particularly the generic |l etter that have requirenents
attached to it because they'll have had the feedback
fromin-plant and they' Il have had that w t hout havi ng
to go to the licensees and the residents and
separately task them to look at. So it has the
benefit as well.

Qobvi ously, operating experience fornms sone
of our regul atory decision naking and processes with
respect to procedure, revisions and rul enaki ng and
licensing issues. Al right, so | have three quick
exanples here. One is that MIIstone had tripped to
a "tin whisker"™ in a circuit card. A tin whisker
happens due to the way the itens are sol dered onto the
board. It was the first case that was identified here
in the nuclear industry. One of our inspectors was at
t he pl ant when t he pl ant |icensee personnel identified
that this was an issue.

H's research indicated that this had
potential generic applicability. It had been seen in
other industries to a nunber of cases and so we

communicated that within the region because this
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reactor systemcard and it's a function nore of how
it's soldered on there, the type of sol der and whet her
it'slowincertaintrace elements and the we i nf or ned
NRR. So this is a case where we were conmunicating it
up. Eventually NRR al so communicated it across the
broader agency. This is also a case where it becane
an information notice that was drafted here at the
region. W, obviously, had it put on the generic
conmuni cation. That has been sent out.

The second case | want to mention is a
Barton gauge. W had -- one of our inspectors was
informed by the licensee that they had received a
| etter froma nmanufacturer that cl eani ng Barton gauges
in acertain way can potentially danage them and the
i nspect or wonder ed why or whet her or not this had sone
generic applicability and handed that to the Branch
Chief and then it went to the subject nmatter expert
and his evaluation was that this potentially should
have been a Part 21 letter to all residents, just a
letter to the plant. And so that was passed up to
NRR. So operating experience, in this case, has made
a regulatory process a little bit nore effective.

And fire prevention andinternal fl ooding,
t here's been sone sanpl es that -- cases that have cone

out and so it's hel ped i nspectors better devel op what
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they're going to look at and this is related back to
that voluntary sanpling | nmentioned earlier, where
it's aiding that sanpl e selection issue and hopeful |y
that will be fortified.

Wth that, are there any ot her questions?
| thank you for your attention.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Thank you very
much.

M5. GAMBERONI: |'Ill just add, Karl did
recently conplete our regional instruction on
operating experience and if you' re interested, we can
provi de you a copy of that.

MR BARKLEY: M. Sieber, based on our
schedul e, what | was hoping to do at this point in
time was do this next presentation by M. Bhatia. And
this Bhatia actually, to support it, we've asked two
i nspections who are on i nspection at Pilgrimright now
tolistenin via phone, so I'll make a phone |ink here
in a second. Then we can go to the lunch break and
then have the Linerick discussion after that, if
that's acceptable to you.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  That sounds
good.

MR. BARKLEY: kay, and we can di scuss

possi bly shrinking the lunch period maybe just a
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l[ittle bit to try to make up sone of the other tine,
if that's okay. The food is already here and we'll be
di ning on these tables right over here.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Al l right.

MR BLOUGH Gidreliability, the sane
branch that has fire protection in Region 1 has
el ectrical issues and it turns out this week nost of
our inspectors are in the field. |In fact, we've got
afire protectionteaminspection going on at Pilgrim
So Rich is dialing into them and we'll just take a
second here. But in the nmeantinme, I'll just tell you
our presenter will be M. Ram Bhatia and he's got
extensi ve experience, | guess, best described as many
years as an electrical specialist and he's been an
i nspector for many years as well.

This is Randy. Ram s about to start. The
-- you're with the ACRS, so when you speak and you're
by tel ephone, so please identify yourself by name. |If
you want to speak and speak |oud so everyone in the
roomcan hear us. W' ve got staff throughout a | arge
conference room Thanks for joining us. kay.

MR BHATIA:  You know, the heat wave is
all over the country, so this is a good subject today
to -- I'mgoing to present the Region 1 perspective

fromthe gridreliability point of view \Wiat -- |'m
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going to cover the Region 1 grid environnment, offsite
power tenporary instruction results which we have been
doing it for the last three years, to cover the sumer
activities and the Linerick Station, | wunderstand
you're going there, sol'll spend a mnute or two here
to give you perspective of the Limerick operability
readi ness and then I'll outline two or three issues in
t he region.

The environment in Region 1 is |like this.
W have 17 nuclear sites or 26 nuclear operating
pl ants and we have no vertically integrated utilities.
What it neans is all parts of the wutilities,
transm ssion, operation, and generation, they are
split up based on the deval uation nowin the Region 1
area. And we have three 1SCs in our region, |SO New
Engl and and New York |1SO and the PJM which covers
gquite a bit territory.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: |'m surpri sed
that there are no longer any vertically integrated
utilities. That's something new to ne.

MR. BHATIA: Well, | agree, our Region 1
territory is the first one which is fully regul at ed.
So obviously, by regulations they have to split up.
And as we know, each site comuni cates with respective

transm ssion operators. So we have a different
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comuni cation | evel fromdifferent plants and based on
the utilities and the transm ssion operator. Al
right, this is just a general overview of the
transm ssi on network throughout the country and new
one is basically sitting up on the northeast corner.

This slide shows our nuclear power plants with the
red dots on the northeast Region 1 territory.

CHAIRWALLIS: So Vernont's attenpt to buy
power from Canada didn't --

MR. BHATIA: Wll, there is a big DC
transm ssion line comng fromthe Canada, basically
whi ch i nmports power to our country.

CHAIR WALLIS: It doesn't seemto go to
the State of Vernont.

MR. BLOUGH | guess that would be a
tortuous path to try to get into Vernont or is it not
even possi bl e?

CHAI R WALLI'S:  Now, we know that Vernont
Yankee supplies Phil adel phia and New YorKk.

MR. BHATIA: It's possible but nost of the
power cones i nto New Engl and cones into the northeast
corner, conmes down to the New York area and then --

CHAI R WALLI'S: And back up

MR. BHATIA: So they are running kind of

behind the denmand in the New York high demand area
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basically. W've been very actively involved with the
headquarter on these Tl issues preparation review,
and, you know, feedback to them W were part and
parcel of the questions that were put together back
in 156, 163 and 165.

And this is the general responses which we
have recei ved and we have forwarded t hese responses in
April 3 to the headquarters for the review on the
|atest TI 165. And as a result of how these Tl's, we
have made a | ot of inprovenent in procedures for post-
trip voltages i nadequacy whi ch was exi sting before but
with these TI's we have made a | ot of inprovenents at
t he plants procedures and a | ot of them have realized
what the real time contingencies are and how they are
nmoni toring them

And overall results are the Region 1 has
no outliers with respect to the Tl responses and we
had general feedback fromthe rest of the region.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Have nost of the plants
been able to neet the requirenent with their existing
equi pnent or have sonme of themhad to install tap --
automatic tap changers or, you know --

MR. BHATIA: Certain inprovenents they
have been maki ng based on their design basis at |ike

Oyster Creek had outage |l ow tap changes and up in the
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nort heast possibly inthe Nine Mle area. That was a
part of overall design basis conpliance as well as the
general inprovenment in the liability in the --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. | think the
interesting things is that there was a tinme frane of
maybe 20 years ago when a lot of line loss |oad flow
studi es were done that caused utilities to either put
intap changers or capacitor banks or what have you in
order to be able to insure the quality of the offsite
power, that all of those changes were based on
analysis of 20 to 25 years ago and |'m sure the
condi tions have changed since then. And so | wonder
if all that is still adequate.

MR BHATIA: | was, in fact, on the web
yest erday | ooking at the |1SO New Engl and and | SO New
York. Each one of them have put up a report on the
liability aspect and the other aspect. So it seens to
nme every year they are comng up with a conplete
package of inprovenent on individual 1SO territory.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BHATIA: So there a |lot of discussion
was what they want to do in the future at the
transm ssion |lines where they want to add capacitor
banks. So | found that on both the | SCs speci al

report in with the PGMis also earning al nost $2.3
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billion transm ssion line to inprove the, you know,
transportation going out in the different regions.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: | understand
that -- and | think it's in Region 1, you can tell ne
whether it's true or not, that they may be operating
t he systemout of the best econom c bal ance and maki ng
cash charges for that in order to bal ance the voltages
in different places. And | suspect that the process
for doing that is to support the higher quality at
some of the nuclear power plants. |Is that taking
pl ace in Region 1?

MR. BHATIA: \What | have heard is they
were going to come up with a nmegabar per unit dollar
figure value so that the utilities, our generation
units would sell that to inprove the quality of the
area, but | haven't heard the conpl ete assessnent.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER That's
something, | think, I'd need to foll ow because grid
reliability is my responsibility to the Conmittee.

MR. BLOUGH Fromthe site, did you have

anything to add so far?

MR. SCHOLL: No, | had a little difficulty

heari ng the | ast questi on.
MR. BLOUGH: Ckay, and the |ast question

was yeah, whether there were operating areas of the
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grid outside the best econom ¢ setup and whet her there
were short voltages throughout this system and they
were comng up with an econom ¢ conpensati on and Ram
said he's heard that they were trying to come up with
a dollar value per negabar but that was all we know
right now. So | was just asking was there anything to
add on what you've heard so far or on that point
specifically.

MR. SCHOLL: Well, | think at that point
that Ramis correct. | think that if they financed to

put out additional nmegabars, they get conpensated for

t hat .

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BLOUGH: Ckay, thank you.

MR. BHATIA: Ckay, since you're going to
Li merick, | have added these three elenents here. At

Linerick there's no transm ssi on operator, obviously,
PIM And then transm ssion owner is PECO Energy. W
are part of the same system but one is regul ated and
one is deregulated. So |I'maqualifying it as
vertically not integrated.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: And the agreenent exists
bet ween t he Linmerick and the PECO and t he Linerick and

the PJM for the notification requirenments. And the
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| ast bullet say, the Linerick has not experienced a
| oad event in the last 20 years. So it's a pretty
good strong systemin this area.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: M i npression
was that PJMwas pretty strong every place where it
hits. |Is ny inpression correct?

MR. BHATIA: PJMis probably the | eading
| SO right now in the nation. They have a bi gger
territory and the |argest power generation in the
di spat ch area.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: And | can give you a figure,
basically. Just, I'"'mgoing to go over |ater our new
record in the PJIMarea so we can talk about it.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Ckay, thank
you.

MR. BHATIA: Ckay, there are two, three
grid issues which we have figured out nay be of
interest to you. The Seabrook station, which is -- |
believe it's putting onboard 1225 negawatt el ectric.
It varies basically on the term nal.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR BHATIA: And we found out there is an
agreenent with an | SO New Engl and PJM and t he | SO New

York. And what -- the stability limt in that part of
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the country, because it's towards the end of the
transm ssion line, they have done the study way back
and it has limted the largest unit in that area to be
1200 negawatt. And that agreenent has been there from
the | ast two decades and t hey have recently eval uat ed
and they still want to stay with the 1200 negawatt.

So since the Seabrook exceeds the limt of
the largest stability limt, occasionally around the
country the agency arrives in either one of the |ISGCs
and Seabrook has requested to down-power from 1225
where they are and they have to go down to 1200. And
that's very unique circunstances which our Seabrook
Station is experiencing.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR  SIEBER  Huh,
i nteresting.

MR  BHATIA: And we understand that
Seabrook has talked to the -- we are involved,
headquarter is involved and the FERC is invol ved and
the station is involved and so are the ISGs and
t here's an ongoi ng di al ogue on this thing.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: And nmy understanding is they
are going to review the study and see if the nunber
1200 gets to upgraded because otherwi se | know there

are 1225 and there is another set of upgrading at the
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Seabr ook Point, too. And that's the kind of thing to
down- power .

MR. BLOUGH: And when they're asked to
down- power it could be several tinmes over the course
of a day or a few days, down, up, down, up, down, up
and of course, that's --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. It's a snal
anount .

MR. BLOUGH: Yeah, like two percent.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:.  On the ot her
hand, those are revenue dollars also.

MR. BHATIA: That's --

MEMBER MAYNARD: At certain times of your
fuel cycle, even small changes are --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Are not good.
Yeah, well, the issue is if you're putting power out
beyond the stability limt, if you trip, then you're
going to have a | ow voltage event because of the
exi sting systemconfiguration at the tinme of the trip
whi ch creates a new vul nerability.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Based on the reserve.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Wl | --

MR. BHATIA: It's the largest unit
di sappearing from the grid which causes the

instability.
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER That's

sustai ning the voltage at that end. Wen you take the
unit away, the voltage that exists at the trip
term nal s goes down further than it otherw se woul d.

MR. BHATI A: Yeah, and the phase wll
change and then you could isolate from each ot her.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  And spendi ng
reserve has no inpact because all these things take
place within 15 or 20 seconds.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Yeah, it can either be
the larger plant or it could be one of the lines. |If
you have three lines going in or out of a station, you
| ose one it's not big deal. |If you have one out and
then you | ose a second one, one |ine my not be able
to handle it to get to a grid stability. So there's
other plants that if one of the main power lines is
down, they may have to reduce a little bit for grid
stability for that, but that's usually once every
three or four nonths as opposed to four or five tines
a day.

MR BHATIA:  Yeah, but there is another
avenue to this one is when they are pushing power
heavily towards New York and it's being consumed in
the New York area. Then all of a sudden if you | ose

the largest wunit, then you could go into an
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instability node and --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: \Were it al
starts to fall apart.

MR. BHATIA: It all depends on how the
configuration is at that point. Gkay, the second
i ssue here is the Fitzpatrick 4160 volt AC safety bus
relay. This back in March 29, 2005, all of a sudden
there was a | arge hydro-stationin St. Laurence in the
New York area, still in our site. About 1,000
nmegawatt of power was tripped off. So as a result the
345 carry line at Fitzpatrick area which normally
feeds the Fitzpatrick Station and generally | oss a
part of it. It passed from358 to all -- all the way
to 325 which was since down 4160 volt bus and as a
result the graded one or the other was actuated, where
fortunately it was only for a couple of seconds only
because there was a tinmer which counts the tinme so
that it -- because nonentarily, you don't want to
di sconnect the off-site power, the nono-power and go
to the standby power.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR BHATIA® So it was sensed and then the
Fitzpatrick Station called them the TO s the nati onal
grid and it was confirmed that they are a disturbance

back there due to the trip-off of the large unit in
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t hat area.

SUBCOWMM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Is this alarm
part of the under-voltage relay systenf

MR. BHATIA: That's right.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  So ultimately
it resulted in a trip?

MR BHATIA: No, since it had the 90-
second tiner, it's only went on for two seconds, so it
was consi dered as a di sturbance for a few seconds and
was nornalized.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER That's so you
can start heavy | oads on 4160.

MR. BHATIA: That's correct, yeah.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BLOUGH That's if it had continued
for 90 seconds.

MR BHATIA: 1t continued for 90 seconds,
maybe it would be going fromhere to over on standby
power which --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR BHATI A:  Yeah.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: So this was a good chance to
see our conmuni cation between our Fitzpatrick, N ne-

Mle and the TOs inthe grid. And the second exanpl e
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is also basically along the same line. The Nine Mle
Unit 1 had one of the A-phase |ine open due to sone
unknown reason and one of the Phase 1s stayed open for
a good armount of time, 20 days. And even though
there was a nonitoring systemat N ne-MIle, A phase
was i ndi cating some current. B phase was -- A was not
showi ng any current, B was show ng some current and C
was showing nominal current. It is not nornally
connected. It's a standby power.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah, on the
other hand, it still has relay protection phase on
bal ance, so it should have tripped the al arm

MR. BHATIA: Yes, it had relay bal ance.
As | showed the picture up there, standby A way up
close to the breaker. The conductor was open at the
transm ssion |ine.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: So it wasn't visible. Only
it was visible at Nine-Mle where the netering is
avai l able. They were reading the phase A zero, B as
some current, |eakage current only.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BHATIA: And the C was al so --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  There was

really no load on this.
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MR BHATIA: There was no load on it. It
was just a standby.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER. Go ahead.

MR. BHATIA: So, it stayed in this
condition for al nost 20 days until we got a phone cal
fromTQO Transm ssion Oficer of the national grid.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BHATIA: And then we went back, the
station people went back and checked them physically
on the A phase was in open condition.

MR. BLOUGH So the station was
interpreting the currents as you're very |low on two
lines and zero is -- being essentially zero and okay
on all three lines, but that wasn't the case and then
t hey found out --

MR. BHATIA: M belief naybe their
nmetering is not in good condition. | nean, netering
was showi ng some error.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: It's hard to
say because those currents --

MR. BHATIA: So sinply the two phases were
ener gi zed.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Yeah, but the
currents are probably very |ow so --

MR. BHATIA: Very | ow.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

171

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER -- so you
woul dn't see anyt hing on an anal ogue neter. A digital
you m ght see sonet hi ng.

MR. BHATIA: Yes, so this was a very good
exanpl e where the TO called us and said, "Hey, |'m
seeing something different here. A phase is not
showi ng me anything". And since these lines are the
GDCl7 offsite sources, and being energized not
connected is hard to see. So it was a good exanpl e
wher e good peopl e hel ped the plant.

Basically, what | was trying to showis we
are a good communication between the transm ssion
operator, |1SGCs and the plants.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, it's
better than none, but this condition existed for 20
days. So you have to decide how good it is.

MR BHATIA: Yes, fromthe data.

MR. SCHOLL: This is Larry Scholl at the
site. One thing, at NNne-Mle they did have the
current indication that it was correct. It was a |ow
current on tw phases and the third phase they
attributed it into an indication problem that
actually they hadn't found the actual cause in the
conductor. They did recognize the m snmatch but again,

didn't find the right cause.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

172
SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Ckay, thank

you.

MR. BHATIA: This is a -- | thought since
we were addressing the heat waiver, we were, | can
give you a perspective on the PIMnow. This is on
July 17'", they broke their old record of July 26'"
2005 whi ch was a 133, 765 negawatt and t he recent, | ast
Monday t hey delivered 139,746. This is the new record
for the PAIM And | checked the web on the New York
site and sanme day the New York website also broke
their record also. The record they made was 32, 624
nmegawatt. And the recent record the follow ng day the
| SO New Engl and al so nade a new record, 27, 374.

So as you can see, the records are being
broken in all these three 1SCs in the recent heatwave.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. And that's
happeni ng all over the country.

MR BHATIA: Al over.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. | think the
California grid hit 54 yesterday.

MR BHATIA: Yes, California also broke
their -- they' ve been breaking --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Bonneville is
-- it's hard to tell there because they -- you know,

t hey have so many i ndependent transm ssion conpanies
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around there that you're not sure where everything is
going but they hit a record, too, over 100 degrees.

MR BHATIA: Yeah, in fact California
breaki ng record every other day now.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,
they stabilize because of the rolling blackouts.

MR. BHATIA: So anyway it gives you a
little perspective here. Now, California ISOis
around 50,000 negawatt and it's EZM I1SO it's al nost
three tinmes the capacity and then you can see the New
England is 32 and 27,000 category.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Ri ght.

MR. BHATI A: New Engl and and New Yor k

SUBCOWMM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER It sounds |ike
you're right up to the mnute on the information that
-- particularly during this stressful period and
that's a good thing.

MR. BHATI A: Yes, headquarters and region
have been following the information and there is
enough information available on the web and
i ndependent | ab al so, that you can see the m nute-by-
m nutes information at that point.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah.

MR. BHATIA: Every five mnutes it gets

updat ed.
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SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  That's good
for me to know. And --

MR. BLOUGH Well, our headquarters is
| ooking at all the ways get -- nonitor the i nformation
and trying to consolidate it all, but you know, the
fact is, honestly, we don't have good protocols for
anyone to tell us fromthe ISGCs you know, NERC has
been desi gnat ed as an el ectric reliability
organi zation but they've got a lot of work to do
before they get to where they' ve net their objectives.
Just | ast week we started asking all the plants every
norning if there's any grid alerts or anything and
then we use that to conpare with what we've seen
oursel ves and what headquarter is saying. So there's
still work to do at this area, but when the situation
gets tight, we're watching is as closely as we can
usi ng the sources we have and our Branch Chief, John
Rogge, who is tending to a sick relative this week out
of town, has cultivated relationships withthe -- with
the PJM and t he New Engl and, New York people as well.

And so we still have work to do in that
area, but you know, we've got a |l ot of effort going on
to watch the situation

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Wel |, | think

that until theruleis fully inplenmented and Ameri cans
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have establi shed a consistent protocol, it's going to
be difficult, as I'msure you' re now experiencing, to
figure out what everybody is doing.

On the other hand, we're better than we
were a year ago. Well, | appreciate that, thank you.

MR. BHATIA: The last slide, basically,
put everything together as | nmentioned, the know edge
and utilities are working on integrated utilities
here. Al three 1SCs are fully regulated and then
got this pointer from basically the headquarters
because | can't conpare with the rest of the region.
So they were telling ne that Region 1 | SCs are pretty
proactive, progressive and forward-thinking for
ability to go to the other regions.

All Region 1 offsite power Tl responses
are in line with headquarter expectations and no
outliers. And at the sane time, the Linerick
CGenerating Station and others we think they are ready
for 2006 summer, which so far has been denonstrated
pretty good, you know.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BHATIA: And that's basically what |
have.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Ckay, thank

you very nuch. | appreciate that. And it's
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consistent with what |'ve heard fromother sources on
the other end. | feel good that you folks are on top
of this every day and because | think that's also
i nportant. Thank you.

MR. BARKLEY: M. Sieber, if it's okay
with you, 1'd like to break for lunch and if we could
come back say at 10 minutes after 1:00. Wuld that be
wor kabl e, 45 m nutes?

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | think so.

MR. BARKLEY: Ckay, we'll reconvene at 10
m nutes after 1:00. The hoagi es are next door and
wel |l bring that over here and eat right here.

(Wher eupon at 12: 25 p. m a |l uncheon recess

was taken.)
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AAF-T-EERNOON S-ESSI-ON
1:16 p. m
SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. 1'd like to

i ntroduce Carey Bickett and JimTrapp to tell us about

Li meri ck.

MR. TRAPP: |'mJimTrapp. |'ma Branch
Chief here in Region 1. |'ve been in the nuclear
i ndustry for 26 years. |'ve been with the NRC here in
Region 1 for 17 years. |'ve been an Inspector, a

Seni or Reactor Analyst and for the last four years a
Branch Chief here. W'Il add -- | don't know if
anybody el se added this, but this is a great place to
work. | think we all like it and |I've certainly |oved
the 17 years |'ve been here. So seeing the other side
and this is just real fascinating work for us.

| have an MS and a BS degree in Nucl ear
Engineering and |I'm one of those guys they were
tal ki ng about before. | was a former SRO and | worked
at Indian Point 2 for a nunmber of years in outage
managenment and reactor engi neeri ng.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  And you and |
have net before.

MR. TRAPP: W spent a couple of nights
| ooki ng at di esel generators.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Diesel
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generators, sequencers.

(Laught er)

MR TRAPP: Jack was |ike the NCO, Chief
El ectrical Engineer at Beaver Valley for a number of
years and | was the AIT Team Leader for a nunber of
Al Ts, so we've spent sone tine together.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Ri ght, we were
a profit center.

(Laught er)

MR. TRAPP: | wasn't going to say that.
Car ey.

M5. BICKETT: M nanme is Carey Bickett.
|'ve been with the NRC for about three and a half
years now. |'ve been the Linerick Resident for just
over a year. Before that, | was a DRS | nspector.
Before | came to the NRC | was actually working at the
Charl eston Naval Prototype as an instructor for about
six years and that's about all my experience. | have
a Bachel or's Degree in Chem cal Engi neering fromPenn
State University.

MR TRAPP: And our Senior Resident
| nspector is also a previous SRO Sam Hansel, is down
in Chattanooga for training this week, so he won't be
able to join us but next slide, please.

W're going to give you a real brief
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overvi ew of Linerick. You know, tonorrow, we're going
to spend an entire day there and you're going to get
all sorts of information from Exelon and others on
Linerick, so we're going to kind of keep this brief.
What we're goingtotry to dois just kind of give you
-- whet your appetite for what we're going to see
tomorrow. Both plants at Linerick are owned by

Exel on, owned and operated by Exelon Corporation.
They're twin GE BWR 4s with a Mark 2 contai nment, so
t hey have a suppression pool. | guess for Region 1
this is about as typical a BWR as we have in the
region. There's not nmuch --

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: \What ever a typical BWR

MR. TRAPP: Right, well, I'Il point out
sonme of the differences but | nean, in Region 1 we've
got a lot of the CGolden Oddies, so | nean the
diversity in BWR is just astounding and if you think
you know sonet hing, on the site, you probably don't.
But these two sites, Susquehanna, Hope Creek and |
think we have a few here that are simlar. These are
our | ast operating license. These two plants went on
line in "85 and "89. So this was -- Unit 2 was
actually the last construction plant here in Region

1 and luckily when | joined the NRC, | had an
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opportunity to actually get down in the vessel and
fool around down there. So It's our |ast one on |ine
and they're large. They're 1134 negawatt BWRs.

There is a few interesting aspects to
Linmerick that I'lIl point out. They have the redundant
reactivity control systeminstalled. This is an ATWS
mtigation system So they have an automatic slick
system They would cut back the feed punps, cut the
recirc punps and they have an alternate rod insertion
off of that. So that's kind of unusual for us here.
| think we have three sites in Region 1 and have t hat
feature install ed.

Onsite power, they have a | ot of these
little generators at Limerick. They have eight
installed diesel generators. They're large, three
nmegwatts each. They're Fairbank Mrris diesel
generators and they're set up with four diesels per
unit. Ofsite power, they also have -- they have two
of fsite power |ines, one coning off of 500 KV, one
com ng off a 220 and they have the ability to hook up
a -- they call it the Moser line which is a direct
lineinfroma fossil plant in the Pottsdown area that
they can directly hook up into Linmerick if they have
one or the other alternate off-site power sources out

of service, but that does take quite a bit of tine.
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It takes them about 72 hours, | believe to get that
I i ne hooked up.

Cool i ng tower nakeup, as we -- Linerickis
just about 20 minutes up the street and you can see
t he plunmes fromal nost everywhere around here. So on
your way up, you'll see the large plunmes. |It's kind
of flat ground around here and the cooling towers
really stand out. And one of the interesting aspects
is --

CHAIR WALLIS: Does it rain fromthe
pl ume?

MR. TRAPP: It does, yeah, and we'll go
right up 422 and if the wind is blowing right, you'l
see that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER W shoul d cone
here in the winter.

CHAI R WALLIS: Then you get freezing rain.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yes, that's
true.

MR. TRAPP: And the makeup sources are
kind of interesting because there's really no |arge
wat er source, no river near them hence the need for
the cooling towers but they have a nunber of
interesting ways to get nakeup to the cooling towers.

The nost interesting would be as they can punp from
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the Delaware River to a reservoir. The reservoir
dunps into the Perkiomen Creek which is kind of a
smal|l creek and they can bring it down the Perkionen
and then punp it out of the Perkionmen which runs near
the plant into the cooling towers.

A second way woul d be the Schuyl kill River
which is also not a very big river up around
Pottsdown. That's their prinmary source of makeup
water to the cooling towers. But an interesting
aspect here is up near Tanaqua | believe there are
some mnes that they have that they punp water out of
the mines, dunp it into the Schuylkill and they use
the Schuylkill River sort of as a conduit and then
t hey take the water out, down here near the plant and
use that for makeup

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: The EPA let's them punp
wat er out of m nes?

MR. TRAPP: Interesting, yeah. Carey and
| were just tal ki ng yesterday because they found a | ot
of manganese in the cooling ponds and we were sayi ng,
"Gee whiz, | wonder, you know, with all you hear in
the Western States with heavy netals getting, you
know, out of the mine |l each, | wonder if that could be
the source”, and we were just kind of throw ng that

around yesterday, but another interesting aspect of
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the way they can get water to Linmerick and then the
Per ki omen Creek which is kind of tiny, is another way
they can just directly take water out of that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Wat's the
ul ti mate heat sink?

MR TRAPP: The ultimate heat sink are
cooling ponds, both for RHR service water and ESW
They have spray ponds.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. TRAPP: And we'll see those on our way
intonmorrow. Another interesting aspect is there's an
airport. As we go up 422 if you'll look right, you'l
see an airport, a small airport. You |look left,
you'll see the plant. And basically, I'mnot a pilot
nmyself, but | think if you lined up for this runway,
you woul d kind of line up on both cooling towers and
you'd try to go right between them which, of course,
ot hers thought of this and the design basis for the
pl ant includes a small plane crash. It's actually a
Lear jet. And interesting enough Exel on owns the
ai rport, so they can control the |l ength of the runway,
control the size of the plane and there's just one
part of the diesel building, one wall, that | believe
that couldn't easily be hit by an airplane that isn't

designed for a Lear jet crash; reactor buildings,
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control building, therest are. So that's pretty much
the things that, you know, when you | ook at Linerick,
| find kind of fascinating or different.

MEMBER MAYNARD: You say that Exel on owns
the airport. 1Is it open for public use?

MR TRAPP: It is.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yes.

MR. TRAPP: Yeah, and they can tell this,
they can talk about this better than I, but | think
they're talking about leasing it out now. So you
know, they no longer want to be in the airport
busi ness.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  You used to
have an i nspector here who owned a plane that flewin
and out of that to his assignnents.

MR. TRAPP: Yeah. He was actually the
Branch Chi ef of Beaver Vall ey.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ri ght.

MR. TRAPP: Performance, currently
i censee response colum, | guess if | could describe
it in a nutshell, and | don't knowif this is good
because this is being transcri bed, but they're kind of
a perenni al good perfornmer at Linmerick. W don't have
alot of issues with them The |ast green findings we

had at Linerick or the last greater than green
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findings we had are back in 2001. Now this was al nost
at the start of the ROP and the finding was an EP
drill where they didn't declare the energency
correctly. They were in a general energency and they
didn't get there in tinme. So that was one of the
findi ngs.

The ot her is a little Dbit nor e
interesting. Back in the 2000 tine frame they had a
| ot of trouble with SRVs failing open, they had target
rock SRvs, sonething alittle unique. They have three
stage target rock SRvs at Linerick and they and one
fail open at power. (Obviously, they had to shut down
but this is kind of an interesting aspect. Linerick
is the place that got the suction strainer thing for
BWRs going. They actually had an SRV, and this is
maybe one of the top ten inspector findings ever, we
had an inspector in the control roomand the SRV
opened. He was watching the RHR anps gauge, saw
fluctuations in the anps gauge, followed up that
finding and ultimtely that resulted in the whol e BWR
suction strainer issue.

So you know, great finding on his part and
agai n, they had trouble here. Since that 2001 period
t hey' ve taken corrective action and we t hink they have

control over their SRVs nuch nore proactive in
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shutting down. They shut down this |ast year to
address sonme | eakage in shoes with them and they're
bei ng much nore proactive in getting the plant down
before they have one i nadvertently fail open on them

Si x screen findings full plant in the | ast
12 nonths which is below the average. The average
runs six to eight per plant, so about naybe half of
the average that we'd see out there. Last Scram was
in Qctober 12'", 2005 and this was an EHC card failure
and i nteresting enough the corrective actions we were
tal king about before is to install a digital EHC
system So that's where they're probably ultimtely
headed. CQccupational RAD safety, we'll be taking a
whol e run around the plant and | suspect we won't even
pick up nore than a millirem or so, a very clean
plant. And refueling outages are -- have al ways been
short and getting shorter.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: What kind of water
chem stry do they run? Is it no netal water,
hydr ogen?

MS. BICKETT: Yes, no netal hydrogen and
wat er chem stry.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  For your
i nformati on, when we choose the plant that we would

like to go to, we try not to choose a plant that's in



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

187

troubl e.

MR. TRAPP: (kay.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. And that's
because we don't want to add additional burden either
on the staff or the licensee in those Kkinds of
ci rcunstances and so Linerick fits a plant that is not
in deep troubl e.

VR. TRAPP: Ckay, that's a good

perspective, because what | was thinking, oh, they
picked Limerick. | said, oh, that's kind of
di sappointing, there's not a lot of -- and Carey is

going to go through sone of the things that are going
on there but not a lot of issues going on there for
us.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,
that's the intention.

MR. TRAPP: It was intentional, good.

CHAI R WALLIS: W al so went to Davis-Besse
because it was supposed to be a good pl ant.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. It was until
the instant we were there, it was a good plant.

MR. TRAPP: Hopefully, that's not an onen.
At this point, | was going to turnit over to Carey to
tal k about sone of the plant issues.

M5. BICKETT: Ckay, |'Il just give a real
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brief description of sone of these plant issues. As
far as license renewal, they won't be all owed to apply
actually until 2009. That's when Unit 2 hits their
20-year point. So that will be something conming up in
the future. Currently, no power upgrades are planned.

CHAIR WALLIS: Al BWRs seemto be going
for power upgrades, so presunably they will one day.

MS. BICKETT: Possibly. | haven't heard
anyt hing on the horizon.

MR. TRAPP: They did a small one in the

past .

M5. BICKETT: Yeah, they had a snall
operating --

CHAIR WALLIS: They didn't have the big
ones.

MS. BI CKETT: No.

MR. TRAPP: Yeah, Susquehanna is actually
going for the seven and seven, they're going for the
14 percent power upgrade but you know, a good question
to ask themtonorrow but no indication yet.

M5. BICKETT: One of the big projects
right now is their |ndependent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation. They just had a vote in the mddle of
July with the township and the township actually

approved the cenent pad and the buil dings are going
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along with the ISFSI. So right now the schedul e | ooks
like they'Il conplete their storage facility in the
third quarter of 2007. They'll do their first dry run
inthe fourth quarter of 2007 and they' Il be ready for
their initial canpaign in the second quarter of 2008.

MR. TRAPP: This is kind of interesting
because there was a whole | ot of public interest up
t here and t he t ownshi p supervi sors provided thema | ot
of support because a lot of the public thought the
t ownshi p supervi sors were licensing the | SFSI, not the
NRC and they wanted to make it clear that they were
licensing a pad, you know, and water run-off, that
they had nothing to do with the safety of casks and
pursuit of our efforts up there with headquarters
fol ks.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: | was sort of astounded
here today that they're population density is like
| ndi an Poi nt .

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yes.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: That's amazi ng.

MR. TRAPP: It is amazing.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Is it the suburbs that
grew out there?

MR. TRAPP: |If you | ook at the original

FSAR, they're whole |icense period, they've already
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hit the population target that the original FSAR

t hought the region would end up license life. It's
just a boonming area, a lot of issues with -- they were
going to put a casino up at the access road and that
had a | ot of negative repercussions. That deal has
been killed, but it's just a boom ng area.

MR. DAPAS. Marc Dapas, Samand | were
tal king about that. | think the difference is when
you | ook at the total number of folks within the APZ,
it's simlar but the density of population when you
| ook at I ndian Point and where it's centered, | think,
there's a stat park there, versus it's nore
di stri buted around Linerick.

MS. BICKETT: Like all the other Exelon
plants, they have a pretty wide tritiumnonitoring
programat Linmerick. They have sanpled about 14 niles
on site. Sonme of themare from construction days,
some of them are new wells. They' ve only found one
wel | that had any indications of tritiumin it and
that was only around 4300 millicuries per liter. But
t hey do have sone foll owup actions on that to see, you
know, how far spread it is and whatnot. They have
drilled a couple of new wells and they're still
waiting on information on the results of those

sanpl es.
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MR. TRAPP: Yeah, Linmerick would believe

it's all on site at this point.

M5. BICKETT: Right, nothing has been
found offsite yet as far as tritium

MR. TRAPP: It's likely a CST scope.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER. Wl |, they do
have sone radi oactive di scharges fromthe processing
equi pnent there. Were do those di scharges go?

MS. BICKETT: Well, after the rad waste
processing, there's actually a hold pond on site.
That is sanpled before they rel ease that anywhere.
They have taken tritiumsanples on that and they were
all found to be, | think, less than the lower Iimt at
t he tenperature.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. TRAPP: Utimtely rad waste goes to
t he scoop hol e.

MS. BICKETT: Right, and they' ve sanpl ed
the scoop hole and all those areas and haven't found
anyt hi ng substanti ve.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: How s their fuel
departnments, do they have any | eakers?

MS. BICKETT: Right now, they do not have
any | eakers. They had a mnor leak in Unit 1 prior to

t he shutdown which was in March and they had one on
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Unit 2, not this cycle, but the cycle before, but as
of right now, they don't have any | eakers.

Somet hi ng el se coming up for Linerick is
they will be involved in Initiative 5B which is the
pi | ot risk i nfornmed t echni cal speci fication
surveillance intervals. Basically what that will do,
that will take the intervals out of tech specs and put
it in alicensee controlled programthat we approve.
Surveillance requirenents will still remain in tech
specs. It's just they'|ll take the surveillance
intervals and base it on risk insight, equipnment
performance, reliability and that kind of thing. So
they were going to inplenent that at around Novenber
of this year.

They just had a neeting recently in July
tal ki ng about nor e requests for addi ti onal
information, so it |ooks |ike Novenber is the target
date. The last think is alternate source term They
are in the process of getting a |icense anmendnent
request for alternate source termand the target date

for that anmendnment issuance is August of this year.

MR. TRAPP: | guess in a nutshell, Jack,
that's kind of what you'll hear tonorrow and |ike |
said, | know they're set up for you and they're

| ooking forward to hosting you folks up there
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t onor r ow.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. And we are,
too. Thank you.

MR TRAPP:  You bet.

MR. BARKLEY: | think you may have net the
next presenter here once or twice before. He's been
before the ACRS | think nore than anybody else in
Region 1, so he's going to go over |icense renewal .

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER  Ckay, thank

you.
MR. MODES: Nothing you haven't heard
al r eady.
SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  You' d be
sur pri sed.

MR MODES: | thought first 1'd tell you
where we' ve been, where we are and then sort of where
we're going in the region. Next slide. So these are
the applications we've conpleted so far. O course,
Calvert Cdiffs was the very first ever ever done and
when you do the very first ever, apparently you get
stuck with all the rest, so | had the pleasure of
doi ng Peach Bottom G nna, MII|stone and we just did
Nine-Mle. ACRS did the full review on July 12'"
didn't have the pleasure of comng but I was on hot

standby on the phone, if you'll recall.
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SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: The big time
is yet to cone.
MR. MODES: Yes. Speaking of which, next
slide, the current applications, we have Oyster Creek,

th and we

whi ch we received as an agency on July 27
actually conpleted the onsite inspection in March of
this year and we're waiting for NRR s resol uti on of an
open itemon contai nment liner integrity, you probably
-- | know you' ve heard about that one al ready. And of
course, that's tied to the understanding of the
refueling cavity | eakage, the analysis for the |ower
portion, the pressure elimnating analysis for the
upper portion, et cetera.

| just heard yesterday that Sandia
Nat i onal Laboratories finally received the original
seism c design data which was somewhat difficult to
acquire because it is an old plant, and we're
anxiously awaiting the nodel results which will be --
they're still staying to the original schedul e of
August 25'". We're going to get the output analysis
on 9/29. The reason |I'msaying that is because we go
to the subcomittee on the 3" of COctober. So we're
going to get the 29'" and then the 3%, so it should be

interesting trying to pull all this together.

W' re not getting the consolidated report
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until after the subcommttee presentation.

Another one is Pilgrim W received that
one this year and the inspectionis already in the | PM
plan for Septenber of this year as well and it's
surely going to show up on the website. The next one.
W recei ved Vernont Yankee concurrently, both of them
are Enerty plants. This one we are still waiting for
the dust to settle alittle before we figure out when
the inspection is. Tentatively, it's sort of a TBD.
We're putting it somewhere in the Novenber/ Decenber
area, alovely tine to go up to Vernont Yankee but got
to go.

The next one, so for the current
chal I enges, Oyster Creek, of course, is the forner
sand bed ar ea.

CHAI R WVALLIS: This inspection at VY, how
will that differ fromthe i nspection that was done for
power upgrade?

MR MODES: Well, it is a license renewal
i nspection, so its guidance is conpletely deferred.

CHAIR WALLIS: WIIl you not be redoing
what you did before? You're just picking other areas
to i nspect?

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: No, you have

an inspection and audit section on the scoping and
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t hen exam nation of --

CHAI R WALLIS: So paperwork?

MR MODES: Oh, no, heavens, no, no, no.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. You go out in
the field and --

MR. MODES: There's nultiple parts to the
process of arriving at a license renewal. And if you
will, the paperwork portionis the audit function. So
there is a scoping and screening audit review and
that's to check for conformance with the goal. Then
there's the --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER. The anps.

MR. MODES: -- the anps audit. Again,
that's trying to make a nexus between the application
and the goal and what's actually the supporting
docurment. The license renewal, | try to tell people
this, it's like doing a tunnel fromtwo ends, we try
toneet inthe middle. So these guys are working from
one end and then the region cones fromentirely the
other end. The thrust of the examination that we do
is two parts. |It's pretty obvious that you can't
di scern the non-safety effects safety portion of an
application through the applicationw th a drawi ng, so
that's where we find out greatest strength. W're the

guys who usually wal k around the plants anyway. W
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know our way around. W know the weaknesses. So we
-- and |'m junping ahead a couple of slides here on
how we do this.

And so what we do is we do the non-safety
effect safety. On inspector an entire week does
not hi ng but take our guidance, the one that we've
enbraced, licensing structure and then the application
and he wal ks through the plant and he | ooks for
weaknesses in howthey applied it and howit shoul d be
applied. And it's -- and then we parse out a
representative sanpl e on all these managenment programnms
and even go deeper. W start conpletely at the back
end. We look at the health reports, the system
reports, the aging reports, the corrective action
reports and then work our way toward t he procedures to
try to ascertain whether or not you can give them
credit in that area.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: A way to | ook
at it is that Iicensees use PNIDs for the nost part to
mark up and identify systens that are in scope.

MR, MODES: Correct.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER PN Ds don't
show anchor points. PN Ds don't tell you what room
their in. You can't tell a two over one configuration

froma PNID. The only way you can do any of those
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things is to go out and use your feet and your eyes
and go |l ook for them which is what the inspection
does.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Well, hopefully the
i censees --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Wl 1, you'l
find out after the inspector finishes his inspection
but that's one phase of it. And t he same way you
have to | ook at really how agi ng managenent prograns
are inplemented. You know, what they wite on paper
and what prom se they nake is only one item and one
i ssue conpared to does the program really work, do
t hey have detail ed procedures to inplenent it? Is it
effective and so forth. And so there's a |lot of work,
there's a lot of field work that has to go into these
things in order to nake them effective.

MR. DAPAS: Correct ne if |I'mwong, but
init's nost sinplistic terns, | would offer that the
licensee submits the renewal application which
describes that aging nanagenent prograns and the
i nspection piece consists of verifying that those
progranms can be practically inplenmented and that the
commitments to |licensee nakes in ternms of prograns
that they are actually going to institute that there

is -- through the i nspection process, we're validating



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

199

that structure is in place and that's the |evel of
scrutiny that the inspectors apply. So that's how

woul d differentiate it inits nore sinplistic ternmns.
s that a correct understandi ng?

MR MODES: Sure, sure. Well, we
obvi ously can see that M. Sieber has sonme experience
at this. He's run the Subcommittee for -- Oyster
Cr eek, obvi ousl vy, you've already heard about
st akehol der involvenment here. Oyster Creek is
obvi ously one of the applications that has a | ot of
external interest. There is the NRRs petition which
ASLB refined to the sand bed and accepted. Amergen
then responded on the docket with a nunber of
commtrments. ASLP, | would say attenpted to vacate
the contention but gave it a 20-day tinmeout. NRR s
rebuttal was imredi ate and inadequate. They really
didn't have the strength of the rebuttal. So what
they did is they begged the ALSB to defer for an
additional time. They were given until yesterday to
rebut in full, which they did.

The rebuttal which we received yest erday,
not only rebuts the Anergen response, it focuses their
contention and now it expands it in other areas. So
the story here, the story is not done. ASLB still has

this, it's still going back and forth. Next one.
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The New Jersey state petitioned as well in
the area of severe accident managenent alternative.
The interim conpensatory measures, spent fuel pool,
vulnerability attack, fatigue cunulative usage, SBO
conmbustion. The first three of course, |I'mnot going
to tal k about but the last two we took up as part of
the inspection. The inspection attenpts to focus on
areas that are of contention and so we | ooked at the
fatigue cunulative usage factor and the SBO
conmbust i on.

In the area of fatigue cunul ative usage
factor, essentially the contention was the reactor
vessel was originally designed to a CUF of .8. The
state felt that it was inappropriate to use 5059 to
nmove fromthat design basis to a CUF of 1 and there is
some disagreenent even now about whether that's
acceptable. | |ooked -- personally | ooked, since |I'm
a metallurgical engineering, | personally |ooked at
their new proposed usage factor nonitoring program
bases cal cul ations and found it to be a very rigorous
and wel | -structured program So the contention is
real ly about how you nove fromone to the other. It
is a Section 8 vessel. It was built prior to all of
us enbracing all of the new design features.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: But this is basically
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the thermal fatigue on a nozzle, is that --

MR MODES: No, it's just -- no, the
contention was an over-arching contention. Yeah, it
was just about <could they nove from the nore
conservative .8 CUF design input toa 1, yeah, through
5059.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: |I'mjust trying to
figure out where in a BWR vessel you get close to
either limt.

MR MODES: That was the contention. As
you wel |l know, you're not going to get near to that on
anyt hi ng except perhaps --

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: A nozzl e on sone of
t he ot hers.

MR. MODES: Yeah, right, maybe a nozzl e,
nmaybe.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Actually, to
my mind this is looking at an issue that we're just
now begi nning in the ACRS to exam ne which is what are
t he margi ns and who owns t hem

MR. MODES: And what do you do as you
drive closer to 1.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yes.

MR. MODES: How do you enbrace 17?

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER:  And do --



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

202
MR. MODES: Yeah, what are the underlying

i nspection processes that you're going to use as you
get closer and closer. Really, | question the

phi | osophical reality of 1, right. The Japanese data
has thrown a cast of confusion over it because it's
you know, water inputs et cetera, so this was about
how you go fromone to another. It wasn't about how
near they were.

The SBO conbustion turbine control, the
contention was essentially that they didn't have --
well, the SBO conbustion turbine is not owned by
Exelon. It's actually owned by FENOC and so there was
-- they proposed putting in place sone aging
management program so then the question was, yes,
exactly how are you going to put themin place if you
don't own the turbine? So we got that sorted out
t hrough both | egal departnents tal king to each ot her,
finding a nexus in the contracts, understandi ng how
the progranms were going to be inplenmented and then
apply. So the team | ooked at that as well, fromthe
agi ng managenment program

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Wo did you
say owned t he conbustion turbine, FENOC? That's First
Ener gy.

MR. ANDERSON: It's First Energy by GPU a



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

203

nunber of years ago.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  Ch, yeah, al
right.

MR. MODES: Right, so they still own that
turbine, even though it's an SBO turbine. So the
guestion was, okay, that's great, you say you're going
to put these anps in place but exactly how are you
going to do that if your conpetitors standing out
there with the --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Sell themthe
turbine, they're cheap.

MR MODES: Well, they said they tried to
buy it. They tried to get around it by buying it.
Next. Well, that was especially worrisone for me with
trying to understand how you apply the --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER.  That's right.

MR MODES: Here the contention is, is the
State Attorney Ceneral Petition has intervened. Here
it's in a point of back-fits spent fuel pool and
Pi | gri mWat ch hopped on it by adopting the contenti on.
So you can see it was the pre-starter load Pilgrins
and the next one is VY, Vernont. Here the Departnent
of Public Service has a state action for the
certificate of public good. There is legislation

nmovi ng through the state currently to codify that.
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It turned out it's been reported to ne,
it's not been verified, when Enertgy took over the
pl ant they agreed to going to the state in order to
require that approval for the license renewal and you
get a sense that Energy is okay will all of that,
except that they al so have contended the contai nnment
concrete aging and failure to consider the fue
storage and the environmental inpact, that would be a
|ate arriving i ssue as a consequence of Di abl o Canyon,
et cetera and the failure to scope the security, so
you can see that VY has got a couple. Next one.

The Mass. Attorney GCeneral petition to
intervene, failure to state a contention and the next
one, New Engl and Coal ition has i ntervened, petitionto
intervene on those issues. It's early in the process.
| haven't |ooked at the technical veracity of the
i ssues but there obviously quite a few And that's
all the kind of stuff that you have to roll into the
i nspection. You have to be sensitive to the
st akehol der invol venent. And the last one is the Town
of Marlboro. The EP planning is inadequate and there
| would offer that the ASOB strongly encouraged the
agency to di scuss these kinds of planning i ssues when
it was MIIstone's turn.

As you recall there was the County of
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Suffol k petitioned at MI1|stone for the sanme t hi ng and
the EPA at | east surprised everybody when they said,
"Well, you really need to listen to these fol ks and
talk about it". So it's not one of those, it could be
a mnor issue. So the reason | nention that as you
see, the Departnent of Publ i c Heal t h, t he
Massachusetts Attorney GCeneral, the New England
Coalition and the Town of Marlboro all ready, al
involved so it's a highly contended application.

VWi ch brings me to howdo we integrate all
of that kind of stuff into an inspection and | briefly
tal ked about that earlier. What | tried to do is |
tried to take an inspector with a |large degree of
oper at i onal background and dedi cat e t hat one i nspect or
for as long as that inspector feels is necessary but
certainly I don't think it can be done in under one
week on site and that's to just tackle the non-safety
oversight. That's to | ook for those anger points, to
| ook for those relationships.

For t he agi ng managenent program you have
to divide that up into the existing progranms that
they're taking credit for. The existing prograns,
which they've revised in order to take advantage of
and then the new prograns. O course, you certainly

want to focus your limted resources on new prograns
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to see if they're going to work and you try to
structure the team in a way that the nechanical,
netal lurgical, electrical, structural and operational,
so it tends to be a pretty |arge gane.

At Nine-M | e Point for exanpl e, 16 systens
were wal ked dowmn. At Oyster Creek we wal ked down 12
systens on the non-safety effect safety. At Oyster
Creek we | ooked at 29 of 36 prograns reviewed and at
Nine-Mle Point, | think we |ooked at -- there were
some 65 prograns. W |ooked at half of those, that
was two different units of older Unit 1. The process
al so includes an optional one-week inspection and |
don't know if anybody recalls, we took advantage of
t hat one-week questi on when one of your sage gentl enen
asked sonebody about Peachbottomand a charcoal filter
that we couldn't answer. | ended up crawing all over
the off-site ES systemtrying to get the answer. So
that one week is for | ate breaking issues, to get the
answers that any of you guys need, to find the kind of
t hi ngs that we need.

And then the conmmtnents inspection is
going to be inplenmented prior to the extended period
begi nning, which leads nme to the next one. Once
again, Region 1 is going to lead the way. Oyster

Creek's extended period for their original |icense
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will end on April 9'" of 2009. N ne-Mle Unit 1is

August 22" and G nna i s Septenber 18'". Those are the
first ones in the fleet to do that. So we're the
first ones to do the commtment inspections. Next
one.

So let's tal k about Oyster Creek. If they
are going to go into the extended period on April 9'"
they're going to start inplenmenting sone of their
[iner conmtments during the outage this vyear.
They' ve already started working through sone of the
commitments that they're going to have to inplenent
before. They're going to have to inplenment the
remai ni ng commtnents during the outage of “~08 and
currently there are, obviously, because we're in the
process  of running through the |icense, an
i ndeterm nate nunber. Next one.

Nine-Mle Unit 1, that application just
was presented to the commttee so we're late in the
process but the finalized |icense says com ssion so
we don't know what the nunmber of commitnents is. You
can take a guess though. The SER contains 16
conmitnents for Unit 1 that have to be verified. So
you can guess that they'll show up as |icensing
conditions. Next one.

And Gnna, what we've been doing is
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attaching the commitnments to the procedures. So
Attachnment 15 to 71-003 i ncludes the conm tnents that
will be required to be inspected; in that case, there
are 40 of them 40 comm tnents that have to be |isted
and we've already received notification from G nna
that there m ght be one of them delayed into the
extended period. And that delay is due to the

i ndustry continuing to develop new guidance, for
exanple. So it's not sonmething that they're doing
callously. It's just it's not available, they're
still working toward it into the extended peri od.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: WI I other
pl ants be effected by that?

MR MODES: Yes.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Because the
NI P programis applied.

MR MODES: It's pervasive, so yes, other
plants will be affected.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR MODES: As far as additiona
applications, we have Fitzpatrick just about due.
W're already starting to work on the schedule for
t hat. Susquehanna, Septenber, Beaver Valley is going
to be the second quarter of 07 and Three-Mle is

going to be the second quarter of "08. So we have



209

quite a fewin this region to go through.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Do you have
t he anmended Beaver Valley application yet?

MR MODES: Not yet, no.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SIEBER. When do you
expect that?

MR. MODES: | expect it to be Septenber of
"06. That's when they conmtted.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. MODES: So the |ast slide here says
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MEMBER MAYNARD: Not so nuch a question
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something we'll be having to take a look at for the
ACRS subcomm ttee review of sone of these plants and
stuff. [It's nore of a conment probably for NRR but
it's kind of a heads up for everybody.

MR MODES: | nost gratefully will |eave
it as a cooment for NRR  Anything else? It's been ny
pl easure, gentlenen, see you the next tine around.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Thank you.

MR. MODES: Thank you.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | think the
next time around will be soon.

(Laught er)

MR. BARKLEY: Anot her one of our Branch
Chiefs, who you've net before as well is Larry
Doerflein. He's going to discuss power uprate
activities in the Region 1.

MR. DOERFLEIN. As Rich said, ny nane is
Larry Doerflein. |'man Engineering Branch Chief in
the Division of Reactor Safety and |'m here today to
di scuss power uprate activities in Region 1
specifically, expended power uprate activities. Wth
nme, | have Steve Pindale, who is one of ny Team
Leaders for CDBI, | brought himin case any questions
come up on CDBIs. Next slide.

| plan on discussing two things in this
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presentation. One is the inspections perfornmed under
t he react or oversi ght process that are associated with
EPUs and then the second will be the actual EPU status
for the Region 1 plants. Next slide. Under the
reactor oversight process, there are basically two
procedures t hat address EPU activities, two inspection
procedures. The first is IP 71-004 which is entitled
Power Uprate, and the other one is inspection
procedure for the conmponent design basis inspection
for CDBI.

The power uprate procedure i s a procedure
t hat coordi nates EPU i nspection activities. It only
applies to power uprates greater than seven and a hal f
percent. It was issued in July of 02 and recently
updated to inprove inspector guidance and referenced
the effort done by the CDBlIs. It is not a baseline
procedure but rather a special or infrequently
per formed procedure which we all Appendi x C procedure
and | nention that because even though sonme tine is
dedi cat ed, some i nspection resource tine is dedicated
to the 71-004 procedure, nost of the i nspection effort
and sanples wll be charged to other baseline
i nspections.

The power uprate procedure al so invol ves

both resident inspectors and specialists from Regi on
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1 and about the only other thing | need to say about
that is a sanple size dictates that there be at | east
one sanple in seven areas, which I'Il cover in the
next slide, as a mininmum The conponent design basis
i nspection or the CDBI, the purpose of that inspection
is verified at the design basis had been properly
i npl enented for a sel ected sanpl e of risk significant,
| ow margi n conponents. That procedure was issued in
Decenber of 05, recently updated to i nprove the ki nds
and define margi n and doi ng the nmargi n revi ews and t he
t hi ng about that procedure is it specifically refers
to when doing the nmargin screening, to |ook at
licensing basis changes such as EPUs which woul d
effect the available margins when you' re selecting
conponents for detail ed design release. Next slide.
| mentioned the power uprate procedure
| ooks at seven areas, a m ninumsanple in each of thse
seven if applicable. For instance, one of those areas
is major plant tests and | know Beaver Valley is not
going to be doing major plant tests so that woul d not
be | ooked at, but basically, the areas that are | ooked
at are 5059 eval uations, plant nodifications, post-
nodi fi cation and surveill ance testing, power ascensi on
testing, maj or plant test, erosion and full

accel erated erosion prograns, and |licensee actions
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based on conmtnents to address the inpact of EPU on
initiating event |ikelihood.

An exanpl e of that would be VY comrtted
to putting in a capacitor bank in their switch yard to
help grid stability. That was just a |icensing
commtment and we did | ook at that. The parenthesis,
the inspection procedure nunbers in the parenthesis
is, as | said, is just where we actually end up
charging the inspection efforts in sanples under the
basel i ne procedures. Any questions so far?

Okay, the CDBlI as | nmentioned, it reviews
changes in margins calls by the EPU and t hat cones
into play when the inspectors are identifying their
conponents or a detail ed engi neering review. W start
out wth a Jlarge nunber of risk significant
conmponents, do the margin reviewto cone up wth what
we're going to do detail ed design reviews on and the
margin reduction by EPU is one of the screening
criteria.

CHAI R WALLIS: How do you define margin
reduction?

MR. DOERFLEIN: Well, the procedure -- if
you're tal king about quantity, |I'm not going to go
there. And what we found is useful is you | ook at

anal ytical or design margin, operations margin which
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just could be conplexity or time available to do
certain things, mai ntenance margin. |If you're |ooking
at a conponent and every tine you calibrate it, it's
al ways | ower in the band. Some of it's judgment but
it's just a reduction in -- something decreased, the
mar gi n decreased. A design margin, for instance, if
you to have a punp that the design says, have

somet hing putting 10,000 gallons per mnute into the
vessel, and it can put in 11,000 gallons, and you put
in an EPU that knocks it down to 10.5, that's
significant. Sone of that's --

CHAIR WALLIS: So you've decreased sone
ki nd of performance.

MR. DCERFLEIN:  Yes.

CHAIR WALLIS: It's not clear that this
changes any nmargin. This is a question that we
westle with, too. | mean, the NRC headquarters
doesn't really give us very good answers about what
t hey mean by margin either.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, the
margin is built into the 10, 000.

CHAIR WALLIS: So if you get bel ow sone
limt, |ike 10,000, have you |ost the margin or just
changed it or what?

MR. DOERFLEI N: It reduces -- what we're
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saying at that point you mi ght reduce the margin but
some of the things that Larry refers tois we'll |ook
at nodifications, for exanple, that would al so likely
dig into the margin. W look at test data. For
exanple, if a punp degrades to sone degree, that
reduces the margin fromits design value in terns of
flow. Those --

CHAIR WALLIS: So design value has a
speci fied margin?

MR. DCERFLEIN: The margin, as we woul d
define it would be design value versus its operating
value. And if there's a reduction in that difference
t hen --

CHAIR WALLIS: So nmargin is when it works
better than design?

MR.  PINDALE: Well, nost punps, for
i nstance, are going to have --

CHAIR WALLIS: It looks as if what you
nmean by nmargi n depends on the particular thing that
you're looking at, if a punp has a certain kind of a
margin. O her things m ght have other sorts of
mar gi ns.

MR. PI NDALE: Absolutely. WlIl, punps are
easy because there's going to be sone design val ue or

there's going to be sonme design val ue.
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SIEBER  The probl em

with the easy ones is that you can really be wong.
For exanpl e, a designer, a hydraulic desi gner, when he
designs a flow loop, he wll build into the
specification for the punp margins so that when the
punp reaches it's safety, okay, its surveill ance when
it -- the systemw |l still work with margin. On the
ot her hand, when you buy the punp, it will do better
t han t he manuf act urer says and that's margin, too, but
it's a different kind of margin. And it seens to ne
t hat the owner of the margin i s whoever the regul ating
authority is between the safety limt and the m ni num
that's allowed for a systemto work.

The owner of the margin between what the
punp is able to do on a surveillance test and the
surveillance Iimt that owner is the |icensee and he
can allow the punp to degrade to the survey or the
safety limt.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: What | want to know is
what the inspector thinks margin is. Al of us can
have a definition of margin, the one | want to know
about is what the inspector says a margin is.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Al right,
let's -- nowthat |'ve tried to pronpt you --

CHAIRWALLIS: I'malso trying to find out
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if each inspector has the same definition of margin.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER O an even
better question is, do we need to know what it neans
from the standpoint of inspectors, desi gners,
regul ators? You can tell us that because it will tell
us how hard we have to work on it.

CHAIR WALLIS: If you're going to go to a
licensee and say, "You have changed this margin and

nowit no longer is acceptable,” then you have to have
sonme idea of what you nean by it. You have to have
sone way - -

(AI'l speaking at once)

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: No, we haven't gotten
to the acceptable margin yet. W' re just decreasing
it. | want to know what -- give ne an exanple of what
you nean by a decreased nargin.

MR. PINDALE: Let nme take a shot. 1"l
tell you what we do in ternms of the things |I've been
on and led. And we view the starting point fromthe
licensee's margin standpoint where we have an
operating paraneter or an operating |imt and as that
becones reduced, it m ght be that we're | ooki ng at the
tech spec or |icensing value, but nonethel ess, that's

a margin that mght get reduced for whatever reason

whether it's a nodification that changed it or reduced
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it or degradation due to sone hardware issue. So we
have an operating paraneter that we're nonitoring or
researching to see if that's reduced in terms of
capacity.

MEMBER ARM JO  Specifically, how woul d
you address steamdryers in a PAR with extended power
uprate? Wat margi n woul d you neasure agai nst --

(Laught er)

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER:  An easy one.

VMEMBER ARM JO No, let's stick with that

one.
CHAIR WALLIS: Let's have this one.
MR COOK: M nanme is Bill Cook. I'ma
Seni or Reactor Analyst and | helped out with these

i nspections to try to focus on what conponents or
systens we're going to look at and in the case of the
dryer, we wouldn't look at that because it's not
nodel ed in TRA. W're focusing on safety systens or
mtigating systens that are nodeled that are high

risk, that is they have a high raw value or a risk

reduction group and as we're all struggling trying to
define low margin, it can mean a punp, it can nmean a
torque value, it can nmean a variety of physical
paranmeters but it can also nean reliability aspects.

This punp failed 10 tines in the last year. That's in
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our viewlow margin because it's not as reliable as it
once was. So | don't know if that hel ps you.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: Let nme just sort of --
let's go back to the punp exanple. Suppose | have a
punp that wunder the pre-EPU condition could punp
10,000 gallons per minute after EPU because the
t enperature has gone up, it can only punp 9,000 per
mnute but it only needs to punp 7500 to neet ny PRA
success criteria.

MR COCK: It's a candi date.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: It's a candi date, okay.
So it is reduced margi ns even though it still neets
all the requirenents.

MR COCK: That is correct.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: So you're really just
| ooking at a reduction in capability.

MR. COOK: That's right.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: I n the PRA
space that woul dn't show up because --

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: No, it doesn't show up

in the change in risk. It shows -- it's a new
definition of what you want to preserve. |If you're
| ooking at changes inrisk, it's a no, never mind. |If

you're | ooking at changes in margin, the marginis --

CHAI R WALLIS: Well, why would you want to
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preserve over-capacity if you don't need it?

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER It's to get

mar gi n.

MR. COOK: Margin is a good thing.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: | nean, it's defense in
depth in case you're wong, that you really -- it

isn't that you just need 7500, in fact, you do need
8500 but you just don't know that.

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, now you're giving
your definition.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: You asked ne why you'd
want to preserve sonething that was not risk
significant and | just gave you the answer.

CHAIR WALLI'S: Well, I'mnot sure | was
asking you. | think -- we're the ones who ask the
Regi on the questi on.

MR. BLOUGH: But he's right, in terns of
that, that is part of what the team would be | ooking
at if they've reduced the amount of margin they
bel i eve they have to see if everything that goes into
deci ding what they really need is 7500 is right, or
whet her they're darers or what is relevant
consideration for --

VICE CHAIR SHACK: So you woul d | ook at

t he decrease and then you'd go back and sort of
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doubl e- check whet her 7500 was really good enough. Is
t hat --

MR. PINDALE: That's part of it but
recall, we're picking high risk | ow nmargi n conponents
to take a deep |l ook to see if there's vulnerabilities
or deficiencies in that component, which the reason
for picking those is to have sone inpact on safety.

If we find a deficiency, then there woul d be sone ri sk
associated withit. W're not just trying to preserve
the margin. W're looking for vulnerabilities or
deficiencies inthose conponents, or operator actions.

MR. COOK: In recognizing one of the basis
for changing this inspection approach was that under
t he previ ous program safety systemdesi gninspections
and functional inspections, we |ooked at basically
ECCS systens and we' ve done this -- those i nspections
for so nmany years, we've started recycling over the
same systens that we | ooked at so the CBBI inspections
all ows us to broaden our view of systens, mtigating
systens that are nodel ed in the PRA, not the same ECCS
t hat we've been | ooking at.

CHAIR WALLI'S: Can we go back to the steam
dryers? They are one of the issues with our operator,
they're a major issue. You can't just say they don't

effect the PRA, therefore, we're not going to even
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| ook at their margin or sonme other way of eval uating
this. It has to be eval uated sonmehow.

MR. DCERFLEIN. But that's not sone
i nspectors actually evaluate -- you know, we | ook at
the I'SI on the steamdryers, MOS to the steamdryers
that kind of stuff for inspection --

CHAIR WALLIS: Don't you |look at --

MR. DOERFLEIN. But the --

CHAIR WALLIS: Don't you look at the
cracks and that kind of thing?

MR. DOERFLEIN. Ch, yeah, we | ook at that
but all that stuff is really evaluated by NRR |
mean, in the case of --

CHAI R WALLIS: You report to them

MR. DOERFLEIN: Yes, in the case of VY,

t hey did, you know, a couple years worth of review on
t he nodel s and everything of the steamdryers. W can
only report the testing, the nods that were -- or not
testing, but the inspection and the nods done to the
dryers, which we did at VY. NRRin their review

| ooked at all the |icensee's analysis.

CHAIR WALLIS: There's no neasure of
performance so there's no neasure of margin for steam
dryers?

MR. DOERFLEIN: Well, | guess --
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CHAIR WALLIS: They neasure steam it

woul d be attached to sonme sort of margin.

MR. DOERFLEI N:  Yeah.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER  Yeah, but it's
not a safety issue.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK:  Wbul d you be perform ng
t hat i nspection under the nmargins inspection
procedure? Wien you |look at the steamdryer, is that
what you're -- is that the reason you' re | ooking at it
is the margins or it's | ooked under another --

MR. DCERFLEIN. That's part of the ISl
program sonewhere under --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Wl |, you've
got your own --

VI CE CHAI R SHACK:  That doesn't even enter
into the nmargins.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  No. It's just
structural integrity is what it is.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: | was trying to | ook at
the things that you' re I ooking at in terns of margin.

CHAIRWALLIS: Things you're looking at in
ternms of margi n appear to be the things that you know
how to cal culate a nunber from |ike punp flow, but
steam dryer, you can't cal cul ate any nunbers so you

can't prepare anything; is that the problem on the
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steamdryer? There isn't a neasure of performance you
can conpare wth.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, we
haven't decided what that neasure is. And the
nmeasure, to be inportant froma regul atory st andpoi nt,
the nmeasure should sonehow reflect its safety
consequences. And so the dryer's destruction
ultimately going down and bl ocking a stop valve or
something like that is a neasure that the inspectors
woul d be | ooking for as opposed to does it nake a | ot
of noise, does it separate out the noisture that kind
of stuff, that's up to the licensee. |If he's got
noney to buy turbine generators forever, he can run
wet --

MR. DCERFLEIN. As far as just the
licensee, the NRC took VY dryer analysis very
seriously. That was really scrutinized for years.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Wl l, let me
say that the idea of margins, I'd just make a conment
to let everybody think we don't think of this as
sinple, but margins and ri sk space are different than
margins in determnistic space and | think applying
1.174 is easier than applying 50.59 where it says you
ought to reduce your nmargins. Ckay, and so how do you

do that because every change you nake is a changi ng
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the margin somehow. And so is there a margin you're
allowed to change and other margins that you aren't
all owed to change? That's a big question.

This is sort of a phil osophical thingthat
we and NRR research, all are going to have to try and
figure out. | think it's inportant for the
practitioners, the regions to eventually get a better
i dea about what margins are but we're not prepared to
tell you right now, until we understand --

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: They cl early know what
they' re doing, we just haven't understood it.

(Laught er)

MR DCERFLEIN. W take a shot at it
anyway.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. | coul dn't
have said that better nyself, Bill. So why don't we
-- now that we've scared ourselves, why don't we nove
on.

MR. DOERFLEIN. W agree it's a difficult
area and that's | think, the agency agrees and that's
why the procedure was tried --

CHAIR WALLIS: So next tine you guys comne
to Washi ngton --

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Is the procedure

avail able on the web? Can | --
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MR. DOERFLEIN:  Absol utely.

CHAIRWALLIS: -- testify about sone power

MR, DCERFLEIN: | can get you a copy rea
gui ck.

CHAIR WALLIS: W'Il ask the margin
guesti on agai n.

MR. DOERFLEIN. And I'Il be --

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: That sounds like a
t hreat.

MR. DCERFLEIN. One thing | wanted to
mention for that |last slide, Steve kind of eluded to
it, once we do pick the -- once we get through the
risk significant margin screen, we do do detail ed
design review and part of that detail ed design review
also will dig into the nods.

CHAIR WALLIS: Risk significant margin
screen?

MR DCERFLEIN: Pardon ne?

CHAIR WALLI'S: You said there's a risk
significant margin screen?

VI CE CHAI R SHACK:  You | ook at a component
that's risk significant.

MR. DOERFLEIN:  Yeah.

CHAIR WALLIS: Wiat's the margin screen?
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MR. DOERFLEIN: When we go in there, we'll
identify about up to 100 conponents that are risk
significant based on nunbers and ot her things. Then
we use margins --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  You screen
themw th nargins --

MR. DOERFLEIN. -- to try to narrow that

down, so that --

CHAIR WALLIS: Wll, | don't understand
how you do that because | nean, you've got a punp
which is -- closer to a nmarginal, you have ot her

t hings cl oser to sone value. How do you deci de which
one of those is significant unless you have sonme way
of evaluating the effect of this change in what you
call margin? 1It's all sort of a feel thing, that you
| ook through, "Ch, this one is getting close, | think
we ought to do sonething about it"?

MR DCERFLEIN. No, no, it's the --

MR COOK: He |ooks at the raw. He | ooks
at the risk significance of it wthout --

CHAI R WALLI'S: But sonetines it doesn't
show up in there at all

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, the
margin won't but the raw --

CHAI R WALLI S: It doesn't effect CDF? You
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don't worry about it at all?

MR. COOK: That's basically it, yes.

CHAI R WALLIS: Onh.

MR. COOK: Your starting point is the PRA
nodel and the nost risk significant conmponents for
operat or actions.

CHAIRWALLIS: So all the other conponents
can do anything they like and it doesn't matter.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Pl ants can
shut down as long as it does it safely.

MR DOERFLEIN: | still think sone of it
is nore obvious than you're giving us credit for. At
VY -- at VY they had, prior to the EPU they only
needed two out of their three heat punps. After the
EPU t hey needed all three, so you knew --

CHAI R WALLI'S: They had a run-back of sone

ki nd.

MR. DCERFLEIN:  Yes.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: But that woul d show up
as a delta CDF because | now need three punps.

What ever the reliabilities are, ny delta CDF is
changed.

MR. CAHI LL: M real value would increase
for each punp so therefore, it would be nore likely to

screen into sanple.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

229
MR COOK: You're right, it would result

in a change to the nodel. Now, the logic for success
is three out of three versus two out of three.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: Right, but that would
al so give ne a higher CDF because now | have to have
nore things work. You can see that already in the
1174. |I'minteresting in things that | don't see
changes in delta CDF but | see changes in margins. So
if the success criteria remain, you know, to me your
first exanple was cl earer, where the success criteria
was met in either case.

CHAIR WALLIS: The problemis that in 1174
you have to |l ook at the risk. But then in addition to
that, you've got to evaluate the know edge. It's a
separate thing. That's what 1174 tells you to do.

MR. LEW David Lew again, just | want to
| et you know sonme tinme later we will al so have an ROP
sessi on where we can have a nunber of inspectors that
we can also post them on watch, but part of the
di scussion here | think, is, you know, | think is how
you're defining margin and -- the PRAis a go, no-go.
The equi pnent either works or it don't work. Okay, so
where you have equi pnent, the margi ns are decreased.
They may be larger. The reason inspectors go after

t hose parts because it is -- if they're |ooking for



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

230

probl ens, okay, the problemnay reveal itself nore or
impact itself on margins and if you get close to the
mar gi ns, you may -- they may inpact risk. So that's
one of the strategies that we're | ooking for to have
smal | er margi ns.

MEMBER MAYNARD: | don't think it's quite
as difficult as we're all trying to nake it here. It
does require some judgnment and | don't think it al
just boils down to CDF or there are changes or not.
Whenever you do a power uprate, you're taking a |ook
to see are you operating sonmething closer to its
desi gn capability than what you were before and i f so,
how nuch? | nean, if sonething had a design
capability of 10, you used to need two, now you only
need three -- now you need three, that's probably not
a real significant change but if you used to need nine
and now you're at 9.8, the capability is 10, there's
a pretty good judgnment that's sonething you may want
to take | ook at harder and just see really.

| really think if you take a | ook at those
things that are now being asked to operate closer to
their design capability.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: | n PRA space,
it either works or it doesn't.

MEMBER MAYNARD: That's right.
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CHAIRWALLIS: | think the problemwe have

is take a look at. It doesn't really tell you how to
eval uate it.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Well, that's
a future --

CHAI R WALLIS: Anyway we shoul d probably
nove on. This could be an endl ess di scussion.

MEMBER MAYNARD: | think it's our |evel of
understanding of what to do versus their |evel of
understanding. | think that's why we're not doing
i nspections.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: W woul d never
get past the first item but go ahead.

MR, BLOUGH We're not claimng we're
experts in any -- to any extent really on margin, but
for our context, what we do is we take when we're to
| ook at risk significant itenms in the inspection, so
if you come up with a list of conmponents and
procedures that naybe this long and then sone
assessnment of margin will hel p you to narrow down t hat
l[ist to sonething nore in line with the design basis,

i nspection procedure that we do. So we're trying to
whittle down the things we |look at. Then once we've
done that to decide what we |ook at, you have your

whol e suite of attributes that you |ook at for the
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system

MEMBER ARM JO. I n your eval uation, do you
| ook at core conponents as well, fuel channels,
control blades? You don't?

MR. DCERFLEIN:  No.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. DOERFLEIN. | just wanted to nake one
nor e poi nt.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: See if you can
nove into sone area that --

MR. DOERFLEIN. It's unlikely but I have
one nore point to make on the CDBI procedure. Once we
do select those conponents for a detailed design
review using our judgnent and what have you, we do
| ook at nodifications, 50.59, testing done on that
conponent that was effected by the EPU. | nention
t hat because we don't always do 71. 004 for every power
uprate, before the power uprate. So they're kind of
i nt er changeabl e.

kay, that's the two procedures that we
use and | just -- | just want to nmention sonme of the
advant ages and chal l enges with the EPU inspections.
The advantages, you can probably see it, the ROP
i nspection process is pretty flexible in this area.

The sanpl e selectionitself is flexible. | don't need
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a mni mumof one in each area. The timng is not real
prescriptive. bviously, they' re going to do power
ascension testing. You're going to have to do that
after power uprate, but everything el se can be pretty
much where it fits, where you' ve got tinmne.

Also it's flexible in the fact that it
doesn't even require to actually witness a test. You
can actually look at the results. Those are sone
issues with the ROP advantages, | call them
Specialists are involved, that's the good part. The
Regi on does supply a specialist. They have to get
involved in things |like erosion, corrosion prograns,
50.59. We have to send electrical specialists up
t here, mechanical, HP operators, operator exam ners.
So that's a good thing.

There are probably nore chal | enges. Being
flexible is kind of |ike a double-edge sword. It
requires a great deal of coordination between the
Division of Reactor Projects and the Division of
Reactor Safety and NRR to conme up wth a good
i nspection plan. Obviously, the resident inspectors
know what's going on at the site. They know t he
schedul es. They know the problens. NRR has insights
fromtheir power -- their anendnment reviews that they

can share with us and we have to provi de t he necessary
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resources when needed, so that is an issue.

Good coordination is a nmust. Timng, |
nmentioned some of these procedures could be
interchanged. Timing is always an issue, do we have
t he speci ali st when we need hin? Do | have to | ook at
t he nods before the power uprate actually takes pl ace,
things like that.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: What is the answer to
t hat question?

MR. DOERFLEIN: No. And I'll explain that
inny last slidealittle bit. It will becone obvious
in the last slide.

Anot her timng issue that kind of bothered
nme on VY was license -- what | call licensing issue
resolution up there and the exanple was contai nment
over pressure. |'ve got guys out in the field |ooking
at RHR net positive suction head which takes credit
for contai nnent over pressure. At the same tinme ACRS
i s debating Reg Guide 182 and | kind of knew where it
was goi ng to come out but I wasn't sure, but there was
al so an ASOB contention on that very issue. So |I'm
out therealittle bit. So, licensing, you know, that
effects ny timng of the inspection.

Sanpl e si zes sel ecti on, that's a

chal l enge. How nuch is enough? Do you have the nopst
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i nportant things selected because even though there
may be a minimum the baselines also have a maxi mum
so | just can't inspect to ny heart's content, there
are limts on the upward side, too.

Accounting, this is probably a persona
chal l enge for ne. That's the bookkeeping. The way
this process is set up, there's no easy way for ne to
go back and say how much tine did I spent on VY
regardi ng power uprating activities? |If | punch in
t he power uprate procedures, excludi ng the engi neering
team it would -- which didn't all acknow edge power
uprating activities by the way, the process woul d say
| spent 64 hours regul ar tine | ooki ng at power uprates
over three years. | know | spent a | ot nore doing
that, so the accounting system is not quite there
because a lot of this stuff is charged to baseline
pr ocedur es.

To ne that's an issue because what did |
do, how do | plan the future, what if | get audited,
you know, things like that. The last thing is
st akehol der involvenent is a challenge. You know,
that the stakeholders in Region 1 are pretty active.
| " mconvinced they really influenced what we did at VY
to a large degree. And they haven't let up. | nean,

the planned trip a coupl e weeks ago, | | ost a punp and
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they called up and the first question was, "Was it
power uprate related". So it's a challenge.

That's the quick and dirty of the reactor
oversi ght and inspection procedures that we use.

Next slide. Now, | want to just quickly go over the
DPU status. This is what's been done or are on the
books so far. Vernont Yankee requested a 20 percent
increase in power. That request was in Septenber of
2003. The ACRS made its recommendation to the

Comm ssion in January 06. The anendnment was issued
in March of "06. They are currently operating at 120
percent of pre-EPU power |evels.

Regarding the inspections that were
performed, we did do Tenporary Instruction 158 which
was the engineering pilot inspection and the
predecessor to the current CDBI

CHAI R WALLIS: Have you been there since
t hey' ve been operating at 120 percent?

MR. DOERFLEIN. |'ve got a teamup there
ri ght now.

CHAIR WVALLIS: And there's nothing that's
been detected that's reportable or --

MR. DOERFLEIN. They're only in their
second week. I'Il let you know after the week four.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Reportabl e.
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MR. DOERFLEIN. The teamis in their

second week.

MR DCERFLEIN: | haven't heard, the
projects may be better to answer that but | haven't
heard of any bi g problens.

MR. BLOUGH: You know, as they were coning
up, there were numerous tines --

CHAIR WALLIS: There were various hol es
because they got some vibration of some kind.

MR BLOUGH  Yes.

CHAI R WALLIS: But then they sonehow got
around that?

MR. BLOUGH: Right.

CHAI R WALLIS: W heard about the problem
we didn't hear about the solution, which sonehow
presumably, they nmade the problem go away or they
deci ded they could live with it, or what was it?

MR. BLOUGH: They had trigger values for
addi ti onal engineering evaluation and when they did
t he addi ti onal engi neering eval uation, they concl uded
it was normal and we agreed.

MR. DAPAS: W agreed. W reviewed their
eval uation, concluded that it was acceptable. 1In
fact, the whole point the 91, 96 hour period of tine

they were on hold to allowus tinme to | ook at the
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engi neering di sposition and assure that we were -- had
no issues. That was a license condition and it was
built into the --

CHAIR WALLIS: So they got higher signals
fromthe steamlines or sonething? Ws that what it
was? Wiat was it that nade them --

MR. DOERFLEIN: | think there was a coupl e
of things, and again, |I'mnot first-hand know edge but
one of themwas just a strange acoustic signal they
got .

CHAIR WALLIS: It's still there
presunabl y.

MR. DOERFLEIN: Again, | just --

CHAIR WALLIS: It's just -- it's not
significant. |It's still here.

MR. DOERFLEIN. And anot her one they had
m smatch in steam flow, feed flow and that was, |
think, they didn't calibrate their instrunents right
or sonmething. They didn't account for steam density.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  They sust ai ned
that over a long period of tine.

MR DOERFLEIN: Yeah, but that's as nuch
as | know because | wasn't involved in the resol ution
of it. Back with VY, the power uprate procedure, to

71. 004 was conpleted and | would -- to answer a
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previ ous question, nost of that except for the power
ascension and the nmajor plant test was done prior to
t he upgrade being approved. That's only because we
had the luxury of three years to do it and | should
nmention, | said there was a m ni mum of seven sanpl es
requi red. Because the SRA kept a pretty good nmatri X,
we did it -- we actually chal ked up 47 sanpl es over
that three-year period of nbds and testing and
everything else, so VY, | think, got a pretty good
scrub.

G nna, they requested a 16.8 percent
amendnent in July of “05. The ACRS nmade it's
recommendation to the Commi ssion in May of this year
and their amendnent was issued July 11'". G nna
cannot go up in power until after its October outages
because they've got a lot nore nods to put in. W
have devel oped an inspection plan based on the SER
The SER had specifically 12 areas that they wanted us

to look at, 12 itens for inspection. W considered

that. We'Ill probably add nore but we have a nod,
nodi fications in 50.59 bi-annual inspection was
conveniently schedul ed i n August. That will go up and

| ook at, at least five nods that have been conpl et ed.
W have the fl ow accel erator corrosion programrevi ew

schedul ed i n Novenber. There are other -- these are
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just exanples. The point is, the plan's been

devel oped, we've got HP's going up there. W' re going
to ook at porous stem valve issues. That was an

i ssue from ACRS, in August, so that's all devel oped
and we're working the plan. There will be no CDDI
until Septenber of 07, that will be kind of an after
the fact thing.

Beaver Valley 1 and 2, they requested the
ei ght percent power increase in October of "04. The
ACRS made its recommendation in May of this year and
the amendnent request was just issued |ast week.
Beaver Valley is a little different here. Unit 1 is
likely to go up -- Unit 1 had all its nods done. It
is likely to go up three percent next nonth, in
August. It won't go up the other five percent. They
said there's nore engineering work to do. They have
some scaling changes to nmake based on TAV changes,
things like that. That engineering work isn't even
done, so | don't expect the other five percent for
awhi | e.

Unit 2 won't be able to up even three
percent until after the fall outage. They do nobst of
their nmods during the fall outage. They won't get
them all done, do they'll only be able to go three

percent after that till they shut down sone tine
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during the cycle and replace the AP turbine. So
they're going up in steps. The only thing, we are
wor ki ng on an inspection plan per 71.004, the power
uprate procedure. It isn't very far along right now.
The only thing we really got scheduled is the floats
corrosion inspection in Decenber. However, we did do
the CDBlI that was just conpleted |ast week. That's
the engineering team W did -- out of the 20
conmponents that were actual |y picked for detail design
review, nine of themwere EPU rel ated, so they got the
good scrub on nods 50.59 as was one of the six
operator actions that was an operator action that was
ef fected by the EPU

So they got that scrub prior to going to
power. There were two other requests submtted.
Susquehanna submitted a, | think 13 percent Unit 1 and
2 and Hope Creek had submitted a 15 percent but those
submttals weren't suitable for docketing, so those
amendnents were wthdrawn. | had no inside
informati on when or if those will be resubnmtted.

CHAIR WALLIS: And Linerick is not on
t here?

MR DOERFLEIN: Linerick | have heard
not hing fromthem

CHAI R WALLI S; I think VY wanted to do
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that power up for all their licensed -- that was our
intention to do it at that point.

MR DCERFLEIN: That's it for what | was
going tosay. |I'Il try to answer any other questions.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: Just when you do the
fact thing, | nmean, obviously, they haven't gone
t hrough the uprate, so you're not | ooking at -- you're
just looking at the program but it really wouldn't be
any different from any inspection you do in a FASH
program

MR DCERFLEIN: Yes, it would because --

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: It woul d?

MR. DCERFLEIN. Because we don't do FASH
i nspecti ons now.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: That's right, that's an
i ndustry --

MR. DCERFLEIN. Yeah, that was dropped
fromour ISl inspection program awhile ago, under a
new reg oversight process as | understand. So it is
kind of like a new |look. [It's something we haven't
| ooked at in years.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: So you really get to
| ook at something quite differently at this point.

MR. DCERFLEIN: Yes, yes. W spend a full

week | ooking at it.
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Any ot her

guestions? |If not, thank you very nmuch. And | guess
we'll go next to safety culture.

MR BARKLEY: Yes, Art Burritt will be
making this presentation. 1'Il give you a little
background on him

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R S| EBER:  Good
af t ernoon.

MR BURRITT: Good afternoon, Art Burritt.
My name is Art Burritt and I'mone of the Region's
Seni or Inspectors. |'ve been asked to talk on safety
culture today. The prinmary reason for that, | was a
team | ead of the nobst recent Sal eml Hope Creek Safety
Consci ous Wor k Envi ronnent | nspection which w apped up
at the end of June. I'mstill in the process of
docurenting the inspection results and hope to have
that out in the next few days.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR. BURRI TT: Next slide. What | plan to
do today is give a brief presentation. | want to talk
about t he background at Sal eml Hope Creek, provi de sone
context for any questions | think you m ght have. |'m
al so going to focus in on sone of the | essons | earned
and how they translated into changes in the ROP

relative to safety culture. Be happy to take
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guestions at any point as we go through. Next slide,
pl ease.

In 2002 during our end of cycle process,
we identified a substantive problem identification
resolution cross-cutting issue. This PINR cross-
cutting issue remai ned open through the end of 2005.
In late 2003, the NRC initiated a special review at
PSE&G Sal eml Hope Creek work environnment. This was
primarily based on allegation information but as well
as some inspection insights and the continuation of a
substantive cross-cutting issue. This point is also
noteworthy from the perspective -- well, no, not
actual ly.

January 2004 we issued a interimresults
letter and it identified that while there were no
serious violations identified by the NRC, we had
concerns in the way that PSE&G handl ed energi ng
equi pnent issues, their operational decision nmaking,
managenment openness to alternative views, as well as
the ef fectiveness of the corrective action process and
wor k managenent process as well as feedback associ at ed
with both of those processes.

In May, next slide please, in May 2004 --

CHAIR WALLIS: So when you identified

t hese concerns, what happened? What's the foll ow up?
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Managenent hasn't been |istening to alternative vi ews,
apparently. And is there some followup or do you
just note that and go on?

MR BURRITT: No, what it -- | missed a
point here | want to bring out, too. Based on our
interest, our questions and our special review, the
licensee also initiated a safety culture survey.

CHAIR WALLIS: So they agreed to do
something in response to your concerns.

MR, BURRITT: Correct.

CHAIR WALLIS: And then you're going to
| ook back at them and see if things can resolve
satisfactorily?

MR. BURRITT: Again, this is the beginning
of our devel opnent of a concern at the site. They
began to do things to assess their safety culture and
as you see, as we go on, they began to do assessnents
to validate the results they got as well as we began
to put process in place --

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, | guess that's what
you're going to go onto the next slide.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Wl |, this all
conmes out of --

MR. DAPAS. Well, it's how we got there,

right? M understandi ng of how we got there and how
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the |icensee responded.

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  But the
trigger is the ROP. The regulatory response col um
cross-cutting issues which neans a special visit and
public neeting and --

MR. BURRITT: Right, what --

SUBCOMW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER -- and
commi t ment s.

MR. BURRITT: What I'mgoing to try to do
is going to lay out the experience we had at Sal emand
Hope Creek and then be able to correlate that to the
recent change in the reg and oversi ght process.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Ckay.

MR. HOLIAN. And then just as a reni nder,
Brian Holian, DRP, at this tine, you know, a very
conplicated tinme really for Sal enf Hope Creek. At this
time you not only have the ROP cross-cutting issue
that you had as a prelude that Art will tal k about and
at the sanme tinme you had a very vocal public |ecturer
come in that had been a managenent consultant down
there and that O eventually opened on for over a year
of interviews on site. So that was a separate kind of
trigger both at the same time and ['Il let Art
continue fromthere.

MR. BURRITT: So as of the beginning of
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2004, the licensees digesting their survey results,
NRC is beginning a special assessnent really, not
something within the ROP by -- at |east by the process
at that point. |In May of 2004, PSE&G did two
addi ti onal independent assessnments and got simlar
results, again, concerns around problem
identification, resolution, work nanagenent, openness
to alternative views.

In July of 2004 the NRC i ssued t he speci al
review final results, confirned the interimresults
and identified the oversight process going forward.
So again, we don't have necessarily the framework at
that tine but this -- in this letter, we established
that framework. W established that an exit criteria,
PSE&G needs t o make i nprovenents and at the point that
they conclude they' ve nmde substantial sustainable
progress in inmproving the work environnent. They need
to have a peer assessnent cone in and confirmthose
results and then informthe NRC

MR. DAPAS. Just to clarify, you nmade the
conment that we initiated a reviewthat was outsi de of
the reactor oversight process. Mybe, Brian, you can
provi de some context. | don't knowif that was a
foll owup addressing the allegation we had received

but which process were we in exactly?
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MR, HOLI AN: It was both conbined at the

time. The ROP was obviously, you know, covering it
fromthe PI&R viewpoint and what will eventually be
the first safety consci ous work envi ronnent i nspection
finding inthe ROPin any region. So those canme in at
about the sane tinme and the utility was well -aware of
the -- what nay have been hundreds, you know, close to
100 interviews by O of onsite fol ks because at the
managenent |evel there had been high nanagenent

turnover and it was the high profile alleger who's

still active with a suit against the conpany in the
State of New Jersey, so that is still to cone and is
still open.

But we have closed out all our O issues
but at this time, as Art was going through the
chronol ogy, that's very active and that's goi ng on, on
site, so did the ROP get their attention, yes. D d QO
al so being down there interviewing quite a few
i ncl udi ng seni or nanagers, all the way up to the top
al so get their attention, yes. So both of those --

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  And the
| awsuit caught their attention.

MR. HOLIAN. That's right and the | awsuit,
that's right, so all three things helped to get their

attention and conmit themtowards a program here of
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i nprovenent that is just really -- will be, we think,
culmnating at this md-cycle tine here as we go into
it this year.

MR. DAPAS: Thanks for that, Brian. |
just wanted to clarify, so it wasn't the inpression
that we're operating outside the confines of the Act
oversi ght process, because that would dictate a
devi ation and as you know, there's a process you go
through with that.

MR. HOLIAN:  VWhich is on the next slide,
which is on the next slide.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  You have
policies in place that point youin the direction that
you took and that's the way the systemis supposed to
wor k. Ckay.

MR. BURRI TT: Next slide. In the August
2004 md-cycle assessnment we identified safety
consci ous work environnment, substantive cross-cutting
i ssue based on the special review results and the
continuation of the PIR cross-cutting issue.

Thi s woul d al so be the poi nt under the new
process where we woul d have consi dered a substantive
cross-cutting i ssue, so the -- one of the points I'I|
nmake |l ater on is the new process was inforned by this

experience. Also in August 2004, the EDO approved a
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deviation nenp to the ROP to nonitor the safety
consci ous work environnent at Sal eml Hope Creek. This
was subsequently renewed a year later. |In effect, the
meno provided for periodic nmeetings with senior NRC
managenment and site managenent which were done on
about a six-nonth periodicity.

Ve est abl i shed an i nternal NRC
coordi nation team This included or agency
al | egations advi sor, key people fromresearch at NRR
wi th good hunan factors and safety cul ture background
as well as the resident office, the regional office,.
We provided increased ROP inspections primarily in
PI&R. W did that in a nunber of ways. W i ncl uded
addi tional baseline hours primarily focused on the
Pl &R aspects of the baseline procedures. W provided
addi tional annual PI& sanples. And we actually
doubl ed our PI &R bi annual reviews. What we did is we
di d bi annual reviews but we included both sites as we
did them So in effect, we did each site once a year

Some of the other things that we did, the
licensee commtted to provide us netrics related to
the safety consci ous work environnent.

CHAIR WALLIS: Are there recognized
netrics for safety consci ous work environment?

MR. BURRITT: You know, | wasn't invol ved
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in at the beginning when the netrics were established
and | know they evol ved over tine.

CHAIR WALLIS: Wre they established by
the |icensee?

MR. BURRI TT: They were established by the
l'i censee.

CHAIR WALLIS: | take it the agency
doesn't have such netrics.

MR BLOUGH That's correct.

MR. BURRITT: Right, no, the netrics were
generally around availability of key systens and
again, their problens at the site were predom nantly
| ongst andi ng equi pnent i ssues and inability to resol ve
problenms in a tinely fashion, so they were effective
at nonitoring problens at that site.

MR. HOLIAN. Brian Holian again, DRP
Their netrics, as Art nmentioned, corrective action
backl ogs, issues like that, if you' d have talked to
Exel on managenent as they canme in and took over from
PSE&G nmnagenent, their view is that yes, the
workforce is reluctant at times to bring forward
certain issues based on nanagenent over the years,
maybe not listening as well. As the new nmanagenent
cane in, their viewis that if we fix the corrective

action systemand get that working well, you know, we
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install that confidence in the plant workforce and
that was the tact they' ve taken and at the sanme tine
i ncrease their kind of honest commrunications about
managenment changes and what's going on, on the site.
So those two areas are two areas that they stressed
and a lot of the metrics don't report those.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER |If you --
according to your slides, if you go back to where you
began to take action on this problemit's in 2004, on
the other hand, the problemexisted prior to that to
some extent. Wen would you say that it was
recogni zabl e to i nspectors that these kinds of issues
were there prior to May 20047

MR. HOLIAN: | see Randy's cone back in
the room Randy lived through it a little bit nore
than | did, so maybe I'll ask Randy to --

MR. BLOUGH: Yeah, | think inspectors were
scratching their heads and tal ki ng about things they
saw late 02 and early 03 in ternms of what do the
findings nmean. And there were some events on site
wher e managenent, you know, had extensive di scussions
with the crew about operating decisions and there was
some unresolved conflict inthat. So | nmean, and sone
of these i ssues were simlar issues that went into our

desi gnation of cross-cutting issue and PI&R O her
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t hi ngs were things we knew about but didn't result in
i nspection findings. They were just curious things,
things we tal ked to managenent about.

And you know, so that's when we start
seeing things and there were probably roots in it
before that and you could say it went on quite a |l ong
time before there was NRC intervention. On the other
hand, you could say, well, the NRC had sone kind of --
had some beneficial, | believe, intervention before
the problem i ke any serious safety consequence. To
one extent, you know, it takes us a long tine to get
there. To the second extent, it's, you know,
somewhat strange territory for us, novel territory to
us and we got there.

SUBCOMW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, |
woul dn't want you to take | question as a criticism
because you know, it's like anything that floats just
bel ow the surface for along tine --

MR. BLOUGH: Right.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: -- till the
si gns becone obvi ous that sonebody's got to do
something. |'mjust trying to put in my mnd could
you have detected it earlier and the answer so far in
my mnd is probably not to the extent that you woul d

have needed to and do sonethi ng about it.
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MR HOLIAN. | think that's a good

sunmary.

MR. DAPAS. Just to offer a perspective on
that, this is Marc Dapas, |'d offer that we were
westling with a threshold for determ ning when are
you in substantive cross-cutting issues phase and
there was guidance at the tine and it tal ks about if
you'd issued a chilling effect letter to the |icensee
and you know, as Randy identified, you' ve got sone
indicators there and the problem identification,
resolution. You know, you have the inspector piece,
where you go out and do a sanpling and SCWE. You
know, we had the special reviewresults. So when you
| ooked at those collectively, and you go through the
assessment process, which is the md-cycle review and
you have the end of cycle, the conclusion was, yes,
there is a substantive cross-cutting i ssue and we put
the |icensee on notice.

When you go back and you | ook at were
there SCWE indicators there before that? Yes, but
how many of those do you have and how many does it
take till you reach that threshold and if | recall
this was the first agency substantive cross-cutting
issue in SCWE. And as you know, the program has

evol ved, | essons | earned. Back during that tinme frane
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you had the discrimnation task force revi ew where
they made a recomendation that there should be
rul emaking in the SCWE area. The Conmi ssion wei ghed
in. You had the industry | obbying because they felt
that they could police their own SCWE if you will, and
didn't need prescriptive NRC engagenent.

And I'Il offer that that all is
transpiring and as we nove that forward, and so now
with the safety culture initiatives, | do think we
have cl earer guidance and if there is an event or an
i ssue where you're in 95.002 or 95.003 space, you have
the flexibility of going in and requiring a safety
culture review, again, |esson |earned from Davi s-
Besse. So | would just offer that when you step back
and you | ook i n hindsight, were there indicators, yes,
but the threshold that we exercise there, given the
evol ving nature of the issues, we tried to use the
tools we had in place at the tine.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | appreciate
the coments. It really hel ps nme understand how t hese
ki nds of things evolve, when you act and when you're
still evaluating.

MR. HOLIAN.  And your question, Brian
Holian, DRP again. Just to get back to the

presentation but |looking forward to the next few
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slides here, Art Burritt, one of our Senior Project
Engi neers here and has | ed the second team he -- the
first teamwas |led by the Senior Project Engineer in
Branch 3. The Branch Chief is just on annual |eave
today. Hi s nanme is Gene Coby, who's l|ived through
this time frame, and Gene also went down for an
extended three-nonth rotation to headquarters as they
worked on the policy now that has just been put in
pl ace. So Gene was there to work with the Ofice of
Enf or cenent personnel and knowing his in -- what he's
| earned and seen at Sal enf Hope Creek and also to
benchmark kind of the agency actions and would it
catch sonmething |ike Salem Hope Creek with the
procedure changes we're putting in.

So | know that's comng up on the slides
and | just wanted to nention Gene's nane who's not
her e today.

MR BURRITT: Well, thanks. You took the
better half of nmy presentation. Another thing that we
provi ded for nentioned in the previous slide was the
two SCWE i nspections, so 2005 we did, we perforned the
first Safety Conscious Wrk Environnent t eam
i nspection. W found that the utility had made
progress i n addressi ng t he work environnent. However,

focused attention was still required in certain work
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groups, and sone of the nore inportant work groups,
i ke operations work groups at both of the plants as
wel | as security.

The | i censee had perforned a second safety
cul ture survey in the beginning of 2005. That was a
| ot of the framework and i nput we used to really focus
our first safety consci ous work environnent inspection
in Septenber. During our end of cycle process, we
closed the PI &R cross-cutting issues. So again, you
can see the evolution and now things are starting to
get better at the site as indicated by safety culture
surveys, independent assessnents, in that case it was
a self-assessnent of the ability and then by
i ndependent NRC i nspecti on. Next slide.

In April, also in January of 2006, the
licensee perfornmed the third safety culture survey so
they' re doing them about once every year. They had
peer assessnment performed in April of 2006. The
| i censee had concl uded that they had made substanti al
sust ai nabl e progress in the work environment. This
was evidenced by the Safety Culture Survey. It was
confirmed by the peer assessment. Then in June of
2006, the NRC went ahead with its second safety
consci ous work environnment inspection.

The results --
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SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Do you have

the results of that?

MR BURRITT: W do. |It's still pre-
deci sional. W expect to get that out in the next
coupl e of days.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Okay. |I'I1
| ook forward to it.

MR. BURRITT: Ckay, in July we plan to use
the results of that inspection in our md-cycle
process and then determ ne what the next action is
relative to the safety conscious work environnment
cross-cutting issue. Next slide.

Sorme of the | essons | earned, the key
things com ng out as Brian already nmentioned, is the
key coordination team nenbers. So if you renenber
back, we established a coordi nation teamthat has been
nonitoring the -- providing oversight for the site,
nonitoring the netrics and such. Those individuals
were actually used as part of our group to devel op
safety culture changes to the ROP. Gene Coby, the
Branch Chief, who had project responsibility for
Sal eml Hope Creek, was one of the key technical |eads
for safety culture initiative changes. Next slide.

kay, one of the key changes or one of the

key | essons | earned t hat was i ncorporated i nto the ROP
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changes involved the criteria for substantive cross-
cutting issue. The criteria now is again one green
finding with a safety conscious work environment
aspect or chilling effect letter, or significant
enforcenent action involving discrimnation and
there's an inpact -- the inpact on the safety
consci ous work environment is not an isol ated i nstance
and t he agency has concerns with the scope or | evel of
effort by the |licensee to address the issue.

Nowthe first criteria, one green finding,
we did have that at Sal enl Hope Creek. After -- the
first thing we had was a chilling effects letter.
This is around January 2004 tine frame. This is when
we initiated our special inspection. The prelimnmnary
results comng out of that was in effect the chilling
effects letter. Subsequent to that, there was an
actual finding related to an executive review board
that was not performed and this was a neasure to
mtigate the perception of retaliation. So we've net
both of those two criteria over the course of tine.

And anot her reasonable criteria would be
enforcement actionrelated to discrimnation. This is
a severity level 1, 2 or 3 type discrimnation issue.
So that has been incorporated into the ROP and that is

the neasure for substantive in the safety conscious
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wor k environnent area. Next slide.

One of the things we've found at
Sal em Hope Creek is that weaknesses in the work
managenent and corrective processes are t he precursors
to a substantive cross-cutting issue. Essentially
when enpl oyees are -- becone hesitant to raise
concerns when t hey becone apathetic. Wen they put it
into the process, the i ssues don't get solved, there's
| ongst andi ng equi pnent problens. They stop putting
themin. So that is a precursor and that's why we
have safety culture not -- doesn't only reside in the
saf ety consci ous work envi ronnent cross-cutting aspect
but it also has been infused into the human
performance in our aspects.

We revised Manual Chapter 305 to provide
the option to request |icensees performsafety culture
assessnent in cases where we have the three
consecutive substantive cross-cutting issues. So over
a year and a half tine frame for three consecutive
assessment periods, if we have a Pl &R cross-cutting
aspect, substantive, or even perfornmance and that
gi ves us the capability of the cross-cutting status of
a nature that it relates to safety cultures and we can
request the assessment. And again, going back to

2002, that's the first time we established the Pl &R
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cross-cutting issue for Sal enf Hope Creek so by m d-
2004, we're at the point where by the new -- by our
new process we woul d be able to request the survey be
performed and that's where we got to using the process
that we did with out special review. Questions.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  |'I1l wait just
alittle bit nore. Like the evolution of the Salem
probl em ny question is --

MR. BURRITT: Ckay, one of the things,
anot her |esson | earned comng out of this is the
i mportance to devel op the regi onal expertise regarding
these i nspections. W used to do the safety conscious
wor k envi ronnent i nspections and we used resources out
of headquarters, again, out of the enforcenment, our of
NRR, people with specialized expertise that |ends
itself to evaluating safety culture. W also used
regi onal inspectors, people l|like nyself and others,
and it created a good blend of call it synergy to be
able to understand and eval uate safety culture
aspects.

I would pronote continuing to do that in
the future rather than -- one of the things that the
agency could consider is to run all of these with a
speci al i zed group out of headquarters, but what we' ve

found during our 2005/2006 i nspections is the synergy
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that was devel oped by the teamwas very useful. The
regional inspectors had a ot of credibility with the
i censee; however the specialized techniques and
capabilities of the people from headquarters
conplimented the teamwell. Next slide.

That's it.

MR. HOLI AN:  Just to comment, Brian Holian
agai n, on one aspect that | would nention, pre-
decisionally inspection report, you can expect an
i nspection report that |ooked at the second -- our
second SCWE inspecting per anot her devi ati on
menor andum  You can | ook for that to go out next
week, although that result is pre-decisional, the
utility had to, before we initiated that inspection,
cone in with an assessnent of their own that clained
we would not initiate our inspection until they
deternmined that they had significant and sustai nabl e
progress. They did initiate a peer group, eight to 10
individuals I ed by Bill Kottel, the former South Texas
CEO and they did put that on the docket, that their
review and what they |ooked at for several weeks on
the site id conclude that.

So that's out there on the docket. CQur
i nspection report will be out there. Qur inspection

report would point also, it will give a good status of
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the inspection and then it points towards our mnid-

cycl e assessnment process which i s our process where we
will address the cross-cutting issue itself, and you
can expect a letter out on that, by the end of August.

MR. BURRITT: | did have a couple of other
points | wanted to make. So if you ask where are we
at today wth the ROP and the safety culture
initiative? Qur inspectors have been trained. They
have been trai ned through two mechani sns; one,
conmput er based training in the March/April time frame
and then that was followed up with nore detailed
presentation as well as discussions during the
regi onal counterpart neetings for the inspectors and
this was a substantial, about a four-hour session that
i ncl uded exanples. The procedures have been rolled
out as of July 1°. They're just beginning to
i mpl enment them now. W really haven't gotten nuch
f eedback yet. W expect that will change probably
around t he Septenber or Cctober tine frame.

W feel that the process enhancenents
com ng out of the safety culture initiative provide us
a better opportunity to identify safety culture
weaknesses and allow actions before perfornmance
degrades to any level of significance. And yet we

have the ability to engage the |icensee and request



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

264

surveys when we're still in the green findings range.
And obviously, we have a graded approach that if
performance does degrade beyond that, we can engage
t hem qui cker and nore.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Does anyone
have any questions?

CHAIR WALLIS: | was interested in this
bul | et about |[|icensee confidence in the SCAE team
i nspections. That's a little bit tricky, isn't it?
You' re questioning how the licensee runs the plant.

MR, BURRI TT: Yes.

CHAIR WALLIS: Do this kind of thing.

G ving confidence to the licensee isn't going to be
t hat easy.

MR. BURRITT: Well, where we were going
with that bullet or that thought was credibility in
the teamwe bring in on site. And with the inspection
teamthat | led, we saw issues with the operations
group at one of the plants. Wat we did to
accommobdate that to maintain that credibility is we
actual Iy brought operations exam ners in on the team
This was an add-on as we began to do the inspections.
Al right, so who are the best individuals we had to
get at the issues in that departnent? So that's

really what |'mtal king about and that's why |'m --
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CHAI R WALLI S; It makes a difference if

the utility is part of a bigger conmpany, so that
you're not just dealing with them in a way, you're
dealing with the whole |ike Exelon or sonebody el se,
with a bigger entity than just managenent at the --

MR. DAPAS. |I'mnot sure I'mfollow ng the
context of the question.

CHAIR WALLIS: Well, this whol e business
of you say |icensee confidence, does the |icensee,
those are the folks who run that plant. And now
they're getting to be part of a bigger corporation who
runs six plants or sonething like that. So that mnust
make a difference.

MR. HOLI AN:  You know, maybe in -- this is
Brian Holian, DRP, just to coment on that in general.
| have seen Entergy, you know, taking a | ook at other
fleets. They' ve taken a | ook at Sal eni Hope Creek and
on Entergy at the Indian Point plant they put out a
newsl etter to their entire Indian Point staff and on
it, it listed every Entergy plant and it |isted
arrows, how they all have done on safety conscious
wor k environment surveys by their utility and it had
arrows up and down, average, above average, bel ow
aver age.

CHAI R WALLI S: It nust make a difference.
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MR. HOLIAN:. And it hel ps.

CHAIR VALLIS: Sort of bringing up the |ow
guy.

MR. HOLIAN. It does, it does and Inpo is
going into this a |little bit nmore with their
i nspections. So you know, that does help. But the
confidence here that | think Art's tal king about al so
is the utility did conplain a little bit about our
i nspections, but to that --

CHAI R WALLI'S: Who are --

MR. HOLIAN. That's right, who are you,
how can you do it in a snapshot tine frane? And they
wanted to make sure we had a m x of regiona
i nspectors on there that see it day-to-day and
i nprovenents besides headquarter specialists. So
that's a little bit what the confidence --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. |' m sure that
there can be a lot of things that a |icensee could do
totry to pick apart your process. On the other hand,
you hold the ultimte decider which is revoke the
l'i cense.

MR. HOLIAN. That's right.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  And that sort
of deals with a series of questions that travel

through my mnd. For exanple, what do you do if the
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corporate CEO is the influence, is creating the bad
culture? And the answer is use your ultimte weapon.

MR. HOLIAN. |If you have to, that's right.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. That's why |
didn't ask that question. And that answer applies to
situations that arise from problenms at the very
hi ghest levels or issues of size or what have you
That's the ultimte weapon and it's not clear to ne
that it's ever been used exactly that way but there
are sone peopl e how have given up fighting it because
t hey knew t he weapon is out there.

MR. DAPAS: Just off the issue, I'mglad
there was a question regarding the last bullet in the
slide here because if you read that, you could be | eft
with the inpression that if it isn't done by the
regions it could be problematic here and | think the
intent or what Art intended to comuni cate and correct
nmne if I"'mwong, is that we need to insure that we
staff these inspections with the fol ks that have the
right conpetencies here because the industry has
pushed back and chal | enged the NRC s ability to assess
safety conscious work environment and as we've
attenpted to be nore prescriptive in our inspectionin
that area, they have clained, "You don't have the

expertise, it's a soft area" et cetera, that our
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experience is that you need the right discipline, the
right mxture of folks, having soneone that has
oper ati ons experi ence when they're engaged in a focus
group and talking to operators, lends credibility
because you understand what operating a plant entails
and you have that, if you wll, SRO background,
pedigree, et cetera. That's what | think is the
overall context here, not this can only be done by the
regions. It's the mx of the team

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Wl l, | agree
with you 100 percent and there are sone situations
that would be extrenely difficult.

MR. BURRITT: Right. The conplinent of
the teamwe brought to bear in the | ast inspection was
everything from PhD i n psychol ogy through there were
several SRGs, inspectors with a | ot of experience.

MR. HOLI AN: Allegation specialists.

MR. BURRITT: Allegation specialists. No
one person had all the right attributes to be able to
assess safety culture but the team | think, did. And
we actually gained a lot of credibility with the
|icensee by using that approach. And that's really
what we're driving at |ike Marc said.

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Well, if

there's a word of caution out there, there is in sone
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plants and it's growi ng | esser and | ess, that thereis
a managenent workforce issue. You don't want to get
yourself in the divide between them Ckay.

MR. BARKLEY: All right, at this tine --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER It's tine for
a break and we're about to enter the best part.

MR. BARKLEY: Yeah, can we reconvene at
3: 207

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR S| EBER:  Yes, we can.

(A brief recess was taken.)

MR LEW M nane is Dave Lew. | amthe
Deputy Director for the Division of Reactor Products.
This session here is a little bit different than the
previ ous session, as opposed to a presentation, we'l]l
have a round table. Actually, in this case, it's a J
table. The intent of this is really to have a forum
to interface directly with the inspectors who are
daily inthe field. This is an opportunity for you to
get their views on how the ROP, Reactor Oversight
Program is working and how t hey inplenent the ROP in
the field.

W' ve prepared about five sinple slides.
The intent of the slides is really just to stinulate
the conversation. | think the over-arching goal of

this session is really to try and address any
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guestions you my have. | know you have sone
guestions on how we sel ect sanpl es, have questi ons on
whet her or not there's an adequate |evel of effort
associated with sonme of the procedures. And | think
we'll give you --

CHAIR WALLIS: WAit a mnute, are you
goi ng back or forwards?

(Laught er)

CHAIR WALLIS: Are you goi ng backwards
here now?

(AI'l speaking together)

MR. LEW Now, with that background and
with that format and goal in mnd --

CHAIR WALLIS: Are you going forward again
now? Wat you're saying has nothing to do with what
we see up there.

MR. LEW Yes.

CHAIR WALLIS: | can ask you questions
about the slides?

MR. LEW Yes, you can ask questions about
the slides. | was just setting the stage relative to
what the session -- the purpose of the session is
intended to be a roundtable for you to interface
directly with the inspectors. And we just have the

slides there just to stinmulate the discussion. You
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know, we know you have questions that you had shared
with us ahead of this neeting and you're to ask those
guestions, but, you know, the way we're set up, |
t hought it would be worthwhile to at |east have each
of the staff here at the table introduce thensel ves
and provide a little bit of their background.

Before | have them introduce thensel ves,
| just want to give you a brief overview They do
represent a good cross-section of the inspectors in
the region. Half are with Division of Reactor
Projects. The other half are in the D vision of
Reactor Safety. Al the staff here at the table at
one time in their career were resident inspector. All
of them have been DRS i nspectors, have | ed inspection
teans, engineering teans, problemidentification
teanms. They've conducted |icensing exans.

Col l ectively, there's about 90 years of
NRC i nspection experience. There's another 50 years
experience in the industry, Navy, other NRC. So with
that let me just start at the other end with Art
Burritt just to introduce hinself.

MR. BURRITT: Ckay, |'ma Senior Project
Engi neer in Region 1, Division of Reactor Projects, 15
years wi th NRC, have been Operations Li cense Exami ner,

Resi dent | nspector at M Il stone, Senior Resident at
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Linmerick, currently at SPE. 1|'ve also got 15

addi tional years of nuclear experience, both in the
commercial industry and Navy, including |icensed SRO
and BWR

MR PINDALE: Steve Pindale, |'ve been
with the NRC about 22 years, the first 12 years in the
Resi dent Inspector Program | was at Beaver Vall ey,
and then all the plants in New Jersey and then | cane
to the Region and |'ma Senior Inspector in Division
of Reactor Safety.

MR CAH LL: M nane is Chris Cahill.
|'"ve been with the NRC approxi mately nine years. |'m
a Senior Reactor Analyst. 1've also been a Senior
Inspector in DRS, a Resident at Oak Creek and an
Inspector in DRS. I|I'ma licensed Fire Protection
Engi neer and | also have about nine years of Navy
nucl ear experience prior to joining the NRC

MR COOK: My nane is Bill Cook. [|I'm
currently a Senior Reactor Analyst here in Region 1
Division of Reactor Safety. Prior to that | was a
Seni or Project Engineer in the Division of Reactor
Projects and prior to that a Seni or Resident |Inspector
and | hit nost of the New York State sites. |'ve been
with the Agency since 1983.

MR. BLAMEY: Good afternoon, ny nane is
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Alan Blaney. |1've been in the comercial nucl ear
power industry for 22 years. N ne of those years have
been spent with the NRC. |[|'ve been both a Resident

I nspector, Senior Resident Inspector in nmy current
position, as well as a Licensed Exanminer. 1In the

i ndustry |I've had a BWR/ SRO | i cense and | work mainly
in the engineering and operations areas.

MR. LEW And again, ny nane is Dave Lew.
About 24 years of nuclear experience, five in the
Navy. |'ma Resident Inspector at three different
sites, working in Region 2 as well as Region 1.
worked in headquarters in Research for a couple of
years and currently nmy position, | returned to
headquarters a year ago.

Sowiththat, let me turnit over to Chris
Cahill to do the next slide.

MR. CAHILL: As Dave already said, this is
sort of -- it's a roundtable, so we're here to answer
any questions that you have and we put together sone
slides to introduce sone topics and stinulate sone
thoughts. So if you want to tal k about something
else, this is your time, so feel free. But just
starting with the overview, the ROP provides a solid
framework for i nspecting and assessing plant

performance and it's an i nprovenent over the pre-2000
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NRC i nspecti on program

W went through quite a revolutionary
change in that tinme frane, and the programis working
quite well and we can discuss that a little bit nore
as we go along. The region does face unique
chal | enges. They' ve gone over sone of that
previously, some of our stakeholder interests, the
ages of the plants, the -- being some of the first for
many of the events and conditions that have occurred,
whether it's license renewal or some of the other
t hi ngs.

And that's going to be tough to read. So
as nore experience is gained areas for potential
enhancenent and refining continue to be identified.
So this really gets into the ROP is a living process
and as we continue to go through it, we continue to
identify areas where we can nmake an i nprovenent, where
things are working well, where they're not working as
wel | and we can address, of course, as we nove al ong
to make the program better and to be nore safety
f ocused.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: | think that
the NRC staff and perhaps, |icensees, agree that the
ROP is an inprovenent over the self process. On the

ot her hand, there are other stakehol ders out there,
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like the financial comunities, they |ove the self-
process because they can count the nunbers and deci de
whet her a plant is doing good or bad and that woul d

i nclude sone analysts rating, financial rating of a
conpany. Have you heard from any place along the line
fromthese third party i ndependent stakehol ders about
whet her ROP is better or worse than self, whether it
suits their needs or does it just suit the regulatory
needs that the NRC seeks?

MR LEW Well, | think there's a nunber
of different stakehol ders out there and when you go
out to the financial community, | always find that the
financial comunity will find ways to count nunbers.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah, they do
as a matter of fact.

MR LEW And | think they still do that

now - -
SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER  Yes, they do.
MR LEW -- whether it's the self-process

or it's the ROP process. | think relative to external

st akehol ders, at |east ny experience, we engage them
out there during annual assessnent in neetings and we
have these presentations, generally there was sone

feedback. W w Il always have our critics. | think

for the nost part, sone of the fol ks that have engaged
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us tend to have a better understandi ng of the process.
It's a lot clearer and | think that, if anything,
makes it a nuch better process for themto stay with
t he pl an.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER  When you have
a nmeeting close to the plant site, where the public
attends, do they contest your ability to determn ne
what the licensing is doing and how they' re operating
their plant or do they just sit and |listen?

MR. BLAMEY: |'Il speak specifically for
the plant that |1'm assigned to right now It is
fairly quiet as far as other external stakehol ders.
Typically, | think the only questions that we've seen
in the past that come to mind really are understanding
some of the new cross-cutting issues and how cross-
cutting issue plays into the inspection program

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Ckay.

MR BURRITT: You know, if | could add on,
| think there's a wi de spectrum of what we see in our
annual assessnent neetings. W' ve got sone very vocal
pl ants, New York, Indian Point, a few others as well
as we have a lot of plants where there's very little
participation. It's primarily listening. But | think
typically we see at least a fewcritics at each of the

pl ants, although they generally will walk anay with a
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good under st andi ng of why we did what we did which is
our intent.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER Wl I, and
that's a good out cone and probably as good as you can
expect it to be. On the other hand, in ny view, the
ROP has as prinmary stakehol ders, the agency itself
because it allows them to allocate resources and
deternine where they're going to go next with a given
set of behaviors by a licensee. And the other
st akehol der, of course, is the licensee, but the
public is an inportant stakehol der and they have to
understand that the agency is correctly enforcing its
rol es and Atom ¢ Energy Act and ot her rul es that apply
on their behalf and | don't think that we should
pander to the public. On the other hand, | think we
need to keep in mnd that that's where the
comuni cation really is.

And fromthe reports that |'ve read, |
think you're doing a pretty good job of that but
somewhere in your list of reasons why you're doing
t hings, that should be an inportant one.

MR. BURRITT: That's one of the things we
do do during our annual assessnent neeting, is we do
provi de feedback forms. W do solicit feedback, so we

continue to try to inprove the process, anything from
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the tines that the neetings are held to the forumt hat
the neeting is. And typically, the criticisns are
around the public would like a forumto talk with the
licensee directly. W conduct a neeting with the
| icensee. W conclude that neeting and then we go
into address comments and questions fromthe public.

Typically, the licensee is either in the
back of the roomor they've already | eft and soneti nes
they ask specific questions that the -- while we'll
address the answers to the best of our ability,
they're really specifically to the |icensee.

SUBCOWMWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER  Well, | guess
inm view, | think that the way you're doing this is
the right way and if you facilitate a direct
confrontation that that's not going to work. And so
what you're doing in ny opinion is the right way. O
course, |'m just another stakeholder at this point.
But | think overall, it's been well handled in al nost
every case.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Mbost of you have worked
under both processes, the old process and the ROP
process. Does the ROP process prohibit you or keep
you from looking at something that you think is a
safety issue or a safety concern?

MR. PINDALE: | think it's probably just
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the opposite. | think previously with the structure
of the program we were limted to | ooking at safety
rel at ed conponents and with the i ncorporation of risk,
we can get into various areas non-safety related,
secondary plant, so |l think it gets us into nore areas
t hat previously we woul d have |iked to get there which
this allows us to go.

MR. BURRITT: If | could add onto that
point, it also puts nore of our tine on the nost risk
significant conponents. W have -- in the old process
we did have the capability to go to a lot of different
areas but sonme of them were not risk significant.
Now, we are focused on the nost critical aspects that
you can evaluate. So | think it is significant in
that regard

MVR. DAPAS: If | could offer ny
perspective, you know, when you talk about risk, I
|l ook at it, it cuts both ways. W have had |icensees
that say, "Ch, this systemwould be avail abl e here",
and froma risk perspective they get to take credit
for that. By the sanme token, there nmay be a system
that we're I ooking at that is not identified as safety
related but is inportant in terns of risk that we are
now abl e to l ook at in the risk informed approach. So

| see it as cutting both ways and allowi ng the
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i nspectors to focus on sone areas where in the past
they may not have had that safety related and while
you coul d use determ nistic, that was subject to nore
chal I enging versus if you're on board with a risk

i nformed approach, then you have a solid basis for why
" ml ooking at this conponent, even though you nay not
have a nunber of controls, pedigree QArequirenents in
pl ace, your own PRA identifies that it's risk
significant, so we're looking at it to understand what
you' ve done to insure you can address the equi prment
and vulnerability, et cetera. So | think it's

val uabl e fromthat perspective.

MR. CAHI LL: And we've been given sone
nore tools, too. The Revision 2 to the SDP not ebooks
has just rolled out along with sone pre- SAWsheets for
that and that provides a |ot of guidance for picking
risk inmportant systens or operator actions as a
starting point, plus alot of explanatory notes to put
in the context of why it's inportant.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: Does the inspector get
essentially PRA results for his plant? | mean, does
he know what that SPAR nodel, you know, and what the
ranki ngs for the various inportance neasures are? |Is
that information provided to hinf?

MR. CAHI LL: Well, the inportance neasures
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or the role values are in the SDP notebook for
everything that we have in the notebook. Table 4 of
that has a conparison of what our results are,
benchmar ked agai nst what the |icensee's results are
for that nodel. So that's not as detailed as the SPAR
nodel is going to be but for like HKSI and RKSI, it's
going to give you the big hitters. [It's not going to
get down to the valve |evel.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: It gives you the big
picture, right. That's what |I'mreally | ooking for.
kay, he really knows what the big picture of the
plant | ooks like in risk space.

MR. CAHILL: Exactly, and they can do a
qui ck screen on that, too, because they'll also use
that raw value and the |icensee CDF val ue and say,

“"Well, if this conmponent is out for a year," based on
this raw value it would be green, white, vyellow or
red", so they know if they cone up to a C or D punp
that wasn't going to work for a year, they can | ook
and get a pretty quick sniff on hey, was this
significant or not.
VICE CHAIR SHACK: O even know which

punps to look at to find out what their naintenance

records | ook |ike.

MR CAH LL: Right.
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MR. BURRITT: For exanple, should you

sel ect a core spray, do an equi prment alignnment or is
this an RHR versus another system you can use the
not ebooks to facilitate that besides.

MR COOK: W try to advertise the plant
speci fic notebooks are really a sinplified SPAR nodel
or PRA. They know what all the significant initiating
events are. They knowthat if it's in the notebook,
it's risk significance. |If it's not, don't bother
with it. So that notebook, Phase 2 notebook, is
really a sinplified tool for the inspector, not only
to take a finding and identify its risk significance,
but when he's planning his inspections for the next
nont h, he can | ook at that to say, "Well, 1'Il | ook at
the RHR punp versus the city water punp at Indian
Poi nt ".

MR. BLAMEY: And | think the other thing
that you have to realize as well, these SPAR nodel s
aren't the only thing that we use. The |licensee has
their own PRA analysis and typically, we'll end up
with their top 10 risk significant systens as well --

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Well, |'m hoping that
they |l ook alike at some point.

MR. BLAMEY: Pretty close, yes. And the

other thing we |like to take a |look at as well as the
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risk significant operator actions, so that we can
understand how the equipnment as well as how the
operators and procedures have to interface.

MR. CAHI LL: And many residents al so have
access to the risk nonitors, ES or whatever for their
particular site, so they can | ook at the day-to-day
configuration changes and see how that effects the --
how risk is effected that day.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: Do many of your plants

use risk nmonitors on the |ine?

MR CAHILL: | know OGak Creek and Sal em do
and - -

MR BURRITT: Most of them do now.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER: Are they rea
time or are they -- do you have to type a bunch of

stuff in and wait 10 m nutes?

MR. BURRITT: They usually have the daily
pi cture of risk on there and you can do what if, soif
you want to --

SUBCOWMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Well, this is
how you would plan it out --

CHAIR WALLIS: And they schedul e
nmai nt enance in sonme way?

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SI EBER:  Yes.

MR. CAHILL: But you'd also see the effect
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of change in an unexpected failure in a piece of
equi pnent to see what the change woul d be.

CHAIR WALLIS: So everything is perfect.
| just wonder what the gaps are in this process. You
suggest here that there are areas for a refinenent.
Where are they?

MR CAHI LL: One of the areas in risk that
we're working on refinenents are in external event
devel opnent. NRR has an issue where we' ve devel oped
STP not ebooks for five plants or six plants, | forget
t he exact nunber, seven plants for external events so
we can basically take a finding all the way through in
a Phase 2 notebook. So we're fortunate in the region
then. W have Salem Linerick, Nine-MIle and Indian
Point, Nine-Mle 2 and Indian Point 3, that external
event not ebooks have been devel oped for and alt hough
they're specific to those plants, we have a pretty
broad variety of plants there that we can apply sone
of the lessons fromthat to sone of the other plants
that we have to eval uate.

CHAI R VALLI S: Wat does the ROP say about
steamdryers? They're not risk significant and ot her
than the PRA, they just need to be ignored or what?
Can they rattle as nuch as they like? Wat does it

tell you about things like steamdryers in there or
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does it not?

MR CAHILL: It wouldn't necessarily be
nodel ed. |If there was a perfornmance deficiency that
we had to evaluate for a steamdryer, we'd be | ooking
nore at an initiating event. W'd al nbst have --
there's no specific.

CHAIR WALLI'S: There has been steam dryer
failures, pieces broke off and things |ike that which
we seemto be not insignificant event. | don't think
it appears in the PRA or the ROP, does it? So how
does -- so there nust be sone things like that, that
are not covered by --

MR CAHILL: Well, for sonething like
that, for exanple, you have -- it's essentially a
transient initiator. So you have a transi ent nodel.
What causes the transient really for the risk
assessment part isn't that inportant conpared to what
t ake --

CHAIR VALLIS: Well, | was thinking in
terms of retro-oversight. You still have to oversee
st eam dryers.

MR. BURRITT: If | could offer something,
you know, we just built in through the safety culture
initiative use of operating experience. So now we do

have the ability to look at this from a transient
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initiator. W do have event followup if an event
occurs, but operating experience may be a took to | ook
forward. If you're seeing events occurring in other
pl ants because of power uprates or whatever, to
reflect that back into inspection processes.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah, but you
have to really look at that realistically. |If the
dryer fails and it disintegrates, it's likely that
you're going to get a reactor trip which is an
initiating event but not a -- the |ow probability
event is if you have pieces of debris that sonehow or
ot her get lodged in nmain steamisol ati on val ves and
it's going to hit two valves in order for it to be a
bypass kind of a thing. And | don't -- |I'mnot aware
that that's in the PRA

MR LEW | think for the nost part, the
ROP does focus on the risk event issues. W also have
other tools to -- they have PI's that track trips and
pl ant transients.

CHAIR WALLIS: Some risks are not
significant, | mean, the plant has a | ot whol e ot her
unexpected scraps that nay not be very risk
significant, but you'd still pay attention to it.

MEMBER MAYNARD: Right, and that's an ROP

process.
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(AI'l tal king at once.)

CHAIR WALLIS: If you only risk inform
that you need 60 SCRAMs a year or sonmething to make it
significant.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Well, they

have artificially set the threshold for that PlI, so

that sonething -- a nunber of occurrences which isn't
particularly risk significant; however, it does
trigger the PI. It's alittle artificial but it's

conservati ve.

MR LEW And we do have our inservices
i nspection procedure which were expanded and it did
ook at a large range of areas which may not be
significant but, you know, we have --

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: As | understand your
guestion, how does the I SI programget us into | ooking
at sonething like the steam dryer. The ISl program
has a segnment in there to take a | ook at repairs and
nodi fications that have been nmade and we' ve done al
that, so the cycle before last | got into the steam
dryer on that basis and the work in progress and what
| imediately hit on the resulting nechanics --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  The current
requirenents are small because the dryer is not a

pressure vessel .
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AUDI ENCE MEMBER: That's true, that's

true.

SUBCOWMWM TTEE CHAIR SI EBER.  And - -

AUDI ENCE MEMBER: But there is still a
nmechanismto get to that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah.

MR COOK: W still have a tool within the
ROP to deal with that fromthe standpoint of the
significance determ nation process. It really falls
out si de any speci fi ed appendi ces in the STP but we can
capture under nanagenent review. So if we identified
a finding, performance deficiency, which we wanted to
characterize and put out for public review and
scrutiny as well as exercise the |icensee to take
corrective actions, we could do that under the
managenment review process which is a unique process
that takes advantage of or allows us to deal wth
t hose unusual circunstances or issues. So there is a
method within the current ROP to deal with that.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  But sonet hi ng
short of a collapse or a disintegration of a dryer,
even i f you found a violation, | doubt that you could
nmake a greater than green.

MR COOK: | wouldn't argue with that base

on the fact that it's --
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CHAIR WALLIS: Yeah, but in terns of

public confidence, steamdryers breaking up, there's
a lot to underm ne public confidence. |If it happens
frequently and if they're rebuilt and it happens again
and then a new design is put in and it happens agai n,
the public extrapolates this to other parts of the
devi ces which are safety significant.

MR. DAPAS: If | could address that
aspect, let's look at Quad Cities. There was a case
where there were concerns about steamdryer integrity
right, and extended power uprate conditions and we
wei ghed in on that and as a result of |ooking at that,
the |licensee went back to pre-EPU power |evels and
they went in and they replaced the steam dryer, they
i mpl enent ed enhanced nonitoring. | would offer that
we have a concernin terns of the safety significance,
because obviously, integrity of the dryer is
i mportant, but | would of fer our operating experience
at -- you know, at 100 percent power |evels have not
been such where we were having a nunmber of dryer
cracki ng events and | ooking at a generic safety issue
but an extended power uprate as a result of the Quad
Cities experience, we wanted to insure at Vernont
Yankee that there was not a structural integrity

i ssue.
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"Il offer that that is focusing on what
is potential safety significant. It doesn't have to
be a dryer when you go in and | ook at ri sk achi evenent
work and screen-out at some value. Here is a case
where operating experience tells you that at a hi gher
power |evel, you ve got potential flow induced
vi bration concerns with a dryer that can result in
cracking and pieces fall off. You can have probl ens
wi th noi sture carry-over inpacting the turbine, right?
And you can have an exulted turbine trip, a reactor
trip, or can sone of those pieces get down into the
fuel and bl ow your reactor. So | would offer that the
program does allow for a look at that and it is
appropriately focused to give you the flexibility
i ndependent of what does t he PRA exactly say about the
i nportance of the steam dryer.

CHAIR WALLIS: So what we're doing is
| ooking at the ROP and saying are there sonme gaps
whi ch need attention. You're saying there are other
ways to fix these things which may not show up in the
PRA.

MR. DAPAS: | would offer to answer that
guestion directly, wusing operating experience and
| everagi ng that, we can determ ne are there areas that

we need to enhance the ROP and identify an inspection



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

291

nodul e, create one to go out and look at that, is
there informati on we need to obtain? W can send out
a request for information to provide us information
and we can assess what's the degree of a safety
concern that we have. That gets to generic safety

i ssues, et cetera. So the ROP has the flexibility to
be nodified to include an inspection piece if we
deternmine that there's a certain conponent or activity
or operator action, whatever that needs to be

i nspected. | would offer that.

MEMBER ARM JO. As an exanple, could you
sort of summarize what you' ve done or are going to do
over the issue of BWR controlled del ayed insertion
wi th t he channel bow problem You know, that's been an
i ssue over the last year or two --

MR. DAPAS: At Susquehanna.

MEMBER ARM JO  And just how are you
dealing with that, what's going on and woul d you
expect the channel bow problemto get nore severe with
ext ended power uprate? You know, it's a burn-up
rel ated or exposure related --

MR. DAPAS. This is a perspective | would
offer. A licensee identifies there's a channel bow ng
i ssue. Resident inspectors beconme aware of that.

They engage a specialist inspector with sone
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engi neering expertise in the D vision of Reactor
Safety. There's discussion with the program office
NRR and the particular systens branch where soneone
has know edge of you know, the fuels. And then there
will be a discussion is this a potential generic
safety issue? You know, we're engaging the |icensee.
W' re understanding what is the Iicensee doing to
deternine the safety significance of this as-found
condi ti on.

| think Susquehanna i s an exanple. W are
following Iicensee actions very closely. They just
conducted an outage. They went in and did sone
i nspection. There were a certain nunber of rods that
were identified as having bowed. They did an
operability evaluation at the tinme they identifiedif,
saying i f X nunber of rods are i noperable, can that --
in a SCRAMwill the reactor be safely shut down, et
cetera. | would offer that's an exanple of the
process we would follow to insure that that issue is
addr essed.

MEMBER ARM JO  Extendi ng fromthat now,
do a power uprate on that, a |arge power uprate on
that, you know, the predictability of what happens
with the next step, | don't knowif we addressed that.

MR. DAPAS: The |licensee woul d have
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responsibility for evaluating that and then we woul d
have a responsibility to look at the |licensee's
eval uation and insure it's sufficiently bounding. And
if there's contractor expertise that we need to i nvoke
in order to insure we have |ooked at it with
sufficient technical veracity, that's what we woul d
do.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Do you have
techni cal specifications that determne -- that tel
you the rods nust operate and they have to do so fast
and there are surveillances conducted where the
l'i censee has to denonstrate that and if he fails to
denonstrate it, they're inoperable. And it's not the
ROP that's doing that, it's the tech specs that are
doing it. And once you get a limting condition and
LCO of operation, you've -- in those cases, you shut
down and you don't run until you fix it.

MR LEW Unless the nechanismis
under st ood and the problemis fixed, why do you uprate
t he power?

MR BURRITT: You know, | think we shoul d
let Alan talk to this because we have |ived through
this. Ckay, Al an.

MR. BLAMEY: | guess I'Ill start out,

there's really three conpeting nechanisnms that are
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actually seeing creating this interference. There's
a typical channel bow, which has been in the industry
for years, and when you | ook at that, you're going to
have, because of the fluids across the fuel assenbly,
you're going to have the channel bow. The other one
that they're seeing, they' re seeing shadow corrosion
as well. Now, shadow corrosion is a product of having
t he control bl ade near the channel itself with the two
dissimlar netals, and as you do that, that's when you
reduce the gap between the control blade as well as

t he fuel channel.

And then finally, the last one is the
bulge in the fuel assenbly and that's really due to
the differential pressure between the inside of the
fuel assenbly and the outside of the fuel assenbly.
Now, in the particular case, |'m not sure how the
other plants in the Mdwest work, but in the
particular case that I'mfamliar with, one of the
i ssues that they had at this facility, nunber one,
when t hey went through and desi gned the core, the core
design there renoved sone of the gadolinium so
typically for higher burn-up cores, if you don't put
the gadolinium in, that means you're going to have
nore rod density through the life of that particul ar

cycle. The nore rod you have the nore shadow



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

295

corrosion that you're going to have to deal with. So
fromthat perspective, that's one of the issues that

they' ve reconstituted now and they're going back to

the normal GAD | oadi ng.

So for the two-year cycle their rod
density should be | ess. They should reduce part of
that conmponent. The second thing that they've done,
t hey' ve gone back and t hey' ve | ooked at usi ng and t hey
currently are using 100 m| channels versus 80 mil
channels. Wth the 100 mill channels there's nore
rigidity there. So fromthe perspective of the
channel bul ge, there's |ess channel bulge. Fromthe
perspective of the shadow corrosion, they believe
right now with sone of the data that they have that
they also include the shadow corrosion aspect. And
that deals wth the hydrogen pick-up and the
deformation that you can get from hydrogen pick-up.

MEMBER ARM JO More dilution, |ess
hydrogen and | ess bul ge.

MR BLAMEY: Yes, so fromthat
perspective, they're working through those issues.
Regardl ess of the conclusion they cone to, they have
to make sure that they continue to neet tech specs.
When this first occurred a coupl e years ago, | believe

the positive inpact that the NRC had whil e we observed
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this, we nonitored this. W also pushed the |icensee.
One of the issues we had was when they do a
surveillance they weren't always forward | ooking,
taki ng the data that they had an projecting to the net
time the surveillance was run, will those control rods
still be operable or will they not be operabl e at that
poi nt ?

And | think one of the itens that the NRC
had, the positive influence that the inspectors
wor ki ng wi th t he headquarter specialist as well as the
DRS people, we were able to have them change their
phi | osophy and for the control rods were getting cl ose
to the limts that they have, they woul d project out
whet her they would actually be able to still be
operable by the time the next surveillance cane
around. So fromthat perspective, | think we had a
very positive influence on the way that they nonitored
t hem

SUBCOWMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: But it's the
surveillance testing for specific tech specs and the
runni ng condi ti on of operation whichis the regulatory
instrunment that controls this process, what the fuel
vendor and the licensees do to elimnate the problem
is up tothem Now, the only thing they have to do is

neet the tech specs and if you don't neet them
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there's a price to pay, you don't run the plant.

MR COOK: And I'd add to that, that the
ot her piece of |everage we have is Appendi x B, the
corrective action program

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah.

MR. COOK: What are we doing to fix this
thing? Is it going to be effective?

SUBCOWMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Yeah, well,
that's a question you ask after they are inoperable.

MR. COOK: But do you feel they now have
a nodel that's adequate to predict how many bl ades
will stick in the next cycle under current power
limts as well as extended power operate conditions.
| just think that -- I'"mjust trying to understand how
you can reach the conclusion that --

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | think they
use a --

MR BLAMEY: | believe that the answer to
that currently is, yes, and the reason | say that is
not because of the uncertainty because there is a | ot
of uncertainty that goes with this, not because they
shrunk the uncertainty but because they increased the
popul ation of the susceptible control rods that
they've been testing on. And because they've

i ncreased that popul ation, when this first occurred,
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probably a year or two ago, there were a |ot of rods
that they found that were sl ow and when they found
that they were slow, they weren't predicting that they
were slow. Today with testing -- with the testing
they're doing, they aren't finding control rods that
are sl ow out si de of the suscepti bl e popul ati on but you
have to understand the way they address that problem
was increasing the susceptible population with the
best data they had rather than trying to reduce the
uncertainties that are associated with that.

CHAIR WVALLIS: So they can predict when --
how | ong they can operate before they stop neeting
tech specs? Can they do that now?

MR. BLAMEY: Yes, yeah, that --

MEMBER ARM JO | think sort of, it's
cl oser than that.

MR BLAMEY: You have to be careful
because when you |l ook at this, there's a |ot of
uncertainty invol ved when you first start to see a
control rod exhibit the slowto settle condition and
that's why they've increased the population, the
suscepti ble population. But once a control rod
exhibits this, it's fairly predictable as to how | ong
it remain operable.

CHAIR VALLI'S: Can you predict how slow it
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is? | presunme they get slower as it gets worse till
eventually, it doesn't nove at all.

MR. BLAMEY: Well, yes, | can actually
tell -- the way you can predict that is through scram
timng, okay. They have sone ot her nethods that they
use to go through and take a look to see what the
frictional forces are. You're also concerned with
bundle |ift as well, depending upon the uplift that
you would have with the fuel assenbly. And there's
criteria they look at for that as well.

MR. DAPAS. But froma process standpoint
here, the kind of questions you're asking are
guestions that our technical staff should be engagi ng
the licensee to insure the licensee is sufficiently
bounded the condition that's beenidentifiedto insure
that they can continue to operate the plant safely.
And he has to question regarding extended power
uprate. We woul d expect the |icensee to address that
and then our technical staff at NRR woul d eval uate t he
i censee's anal ysis of that in the context of extended
power uprate. It wouldn't be sonething that Region 1
staff would eval uate whether that is acceptable for
ext ended power operation. That would be the
responsi bility of the programoffice, where they have

the technical expertise and can evaluate those
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conditions in the context of the extended power uprate
criteria. | would offer that's the process that we
woul d fol |l ow.

Al an is providing you with an expl anati on
why we have confidence right now in terns of the
|icensee's operability evaluation but when you start
to get into extended power uprate and those type of
extrapol ati on questions, then, you know, those are
appropriate technical questions to put on the
i censee's plate.

MR. BLOUGH And | would think that part
of those questions would be to | ook at the tech specs
in terms of the population that has to be tested and
the frequency of the testing and such, you know,
verify whether that's okay as is and the extended
power - -

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER.  Especially the
t hought prediction, basically the sane as a fact
predi ction. You nmake neasurenents and you draw a |ine
and you say, can | make it till the next time | do the
nmeasur enent .

MR. DAPAS: There's different pools we
could use. Let's just assunme for the sake of
di scussi on that we have a concern in this area and the

| i censee does an evaluation and we don't think it's
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sufficiently adequate. | nean, ultimtely you could
issue a demand for information and provide us
information as to why there i s not substantive safety
concerns. So there's different tools that we can
engage in to insure that we have confi dence that there
is not a safety issue for continued operation.

MR BURRITT: If | could offer one other
perspective, we're tal king about ROP franmework being
solid. | think this is a good exanpl e where our ROP
framewor k, particularly our operability procedure, our
testing procedure, status procedure, a |l ot of us, al
the tools that we needed to engage a licensee and
insure the plant was operating safety. So | think
it's a good exanpl e.

MEMBER ARM JO That's why | wanted to get
t he di scussi on goi ng to understand howit was treated.

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. It's not the
ROP that does that. |It's tech specs. You know,
before the ROP, this forum you approached t hese ki nds
of issues the sane way then as you are today.

MR. DAPAS: Absolutely, absolutely.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SIEBER. And so there's
nothing new. | think it's inportant to step into the
mnd of a licensee and the licensee is out there to

destroy his turbine with pieces of noisture separator
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trying to go through it or slugs of water. | nmean,
the licensee wants to protect the plant and the
licensee will do a lot of things that aren't, you

know, risk based to nake the plant run better, nore
efficiently, safer froman industrial standpoint and
be efficient. And so the agency concentrates on those
things that are safety significant and | do have a few
guestions to ask about that.

CHAIR WALLI'S: And while you were saying
that, I was thinking this is fine. W're |ooking at
the ROP, though, you want to be sure the ROP with its
focus doesn't distract the |licensee from doing these
things that you' ve been sayi ng he does so well.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | don't say he
does themwell, |'m saying --

MR. BURRITT: He eventually will do them

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: He has different
i ncentives.

CHAIR WALLIS: -- before the ROP and so
on.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Yeah.

CHAIR WALLI'S: The ROP cones in and does
some good things. By focusing on these things, does
it take away sone of the traditional focus on other

t hi ngs which are al so inportant.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

303
SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. Wl |, the way

| ook at it, on a -- and you can say yes or no, but

if you' re the manager of the plant and you have a
certain basket full of regulatory kinds of things to
do, and your vision of the work that's out there is a
| ot bigger than the regul atory basket, you run out and
get the resources to do it all, to make the plant run
as reliably as you can without destroying itself and
wi t hout, you know, runni ng af oul of the regul ations or
j eopardi zi ng the safety of your workers or the public.

And if you can't do that at a reasonable cost, you go

to your board and say, "I don't think we ought to run

this plant”. | nean, that's basically the way it is.
MEMBER MAYNARD: | think the ROP program

brings a ot of things to -- a |lot nore consistent

priorities between the |icensee and the regulator. |
think the things that the ROP get into are also the
things that the |icensee needs to and woul d be getting
into. So | don't think it distracts fromthose
important things. And the |licensee has different
notivations in some of those areas where you get
outside of the risk or safety significant, you know,
you get into the economics. |If the plant's not
runni ng properly, shut down to fix the dryers or if

they've got parts falling off, there's an economc
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incentive to fix those things and make t hemwork wel |,
t 0o.

But | think the new ROP process probably
aligns the priorities better than what the old
mechani sm di d.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER. | agree with
t hat .

VICE CHAIR SHACK: | notice here you have
a blurb about safety culture. Have you actually had
a chance to run through the new safety culture
i nspection procedures yet? Is that somethi ng that
you' ve done already or this is kind of something that
you think will happen now t hat you have new
procedures?

MR BURRITT: W are using -- the
docunent ati on for our second quarter occurs at the end
of the second quarter, so after the new process has
been rolled out. So it's a tool for the inspectors to
use. We've -- OA's when we identify cross-cutting
aspects, we've done that for along tinme. W now have
revised cross-cutting aspects at a line with the
safety culture elenents for lack of a better word.

I nspectors are beginning to use those, even though
they're not required to be used at this point.

MR. DAPAS. For the program | thought July
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1%,

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  Correct.

MR. DAPAS: W have received training on
t hose i nspection procedures, and the i nspectors shoul d
be inplenenting those now and identifying whether
they're a safety culture, cross-cutting aspects,
findings with those that the process is being
i npl enented. What we agreed to as part of the
transition, is that we wouldn't go back and | ook at,
okay, there's been a substantive cross-cutting issue
that would X for three consecutive assessnent cycles,
so now, go conduct a safety culture assessnment, M.
Li censee. W agreed that we would start July 1° and
then subsequent to that, at three cycles |later,
there's a subsequent cross-cutting i ssue, you have t he
option so there's a transition period there, but
correct me if I"'mwong, Brian, but | think we, as of
July 1%, have inplenmented those new procedures.

MR. HOLIAN: Yes. Brian Holian, DRP and
the only thing | was going to add to that, that is
correct, is ACRS m ght see sone correspondence here in
this -- these comng few nonths from interested
st akehol ders on that transition period as we call it,
as we go into it, why, NRC, aren't you | ooking back

and there were sone reasons for that.
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For exanple, Indian Point had a Pl &R
cross-cutting issue for six or seven assessnent
periods. It closed a couple of assessnent periods ago
but it had a | ongstandi ng one. And so the stakehol der
and | think Dave Locbaumraise this in a public
neeting during this transition was, NRC, are you goi ng
to go and | ook back and maybe have them do on.

NRC t hi nks, you know, we know enough at
this time and we could always use a deviation nmeno
t hrough our assessnent process, to require that,
should we think that was there, but that will be an
itemyou mght see correspondence on.

MR. BURRITT: | guess what | was talking
about was kind of the mcroscopic pieces or tools.
That' s the macroscopi ¢ assessnment tools. |'mtalKking
about inspectors are beginning to use the new cross-
cutting aspects, to use those to informtheir
i nspections, gather the information that's key, and
beginning to docunment it. That's the point | was
maki ng.

AUDI ENCE MEMBER:  95.003, is that also
bei ng now i npl enent ed?

MR. DAPAS:. 95.003, thanks for asking
that, there is a yellow binding, | think. You neet

the criteria for conducting a 95.003, you woul d foll ow
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the new process and you ask the |icensee to conduct a
safety culture evaluation and then we assess that
eval uation after. So in that context, yes, the new
process, the 95.002 and 03 woul d exercise the safety
culture reviewoptionthat's built into the procedure.
In fact, | don't knowif that's been issued. That was
the | ast set.

MR, BLOUGH: It's out for comment now.

95. 003 changes to conform with safety culture or
actually we have it for conment sonetine in the next
20 days or something |ike.

MR. DAPAS: But that's where we're going
clearly.

MEMBER MAYNARD: What kind of process do
you go through for closing out sonme of the cross-
cutting i ssues? |Is that sonething that stays open for
along time? |I'mkind of interested in the process,
how defined it is and how you cl ose out an issue.

MR. BURRITT: Qur process is, you know,
you have to have nore than three findings, so four or
nore. You have to have a comon, cross-cutting aspect
and the NRC has to have concern with the |icensee's
ability to address or resolve those issues. And when
you no | onger neet any of those conponents, then we

woul d cl ose out the cross-cutting aspect. That's the
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si npl e answer.

MR. DAPAS: Let nme just add to that. W
have a m d-cycle and a new cycl e assessnent. The ni d-
cycle we'll be conducting, we're going to do that one
next week, Brian? In two weeks, excuse ne, thanks.
W |ook at that criteria. Each branch, when they
present their assessnent of performance of each
facility, we look at the criteria nmet, nunber of
findi ngs, a conmon thene and then as Art nentioned the
last criteria is do we have confidence in the
| i censee's understanding of the scope and is there
sufficient progress being nade.

You have to neet all three of those
criteria in order for us to conclude it's a
substantive cross-cutting i ssue. So each assessnent
cycle we evaluate that. And the findings that you're
| ooking at are over the last 12 nonths. So a md-
cycle is not just the last six nonths, it's the |ast
12 nmonths and then when you do the end of cycle, so
there is a period there where, you know, when you do
the end of cycle, you' ve already | ooked at the first
six months, and you're |ooking at the second six
nont hs as part of that 12-year | ook, | nmean, 12-nonth
|l ook. So we assess it each tine.

Now, in the case of the SCWE cross-cutting
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issue at Salem and Hope Creek, we have defined a
specific criteria that needs to be net and that is
that the |icensee concludes that there is substantive
sust ai nabl e i nprovenent and our i ndependent assessnent
validates or is in agreenent wth that |[|icensee
concl usi on once the licensee nakes that. If | recal
correctly that's spelled out in a deviation neno, but
that's just the unigue case where the SCWE cross-
cutting issue that we defined a criteria that had to
be met.

MR LEW | just want to add, this
assessment decision is nade by a | ot of the people.
The inspector is involved and first |ine supervisors,
t he managenent team here in the region. The ot her
offices are all tied in as well, including the
headquarters office, OEE, so this is a collective
agency decision. It's not nade in isolation.

MEMBER MAYNARD: A comment, it's still
quite subjective and it's probably one of the nost
di fficult for the licensee than the other
st akehol ders, too, if | understand exactly what
criteria that -- what they're going to have to do to
get out of the great cornerstone area because it stil
relies back on judgnment on the part of the NRC s

senior staff and a lot of people to conme to that
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conclusion. And I'mnot sure that there's a
tremendously better way but it is still fairly
subj ective and not as visible to others as to what it
takes to get out of it.

MR. LEW Just a clarification, just the
colums that they're inthe action matrix is different
than the decision on whether they're the subject of
cross-cutting grade. And there are defined criteria
for howlong a particular finding is inputted into the
assessment, that's well-defined. | wll say that
there is still some subjectivity associated with this
but there is also sone objectivity towards the
process. Wth the nunber of findings that are
actually inputted, the aspects or the thene that has
to be defined, those criteria are sonewhat objective,
nore obj ecti ve.

MEMBER MAYNARD: And | agree that there
are sone objective criteria. | don't nean that it's
all subjective but you still have the one override
criteria and the NRC s confidence and their ability.

MR. LEW That's correct.

MR. BLOUGH: And | believe they all seem
to be regul atory judgnents. To the extent, you accept
that, you'll always need to |ike weigh things and

achi eve regul atory judgnent, then there's going to be
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some unpredictability where there are people from
outsi de the NRC m ght be wei ghing the sane things on
their owmn and say the NRCis going to do this, and we
do sonething different. So | think that's part of it.
And we actually -- you have to | ook at all those areas
and see if we can nmake it nore predictable. You know,
some of them you know, ESEP is one the areas you
asked about. But it's an area where we have to try to
nmake it a bit nore predictable by focusing on the
areas where we don't really have tools for the
external events, you know, shut-down events, shut-down
issues are difficult to do.

Sorme of the non-reactor safety the fleet
of STPs in the energency preparedness area and health
physics area, industry says they're not properly
bal anced with reactor safety ones and you know, to
some extent we're disagreeing on that and we're
thi nking -- you know, we're thinking we'd |ike sone of
them the way they are, others we're |ooking at. And
so but | guess ny key point is, youtry to | ook at the
areas where regulatory judgnents have to be nmade and
where there's some unpredi ctabl e and you' re | ooking to
see if you can narrow it down on those sone but |
woul d still say that there will always be a need for

regul atory judgnents.
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MEMBER MAYNARD: And | would agree with

that, that there will always be a need for sone. |
think part if it is you periodically step back, take
a look and see are you being consistent, are you
handling the various |licensees consistently and
everything but | don't think -- | think it would be
the wong thing to do would be to totally renove
regul atory judgnent.

MR DAPAS: And | think we do that with
annual assessment in the reactor oversight process.
You had asked that question earlier and as | recal
frankly, regarding we get feedback relative to
conparison of the old programwhere you use the
systemati c assessnent of |icensee perfornmance ourself
and the new program

MEMBER MAYNARD: | think that was Jim

MR. DAPAS.: |'msorry, yes, it was Jim
My apol ogi es, but you know, as part of this survey of
ext ernal stakehol ders, you know, they provide input.
They gauge -- we ask a specific question, do you
consi der the ROP to be scrutable, and there's feedback
that we get and one of the areas that we're addressing
is STP tine limts which is a particular criticism
that we've received as a result of that survey and

then each year there's an assessnent report that's
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generated and then a briefing of the Comm ssion
communicating the results of that annual self-
assessnent that's in the vein of continuous

i mprovenent and then there's action plans that are
devel oped to address the areas where we determn ned
there needs to be sone additional enhancenent. So
that's a forumto get that feedback and evaluate to
what degree are we satisfying the criteria.

There's specific criteria that are
identified that represent success and we gauge
our sel ves agai nst that.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Since you brought it
up, are your SDP response times 1n providing --

MR. DAPAS: CQur SDP response tine in
Region 1 is very good.

MR COOK: It's always been good.

(Laught er)

MR DAPAS: But | did want to nention,
there had been an initiative, a benchmarking
initiative to look at as we need tineliness across al
the regions, individual -- Dwi ght Chanberlain, who is
the Division Director of the D vision of Reactor
Projects in Region 4 led that effort. Just conpleted
that. He's preparing the final report with

recommendations as the best practices that can be
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adopted to insure tineliness. But an exanple of that
was he canme out an interviewed our fol ks here, the
Seni or Reactor Analysts, the staff, to understand how
we inplenment the process and why we have been so
successful in reaching that 90-day goal.

But | think that's a good exanple of
| everagi ng | essons | earned and i nproving in efforts to
address that specific issue, tineliness where we've
gotten feedback externally where the i ndustry has said
it takes the NRCtoo long to reach a fina
signi ficance determ nation.

MR BURRITT: If | can go back and nake
one nore point on the criteria for substantive cross-
cutting issues, we talk about our program being a
living, evolving program The agency has concern and
woul d i ke to see scope of effort. That's been -- in
the nost recent revision of our assessnent docunent,
that's been further defined. | believe we've actually
got four sub-bullets which we've added to give
ourselves a better framework to nake these what will
al ways be subjective decisions. So | wanted to cal
your attention to that.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER:  1'd like to go
back to the SDP process. To what do you attribute

your great success?
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MR. DAPAS. | can try that. [1'Il give you

the | ong-w nded answer, but 1'Il let Bill give you the
succi nct answer .

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Wre they
easy?

MR COOK: No, | think there's a fairly
sinple reason for it. First off, Chris and | are
fairly newy qualified, but the SRAs, the third one in
the region right now, Wayne Schni dt has been qualified
for three or four years and prior to that Jim Trapp
and Tom Shedl osky and Ji m Coby and | think the success
that we can attribute to tinmeliness is that they' ve
al ways been very approachable. They've made
t hensel ves available early on in the inspection
process to engage the inspectors to understand what
the finding is to start early on assessing the risk
signi ficance of those findings sothat when the report
is issued, we're basically done or close to being done
with the risk assessnent and we can neet all those
tinmeliness goals.

MR CAHI LL: So we're only dealing with
the licensee too, to understand how their plant is
nodel ed, to do | ogi c checks between our two nodels so
that we can iron out any -- not that we come to an

agreenent but we understand the |ogic of the nodels
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and we're in agreenment with what the nodels are
produci ng and then we can argue about the assunptions
and the finding | ater.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: That was ny
next question. How many contests to you get into with
i censees? What are the issues? What are the
outcomes? That's one of the controllers of the tine.

MR. DAPAS. You're absolutely right and |
woul d offer it as sonething we're | ooking across al
the regions. There cones a point where we say we
under stand t he point you' ve offered, M. Licensee and
we understand your view on the assunptions that we're
using. Here is our assessnent, here is our
prelimnary assessnment of the safety significance
getting into the next step of the process. Were it
can be difficult is the back and forth, | need
additional information, the |icensee provides, the
chal | enges, that assunptions, and the key is, we need
to look at the information the |icensee provides and
insure is our nodel sufficiently conprehensive because
the licensees typically have nore refined nodels and
we need to understand, do their assunptions nmade
sense. But there is a point there where you have to
deci de, here's is our assessnent. W have an adequate

basis for that and then you get into the next step of
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t he process.
SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: Does the

approachi ng deadline hel p you deci de when that point

is?

MR. DAPAS. But | think -- well, yeah, but
the key is early engagenent here, | would offer so
that --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER: What can you
do in the cases where the SPAR nodel s do not nodel the
pl ant condition, |like shut-down or the event |ike an
external ? How do you deal with that because you don't
have any really sophisticated nechanismto deal with
t hese ki nds of events?

MR. CAHI LL: Right, at shut-down, we do
have an SDP nodul e for shut-down risk. W also have
good support from headquarters for addressi ng sone of
the nuances. A lot of tines the shut-down issues
really revolve around operator actions and HRA
anal ysis. So sonetinmes we'll get support on those.
Those tend to drive the issues.

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  And they're
usually pretty sinple events.

MR. CAHI LL: Many tines.

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Once you

under st and t hem
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CHAIR WALLI'S: You do HRA based on sone

EPRI nodel or sonething? Wat do you do?

MR COCK: We use the SPAR H on that.

CHAIR WALLIS: SPAR H, is that
satisfactory?

MR COOK: W think it's good.

CHAIR WALLI'S: Too bad George isn't here.

SUBCOWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | was j ust
t hi nki ng the opposite.

MR COOK: Well, at least it's a
consi stent nmethodology that we use for all the
facilities, so whether you like it or whether you
don't, at least it's consistent --

MR. DAPAS. Right now, they can cone back
with a different human error probability basis and we
would have to look at that and decide have they
appropriately justified the use of the HEP nunber.

MR LEW | think also the outconme of the
results here is a determ nation of where we pull out
resources. So that's a different |evel of assuring
that there is a |licensing anendnment, or, you know,
there is a safety inpact, there is a resource
determination. | was going to say the short answer to
why we do the SDP, | think, is we have just great

SRAs.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

319
VICE CHAIR SHACK: They won't disagree.

I was just «curious. | was just reading this

i nspection thing for the conponent design basis

i nspection. Wile it doesn't answer our phil osophi cal
problenms with margin, it |ooks like an interesting

i nspection procedure. How long has it been in -- you
know, is it new? That doesn't register with anything
|'"ve heard with the ROP before.

MR PINDALE: It is new |I'mnot sure
exactly the date of the -- when it was origi nated, but
our first inspection in the region under the current
procedure was early this year, January this year.
That was the one that we did at Salem And it was
pil oted over several plants. | believe there was one
in each region, before this year. So it's a
relatively new procedure.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Now, is it com ng out
of sonebody's hide or do you have nore inspection
hour s?

MR COOK: It's being perforned in lieu of
the safety system functional inspections.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Ah. So you know have
a new performance indi cator

MR PINDALE: Well, it's a different

desi gn i nspecti on.
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VI CE CHAI R SHACK: Design inspection.

MR LEW | look at it nore as an
evol ution of engineering specialists.

MR. DAPAS: |If | could just -- | have to
go attend a conference call with Bill Kane, but |I want
to take the opportunity to thank the nenbers of the
ACRS for coming out to the region. Sam asked nme to
convey his appreciation as well. He's traveling right
now to support a Dominion status of the fleet and
he' | | appreciate your com ng out here and engagi ng us.
Both Samand | feel it's a great opportunity for the
staff to comrunicate to you the different program
el enents and their invol venent and degree of ownership
and offer their insights and perspectives and
certainly to hear formyou your views on the different
i ssues that we deal with.

So | thought it was a very productive
di scussion and we do appreciate the tine. So on
behal f of Sam and nyself, thank you and I'll be
joining you tonmorrow on our way to Limerick, so I'l
get a chance to talk to you nore. W can engage in
some of these di scussions on uncertainty with CDVI and
tal k about risk as much as you'd like. | used to be
a Seni or Reactor Analyst so that's an area that's near

and dear to ny heart, not quite at the sanme |evel as



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

321

Dr. Apostolakis, but I"mcertainly willing to discuss

that. Again, thank you and | hope this was productive

for --

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: The bus ride isn't |ong
enough.

(Laugher)

SUBCOW TTEE CHAIR SIEBER: | guess, on

behal f of the ACRS, we owe you a debt of gratitude
al so for your participation and t he honest i nterchange
of ideas and the insights that you' ve given us and to
me, | ook forward to these visits and |I've |l earned a
lot and | think it adds to our perspective and it's
val uable. So thank you very rmuch

MR. DAPAS: Thank you.

VICE CHAIR SHACK: | think we got
di stracted before. You were asked the question about
what enhancenents you thought were necessary and |
don't know that we really got into that very nuch.
What enhancenents would you like to see to the ROP at
this point, nore hours, different procedures, areas
that you think should be inspected aren't.

MR CAHI LL: Well, one of the areas
think we need enhancenent on and we had a good start
with the pilot or the initiation of sonme external

event notebooks is the further developnment of an
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external tool and there is sonme effort down at
headquarters of what that's going to be, devel oped
whet her it's devel oped through SMAR or through an
external event notebook but that would give us a
better or a nore independent assessnent for findings
in the external event arena i nstead of just relying on
the I EEE which is on ol der docunment, typically not a
living docunent, and give us sone independent
assessnent of what the |icensee evaluates with that.
So that's one area that would be beneficial.

And there's been some work in there and
it"'s just a matter -- it's one of those which way are
we going to go now kind of questions and --

VICE CHAIR SHACK: Now, is SPAR an
external event in this context?

MR CAHI LL: No, well, SPAR is handled two
ways. One, we have our Appendix F, which | think has
been -- Appendix F to the SDP has been very val uabl e
to us. Sone people -- it's long and you have to
exercise it a fewtines, becone famliar with it, but
it's -- once you do that, you have to understand what
it is you're trying to do, develop a flyer, devel op
targets, and | ook for flyer propagation, and ny shut-
down net hodol ogi es. And you exercise a few tinmes so

that when you walk into a roomyou know what you're
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| ooking for instead of having to go back to the
docurnent, you're rmuch better off.

So we have fire protection findings
handl ed through Appendi x F where a finding -- a

per formance deficiency findi ng external events and t he

not ebooks that we developed is also evaluated. It's
not | ooking at flyers. |It's |looking at flyers, but

it's -- really, they've taken a conmponent sayi ng what
is its inpact in a flyer, instead of |ooking at a

flyer scenario developnent. So it's handled a little
bit differently but we have conme a long way with
flyers. Sone of the plants noved to NFTA, Beaver
Vall ey, Gnna, Nne-Mle and Calvert Place, | believe
Constellation and so we're expecting to see sone
i mprovenent there as they transition to 805.

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: W I I you need new tools
when they transition to 805?

MR. CAH LL: W're going to need nore --
we' re devel oping the tools to be able to set the 805,
so, John Rogge's branch who al so has equi prent
liability, they' re engaged with the 05 transition now,
and they wll be involved in the risk assessnent
aspect of that.

R LEW Maybe | should give you a little

bit of my perspective. | think you're asking what
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enhancenents can happen. |It's not the overfl ow ng
response here and it's not because we are not thinking
to continuous inprovenent but we are very nuch
continually providing feedback to the programoffice.
They are naki ng adj ustnents. They call us every week,
bi -weekly on ROP. There are a nunber of activities
we' re engaged, budget, program devel oprment feedback.
And there's a | ot of changes that have happened as a
result of that feedback and you know, as we start
i mpl enenting sonme of these new changes, when we
i npl enent safety culture. So it's an ongoing | guess
activity and | asked the -- one of ny staff and said,
"Hey, get ne a |list of the feedback forns that Regi on
1 generates since 2004". There's just a |lot of

f eedback that we provide to the programoffice. They
do listen. W are partners with themas we nake
changes.

They get our concurrence and they want to
nmake sure because we have the field experience and you
know, we i nformtheir decision maki ng process as wel | .

VR. CAH LL: And we've al so just
i mpl enented t he MSPI which we'll start exercising that
and I'm sure we'll develop -- there will be sone
devel opnent of feedback from that once we exercise

t hat .
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MR LEW MSPI is a change, the CBBlI is a

big change, safety culture is a big change, al
changes as we're enhancing the current Reactor
Oversight Process. And that's why we're trying to
say, hey, this is a living process. W are engagi ng
and we have a voice in the changes that are nade.

MR COOK: | can't renenber which one of
you gentl emen asked the question, you know, those of
us who have lived through the old process and are now
under the new ROP which do we like better? |'m
committed to the new process. | think it's a vast
i mprovenent over the old inspection program and self
process, probably because | hope to claimthat | had
t he sane approach fromday one. And that is, you | ook
at the nore risk significant, the nore safety
significant issues and it was very easily under the
old programto go off on a tangent and waste a | ot of
val uabl e i nspection hours and resources as well as
| i censee resources on things that weren't really very
i mportant but were sonething that the i nspector really
felt was necessary to pursue. So | think the --

SUBCOW TTEE CHAI R SI EBER:  That as one of
the things that killed the old self process because
there was a belief that if a |icensee wasn't

perform ng wel |, whether you could prove it or not, if
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you can find enough violations, stack themup. That,
in itself, even though they may not be safety
significant, that in itself would prove your case.
And it turned out that in sone cases that was, in
other cases it didn't.

The process was change. W were not
| onger faced with that. And so fromthat standpoint,
it's a good thing.

MR. BLOUGH Al right, asking what areas
we need to look at or need to adjust in the program
beyond what's been nentioned here, the MSPI is com ng
but we need to | ook at the PI's as a whol e because t he
original thought is that you would get a |ot of
assessment information frominspection that you get a
substantial anmount from TlI's and so | think that
al ways you get nost of your insight for the assessnent
frominspection but not that the bal ance woul d be this
much frominspection and this nmuch fromTI's which is
really what we're getting now. You know, the Pl's are
pretty rmuch all green but TlI's are involved in the
program whereas, you know, if we decide there's a
better way to i nspect, we, you know, we have conpl ete
freedom obviously to do that on our own but it's an
easi er process to change the i nspection than to change

the Tl's so that's an area that we have to | ook at and
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with the CDBI, CDBI is -- back to inspection, CDBI is
a new program so we've got to be right on top of
that, howit's going. And | know industry feels that
CDBI is a big inmpact on them

And we believe that, yes, it is but it's
worth it. Someone asked, you know, are you sure that
you're not distracting the |licensee fromnore
i mportant work? | nean, that's a question that would
be relevant to that. So we have to work through that.
W al so have to work through, you know, what's the
second rung of CDBI's |ook Iike and will there be any
changes for that and, you know, if you deliberately go
t hrough thi s nmet hodol ogy, you know, after you' ve been
through it three or four tines, will there e sone
decreasing returns you're getting fromdoing that.
But that's all future questions. But simlarly we
have to kind of | ook at everything every now and t hen
and go back and | ook at what ways are we | ooking at
radi ati on protection, what's our way of | ooking at
ener gency preparedness, what's our way of | ooking at
the various things that resident inspectors |ook at
and is there a better way to do it or even is it
worthwhile just to change it up to freshen it up a
bit, you know, meke sone changes, just so we don't

becone stale. So | think we need to do all those
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t hi ngs.

MEMBER NMAYNARD: Well, back to the
performance i ndicators, is there really anythi ng wong
with them being so many green? 1In fact, froma
regul atory standpoint, | would think that you woul d
want to see nost of the performance indicators green
and not go to a process to where you have a | ot nore
yel | ow or red.

MR. BLOUGH: | think froma regul atory
st andpoi nt, green i s not bad.

VI CE CHAIR SHACK: Wl l, | think there was
some expectation there were doing to be one or two
percent that were not and --

MR. BLOUGH: And it would hel p i nform what
pl ant schedule a little nore regulatory attention and
so --

VI CE CHAI R SHACK: The question is,
whet her it woul d be managi ng the indicators.

MR BLOUGH: Yeah, from an absolute risk
standpoint, it's good that nost of them are green.
From a regulatory standpoint are we mssing
opportunities where there really shoul d reasonably be
some regul at ory engagenent and there isn't. You know,
there is sone -- | believe there are several Pl's that

have never been anything but green anywhere.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

329
MR. COOK: M recollection the one that

was devel oped, the PI's were to cover areas there the
i nspection programdidn't. So yeah, | agree with you
if it's green that's a good indication that we don't
need to ook there. So that's a positive aspect of
it. On the other hand, we want it to be sensitive
enough that it will give you sone val uabl e feedback or
identification of an issue if there is one. | think
that's where the struggle is. That's the princi pal
driver behind the new MSPI. Mtigating System
Performance Indicator is to nmake those mtigating
systens performance indicators nore reflective of
system wunavailability or availability and it's
reliability or unreliability.

As if, | guess, July 21° there were, |
think five or six plants in the US that have white
indicators. WIIl the continue? WIIl the licensee
manage then? WelIl, it's too early to say. It's a
brand new program

MEMBER MAYNARD: | woul d just caution you.
I think the PI's need to be set at the appropriate
| evel to provide adequate safety assurance for the
health and safety of the public. |If you're going to
drive themdown too | ow just so you start getting sone

that are yellow or other indications, you could be
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i nappropriately driving |Iicensee performance dedi cated
to areas that may not be safety significant. So |
woul d be careful on what you do with the perfornmance
i ndi cat ors.

MR. CAHI LL: And they're trying to bal ance
out again, as Pl, how much unavailability to take on
line to do mai nt enance duri ng an outage, because, you
know, there's different -- there's conpeting interest
there fromwhat 1 MPO is recommendi ng versus what the
MSPI  al gorithm m ght be driving as far as an
indicator. So industry is westling with that as far
as managi ng that, not -- | don't nean managi ng the PI,
but, you know, what information do | have out there,
what's the correct way to proceed.

MR. BLOUGH: | just have, if you would
i ndul ge ne, | ooking ahead to the ROP, this region is
going to be the first region where we'll have a
substantial growi ng nunber of our plants beyond the
four-year point, and so M chael Mdes tal ked about the
| icense renewal inspections. W're putting what |
call a just in time inspection that |ooks at the
commtrments, right around the tine of exceeding 40
years but really these plants will have a new
licensing basis and so, we'll have to |ook at our

i nspection procedures and the gui dance to see if they
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need to be changed in any way to reflect inspection of
plants that are beyond the 40-year point. And t hose
may or may not be changed, but certainly all the

i nspectors will need to be trained as well and what is
the new licensing basis and what are your new
resources and requirenents for preparing to and

i nspecting and evaluating the results of these plants
that are beyond 40 years.

And we, in Region 1, wll be at the
forefront of that just because of our plants.

SUBCOMWM TTEE CHAIR SIEBER  Any ot her
guestions? |If not, sonmehow or other we al nost nade up
the tine. Again, I'd like to thank Region 1, New
Jersey and Pennsyl vani a for being here and our friends
fromGeat Britain. And | think this has been a very
val uabl e day for us and we appreciate your insights
and your work and wi sh you success in your m ssion and
| hope that we can share insights soon in the future
t hat under circunstances that are not adverse.

Wth that, the neeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 4:43 p.m the above-

entitled matter concl uded.)



