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+ 4+ + + +
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JO NT HUVAN FACTORS/ RELI ABI LI TY & PRA SUBCOW TTEE
MEETI NG
+ 4+ + + +
VEEDNESDAY, JANUARY 25, 2006
+ 4+ + + +
The neeting cane to order at 8:30 a.m in room
T2B3 of Two Wiite Flint North, Rockville, WMaryl and.

Mari o V. Bonaca, Chairnman, presiding.

Present:

MARI O V. BONACA CHAI RVAN

Rl CHARD DENNI NG VEMBER

THOVAS KRESS VEMBER

DANA A, POVERS VEMBER

WLLIAM J. SHACK VEMBER

GCRAHAM B. WALLI S VEMBER

JOHN FLACK DESI GNATED FEDERAL OFFI CI AL
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P-ROCEEDI-NGS
8:32 a. m
OPENI NG REMARKS AND OBJECTI VES

CHAI RVAN BONACA: On the record. Good
nmorning. | will go to ny reading here now. The
neeting will now come to order. This is the neeting
of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards Joint
Subconmmi ttees on Human Factors and Reliability and
Probability Ri sk Assessment.

| am Mario Bonaca, Chairman of the
Subcommi ttee on Human Factors. Menbers in attendance
are Richard Denning, Tom Kress, WIIiam Shack, Dana
Powers and | think G aham Wallis.

The purpose of this neeting is to exam ne
current status of NRC s Safety Mnagenent Culture
Initiatives and associated approaches to address
safety culture in the Regulatory Oversight Process.
Subconmittees will gather information, anal yze
rel evant issues and facts and fornulate proposed
positions and actions as appropriate for deliberation
by the full Committee. John Frack is the Designated
Federal O ficial for this neeting.

The rules for participation in today’s
neeti ngs have been announced as part of the notice of

this nmeeting previously published in the Federal
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4

Regi ster on Decenber 23, 2005. A transcript of the
neeting is being kept and will be nade avail abl e as
stated in the Federal Register notice.

It is requested the speakers first
identify thenmsel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
and vol unme so that they can be readily heard. W have
received no witten comments or requests for tine to
make oral statements from nmenbers of the public
regardi ng today’ s neeti ng.

It should be noted that the NRC Staff has
been nmeeting with stakeholders. The nost recent
neeting was held on January 18, 2006. 1In |ight of
these neetings and staff briefing to the full
Comm ttee in Decenber 2005, the specific objective of
today’s neeting is to be briefed and updated on (1)
Description of Safety Cul ture Conmponents and how t hey
will used inthe regulatory process; (2) Status of NRC
Safety Culture Initiative and Proposed Approach; and
(3) International Experience related to the Safety
Cul ture.

W will now proceed with the neeting and
| call upon M. Mchael Johnson, Ofice of Nuclear
React or Regul ation to begin the presentations. M.
Johnson.

| NTRODUCTORY REMARKS
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MR. JOHNSON. Thank you. Good norning.
My name is M chael Johnson and I'’m Director of the
Ofice of Enforcenent. W are here to tal k about
safety culture and as I'll explainin a mnute, I'm
joined at the table presenting by Eugene Cobey who is
a Branch Chief fromour Region | Ofice.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | think we’ll have to
initiate a condition report for that m crophone.

MR. JOHNSON: |'malso joined by Andrea
Kock fromthe O fice of Enforcenment and Jay Persensky
fromOfice of Research and again joined by a nunber
of the folks in the audience how are either a safety
cul ture working group or | noticed that Bruce Butl er
has j oi ned us, the Standing Commttee, and others. So
we have assenbl ed a body of fol ks who can answer the
guestions that you may have about either what we pl an
to tal k about today or any other questions that you
may have regarding the Safety Culture Initiative.

W did present to the ACRS, of course, on
the 9th of Decenber. At that time, we focused on
providing the status of the staff’s activities in the
area of safety culture including sonme recent neetings
and results of the staff’s activities in response to
direction that we got fromthe Conmi ssion in the area

of safety culture.
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W di scussed an approach that at that tine
we had developed in just a few days earlier in a
neeting and in fact, we also talked about those
aspects or attributes or el enents and we now call them
conponents that make up safety culture. | think
actually it was part of that discussion that generated
a desire on the part of the ACRS, the nenbers who were
there, to have us conme back in January and tal k
further about the conponents. So that’s really the
cornerstone, the centerpiece of what we’re going to do
in today’ s presentation.

W have, |ooking at the agenda, a nunber
of presentations that we intend to make. Andrea is
going to discuss the safety culture conponents
i ncluding how we arrived at them vyou'll find that
there’s great simlarity between the safety culture
conmponents as we’'ll describe them and what the
i ndustry does and what the international community
believes are I nportant with respect to safety culture.
But there are also sonme Inportant differences and
Andrea will talk about that.

Jay also will talk about, discuss, the
i nternational experience specifically and how we use
that international experience in ternms of focusing in

on the activities that we’ve undertaken with respect
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to nmoving forward on safety culture. So | think that
will be a presentation hopefully that is beneficial to
you.

But before we do any of that, we’ ve asked
that Gene start off the presentation, nmake the first
presentation, to talk a little bit nore about the
approach that we began tal king about on the 9th of
Decenber. W think it’s Inportant to do that just to
make sure that we have a firmbasis for thinking about
how we’ | | use the conponents and al so conparing what
the international folks do with respect to how we’'re
proceeding to nove forward. So you’ll see again that
Gene is going to spend sone tinme tal king about the
appr oach.

| woul d ask you, you'll find that Gene has
a nunber of slides tal king about the approach. GCene
is prepared to at any tine to streanline that if you
feel that you' ve heard enough or that | evel of detai
is beyond where you want to go. Please just |let us
know and Gene can custom ze because we do want to
spend t he amount of tinme tal ki ng about the i ssues that
you want us to tal k about.

Lastly, before | hand over to Gene, | will
say | believe that you'll find that we ve nmade

consi der abl e progress and conti nue to make
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consi derabl e progress with respect to the activities
t hat we’ ve undertaken in response to the Comi ssion’s
direction on safety culture. Having said that, we
recogni ze that there’s nore to go. W have a nunber
of challenging activities ahead of us in terns of
changi ng the concept in procedures, getting the staff
trai ned, making sure that the industry is confortable
with and able to understand how those changes are
going to inplenented going forward. All of those are
things that the staff needs to take on going forward.
But having said that today, we think we’ ve nade
consi der abl e progress.

I’1l also note that 1’'Il have to step out
for a few mnutes at 9:15 am to neet wth
Comm ssioner MGaffigan but | wll be back. These
guys can certainly carrying on without with during ny
absence. Unless there are any questions, I'Il turn it
over to Gene to begin the presentation.

MEMBER SHACK: Just one. \When | | ooked at
the January 18th Public Meeting, there was an
interesting exanple in there where you went through
and you wused the new conponents and the old
conmponents. What struck ne was | didn’t see a whole
| ot of difference when | was done and | didn’'t see it

here. | hope sonebody would tell me why we think it’s

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

so Inportant to make the changes if when you go
t hrough the exanple it just doesn’t seemto make much
di f ference.
STATUS OF SAFETY CULTURE | NI Tl ATl VE | NCLUDI NG
PROPOSED APPROACH

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you. Actually | think
Gene -- The best way to do that is to have Gene get
into his presentation about the approach and then
we' |l touch specifically about that issue and what’s
the rational e for the change that we nade specifically
as it relates to — Anything el se?

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  No.

MR. JOHNSON. Cene, please begin.

MR. COBEY: Thanks M ke. Good norning.
The purpose of ny portion of the presentation is
really to facilitate or establish a conmon
under standing of the approach for the treatnent of
safety culture within the reactor oversight process.

Before we get started on that, it’'s
| mportant to go back and briefly cover the direction
t he Conmmi ssion provided us and succinctly it’s to do
four things. The first was to enhance the reactor
oversi ght process treatnment of crosscutting i ssues to
nore fully address safety culture. The second was to

develop a process to determned the need for
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conducting a safety culture evaluation for those
plants that had a degraded cornerstone and also to
devel op that evaluation process, (3) to ensure that
our inspectors and managers are trained on safety
culture and then lastly (4) to involve our

st akehol ders in this process.

Wth that being said, the Agency put
together a steering conmttee, a working group, to
proceed forward to acconplish this direction. 1In
early Novenber, the Conmi ssion provided verbal
directiontothe staff to take a fresh start and since
that tine, the staff has conducted four public
neetings wth external st akehol der s, has rmade
consi derabl e progress and is at a point that we have
devel oped an appr oach.

In the first three nmeetings in Novenber
and Decenber, the staff discussed the definition of
safety culture the Agency woul d use as well as what is
| mportant about safety culture and descriptions of
what’s | nportant about safety culture. The staff
reached the conclusion that it was appropriate to use
the INSAG 4 definition of safety culture which the
Commi ssion has previously referenced in their
correspondence.

MEMBER POVWERS: What alternatives were

NEAL R. GROSS
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consi der ed?

MR COBEY: |’'msorry.

MEMBER POVNERS: What alternatives were
consi der ed?

MR. COBEY: Jay, do you want to?

MR PERSENSKY: Several alternatives were
considered. W actually did a fairly lengthy -- 1’11
tal k about this later or I'Il just skipit later, from
various countries in terns of howthey devel oped what
definitions they used. W also |ooked at the I NPO
definition and went through a process of conparing the
various definitions to determ ne what seenmed to be the
best for our use and the fact that we did al ready have
as Gene was saying reference to the | NSAG definition
and the 1989 Policy Statenment on Conduct of
Operations. So we decided to stay with that as have
ot her countries.

MEMBER POWERS: Would you not get nore
acceptance fromthe i ndustry i f you woul d have adopt ed
t he I NPO definition?

MR. PERSENSKY: | think we agreed that,
with the industry we had this neeting in the end of
Novenber, there were enough commonalities that it
really didn't have that big of an inpact.

MR. COBEY: There was al so one aspect of

NEAL R. GROSS
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the INPO definition | think that the majority of
st akehol ders felt was needed to be in the regulatory
definition and that was that nuclear plant safety
issues receive the attention warranted by their
significance. That was an Inportant el enment that I
don’t recollect isinthe INPOdefinition explicitly.
So that was one of the drivers.

That being said, the stakehol ders
identified potential ROP enhancenents and devel oped a
proposed approach. That’'s the conceptual approach
that we discussed with the ACRS on Decenber 9th. By
t he concl usi on of the Decenber 15th neeting, the staff
and ext ernal stakehol ders had agreed on all aspects of
t he proposed approach except for the adjustnment of the
crosscutting issues and then second, the final
definitions of safety culture conponents.

As a result, the staff had requested
comment fromstakehol ders to be provided i n advance of
a January 18th public nmeeting on the topics and those
comments were due on or about January 6th. January
9th we received an enmmil from NEI providing their
corments in which they agreed with aspects of the
proposed approach but they expressed concern with the
two portions that we were going to be discussed in the

January 18th neeting.
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For refresher purposes, the two aspects
were they preferred use of the INPO principles and
attributes in lieu of the safety culture conponents
and t here was concern with the adj ustnent of the cross
cutting issues. Wth that in mnd, we went into the
January 18th public nmeeting which had as its purpose
di scussion of those two points in attenpt to achi eve
a common under standi ng of the staff’s proposal and to
wor k t hrough any questions that nmay ari se.

The neeting consisted really of three
parts. The first was a discussion of the safety
cul ture conponents and the definitions. The second
was a denonstration of the treatnent of inspection
findings within the crosscutting areas. And the third
was a presentation on the results of the NRC staff’s
review of inspection findings that had recently
occurr ed.

Let me spend a couple mnutes talking
about what we did in that neeting totry and put it in
cont ext . The denonstration of the treatnment of
i nspection findings, we selected two plants. W
sel ected one plant that had a crosscutting issue in
probl emidentification and resolution. The period of
time we | ooked at was July 1, 2004 through June 30,

2005 which constitutes the |last conplete assessnent
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period that the staff has proceeded through.

The second plant that we selected for the
same period of tinme was a plant that net all of the
criteria except for one and that one being the staff’s
concern or lack of concern with the scope of efforts
of progress in addressing the underlying perfornmance
deficiencies in the area of hunman perfornmance. So
what we were |ooking for there is did the proposed
change result in any unintended consequences, was
there any insights that we would gain by conparing
real plant data under the existing process with howit
woul d be treated in the proposed process.

What we found was that the plant that had
a substantive crosscutting issue in problem
identification and resolution continued to have an
identified substantive crosscutting issue in problem
identification and resolution. The distribution of
the findings to their associ ated causal thenmes remain
fairly simlar but not exactly the sane.

In the area of problemidentification and
resol ution, the proposed causal thenmes are very cl ose
to what existed under the current process. There is
some additional operating experience and self and
i ndependent assessnent thenes in there. So sone of

t he findings which had previously been identified as
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identification and eval uation of correct action found
thenselves in operating experience were self
assessments. But the mpjority stayed in the sane

pl ace as you recogni zed when you went through the
findi ngs.

The second plant that did not have a
substantive crosscutting issue continued to neet the
first two criteria and those criteria are greater than
three findings with a crosscutting aspect in human
performance with a comon causal thene but did not
neet the third criteria again which is NRC concern
with scope of efforts or progress in addressing the
performance deficiency. And one would expect that
because the proposed change does not affect the two
t hi ngs which drive whether a plant has a substantive
crosscutting i ssue. The two things that drive whether
a plant has a substantive crosscutting issue is their
performance and the second is the criteria. Neither
one of those are changi ng.

So for a finding to be identified as
having a crosscutting aspect in hunman perfornmance
problem identification and resolution or safety
consci ous work environnent, it has to be a nore than
m nor performance deficiency. Those are not expected

to change as a result of the change to the description
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of the existing crosscutting areas.

What would be anticipated to change is
when those performances deficiencies are identified
that the reasons that they are tagged as having a
crosscutting aspect of human performance problem
identification and resolution wll now be nore
predi ctable and nore consistent because there is
greater clarity about what constitutes each of those
crosscutting areas.

The other thing that we would expect to
benefit fromthis change is that the reasons why those
conmon thenmes or, excuse ne, the characterization of
t he t hose common t henmes shoul d be nore cl osely aligned
with what’s Inportant about safety culture and what
t he fundanmental problemis, currently, for exanple, in
the human perfornmance area, the bends of personnel
resources and organi zation. So what tends to happen
i s personnel findings, if youwll, tend to get | unped
together and there isn't as good a clarity in the
comon t henme descriptioninthe structure as one woul d
like.

For exanple, there’'s a di fference between
failing to follow a procedure as a cause for the
per formance deficiency and failing to i npl enent human

error prevention techniques. Those have different
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causal thenes. |It’s the staff’s view that has worked
on safety culture that those are separate and di stinct
parts and it’'s beneficial to separate those and
recognize they're different than to lunp them
t oget her.

So the point of the denponstration was to
wal k through two actual plants, review the findings
t hat exi sted under the existing process and t hem show
how they would change. Wat we found was that
findings which have crosscutting aspects continue to
have crosscutting aspects. W also found that a few
findings which previously did not have crosscutting
aspects were identified as having crosscutting aspects
because of the inproved clarity in the descriptives.

W also found that there was inproved
predictability and consistency in the identification
of the crosscutting aspects as well what the common
t hemes for those findings were. Then lastly, we found
t hat t he conmon t henes which were identified were nore
closely aligned with what was Inportant to safety
cul ture than previous.

The third part of this was a presentation
on results of the staff’'s review of the proposed
change. W | ooked at one plant in each region from

January 1, 2005 to June 30, 2005 and reviewed all
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i nspection findings for those plants. VWhat we were
| ooking to do there was to |look and see what the
results were in ternms of how findings were
characteri zed and eval uate whether or not we saw any
uni ntended consequences and whether or not the
proposed process had the desired effect. So in all we
ended up reviewing about 75 inspections findings
bet ween these processes and we did not identify any
uni nt ended consequences and whi |l e t he characterization
in terms of crosscutting areas were simlar and the
identification of substantive crosscutting issues
remai ned simlar, the causal thene identification was
i mproved.

MR. JOHNSON:  Just another second on that
if I can just to pause and nake sure that we touched
on the answer to your question. As Cene indicated, we
went into that exercise because we wanted to | ooked at
the prem se that sone fol ks had which was if you made
changes to the crosscutting areas we're going to
dramatically increase the nunber of plants that get
those findings that fall into crosscutting areas and
potentially drastically affect the nunber of plants
that end up with substantive crosscutting issues and
the exercise proved that that won't or at |east went

a way towards denonstrating that that won't
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necessarily happen or probably won’t happen.

But | actually think at the end of the day
in addition to the points that Gene nmde about
providing increased predictability with this change
and providing a better nexus if you will to what's
| nportant to safety culture you should recognize, I’'m
sure you’' ve heard, that the industry and the NRC have
recogni zed over the years that we need to continue to
work to inprove how we treat crosscutting issues and
we’ ve nade progress in those areas.

W’ ve nmade changes. Those changes have
been towards sharpening the definition and providing
greater detail. | actually believe that this change
based on the |ook that we’ve done will go further
t owards i nmprovi ng the functioning of the crosscutting
i ssues as they were intended to function. So | think
that the added benefit of this is it helps fix the
probl em that we’ve been working on fixing all along.

CHAI RMVAN BONACA: At sone point, would you
put up one of those exanples that Dr. Shack was

referring to and explain to us a little bit why?

MR COBEY: | can. | don’t have them on
sli des.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | f we could do because
in some cases | had the sane inpression. | just
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didn’'t see those benefits that you are now cl ai m ng.
Yes, | can see a better understanding. | nean you do
have a wong step i f sonebody makes a m st ake on there
and you can categorize that as the person failed to
follow the procedure and that’s an individual error
and could be cultural if you failed or it could be
that the procedure i s i nadequate. So he was foll ow ng
the procedure faithfully but the procedure wasn’'t
adequate and that’s a different nessage.

Now | woul d expect that your inspectors
were picking up these differences before you're
i npl enmenting this process.

MR. JOHNSON: Let us follow your point and
take a coupl e of exanples. | guess what | would do is
ask, perhaps the best way to do this, is to have Gene
finish t he presentati on, get into Andrea’s
presentation. That gives Gene a chance to conme back
to pull the right exanples, the subset of exanples.
But then if we can show a couple of those | think it
woul d at that point.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That’s fine, whenever
you want to doit. But |I think we need to conme out of
this neeting understandi ng what you seem to see as
significant differences and | really don't see. So

maybe there is sonmething | don’t understand.
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MR. COBEY: The results of the January
18th neeting succinctly were inproved understandi ng
anongst the stakehol ders, the proposed change to the
ROP. W nade great strides, | think, establishing
that understanding which resulted in an agreenent
anongst the stakehol ders and this really includes al
t he stakeholders that participated that the planned
adj ust ments were desirable or at | east acceptable. W
received a few conments related to the safety culture
conmponent definitions that we’'re currently in the
process of evaluating and i ncorporating. The result
of the January 18th neeting is the staff’s decisionto
i npl enent the proposed approach for the treatnent of
safety culture within the reactor oversight process.

It’s really at this point before |l proceed
on with next steps and where we’re going from here
that | wanted to take a few mnutes to discuss the
actual approach. W covered this at a very high | eve
inthe last briefing for your folks in Decenber. 1|'m
prepared to go very briefly through this or in a very
detai |l ed net hodi cal manner. |f you sense the need for
nore or less detail, this is really for your benefit
so just let ne know.

The planned approach, it was previously

referred to as Option G The conceptual aspects of
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Option G had not changed. However, the details that
support Option G have been refined t hrough subsequent
neetings. Basically what the approach involves is
that a nunmber of things that currently exist and are
| mportant in our oversight will not change, things
like the performance indicator program things |ike
pl ant status activities, things |ike the inspection
and investigation of our allegations.

W do intend to enhance one aspect of our
baseline inspection procedures and the problem
identification and resolution inspection procedure.
This enhancenment would be to provide additional
gui dance to inspectors in discrete areas which have
previ ously been determned to be Inportant to safety
culture that t hat procedure currently covers
indirectly. So we want to provide nore enhanced
di rect engagenent by the i nspectors. Those are things
such as sel f and i ndependent assessnents and operati ng
experience and also anplification of what the
i nspectors do in the area of safety conscious work
envi ronment .

W  expect to enhance our special
i nspection procedures. These are event follow up
procedures 71153 and al so our special inspection and

augnent inspection teaminspection procedures. Here
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we expect that the changes will be relatively mnor in
nat ure but provi de gui dance to the i nspectors that are
doi ng these event follow ups to nake them aware that
if they see causal factors that are associated with
things that are Inportant to safety culture to take
note of themand include themin the characterization
and description of the event so that they can be
treated consistent with the rest of the reactor
oversi ght process.

I n the area of docunentation, our existing
framewor k remai ns unchanged. Qur engagenent with
licensees will remain via docketed correspondence. W
do antici pate having to change our manual chapter for
how we wite inspection reports, the 0612, to conform
with the revised process so that we get the
i nformati on fromthe i nspections to appropriately feed
our assessment process.

The proposed assessnent process which is
described in manual chapter 0305 remains |argely
unchanged. The framework is the same. But what we do
anticipate is to adjust the crosscutting areas to nore
closely align with what’s Inportant to safety culture
as the Conmi ssion asked us to do.

The second thing that we intend to do is

include a direct link from the output to the
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al l egation program and the traditional enforcenent
prograns as inputs to the assessnment process
specifically in the area of safety conscious work
envi ronment .

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Before we nove on

MR. COBEY: Yes sir.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Let’s | ook at the second
bullet. Again, I'"'mtrying to understand. Adjust the
crosscutting i ssues to nore closely alignwith what is
| mportant to safety culture. That’s a big statenent.

MR. COBEY: Yes. That’'s the next two
sl i des.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Coul d you explain it to

MR. COBEY: That’'s the next two slides.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  All right. Good.

MR. COBEY: Before | talk about the
adj ustnment, let nme describe what we currently do. W
currently have three ~crosscutting areas from
identification resolution, human perfornmance and
saf ety consci ous work environment. Those crosscutting
areas are described by row two on that slide. For
exanpl e on the problemidentification and resol ution,
the description includes identification, evaluation

and corrective action; human performance, personnel
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organi zation and resources; and a safety conscious
wor k environnent which has a nuch |esser degree of
description. It just has essentially this statenent
and MC 0305 which is a description of what a safety
consci ous work environnment is.

W’ ve recognized as an agency for sone
time that this third crosscutting area needs to be
enhanced to be nore in align with the other two and as
part of our process to adjust the crosscutting issues
to nore closely align with what’s Inportant to safety
culture, we’'ve also done that wth this third
crosscutting area. W increased the |evel of
description. W’ve devel oped thresholds so that it’s
consistent with the other two.

The third row here is the criteriathat’s
used for each of these crosscutting issues to
det erm ne whet her or not the substantive crosscutting
i ssue exists. For human performance and probl em
identification and resolution, the current process is
nore than three findings with a common causal thene
where the NRC has a concern with scope of efforts or
progress in addressing the underlying perfornmance
deficiency. |In safety conscious work environnent, the
only criteria that's specified is that we have

previously engaged the |icensee on the topic in a
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publ i c neeting or docketed correspondence. So as you
can see, it doesn't correlate well with the other two.
Bef ore we go to t he proposed, | would like
to talk briefly about how the process works. W have
nore than mnor perfornmance deficiencies, inspection
findings, which the inspector during the eval uation
characterization process | ooks at these descri ptors of
problem identification and resol ution, human
per formance, safety conscious work environnment and
says does it have this aspect. |If it does, he
articulates that in the inspection report that
performance deficiency has a crosscutting aspect in
human perfornmance because the non-1licensed operator

failed to follow surveillance test procedure, for

exanpl e.

The existing descriptors under each of
t hese crosscutting areas, for exanple personnel, is a
very high level statenent that, if you will, in one

sentence | ess that describes what human perfornmance
personnel errors are and as a result, there has been
some consistency challenges for the staff. So, for
exanpl e, human perfornmance personnel is described in
the existing process as attributes required for
successful task performance including fitness for

duty, know edge and skills and intention to detail.
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So there have been instances where perfornmance
defi ci enci es have not consistently been identified as
having a crosscutting aspect.

| f you | ook at that body of work that the
working group has put together, the anal ogous
descriptor woul d be work practices and I’'l1 get to the
way these things are distributed in the crosscutting
areas in a mnute. But for purposes of a conparison,
the descriptors for work practices are really four
fundamental conmmon thenmes: hunman error prevention
t echni ques such as pre-job briefings are conmuni cat ed,
understood and wused comrensurate wth the risk
significance of the assigned task which are work
activities are perforned safely and personnel do not
proceed in the face of adversity; the second is
procedural conpliance as defined, comunicated,
understood and procedures will follow, the third is
supervi sory nmanagenent oversight of work activities
such as nuclear safety is supported and hunman
performance including fitness for duty is nonitored
and opportunities for inprovenent are addressed; and
t he | ast woul d be work groups naintain interfaces with
of f-si ght organi zati ons, conmuni cate, coordinate and
cooperate with each other during activities in which

i nterdepartnental coordination is necessary to assure
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pl ant and human perfornance.

Andrea will get into the details of howwe
got to that description. But what that description
allows us to do if you will is have sone inproved
predictability and consistency in what is identified
as having that crosscutting aspect.

At the assessnent cycle, the regiona
managenment | ooks at the collection of perfornmance
deficiencies which have been identified during that
period of time with a crosscutting aspect in each area
and if there’s nore than three, they | ook to determ ne
whet her or not there’s a comopn causal thene anobngst
them |If there is, then they answer the question for
t hensel ves whet her or not they have concern or scope
of efforts or progress. |If the answer to each of
those criterion is yes, you have a substantive
crosscutting issue.

Now with basic understanding of the
process, the proposed treatnment of crosscutting
i ssues, the framework is largely the same. But what
we see under problemidentification and resolution are
three descriptors, now corrective active program
which really enbodies identification, evaluation and
corrective action in addition to additional elements

of the corrective action program So while it’s
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titled <corrective action program the actual

descriptors are performance-based descriptors and it

includes nore than identification, evaluation and
corrective actions which previously made up the entire
problem identification and resolution crosscutting
area. It also includes operating experience and self
and i ndependent assessnents.

In the area of hunman perfornmance, the
descriptors go frombei ng personnel, organi zation and
resources to being decision nmaking, resources, work
control and work practices. |In the area of safety
consci ous work environnent where it was previously
only a description of what constituted safety
consci ous work environnent in terns of a one sentence
descriptor, there is now two descriptors, prevention
and detecting of retaliation and willingness to raise
concerns.

You' |l see that the criteria for two of
three crosscutting areas remain the sane. But in the
area of safety conscious work environment we have
devel oped a parallel criteriawith, if youwll, ideas
inmnd. The first is that it parallels the |ogic and
structure that’s used in the other two, so you' |l see
it has three aspects to it, and the second is that

there’s a recognition that the degree of coverage of
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i nspection program in safety conscious work
environnment is substantially less than in hunman
per f or mance and probl emi dentifi cation and resol ution.
So therefore the nunmeric threshold has to be |ess.

This is also the place where we |ink our
all egation and traditional enforcenent processes so
that there’s a nexus between those separate prograns
when they' re dealing with the sane issue. |’'Il cover
that |ater.

CHAl RVAN BONACA: Before you nove on
let’s just take an exanple here. Problem
identification and resolution, |I’ve al ways t hought of
that until now as corrective action program
Corrective action programinvolves the identification
of problens, condition report and then the resol ution
of the problem

MR. COBEY: That’s correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Now when you add
oper ati ng experi ence and sel f i ndependent assessnents,
it seems to nme like you re beginning to expand by
| ooking at sone of the causative factors for a
deficient corrective action program for exanple, the
fact that you are not | ooking at operating experience
at sister plants and that’'s a problem So you are

i denti fying.
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But isn't it a causative factor of
corrective action program deficiencies? There are
many others. |'’mtrying to understand why you
identify specifically operating experience and self
and i ndependent assessnents?

MR COBEY: |'Il take one cut at that from
nmy perspective as inplenmentor. 1’1l let Andrea cover
that since |I think she’s specifically going to talk
about in her presentation how we came to the
col | ection of conponents that we cane to. But problem
identification and resolution, the title of
crosscutting area, 50,000 foot, includes all prograns
and there are at nost stations rmultiple prograns which
in effect do problemidentification, evaluation and
resol ution.

It may be an alternative resolution
programli ke ECP, enpl oyee concern program It nay be
an operating experience program It may be a fornm
corrective action program There are at some sites
several and at sonme sites, only one. They use a
corrective action program and these other pieces are
just elenments of that.

The intent under the large unbrella of
problem identification and resolution is that we

identify causal factors. W want to provide to the
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i nspectors and regional nanagers the appropriate
causal factors that they shoul d expect to see and | ook
for in their determnation of whether or not
substantive crosscutting issues exist. Sonme of them
are within a Ilittle problem identification and
resolution program the CAP, at sone facilities.
Sone of themare under operating experience unbrell as.
Sonme of them are under self independent assessnent
unbrel | as.

Col l ectively, they all fall under the big
unbrella a licensee has to be able to identify a
probl emno matter what the source is, whether it’'s an
operating experience, whether it’'s self-assessnent,
whet her it’s independent assessnment, etc. They need
to be able to evaluate it and they need to be able to
correct it at the high level. But there's a
recognition that they' re causal factors are different
depending on the information and circunstances. It’s
adifferent problem a different cause potentially, if
it’s associated with an industry event that the
licensee didn't appropriately evaluate and inpl enment
| essons | earned so that it recur there than if it was
an engi neer that entered a probleminto the corrective
action programthat they didn't evaluate and correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | recognize that. 1'm
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just saying | could identify additional elenents to
put in that box there. Wy only operating experience,
sel f assessnment? For exanples, resources often tines,
the reason why you have an non-effective corrective
action programis because you don’'t have enough
resources there to deal. So you have issues that are
not being dealt tinely, not because people are not
coming to work, just sinply because you have a piling
up. So that issue, for exanple, of resources goes up
to a higher |level because it talks about the
organi zation. Wiy wouldn’t | have resources under
that problemidentification and resolution itemjust
as an exanpl e?

MR. COBEY: Yes, | agree with you in fact
that resources can affect other things. | want to
reverb part of that to Andrea’s presentation alittle
bit later but also to say though that wth our
process, we had to do our best to structure these
el enents so that if you had a performance defi ci ency,
it couldn’t go nultiple places for the same reason.
So in sonme sense, we had to be careful about how we
grouped the causal factors so that we could get
predictability.

If we had a resources issue, the

consequence nay be an inpact on the corrective action
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process. It may be an inpact on capital inprovenent.
There may be a nunber of inpacts. But we didn't want
a case where you had a fundanental resource cause that
ended up going in possibly three different or four
different | ocations and then we woul d have a | ot of

i nconsi stency potentially when we went to inplenent
it.

There was sone effort put into trying to
make sure that if you had one cause that that one
cause went to one area. As a result, we had an
original collection of about 16 conponents to what'’s
| mportant about safety culture and we’ve had to take
about three of themand divide themup and distribute
them so that we could address that problem because
those by definition, those conponents Ilived in
mul ti ple places and that becanme problematic from an
i npl enentation standpoint. It was a process that we
went and Andrea can talk a little bit nore and
hopeful | y answer nore of that question.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes, | would like at
some point. |’mnot convinced yet. | just am not
convinced. You add two itens already. | could
certainly add there quality of root cause eval uati ons.
That’s a fundanental issue we had in the corrective

action program |If you do not have an appropriate

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

35

root cause eval uation, you will never fix the probl ens
because you’re identify al ways surface probl ens rat her
than going to the root cause.

M5. KOCK: And that’s a detail that’s
covered under corrective action program and | think
when we | ook at problemidentification and resol ution
the big picture that we’'re looking at is are they
identifying, wevaluating the problenms and taking
appropriate corrective action. So that’s what we’'re
| ooki ng at under cross canpaign. But within each of
those three areas there, there are specific details.
For exanple, the root cause is included there.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But do you see what |
nmean? Before | could | ook at corrective action
program and say it’s a big thing and equates to
probl emidentification and  resolution. Now you opened
up that box of problemidentification and resolution
and you add to corrective action problem operating
experience of assessnent. Wat else could it be
there? Now you’re opening Pandora’s box. There are
other itenms that | don't see as specifically true and
are there. So maybe you will discuss that |ater.

MR. JOHNSON: | think the answer that
we’ ve gi ven about sone of that being in the details of

how we actually define sone of these elenents, if you
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will, these subconponents, if you will, goes to your
guestion. | don’t want to go to a point where we’'re
trying to convince you that there’ s overly rigorous
anount of work that we’ ve done with respect to making
sure for exanple that decision making is under human
performance as opposed to be under probl em
identification and resolution. W think we have it in
the right place.

But | would subnmit that at the end of the
day it doesn’'t natter because what we’'re really doing
is we're looking to, for exanple, where there are, as
Gene has indicated, a nunber of issues that relate to
operating experience, for exanple, that we’ve clearly
comuni cat e t hose i ssues because of the I nportance of
operating experience to |licensees so they can take the
appropriate action to address.

So this is really nore about naking sure
that we tell inspectors where to group these things,
how to identify these things that are potentially
crosscutting so that in the assessnent process we can
| ook for those things that are conmon, Inportant to
safety culture, so that we can raise where we apply
the test and the test indicates that we should go
forward. Again, | think some of it is in the details

and Andrea will get into that when she does her
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present ati on.

CHAl RMAN BONACA: Let’s talk about it
| ater.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Could | raise a question
about the third colum here?

MR JOHNSON:  Yes.

MEMBER WALLI'S: Maybe sonebody’s done it
when | wasn’t here. But |’msurprised you ve picked
out retaliation in willingness to raise concerns. A
retaliationis an extrene case. The comon problemis
t he managenent that won't |isten, doesn’t care, says
“Don’t bother nme.” |It’s just kind of a sink of
i naction that doesn’t respond. That’'s the worst Kkind.

That’ s the common ki nd of bad managenent.
Managenent does not encourage people to raise
concerns, doesn’'t do anything when they cone al ong,
doesn’t retaliate. Retaliate is an extrene case.
think what really is Inportant is the nanagenent
attitude and nanagenent responsi veness and managenent
encour agi ng people to raise concerns. That’s what
shoul d be in there.

M5. KOCK: Actually what you’re speaking

of, | would agree with and it’s covered under
willingness to raise the concerns. Wat you just
described if you read our description willingness to
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raise concerns, it’'s very simlar to what you just
described and | would agree that that’s what we nore
comonly run into.

MEMBER WALLIS: It’s not the worker’s
problem [It’s the managenent’s problem

M5. KOCK: Yes. |It’s the behaviors.

MEMBER WALLIS: And you're saying the
wi |l lingness to raise concerns i s somethingthe workers
should work at. It’s not true. The nmanagenent is
responsi ble for the safety of the plant.

M5. KOCK: That’'s right. So we do have
that and | would agree that it’s very Inportant. The
reason we also have preventive and detection of
retaliation is retaliation does occur as part of our
policy statement when we describe what safety
consci ous work environnent is. Part of that is
prevention and detection of retaliation and it’s
really nore than just not retaliating agai nst peopl e.
It’s preventing the chilling event that m ght happen
if there’s a perception that you're retaliating
agai nst people. Wile that is |less common, there’'s a
different facet of that than just blatant retaliation.
That’ s why that’s al so incl uded.

MR. COBEY: The safety conscious work

environnment criteria for a substantive crosscutting

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

39

i ssue the teamput together with one or nore findings
with a crosscutting aspect in safety conscious work
environnment is the chilling effect |etter which has
di screte criteria for its issuance or enforcenent
action at severity level one, tw or three for
di scrimnation. You neet any one of those criteria
and t hen you ask yoursel f the next question “Was there
an associated inpact on safety conscious work
environment that was non-isol ated?” Then the |ast
guestion is “Was there concern with the |icensee’s
scope of efforts or progress i n addressi ng perfornmance
deficiency?” |If all of those criteria were nmet, then
you woul d have a substantive crosscutting issue in
saf ety consci ous work environnent.

Let’s take the exanple. There has only
been one exanpl e since the inception of the ROP where
we have identified a substantive crosscutting issuein
a safety consci ous work environnent a ***9:23:15. In
that particular case, they did in fact neet this
Criteria as it’s currently structured. So even with
the nore rigorous criteria, it works for the case in
which we feel it was appropriate that a crosscutting
issue be identified and that’s they had a chilling
effect letter that was non-isol ated i npact on t he work

envi ronnent and then lastly the NRC di d have concerns
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about scope of effort or progress.

So with those criteria which parallel the
others, we feel that we’ve acconplished really two
goals. One is addressing a |ong-standing issue with
this crosscutting area that it wasn’t fully devel oped
but also that we’ve put structure to it that’s
parallel to what the thresholds that we believe are
appropriate given our experience. That’'s all
i ntended to say about crosscutting areas in terns of
the structure. Wre there any further questions on
the crosscutting areas that you want nme to cover now?

In the event that you have a recurring
substantive crosscutting i ssue, our current oversight
process would say the second tinme that you have the
identified substantive crosscuttingissueit givesthe
NRC the option to request the |icensees provide a
response in the next annual public neeting, provide a
witten response to the Agency or have a separate
neeting with the licensee to discuss —

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Before you go further.
|’msorry. In the word up there on the first bullet,
substantive crosscutting, that’s where you have
repeat ed exanpl e above three.

MR. COBEY: Correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Ckay. And there are
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significant individually.

MR. COBEY: They are nore than m nor.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  More than m nor.

MR. COBEY: Correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: The question | have and
|’ve had nmany tines is at tines you notice repeat
events where you show that this is not a |earning
organi zati on because there nay not be a very
significant issue but you have repeat after repeat.
Now the ROP doesn’'t pick up those cases because
typically they are | ooki ng for significance and how do
you deal with those if you're talking about, for
exanpl e, not sonme repeat of events of the sane type
but actually have the same event happeni ng agai n and
again and there is no correction being mde, for
exanpl e, a procedure that is not properly dealt wth?
It’s a mnor issue. You evaluate it. You say it’s
mnor. |'mnot |ooking any further and yet it tells
you a | ot about the organization that doesn’t |earn
and doesn’'t want to learn and says it’s mnor.
Therefore, the NRC doesn’t look at it. | don’t care
for it and I'"'m not going to fix it. |Is there any
pl ace where you’' re addressing that?

MR. COBEY: | think the short answer is

no. The phil osophy of the ROP is that if performance
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deficiency is not nore than mnor, then it does not
just enter the assessnment process. The reason or one
of the reasons why you woul d determ ne a perfornmance
deficiency as mnor is that there's a specific
criteria that says if it were to be I eft uncorrected,
it wouldn’t be nore significant. So basically the
staff as part of the determination that a finding is
m nor has to be or have reached the conclusion that
even if the wutility didn’t correct it, it still
couldn’t becone nore significant.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | think by allow ng an
organi zation to beconme conplacent and sl oppy at sone
point is going to go above. Wat you' re saying here
is you're waiting until you reach the Ilevel of
signi ficance.

MR. COBEY: We wait until we reach a nore
t han m nor.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: | understand that.

MR. COBEY: Wich is determned to be very
| ow safety significance.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But so you go in a
control room of a plant and you have annunci ators
there and you' re saying individually these are not
| mportant annunci ators, the fact itself that you have

| i nked annunci ators that should not be |inked. [t’s
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a significant problemof itself it seens to nme. Now
if you analyze them individually, you may find that
each one of themis not very significant because this
is a paraneter that’s not very Inportant. But the
result of confusing the operator with a lot of
i nformation there and teachi ng hi mto bypass nentally,
certainly annunciators is not good practice and what
we're saying hereis we’'re waiting until you’ re going
to have sone of these issues reaching a | evel of
significance to recogni ze t hat you have a crosscutting
issue. That’s what you’ re saying.

MR. COBEY: |I'mnot sure | follow your
exanpl e because what you described to ne is
potentially significant and | woul d need to know nore
details to know how it would be characteri zed.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Ckay.

MR. COBEY: But conceptually the process,
the way it was devel oped, the underlying phil osophy of
the ROP that is being naintained by this change woul d
be that beneath the level of the mnor threshold
that’s mnor that the Agency doesn't feel it’s
appropriate to engage upon those. W would anticipate
t hough that if there were nore significant, underlying
probl enms which were resulting in these mnor issues

that we woul d see performance deficiencies that rise
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to the nore than mnor description. W would
anticipate green findings. That threshold is not so
high that we would expect that real significant
per formance deficiencies would go on for an extended
period of time and not be recognized.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Ckay.

MR. COBEY: For recurring substantive
crosscutting issues, the proposed approach woul d add
an additional option such that if you get the
substantive crosscutting issuethethirdtinme that the
NRC woul d then be able to request a |licensee have an
assessnment of safety culture perforned. This would be
the first tinme in whichthe first threshold that could
possi bly be reached where we actually asked the
licensee to |l ook at safety culture and eval uated their
safety culture assessnent. Up to this point,

i nspections findings are eval uat ed agai nst conponents
or elements of safety culture within that context
where within the crosscutting areas you' re not | ooki ng
at safety culture. You re |ooking at those
crosscutting areas with a focus on what’s I nportant to
safety culture.

MEMBER WALLIS: So you are a bit different
in INPO. You only pick up safety culture in an

extrene case. But | NPO when they have their exit
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interviews and so on presumably al so tal k about good
safety culture which | think is a good feature of
their problem You're just in sone extrene case

pi cki ng up somet hing and say you guys have a bad
safety culture. But there’ s nothing which says they
have a good one. There’s no way in which you indicat
to themthat things are okay.

MR. COBEY: |It’s not the staff’s intent
and this is consistent with the Conm ssion’s direction
to evaluate safety culture at all plants. W feel
it’s appropriate for INPOand the i ndustry to do those
type of evaluations in their goal of ensuring
excellence. CQur goal as a regulator is to put in
place criteria that if we see potential for problens
in this area that we would then engage at the
appropriate | evel integrated nmanner.

So what you’ll see as | go on is that our
| evel engagenent is graded as a plant’s perfornance
deteriorates and, in fact, there is no el ement which
assesses safety culture for all plants to determ ne
whet her or not they have a healthy safety culture or
not, for exanple, if they arein the licensee response
colum. W're leveraging the industry’'s efforts in
this area for the general popul ace of plants. W're

only taking the regul ator perspective of engagenent as
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we have indication of possible performance declines
with facilities.

Soit’s Inportant to note that this third
time if a facility has a substantive crosscutting
issue for a third tinme they have been repeatedly
unabl e to address and identify problemto them That
woul d cause us some concern that there wasn’t
something else associated wth the substantive
crosscutting issue that heretofore has gone
unr ecogni zed and unaddressed. Hence why we woul d feel
it’s appropriate to ask the licensee to either perform
a sel f-assessnment or have an i ndependent assessnent of
safety culture perforned. It would typically be a
sel f-assessnment of safety culture except in the cases
where the substantive crosscutting issue was in the
area of problemidentification and resolution and if
they had identified problens with their ability to
identify and evaluate the issues, then it wouldn’t
nmake sense to ask themto | ook at safety culture.

Wth that being said, the other proposed
changes are to the |icensee action.

MEMBER WALLIS: Excuse nme. They would
assess their own safety culture.

MR. COBEY: |In sone cases, yes and in

other case, we wuld ask to be an independent
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assessnent .

MEMBER WALLIS: So the worse case is the
safety culture is bad because nanagenment suppresses
it. So how i s managenent going to exam ne itself
when its policy itself suppresses safety culture. It
seens to me it has to be an i ndependent exam nati on by
sonebody el se.

MR. COBEY: Take, for exanple, the
circunstances you' ve identified. |If it’s a hunan
per f or mance substance crosscutting i ssue, then we ask
the utility to perform a self assessnent of safety
cul ture and we woul d then cone and | ook at that under
our inspection.

MEMBER WALLI'S:  You see what | nean. It’
a bit like a country that suppresses human rights
eval uating its own human rights policy.

MR. COBEY: Exactly and the independent
organi zation, i.e. the agency that comes in and | ook
at it, would identify that it was inappropriate and
then that would be addressed as a separate issue in
that they did an i nadequate safety culture eval uation
and we woul d have to deal with that froma regul atory
perspective but theideais this is a graded approach.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  So you woul d have

i ndependent organi zation performineffect. You would
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expect to have i ndependence in the eval uation.

MR. COBEY: Yes, that would be the
i nspection staff.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. COBEY: That would be the agency’s
i nspectors. Not always would it be a self assessnent
as | said before, but the intent is that this is a
graded approach that when there are sone indications
of a performance problem and yet there are no
i ndi cations of a safety culture problemat this point.
W would be requesting themat this opportunity
because there’ s been arepetitiveinability to address
an underlying performance deficiency in human
per f ormance, say.

That woul d be a trigger for ustosay it’s
appropriate for you to do a self assessnent of safety
culture and we’'ll look at that under our problem
i dentification and resol ution inspection programwhen
it’s conpl eted and evaluate its adequacy in that form
W think it’s appropriate at that point to have or
allowthemto do a self assessnent in |ieu of having
a i ndependent assessnent whi ch woul d be what we woul d
ask themto do for reasons that provide nore | nmportant
that there’s a fundanental problem wth safety

culture, i.e. their performance has shifted to the
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right in the action matrix. | understand your point
but our intent has to provide this graded approach and
not to just have a bi stabl e approach where they either
don’t do one or they have to an independent or third

party assessnent that’s comes in.

MEMBER POVERS: Suppose you ask themto do

a self assessnent for their safety culture and they
say, “l don't need to” or “Il just did it and |I cane
out this way.”

MR COBEY: W had sonme discussions with
external stakehol ders about this and with I NPO and t he
common view is this that I NPO woul dn’t support that
because they don't feel that their process would
support our needs and the |icensees woul dn’t have the
i nformation to support their conclusions to provideto
us. So we wouldn't anticipate that a |icensee would
make t hat argument given INPO s position which is they
woul dn’t support that.

MEMBER POAERS: What if they presently did
it defectively? They say, “Ckay, sure. W’'Ill do a
safety culture.” They just pulled out what INPO did
and say, “Yes, this is good” and hand it back to you.

MR COBEY: W would cone in and do our
eval uation and provide it was in fact good we woul d

not identify any issues with it and we would have
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| earned what we wanted to | earn and that was safety
culture was not a fundanmental driver to the recurring
substantive crosscutting issue and we would proceed
forward

The staff has | ooked at the | NPO process
and the process |I think is reasonably sound. W
didn't identify any fundanental issues withit. So if
they were to use that process to satisfy our request,
we think that they would, if they didit well, get to
an appropri ate determ nati on of whether or not safety
culture was or was not the problemin that recurring
substantive crosscutting issue. That’'s what we're
attenpting to decide.

MEMBER DENNING And if they don't do it
wel |, you can take regul atory action.

MR. COBEY: W would then have a probl em
i dentification and resol ution process whi ch woul d t hen
identify that they didn't do it well. Presumably we
woul d have a performance deficiency for an i nadequat e
self assessnent if that’'s what the case was and that
woul d be factored into the assessnent process and we
would engage that wutility individually on that
performance deficiency. W would expect themto
address it and correct it just |like any other

per f or mance i ssue.
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CHAI RMAN BONACA: On sone itens, does | NPO

have the sanme i nformati on that you do? For exanple on
the safety culture work environnment, do they know t he
nunber of all egations that may be agai nst t he conpany?
| mnot sure INPO has that. You do.

MR. COBEY: | don’t think they have ful
benefit of the details. They have benefit of what’s
avai lable nunerically on the public website, but
that’ s not that insightful

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. COBEY: W’ ve had a couple of folks
that have participated in the | NPO assessnents and
we’'ve done a review of their process. Wile their
process is sound, there are challenges wth
i npl enentation and as a result, why our process has
t hese separate trigger points as regul ators i s because
we didn't feel it was appropriate as regulators to
turn everything over to I NPO and the industry.

W would expect to review it, their
assessment, whether it’s done by a self assessnent or
whether it’s an independent assessnent or a third
party assessnent. W would expect to conme in and
reviewit in a graded manner based on what the driver
was and form our own concl usions about its adequacy.

It’s our belief that the majority of instances the
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licensees are going to recognize the inportance of
doi ng a good j ob.

|f they are one of the few plants in the
country that the agency has to have a safety culture
assessnment perforned, there’s going to be a great deal
of focus on that facility. | will anticipate in the
majority of cases they will in fact apply sufficient,
dedi cat ed resources whet her or not that’'s in their own
staff or to bring in external contractors because t hey
don’t want to not do well in that case because the
consequences ranp up pretty drastically.

|"ve have menbers of utilities tell ne
that even if we ask themto do a self assessment, it
woul d be unlikely for themto do it because of their
concern that they not do a good job. They would
rather pay the noney in that case or bring in the
dedi cat ed resource of experts that they can then hold
up as being a valid source if you will of whatever
conclusion is reached. Wile it’'s a possibly that
that case exists and | feel we can deal with it, |
think it’s a nore unlikely circunmstance than the
l'ikely one.

If a plant finds itself in a licensee
response colum which is the vast majority of plants,

we anticipate that this proposed change will have

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

53

little effect on them The only effect would be that
our baseline inspection procedure 71152 wll be
enhanced. W don't anticipate an increase in
resources but we do anticipate a slight shift in focus
of that inspection.

For those plants that find thenselves in
the regul atory response colum of the action matri X,
that’s one white perfornmance indicator or inspection
finding wwthin a cornerstone or two white inputs in a
strategic area, what we woul d expect is that there's
no change to the expected | i censee acti on and what the
action is is to do an evaluation of the perfornance
deficiencies and inplenent appropriate corrective
actions. The supplenental inspection procedure woul d
be enhanced to have the inspectors verify that the
i censee’ s root cause extended condition and extent of
cause eval uation appropriately considered the safety
culture conponent. That’'s the entire set, not just
the nine that are subsumed under the crosscutting
ar eas.

Qur reqgulatory actions would renain
unchanged. W would anticipate essentially no change
in the resource estimate fromthe current 16 to 40
man- hours to conplete for each white issue. The

reason i s i s because t he i nspectors who are performn ng
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are already doing this effort but they're doing it
fromthe technical causes perspective. So this would
be doi ng the same revi ew gi ven all of the causes which
woul d i nclude that set of 13.

In the event, say that the inspectors
identify that the licensee didn't appropriately
consi der one of the safety culture conponents in the
eval uation, say resources, since you brought it up
earlier. Wat would be expected to happen there is
during the inspection process there would be a
di alogue and if we reached the conclusion that it
shoul d have been consi dered and it wasn’t, the process
as it currently stands now woul d say that we identify
that inadequacy to the Ilicensees. They would be
expected to address the adequacy of the root cause
investigation and that finding would be held open
until they did that and we conpleted a second or
subsequent suppl enental inspection. So the process is
already there to allow the case when we identify an
i nadequacy in their root cause eval uati on.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So your inspection
stays. They are enhanced. | have a question about
t he i nspecti ons.

MR. COBEY: Yes sir.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  What you’ re doi ng here,
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you are enhanci ng t he process and you’ re enhanci ng t he
i nspection process too. But typically especially the
cultural 1issues are much nore evident when the
organi zation is stressed by certain conditions. For
exanpl e, outages for refueling are truly a wi ndow on
the way that the culture operates because that’s
really when shortcuts are being made if there is an
opportunity or a need in the organizati on.

MR. COBEY: Yes.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So if you really go
during an outage, you begin to see how the
organi zati on works. \Wen everything is snmooth and
there is no problem then everything else seenms to
wor k much better.

MR. COBEY: You are absolutely right.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  But in general, you are
stayi ng away frominspecti ons duri ng out ages, are you?
O are you perform ng these kind of inspections also
during out ages?

MR. COBEY: The inspections that are being
performed during outage are refueling and outage
activity inspection. | believe the nunber is
Attachnent 20 and it's a fairly substantial
i nspection. Basically for regional staff during that

time, | have a branch that has two inspection staffs
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and during an outage, | make sure that | have no gaps
in coverage. | have full inspection coverage during
that time because if | don't, | have significant

chal l enge in just nmeeting the m ni mumrequirenents of
t hose inspection activities.

So we put a focus on outages because of
that very reason. W would anticipate that if these
cultural issues manifested thenselves in nore than
m nor performance deficiencies that they would be
captured under our treatnment of crosscutting issues
that | currently proposed and if there was a
collection of them nore than three, then that would
trigger an evaluation that would allowus to identify
a substantive crosscutting issue. |If that type of
per f ormance probl emwent al ong uncorrected, if it did
that for three assessnent cycles, is the first trigger
for a safety culture assessnent.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  So you woul d be | ooki ng
at work that should be done but is not being done
because they want to contain the outage for a shorter
time. For exanple, let nme give an exanple. W heard
about Davis Besse. They had | eakage from phal anges.
That | eakage from the phal anges becane a thene that
was used repeatedly | think through the outages to

claim that we knew where the boric acid was coni ng
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from the phal anges.

MR. COBEY: Right.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: And the reason is that
the guy who was responsible for the process did not
have priority on the outage which nmeans once the
out age was over what ever phal anges were still | eaking
they still left themleaking and they said we'll fix
themthe next outage. Now that is a decision that if
you | ook at the history of where the event has gone is
significant.

MR. COBEY: Absolutely.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It’s a significant
contributor to the belief in the organization that we
know where the | eakage is conmng fromand yet there
was no priority given to this activity of repairing
t he phal anges. Now it seens to ne that a successful
organi zation would have said that’s a no-no. You
don’t want to |leak on the head and so we fix themif
it takes 20 nore days to fix it. |’mnot saying that
you cannot schedul e naybe a coupl e of outages. That’s
what |’ mthinking about. That really wasn’t caught by
your inspection process.

MR. COBEY: Sure. And that’'s a great
poi nt and that is this proposed change can’t be | ooked

at in isolation in reference to Davis Besse. The
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staff has inplenented a nyriad of changes to the
i nspection process since Davis Besse under the
auspi ces of the | essons |learned task force. This is
adding onto all of those other actions that have been
done. This isn’'t replacing any.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | under st and.

MR. COBEY: It can only be |ooked at in
conjunction with all the changes to the inspection
procedures, the plant status activities, etc. to step
back and | ook at Davis Besse. That becones a bit
problematic from the standpoint of evaluating the
ef fectiveness of this process because the information
which this process would have the benefit of today
gi ven those changes for Davis Besse didn’'t exist
prior. So they are the building blocks that this
process has been built off of.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | was just asking a
guestion to see if sinply your inspection process sits
back and waits for problens to ari se and t hen accounts
themor if it is intrusive for exanple in |ooking at
issues that are in the corrective action program
backl og and how they relate to the outage.

MR. COBEY: Right. | would not describe
t he i nspection process as sitting back and waiting for

performance deficiencies to find them That doesn’'t
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happen. A self-revealing performance deficiency
ef fect does occur but inspectors are asked or required
by our process to review every input into a |licensee
corrective action program The reason is so that they
can identify instances where problens keep being
identified and it doesn’t appear that anythi ng’ s being
done. They can then select that as an exanpl e.
Sothisisoneinput intotheir inspection
program sanple selection process to informthem so
that they can hopefully be nore intrusive and
proactive and get at sone of these underlying issues
before they result in that self-revealing event.
That’ s a Davis Besse | essons | earned and this change
doesn’t affect that though it builds certainly onit.
So for exanpl e the case that you made with
the decision naking, if there was a performance
deficiency identified, say for sake of argunent that
there was, say that performance deficiency was a
criterion 16 violation of Appendix B for sake of
argurment, but at its heart it had a deci sion naking
causal factor, that would then be expected to be
identified as having a crosscutting aspect in human
per f ormance because the pl ant manager did not use the
station’s decision maki ng process for evaluating this

type of a programand then as a result they made a bad
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decision for exanple or whatever the cases may be
because decision naking with all of its associated
pieces is decided wunder the human perfornmance
crosscutting area now. Andrea will get to that
description here in a bit.

But deci sion naking is now as one of the
substantial new pieces of the hunman perfornmance
crosscutting area. |It’s one of the reasons why we
think it’'s appropriate to make the adjustnents to the
descriptors is because we bring in that whol e deci si on
maki ng el ement.

For plants in the degraded cornerstone
calamty action matrix, |licensee action, we expect no
change. They should performa root cause
i nvestigation of i ndi vi dual s and col l ective
per formance deficiencies which resulted in thembeing
in the degraded cornerstone.

W expect to enhance the suppl enental
i nspection procedure 95002. Here we would enhance it
to allow the inspectors to independently determ ne
whet her t he safety culture component s wer e
contributors to the performance problem Currently,
t he 95002 i nspection has the inspectors i ndependently
eval uate the extent of condition and extent of cause

analysis. So this would be an extension on that to
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have them i ndependently detern ne whether or not the
safety culture conponents were drivers of the
performance problem W do expect that this would
result in some increase in an |l evel of effort for this
i nspection. But we don’'t expect it to be a dramatic
i ncrease.

W are proposing an addition to a
regulatory action to allow the NRC to request a
i ndependent assessnent of safety culture in the event
that the NRCinspectors in the suppl emental inspection
identify that the safety culture conponents were
driver of the perfornmance problenms and the |licensee
didn't recognizeit. So, for exanple, if we go in and
during the supplenmental inspection identify that the
resource cause was the driver of, say, a capital
i mprovenent that had been identified not getting
i npl enented and that was underlying the perfornmance
deficiency and the | i censee hadn’t recogni zed t hat, we
coul d step back and we woul d say at that point you had
this performance deficiency. You had the opportunity
to fully evaluate it. You weren’t able to do that.
It’s appropriate at this point to have an i ndependent
assessment of the safety culture.

MEMBER KRESS: What’'s the status of the

word “request” in your bullet? Does that mean they

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

62

have to do it or you would like for themto do it?
MR. COBEY: It’'s consistent with the
current |anguage throughout 0305. Qur reactor
oversi ght process tasks licensees with doing things
that are not requirenents. There is a provision in

there that if they don't do it that we'll do it for

t hem
MEMBER KRESS: | see.
MR COBEY: And licensees don't —-
MEMBER KRESS: Don’'t particularly |ike
t hat .

MR. COBEY: — particularly like to invoke
that aspect because that tends to result in a
di fferent perspective on our part. So | don't believe
we’ ve ever had t hat happen. But buried in our process
is we can request the licensee to take actions.

| f they choose not to, we expand t he scope
of the supplenental inspection to do it ourselves.
Here in this particular case if a |licensee chose and
said “W’ re not going to do an i ndependent assessnent
of safety culture” as a mninmumwe woul d do the
eval uation ourselves which I'll get to in a mnute
woul d essentially be what’s in 95003 suppl enenta
i nspecti on.

For a plant that was even further to the
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right, the plant in multiple repetitive degraded
cornerstone colum, here we woul d expect that the
licensee in addition to doing everything that they
currently do woul d have an i ndependent assessnent of
the safety culture perforned as soon as they found
that they were in that columm of the action matriXx.
Consi stent with our current process, we conme in and do
a very extensive, broad | ook at their perfornance
under our suppl enental inspection procedure 95003.

That i nspection woul d be further enhanced
to support NRC i nspectors i ndependently assessing the
licensee’s safety culture. So in this particular case
after they’ve done their root cause investigations
which are very broad based, after they’ ve done the
assessment of safety culture, we would conme in and do
an i ndependent | ook.

W currently anticipate this is a fairly
significant increase in level of effort. Currently,
it’s a three week onsite inspection effort at 1,740
hours of direct inspection. W would anticipate that
woul d go up. The initial estimate is 10 to 20
percent but that’s a rough estinate and that equates
to two to three additional folks dedicated to one
aspect of evaluating safety culture and that is the

attitudes type elenents. The process type el enents,
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human performance type el enents, those el enents that
are already | ooked at under 95003 we’'re taking credit
for within the context of the existing level of
effort. But we would, in fact, as an objective
i ndependent|ly assess that |icensee’s safety culture.
MEMBER KRESS: Does the plant being
i nspected pay for that?
VR. COBEY: For the suppl enenta
i nspections, yes they do. And | think our agency
estimates that there is one inspection 95003 across
the country per year. So this is a fairly
infrequently performed activity. W would like it to
be none of course but that’s what we’ve seen about.
So that’s a high | evel discussion of the
approach. Qur rationale for this approach in terns of
support of our decision why we think it’s inportant to
i nplenent this approach is that this approach is
wi thin the framewor k of the reactor oversi ght process.
W did not change the underlying franmework of the
react or oversight process. W worked within that
framewor k. The safety culture conponents as they are
describe reflect what’s inportant to safety culture.
Changes to the treatnent of crosscutting
issues do two things. It proves our predictability

and consi stency inthe identification of comobn causal
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aspects of findings and al so the identification of the
comon t henes of those findings and the determ nation
of whether or not a substantive crosscutting issue
exists. Also inmproves our alignnent with the
identification of a substantive crosscutting issue
wi th what’ s i nportant about safety and safety cul ture.
So those two reasons are our fundanental drivers of
why it’s inportant to nake those changes.

Lastly, if we go back to the origina
obj ectives that the approach was to satisfy, there are
three of themand we think that the approach does in
fact address those objectives. The first is to
provi de better opportunities for the staff to di agnose
safety culture weaknesses and to take appropriate
actions before they result in a degraded cornerstone.
Here this piece or objective is done by our
i mprovenents to problemidentification and resol ution
i nspection procedure as wel |l as our adjustnents of the
crosscutting issues.

The second objective is to provide the
staff with a structured process to determ ne the need
to evaluate a safety culture, to evaluate the
licensee’s safety culture if they have a degraded
cornerstone. Here that process is in supplenental

procedure 95002 in our oversight process, MX0305.
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The thirdis to provide the NRCstaff with

a systematic evaluation process and that woul d be
found in our supplenental inspection procedure 95003
where we would in fact performthat independent
assessnment of safety culture.

In summary and our next steps going
forward, the staff has conpleted conceptual
devel opnment work. The staff has shifted focus to
revi si ng t he manual chapters and i nspecti on procedures
necessary to inplenent this process and to the
devel opnent of training for inspectors and managers.

Qur current schedule to neet t he
Comm ssion’ s direction has us revi sing manual chapters
and i nspection procedures necessary to i nplenent this
approach by the end of January such that we can share
t hese procedures with our external stakehol ders who
contributed to the devel opnent of this approach in
early February all owi ng t hemapproxi mately ten days or
so to provide us coment so that we can incorporate
comment s and have final draft procedures by the end of
February.

W would anticipate these procedures
entering our docunment revision process in March with
an estimated exit fromthat process in md April. W

anticipate briefing the Comm ssion TAs again in early

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

67

March to provide them our status and our final
i npl enent ati on schedul e.

Also in parallel wth what | just
described, we’'re in the process of devel opi ng trai ning
for inspectors and managers. W expect this training
to be a nulti-phase approach to training, read and
si gn, possi bly conmputer-based training and we
anticipate it will involve direct interaction in the
i nspector counterpart nmeetings inthe spring which are
in My.

And | astly, that brings us to the point of
initial inplenentation of the revised oversight
react or process becom ng effective July 1st. The one
thing that you probably are aware of is these changes
whil e we antici pate having themready in April and do
training in May you can’t inplenment a procedure change
of this nature md-quarter because our inspection
assessment process is on a quarterly basis. So it
nmakes sense to inplenent it effective July 1st.

That’s our target. W anticipate having

MEMBER WALLIS: | have a question here.
What’'s the process for revising the ROP that you're
going to inplenent?

MR. COBEY: |I’mnot sure | understand your
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guestion. Could you el aborate?

MEMBER WALLIS: |If you’re going inplenent
your revised ROP, you're going to have a revi sed ROP
s that finished now?

MR. COBEY: There is a formal changed
process. What it involves is the Ofice of NRR which
owns t he process, when they have revi ewed and approved
t he docunent and | guess distribute it to the regions,
the regi ons have an opportunity to provi de comrent.
Those coments are incorporated. It conmes back
through the Ofice of NRR who would then authorize
that to be inplenmented. I1t’s coordinated with the
trai ni ng and t he docunents are ready to be i npl enent ed
and the training is ready —

MEMBER VALLIS: It seenms to ne — Wiy does
it come last? Doesn't it cone first? | would think
you’' d have to have agreenment on a revised ROP before
you did all this training and so on.

MR. COBEY: That's true but you can't wait
to start developing the training until after the
procedure is developed. The training is a fairly —

MEMBER WALLI'S: But then you mght train
t hem on sonet hi ng which turns out to be inconpatible
with what you actually end up witing in the ROP

MR. PERSENSKY: Cene, just to nmake it
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clear | think. The revisions to the ROPs are the
things that we’ve just tal ked about.

MEMBER WALLI S:  Yes.

MR PERSENSKY: Revisions to the various
i nspection manuals, the manual chapters, all the
things are the revisions and they will be in place by
md April.

MEMBER WALLIS: They follow. So the
revised ROP is what you briefed the Conmm ssion on.

MR. PERSENSKY: W are revising the —-

MEMBER WALLIS: That’s what you briefed
t he Commi ssi on on.

MR. PERSENSKY: Right.

MR COBEY: Yes.

MEMBER WALLI S: Ckay.

MR. COBEY: And we are at that point now
where that’s been determ ned.

MEMBER WALLI'S: So you have agreenent on
this revised ROP

MR. COBEY: Yes, as of Friday of |ast week
when we briefed the EDO. He gave us the authorization
to proceed forward to inplenentation in accordance
with the schedule. So we’'re on a path to inplenenting
this approach that | just described. So the approach

has in fact been well vetted and we are in the process
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of going through the change process to change those
manual chapters and those i nspection procedures which
| described. |In parallel with that, we devel oped the
training to support those changes.

| think we’'re at a point that we’re not
proceeding at risk in terms of devel opnment of the
trai ning that when we got to the end that there would
be a substantial disconnect between the training and
t he procedures. Now we have to be mndful that if we
get coments and we decide to make changes to the
proposals, we in fact have basically the sanme people
wor ki ng on both of these efforts. So they woul d
i ncorporate those changes into the training process.

MEMBER KRESS:. This doesn’t involve any
formal rul emaki ng.

MR COBEY: No, it does not. W also
don’t believe that it involves a policy change. W
believe that we're operating consistent with the
Commi ssion’s direction as articulated i n SRM2004-111
and 2005-0187. W have a tasking to keep the
Comm ssion infornmed and brief themprior to nmaking
final decisions on the approach and our briefings to
themare intended to satisfy that.\

MEMBER KRESS:. So you don’t have to do a

back-fit anal ysis.
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MR. COBEY: Don’'t intend to, no.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Now you started severa
nmont hs ago with a nuch nore anbitious part. You had
defined attributes of safety culture at a rmuch hi gher
| evel and then el enents below that. And now you step
back and you go on a much lower level. Al you're
doing is you're taking the existing crosscutting
i ssues and redefining themin a broader way nostly for
understanding and training and focusing the
i nspect ors.

MR. COBEY: Correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: How do you feel about
the change in path? Tell ne what you think.

MR. COBEY: Yeah, 1’1l tell you what I
think. You asked nme for my opinion. |’m always free
with that. Oiginally the staff’s vision was a bit
grander as you nentioned. W stepped back as we were
asked to do and engaged or actually not engaged but
reengaged our stakeholders and we |ooked at the
obj ectives and took the input that we received from
this wi de body of stakehol ders with various views and
i ncorporated those views with the goal of satisfying
the objectives, not necessarily satisfying our
original grand vision.

So we got to a point where we identified
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enhancenents and a proposed approach which satisfied
t he obj ectives but wasn’t necessarily the sane as our
original grand vision; hence why it’s inportant today
at this point and juncture we go back to the original
obj ectives and say “Does this different approach that
we worked with the external stakeholders to devel op
satisfy those objectives. |If the answer to that is
yes, then we’'re in a better place because we have
al i gnnent anongst t he st akehol ders as opposed t o naybe
trying to continue to proceed down a path of grand
vision that arguably satisfies those objectives but
havi ng di scord anongst all the involved folks.

So | think we’'re in a better place today
because we actually have a success path that we can
proceed down. It nmay not be the perfect process but
it acconplishes the objectives and it’'s certainly 80
percent. |It’s certainly a step forward in the right
direction. So |I’mnuch happier today in ternms of |
have a success path than | was in Cctober when | had
observed a neeting where we were pursuing a grander
vi sion but we had substantial discord and we weren’t
on a success path.

MEMBER WALLIS: Yes. You have a grand
vision. Now you, | think, established sonething which

is feasible. It seens feasibility is your main
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criteria here. |1’mjust not quite sure why it solves
the problem of inadequate safety culture. Does it
real ly address the Davi s Bessi e type situation the way
we're just going to make things far better in the
future or is it just this little step forward that is
in the right direction?

MR. COBEY: | think it’s an increnental
i mprovenent and | wouldn’t want to go beyond that in
terms of trying to predict how well this is going to
work out. W’'re going to watch this, these changes,
as you may have di scussed for a cycle and a half and
then we’ll conme back and learn |essons and nake
changes based on that. But | think it is an
i ncrenental inprovenment and some of it is directed
towards what we do with a plant that we know has
pr obl ens.

But sone of it also for the first tineis
nore directed towards providing that earlier

opportunity to diagnose in terns of the crosscutting

issues. | think intuitively at least that’s an
i mprovenent. [t’s an increnental one but it’s an
i nprovenent. W’'Ill have to see how it plays out.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It is an inprovenent.
Clearly, the value of dealing explicitly also with

deci si on nmaki ng, resources, work control, we’re happy
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it’s in the context of human perfornmance. You were
able to pull out some of these attributes and stick
themin a |ower level and | appreciate that they are
going to hel p you.

But in the beginning |I thought that the
objective was the one of being able to detect

degradation of safety culture before an event wll

occur. Now if you really thought that you had to have

this grand schene, that’s why | asked t he question, do
you still feel that these will acconplish the sane
thing. Now the answer | got is it’s an increnental
step and time will tell us.

MR. COBEY: And just to add to that.
Renenber that the |andscape we were dealing even in
the October tinme frane when we had this scheme, that
wasn’t all that grand actually. It was grander than
the one we’'re putting in place.

But renenber the | andscape was there were
folks who said you don’'t need to do anything wth
safety culture. W’'re already okay with respect to
everyt hing the agency does on safety culture and then
you have fol ks fromthe other end of the spectrumsaid
you need to do surveys. You need to establish
performance indicators, things that you can count.

So what we’ ve been able to do, | think, is
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to narrow in on an approach that doesn’t satisfy the
fol ks who would want a survey, doesn’t satisfy the
folks who would say do nothing, but | think is an
accept abl e approach where those fol ks can at | east
watch this incremental change play out, support the
i ncrenental change as it plays out and we can learn a
| esson. | think fromthat perspective where we' ve
gone i s a success.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  All right. And we' Il
hear nore about it when we tal k about conponents.

MR. COBEY: Yes.

MR. THADANI: Mario, may |?

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. THADANI: MKke, | think as you noted
this is clearly a positive increnental step. | have
a sonmewhat general question and | wonder if you’ ve
done sone assessnent. You tal ked about Davis Besse
but really there have been three or nore significant
events that there’ s consensus that safety culture was
probably the significant contributor or the Paks fuel
event, fuel failure event, that occurred in Hungary.
The Col unbi a failure, NASA did an eval uation, cane up
wi th some recomendati ons.

Have you taken a | ook at those findings

and stepped back and with the approach that you are
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proposing with, to what extent you would capture
potential problens of that nature? Those are three
big events, very significant events obviously. |

wonder if you ve done sone assessnent to say how

increnental is it really, the nove that you're
pr oposi ng.

MR JOHNSON:  Thanks, Ashok. | understand
the question. | don’'t know, Jay or Isabella, if you

all want to weigh in with respect to an answer. \Wat
we’'ve tried to do in terns of approaching this is to
be informed by the best infornmation today of safety
culture. So as Jay will tell you, we |ooked certainly
at what the international folks do. W |ook at what
the industry, our industry, is doing today with
respect to safety culture and | would say those
activities have been i nforned by insights such as the
insights fromthe Paks event.

Ve haven’t, this gr oup hasn’ t,
specifically | don’t think, gone and | ooked at those
and that mght be sonething worthwhile. One of the
things that we’'re going to do with respect to going
forward and | don’t know whether Gene tal ked about
this or not is we’'re going to | ook within the nucl ear
i ndustry, the conmercial power plant industry and how

we apply safety culture, to see for some experiences
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t hat we’ ve had nore recent than Davis Besse where did
t he current process take you, where woul d this revised
process take you, with respect to being able to find
safety culture issues and we think that will tell us
something. But | think those are the right kinds of
guestions to be asking to make sure that we end up in
the right spot with respect to safety culture.

MR. PERSENSKY: If | may. Ashok, we have
not done a formal evaluation and say let’s take this
and put it against these various ideas. But back when
we had the grand plan as we’ ve been referring to it,
what we were | ooking at at that point was what were
the inportant elenents. What were the things that
came out of those types of incidents as far as what
are the elenments of safety culture? And that was in
fact incorporated into what at the tinme we were
calling attributes and el enents whi ch have mgrated to
sonme extent into the conponents. So we are using that
information. W have used that information.

I n addition, one of the other things that
Gene had indicated was even before we got involved
ot her things have been happening within the ROP. Wth
regard to t he Col onbi a accident, in fact we had one of
our staff menbers from the ROP group did develop a

trai ning program an hour or so description of what
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went into that and in fact has provided that
information to all of the inspectors. So it was part
of a famliarization. W have used that information.

Wth regard to goi ng back to Davi s Besse,
we keep throw ng that around and one of the problens
is we don't have the informati on as a post hoc ki nd of
t hi ng because the informati on that we’ d be | ooki ng for
now is not in those old reports because we didn't
collect that point. So we can’t really do it except
retrospectively and say if we would have had this, it
m ght have helped. W can’'t really go back and | ook
at specific report and say did they m ss sonething
here.

MR. COBEY: Yes. Let’'s briefly if you
don’t mind talk about one plant that we did | ook at
that’s nore tinmely, Salemand Hope Creek. W did | ook
at Sal em and Hope Creek’s record, their experiences,
and | ooked at this proposal and said, “How would it
have treated Salem and Hope Creek?” What this
proposed change would have done is it would have
gotten us in early 2004 to requesting that I|icensee
have an independent assessnment of safety culture
performed. So it got us to the point that would have
asked the right questions.

Now we can only postul ate what the answer
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woul d have been. | know based on the independent
assessnments that the licensee had perforned in
response to our request in the area of safety
conscious work environment that those assessors
identified safety culture issues. The licensee didn’'t
transmt those safety culture issues to us in that way
because that’s not what we requested themto do and
they were mindful, in nmy opinion, of Davis Besse and
wanted to keep the issue on safety conscious work
envi ronment .

So | believe that had we requested then to
have an i ndependent assessnent of safety cul ture which
this process woul d have had them do, they woul d have
come back with a description of their problem in
safety culture ternms and woul d have identified actions
t o address those problens which | think puts us at the
pl ace we woul d want this process to put us at. So for
a real case closer in tine that has better data to
use, this process put us, | believe, at the right
poi nt .

Now we intend to | ook at one or two ot her
plants that had different perspectives as we go on
t hrough t he devel opnent process but that’s one that we
have in fact conpleted that | can talk about. So does

that give you a little bit better of a perspective?
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M5. GHOSH: Gene, can | add sonet hi ng?

This is Tina CGhosh on the Safety Culture Wrking
Group. |’ve actually | ooked explicitly at the Paks
i ncident both international reports and the Hungari an
regul atory reports that cane out after the incident
and | just coincidentally happened to be visiting the
pl ant just a couple of nonths after the incident. So
| had the chance to talk to a | ot of the people who
wor ked at the plant.

What | can say is that the safety culture
conmponents that we’ve devel oped definitely captures
the issues that were present at the Paks plant. For
exanple, a lot of the issues were explicitly covered
by the INPOattri butes which we very rigorously | ooked
at and incorporated a |l ot of the ideas into our safety
culture conmponent. So | can pretty confidently say
that we have captured all of the issues fromthe
incident in our safety culture conponents as they
exi st today. |If anybody wants further details, | can
talk to you of fline about that.

MR. JOHNSON. Any further questions?

MEMBER DENNING Let ne ask sone
guestions. You tal ked about that you only consider
t hose events that have safety significance and your

nodel that you’ re thinking of as far as safety culture
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inthe plant. Are there plants that have good safety
culture but don't have good overall rmanagenent
practice? 1’mjust wondering. There are so few data
that are available to you to give you indications of
where safety culture mght arise. Are we throw ng
away data that correlates with poor safety culture by
throwing away those aspects of bad rmanagenent
practices but which are not interpreted as having | ed
to a safety probl enf

MR. COBEY: Possibly. | guess our viewis
that it’s a matter of engagenment. |It’s our viewthat
as a reqgul ator we shoul d be engaged at a threshold as
opposed to anobngst everything. So there is
nonsi gni fi cant issues which nmay be indicative or a
result of a problemwi th an aspect of safety culture
that won’t get incorporated. |’'ll acknow edge that.

But it’s our belief that when a |icensee
isin that colum, if you will, of the action nmatrix
when they are in that area of performance that it’'s
appropriate for the industry’s processes and t hose of
| NPO whi ch are engaged at those tinmes to |l et themrun
their course and they’ re not successful inidentifying
t hose aspects and addressing them internal to the
i ndustry processes, then we woul d expect to see

performance have data points that enter our process
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nor e t han m nor performance deficiencies at which t hey
woul d t hen have NRC engagenents.

So the process is structured consistent
with the rest of our processes which is to allow
licensees to self correct, have industries to self
assessnment their own performance until their
performance gets to a certain point at which point
t hen we becone involved in an increasingly intrusive
manner as performance declines with the idea that
hopefully the process, our engagenent at the initial
| evel, would result in some corrective feature if they
had been unsuccessful as an i ndustry on their owm. |If
per f ormance conti nues to decli ne, we woul d becone nore
intrusive until the point at which their perfornmance
deficiencies were corrected. So while | acknow edge
that, yes, there are sone potential data points that
are mssed, it’s our belief that they are
appropriately covered by the industry in the real mof
per formance and | NPQO

MR, JOHNSON: Just let ne add to that
answer. | think it’s right on. Again, we may not
capture all the data points but we can potentially
capture if we lowered the threshold for exanple.
Li censees t oday certainly shoul d capture those points.

W may have, for exanple, ten findings at a plant.
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| f we | ower the threshold, we may capture
anot her small subset of perfornmance issues but
i censees, for exanple, may have 5,000, 10,000 itens
intheir corrective action programand |icensees deal
with those itens. They assign priority. They take
corrective action. They should be looking to see if
there are common threads that ought to be pulled with
respect to safety culture.

So we’'re not giving up on whether or not
someone ought to be worried about safety culture,
setting the regulatory threshold for our engagenent
with respect to safety culture. | think that’s
i nportant because one of the things we want to avoid
is creating fal se positives. False positives can be
as potentially <challenging as false negatives
particularly in the context of we can identify false
positives, take aggressive actions, defer |icensee’ s

attention from things that they really ought to be

worried. So we think we have the right mx in getting

engaged with the right |evel of the process.
MR. PERSENSKY: In addition, we have been
focusing primarily on the nine conmponents that are
part of the baseline inspection. But Gene nentioned
t hat when we do the suppl enental inspection and when

we ask themto do a self assessnent or an i ndependent
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assessment, there are actually four other conmponents
t hat address sonme of those nore managenent concepts
that you’ re tal king about.

MR COBEY: That’'s true.

MR. PERSENSKY: Andrea will be nentioning
themin her presentation.

MR. FLACK: Mario, | have one question.
This is John Flack fromthe ACRS staff. (Going back to
the full commttee we had | ast nonth, Decenber, Tony
Harris from NEl was present and | think he got up. |
don’t see himhere today.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR FLACK: Ch, he is here. He nmade a
statenent | know foll owi ng up on a question that said
that again getting back to Davis Besse and it’s really
hard to | et go of Davis Besse because we’' re here today
because of that. So sonehow we need to close on that
and Tony made a statenment which was very interesting.
He sai d he thought that we could tell that things were
starting to go bad at Davis Besse because they were
pushi ng things out.

Now having said that | ooking at all the
green findings and stuff, they wouldn’t tell you that
necessarily. But that link to pushing things out,

what we’re doing in the changes today to the reactor
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oversi ght process, we need to be able to nake a
determ nation on that and say that, yes, you are
pushi ng things out or putting production over safety
and t her ef ore enough i s enough already. W need to do
something now. | think that’s really at the heart of
the matter, isn't it? | don't know, M ke.

MR. COBEY: Yeah. The answer is, | think,
yes. It is our belief that this proposed change that
we’'re going to go inplenment coupled with the changes
t hat have al ready been inpl enented woul d put the NRC
staff in a position to have — W have a nuch hi gher
degree of belief that we would have identified that
i ssue before Davis Besse. W'’'re not. Gven the
record that existed or |ack thereof |leading up to the
days, it’s hard to provide an objective trail. If |
| ooked at these findings, | would have treated them
this way because those weren’t witten down.

So because of that, there’'s a chall enge
there. But if we ook at this and reflect on it, |
think consistently the staff used that this approach
coupl ed with the ot her changes put us in good place to
identify and deal with that very problemthat you' re
suggesti ng.

Unfortunately, given the circunstances,

it’s hard to denonstrate it in the same way that |
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could do with Salem and Hope Creek for exanple. |
could walk you through finding by finding if you
want ed to spend enough tinme and show you, yes, | get
to the point of asking for a safety culture assessnent
before there was an significant event. That was a

success or woul d be a success.

Now if you had the sane |evel of
i nformation that preceded Davis Besse we could do the
same exercise. Unfortunately, we don’t have the
benefit of that. W would have to go and create it.
So in sone sense it woul d al ways be suspect because it
was created after the fact when you knew what the
answer is.

So we had to | ook nore at this in sort of
an eval uative kind of way and say, woul d thi s conbi ned
with these other changes acconplish the goal and |
think the answer is we feel confident that it would.
W just can’'t say it in quite the sane manner we can

with other nore recent facilities.

MR. BOGER: Gene, this is Chris Boger from

NRR. One of those changes that we nade that we keep
referring to, these other things in the ROP that have
changed is | believe the resident staff |ooks at
deferred nodifications as part of the nornal baseline

i nspection program |s that one of those changes?
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MR. COBEY: Yes, | think so.

MR. BOGER That gets to the pushing
things off into the future. |It’s supposed to be
looking at things that are deferred and our
under st andi ng of why those things happen.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That was the question
had before about |ooking at —-

MR. COBEY: | didn't go into the exact
details at the time | nade the statenent. That’s one
of the other things that the i nspectors |look at. For
exanpl e, one of the |ast outages we had at Sal em and
Hope Creek the inspectors specifically | ook at all of
the work that was deferred out of the outage, all the
mai nt enance, whether it was a nodification or just
mai nt enance. That's part of routine inspection now.
This process builds off of that.

M5. KOCK: That’'s a good lead into the
next presentation and ny conments. In addition to the
change | first nentioned, if you read through our
conmponents, for exanple, we talk a | ot about deci sion
maki ng. That type of thing you' re tal king about,
pushing things out, is specifically covered when we
tal k about conservative deci si on maki ng.

W also address resolution of |ong-

standing issues in another conponent. That also
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addresses your original question of where’'s the real
benefit in this and the benefit is that if you have a
finding wwth that sort of tie to equipnent issues, it
allows you to ferret that out and there’s a place for
us to now put it in and call it the nane it is which
is not addressing |ong-standing equi pmrent issues or
not have concerned deci si on maki ng.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes. | think we shoul d
t ake a break now and t hen get back and tal k about this
safety culture conponent. It’s interesting how you' re
getting there to INPO and | AEA attri butes and then you
cone back with this list and we'll have additiona
guestions on how we canme up with this. Gkay. So
let’'s take a break until 10:45 a.m Of the record.

(Wher eupon, the foregoing matter went off
the record at 10:30 a.m and went back on the record
at 10:45 a.m)

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Back on the record.
Okay. W are going to resune the neeting. Al set?
Before we get started, | would like to introduce Dr.
Sam Armjo. He's sitting at the table here. He's
going to be a new nenber of ACRS. The paperwork is on
the way. So he’s not a full nenber yet. So with
that, we wel come you and it’s inportant to sit with us

her e.
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MR ARMJG Thank for letting ne sit in

and |isten.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So we cone now to the
second of this norning and that’s fromMs. Andrea Kock
and that’s on the NRC Staff Developnment of Safety
Cul ture Conponents.

M5. KOCK: Thank you. M nanme is Andrea
Kock. | work in the Ofice of Enforcenent. |’ m an
Al l egation Specialist and |I'm also a nenber of the
Saf ety Culture Working G oup, just alittle background
on who I am | did bring copies of the nost recent
safety culture conponents that | can pass out if you
all need a copy to refer to.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SAFETY CULTURE COMPONENTS

M5. KOCK: And what | wanted to discuss a
little bit was howthe working group devel oped t he NRC
safety culture conponents, how they were originally
devel oped and how they’ve been revised since in
response to internal and external coments. That way
you can get a bit of flavor about why they were
witten the way they were witten and why they are
titled the way they are. That’'s what | hope to
acconpl i sh.

What | would like us all to conme out of
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this discussionwithis alittle bit of background on
how the working group originally developed the
conmponents or the concepts that went into the
conmponents and how those conponents were revised
during an iterative process basically based on
comments frominternal and external stakehol ders and
al so based on a conparison that we did where we
conpared our components to | NPO conponents and | AEA
conponents and revised ours as a result of that
conparison. | would also like to tal k about how we
have resol ved comments on t he conponents that we have
gotten.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So you did go through an
anal ysis and you’'re going to explain to us why you
sel ected sonme of the conponents.

M5. KOCK: Yes, hopefully. Please fee
free to ask any question that you have as | go
t hr ough.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

M5. KOCK: When the working group was
first tasked with the Commission’s direction to
enhance the ROP to nore fully address safety culture,
the first thing that we did was basically just conpile
information that we had from industry and

international sources on safety culture and we
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ferreted out concepts from the docunentation that
currently exists on safety culture to gather the
concepts that we have.

Just some brief exanples of that are we
have a conponent called work control which is very
simlar to in | AEA safety culture docunentation they
di scussed the quality of processes and controlled
working practices. Simlarly, |INPO covers work
control under what they call “work managenent, hunman
per formance and operational safety.” So we cover the
same conponents but we revised maybe sone of the
| anguage that’s wused in those docunents for NRC
purposes and I'lIl go into a little bit nore detai
about how that was done |ater.

And we talked a |lot about this next one
too al ready today. In the area of decision nmaking, we
found that in the literature both in industry and in
international |iterature decision nakingis seen as an
i nportant concept of safety culture. Another way that
we informthe concepts that we took was based on the
experience of the working group nenbers and we saw
i ssues that were in docunentation and safety culture
literature. One was decision maki ng and so we were
sure to include conservative decision nmaking as part

of our conponent s.
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Just as one | ast exanple, in the area of
saf ety consci ous work environnment, both the industry
and | AEA recognized what’s phrased as “open
comuni cations on safety i ssues” in support of this by
managemnment. Again, we recognized that this was an
i mportant aspect of safety culture. So we included it
in our conponents and we’'ve also recognized that
saf ety consci ous work environment can be one of those
things that affects plant performance. W’ve seen it
based on our experience.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  But now, let ne take the
exanpl e of decision making which is a very inportant
conmponent. You identified that now under human
per formance and nost of all would be work
observations. | think you had it before when you had
the big schene at the higher level. At that tine in
the big schenme, of course, when you think about
deci sion nmaking, you're thinking about not only the
guy inthe field that does sone work and t hat may make
a m st ake because he’ s usi ng non-conservati ve deci si on
maki ng. But then you are thinking nore about
or gani zati onal deci si on maki ng t oo.

M5. KOCK: Right.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Are you capturing that

now?
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M5. KOCK: | think we’'re capturing that,
al though it is under human performance. So you may
get the perspective based on where it’s placed that
it’s only really related to work decision. [|If you
read the entire conmponent, it doesn’t tal k about work
or practices. It talks about just conservative
deci sion nmaking by the organization. It also talks
about conmuni cati on of decision. So that goes beyond
i ndi vi dual wor kers.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  So you really sneaked in
a nunber of those high | evel down.

MR JOHNSON: It’s all in there.

M5. KOCK: | don’t know if | would use the
wor k “sneaked.”

CHAI RVAN BONACA: O the three. Gkay. o
ahead.

M5. KOCK: Those are just some exanpl es of
the kind of concepts that we saw when we researched
what’s currently out there and how we i ncorporated
themin our current conponents. What we were |eft
with is just this conpilation of information and
basically what we did was we just sorted it into
common thenmes and titles and that’s how we ended up
coming up with the conponents.

However, one i nmportant distinctionisthat
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we didn't include every single concept on safety
policy that we found there. W had to make sone
judgnments. For exanple, there are safety culture
conponents that | AEA or INPO might call trust or

| eadership. W didn’t include those concepts because
we felt Iike they were outside of our purview

Al so to be consi st ent with t he
Conmi ssion’s direction not to obtain informtion that
we could only get through surveying individuals, we
were careful not to include information such as
i ndi vidual beliefs or attitudes. W focused nore on
out cones of what those beliefs and attitudes m ght
result in.

W al so didn't include specific practices
that m ght not be applicable to every licensee. For
exanpl e, one good safety culture practice is that
several plants have identified conmttees that review
disciplinary actions before they are taken against
individuals to nake sure that those actions don’t
result in a chilling effect. Wile that’s a good
practice, it’s not generally applicable. So if we
canme across that kind of information, we didn't
include it.

We al so screened the information that we

got to make sure that we addressed anbi guous | anguage
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that couldn't really be translated under the ROP
What | nmean by that is concepts such as work groups
bei ng aligned or policies put a high val ue on nucl ear
safety. Those are good concepts and we certainly took
those concepts but we took them and revised the
| anguage to put themin usabl e | anguage because it’s
hard for an inspector to determ ne whether a policy
puts a high value on safety or not. W focused again
nore on out cones.

One thing | just wanted to enphasi ze was
t hat devel opi ng t hese conponents has been aniterative
process and we started back in, we actually started
about a year ago and really starting this after
Cct ober they have been revi sed several tines. So this
is an iterative process and we continue to resolve
comments that we get on them

MEMBER DENNI NG From a purely technica
perspective when the Commi ssion doesn’t want you to
use surveys, does that really hand-string the
eval uati on? Wuld one be much better able to assess
safety culture if you had the capability to use
surveys?

M5. KOCK: | think you would get to nore
of these individual, these underlying beliefs and

attitudes if you used a survey. W had a discussion
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once upon a tine about what we thought the Commi ssion
nmeant by no surveys and we deci ded what that neant was
surveying groups of people using the same set of
guestions in a very systematic process. But that
doesn’t hinder us from doi ng what we do now which is
i f we have a finding aski ng the questions to determ ne
why that occurred and we’re just focusing nore on the
out conmes rat her than individual beliefs or attitudes.
| think we get there by looking at findings and
| ooking at the safety issues that arise.

MR. JOHNSON: Let ne start, Jay, and then
you can pick up also. One way to look at this is if
we were starting with a clean sheet of paper and
deci di ng that we were going to go survey everyone, al
licensees, to decide whether they had safety culture
issues. It would probably not be all that fruitful
for us to do that and so to rely on that as a tool.
So we’'ve really chosen this performance-based
perspective to go after safety culture. That’'s the
way we do oversight.

Having said that, that doesn’t nean that
the industry doesn’t use surveys. The industry
certainly does make good use of surveys in ternms of
the activities and they should do that. So it’s just

as a regulator is that where we want to be in general
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or how do we cone at this problem from a regul atory
perspective and our perspective has always been
| ooking for things that evidence thenselves into
actual performance and then if you wll pull the
string to get the safety culture as opposed to us
starting with a clean slate and doing sort of a

bl anket survey and trying to find safety culture that
way because that’s not our experti se.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: One of the difficulties
of survey is that nost of themare really wi ndows into
managenent. Some of them are very specifically
directed at nanagenent. So it would be Iike the
regul ator getting in and eval uati ng i ndi vi dual because
that’s what happens. At the end of it, you have
real |y feedback on i ndi vi dual supervisors and nmanagers
and how they perform and so on. That would be very
difficult to do. But you can ask themto do it and
want to get a result.

MR. COBEY: Let me talk to what M ke said.
In the supplenental inspection procedure 95003 t hat
we're currently crafting which is going to be our
process for goi ng out and i ndependent|y assessing the
licensee’s safety culture if the perfornmance dictates
it, there we would fully anticipate having all of the

information that was available as a result of the
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licensee’s efforts, all of their surveys, all of their
survey results, their independent assessment, etc.
Those would be input sources that we would use to
shape our assessnent and work of f of to verify whether
or not their assessnment results were neani ngful and
valid. So we would fully anticipate to have the
benefit of that information but we woul dn’t be doing
that solely and at every facility on some periodic
basis. That’'s the difference.

M5. KOCK: Just to give you an idea of
what Jay’s going to talk |later about what’s going on
internationally in safety culture, but for the
pur poses of how we devel oped t he conponents, | thought
| woul d show you what | AEA and | NPO use or define as
safety culture. What’s on the slide nowis the | AEA
safety culture characteristics. There are five of
t hem and the | AEA has published t he SCART gui delines
that further define what they nmean by these five high
| evel characteristics.

Simlarly, [INPO has identified eight
safety culture principles and they too have docunents
out that further describe what is neant by each of
t hese high I evel eight principles. W |ooked at both
t he SCART guidelines and the | NPO docunentati on on

safety culture in devel opi ng the conmponents.
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And just for conparison sake, thisis very
simlar to what Gene al ready showed you. Wat’'s up on
the slide noware the NRC s safety culture conmponents
organi zed by the current three crosscutting issues.
Al of the conmponents that are listed are covered
either in INPO or | AEA and the concepts that we have
under the conponents are very sinmlar to INPO s
princi pl es and | AEA characteristics. Later, |’ m going
to go into sonme exanples of that.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It’s interesting how
| AEA and INPO are really high level clearly in
expectation of very high performance, etc. and you
properly are looking nore at performance at the
acceptable level. You' re |ooking for performance and
identification and human performance. So | see the
difference there and it has to be there because you're
not striving to have organi zati ons working at the
hi ghest possible level. You are nmaking a statenent
about acceptabl e perfornance.

MR. JOHNSON:. That’'s right.

MR. PERSENSKY: And just to go back to
what | had said earlier, the footnote there are the
ot her conponents as opposed to just the nine that we
used to baseline.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  I'’mgoing to go | ater on
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to the elenents you had regionally and see if you fit
themall on there. | think you re com ng cl ose.

M5. KOCK: Yes.

MR. COBEY: Actually if you do that, the
short answer is you will find all of the attributes
that were in the original elenments, they’ ve all been
incorporated. They are all here as M ke says. They
are packaged slightly different to support what we’ve
| earned and the process we went through. But all of
the information is still there.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: The only question again
remai ns by saying human perfornmance and then you're
| ooking at decision making. The decision nmaking
definition is broader enough for the i nspector that he
will take it above the individual performance of the
wor ker and questi on processes for exanpl e and questi on
deci si ons whi ch may be executive decisionliterally at
some point. | don’t know. By having really gotten at
t hese conponents now bel ow human performance, bel ow
PI&R, | have to think about that.

MR. JOHNSON:. And we’'ll get, of course,
nore information as we go forward in inplenentation
But | think that’s really an i ssue about training and
havi ng fol ks be cl ear about these conponents and how

we capture and how we ought to be grouping findings
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that point to these aspects in the crosscutting areas
or beyond i n suppl enmental procedures. | think it’s an
i npl enentation issue that we’'ll watch

MEMBER SHACK: Thi s three-page discussion
you have of the conponents | assunme will end up in the
trai ni ng somewhere.

M5. KOCK: It’s going to be actually in
t he 0305 procedures.

MR. COBEY: The current vision is that all
of the conponent descriptions would be in nmanual
chapter 0305. But, yes, you're absolutely correct.
It’s inperative that it be included in the training
for inspectors and managers if we have hope to be
successful in inplementing this in a consistent
manner .

MEMBER SHACK: But it will be in the
manual chapter too then.

MR. COBEY: Yes. Absolutely.

MEMBER SHACK: It’s not going to
di sappear. It’s not a working documnent.

MR. COBEY: And we also | think anticipate

that as we inplenment this process we’'ll gain further
insights and have learnings that wll ultimtely
result in us continuing to inprove this. | wouldn't

| ook at this as an endpoint. But it’s a beginning if
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you will, a well-inforned beginning, but in fact, a
begi nni ng.

M5. KOCK: So as Cene nentioned, the
concepts that we have under the conponents are sinilar
to our old definitions in manual chapter 0305. But
the one big difference is they give a lot nore
specificity on what we nmean by those. Gene also
touched on this that this just inproves the
consistency with which we can tag findings with
crosscutting issues and also allows us if a finding
has a safety culture insight to it to call that out
correctly and be able to track those issues.

As Jay nentioned, the four conponents
listed on the bottom of that are the conponents that
we plan on looking at only under the supplenenta
i nspection procedures and that woul d be when a plant’s
in colum three or four of the action matrix. Those
are things that point nore to —-

CHAI RVAN BONACA: |I'msorry. Could you
repeat that? So that would be if they were?

MR COBEY: Colums two, three or four,
95001.

MS. KOCK: Two, three or four.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Two, three or four. So

t hey were already i n a degraded condition and t hen you
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woul d have questi oned regardi ng t hese four additional
conponent s.

MS. KOCK:  Yes.

MR COBEY: Well, we would look at all 13
and in supplenental inspections when we | ooked at
what’s inportant to safety culture, we would | ook at
the entire set of 13, not just the nine which are in
t he crosscutting.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  How woul d you do t hat
because this you do in the context of events that take
place that have significant issues and this is
broader. Right? |It’s nore general and generic. How
woul d you do that? Wat would trigger that you are in
an matrix colum tw? What would trigger an
or gani zati onal change, nanagenent ?

MR. COBEY: The way in which we envisioned
| ooking at this in supplenental inspection procedure
95001 which would be the case if they were in a
regul atory response colum, if they have a one white
i nspection finding or performance indicator, they do
a root cause evaluation, send a condition review for
t hat performance deficiency.

When we cone in to review that, we would
be | ooki ng to assess whet her that eval uati on incl uded

all of these 13 aspects in its evaluation. If it
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didn’t, then we would engage to understand what the
basi s for that was and make a determ nati on of whet her
or not that basis was adequate.

Now t ake the next case, 95002 space, say
they’ ve had two white findings and so they are doing
a root cause investigation of the individual as well
as the col |l ective performance deficiencies. 1In there,
we woul d go beyond what | just described and we woul d
as part of that procedure we independently eval uate
extent of condition and extent of causes.

W would also independently evaluate
whet her these 13 conponents were drivers to the
per f or mance probl ens and nake a deci si on about did the
| icensee appropriately identify these things. If the
answer to that is yes, then no further action. If the
answer is no —-

CHAI RVAN BONACA: What you're telling ne
is that you have |l eft the three crosscutting areas but
really you are evaluating anything that happens out
there based on these 13 different attributes. For
exanpl e, the resources issue, you probably may raise
it irrespective of just human performnce.

MR. COBEY: In the event that there’'s a
whiter greater performance deficiency we would be

| ooking at resources to see whether or not, in a
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graded manner in how we approached it, it was the
driver of the performance problens and if they were in
the far right colum of the action matrix, multiple
repetitive degraded cornerstones, then we would be
| ooking at the entire suite of conmponents and
i ndependently assessing the safety culture as an
entity. Beyond just |ooking at each aspects and

i ndependently checking it, we woul d be | ooking at the
collective as well. Hopefully that answered your
guesti on about how we —-

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It does. |’ m not
criticizingit. |I'monly saying that you really took
some of those attributes and brought them from above
bel ow but you are still using them in conprehensive
ways particularly when you re talking about 13
attributes and evaluation, for exanple, of certain
conditions for all 13.

MR. COBEY: That’'s the current approach.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  What's the feedback from
t he industry?

MR. COBEY: On that particul ar aspect -—-

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Do they agree with this?

MR. COBEY: They have been fairly
receptive. There hasn’t been disagreenent about the

approach for the plants that have noved to the right

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

106

of the action matrix. There were two principal areas
of discussion and ultimtely they’ ve agreed with those
and that’s the use of these conponents as they have
been articulated. There’'s been sonme comments provided
to inprove the |anguage, etc., that we're currently
eval uati ng.

The second is how we adjusted the
crosscutting areas and based on | ast week’ s neeting,
we’' ve gotten past those. But the original approach
for how we treated plants that noved to the right of
the action matri x was accepted by the utilities fairly
early on in this discussion process and | think that
they agree that for plants that have exhibited poor
performance and noved to the right of the action
matri x that nore interest of engagenent is
appropri at e.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Even for white.

MR. COBEY: Yes, because the recognition
is that that | evel of engagenment is graded. So, yes,
there i s sone engagenent but it would be considerably
| ess than what it would be if it was multiple whites
or ared for exanple.

M5. KOCK: The only other point | wanted
to make on this particular slide was that we, when

say we, Cene is leading a regional teamthat cane in
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and | ooked at how these conponents are currently

| ooked under our baseline inspection procedures and
what they found was that all of these are covered
either directly or in sone cases less directly but
t hey are covered under our existing process.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So just one | ast
guestion. | had a question at the beginning of the
neeting. For exanple, why was resources not under
Pl &R? What you're telling me nowis that you can ask
that question about resources too. |If you have a
failure PI& program vyou're not limted to only
| ooking at the corrective action program operating
experience and sel f i ndependent assessnent. You woul d
be | ooki ng at resources, too, possibly.

M5. KOCK: | think when we devel oped these
under Pl &R what we’'re | ooking at nore is big picture
of whether they’'re identifying, evaluating and taking
action. So the things that went under there are those
aspects of the program where they would either be
i dentifying somet hing through operating experience or
somet hing entered i nto their CAT and howt hey resol ved
that. That’'s why resources didn't really fit there.
Does that answer your question?

CHAl RMAN BONACA:  Yes, | guess so.

M5. KOCK: And if we had a finding and we
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found that a causal factor was resources, then we
would tag it resources. |If we found that the primry
causal factor was that they didn't identify it, we
would tag it problem identification and corrective
action. So it really would depend on the primary
causal factor of that performance deficiency.

MR. COBEY: One additional thing, that’s
exactly right, but we do recognize that sone
performance deficiencies are significant and are
nmul tifaceted and there are nultiple aspects of it. In
t hose cases, we woul d identify both aspects. So if we
had a probl emidentification and resolution type of an
aspect to that performance deficiency, it could get
tagged. |If there was a separate distinct aspect of
t hat performance deficiency that was associated with
resources, then it would also get tagged. So you
woul d end up potentially with findings with nultiple
aspects, although we expect that to be fairly
i nfrequent and we can anticipate that.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  But it seens to ne that,
for exanple, on the issue of issues not being closed
timely or significant delays, you could sinply say
that issues are not being closed tinely. So that’s a
statenent regarding the corrective action program

wi t hout going further into an evaluation of why it’s
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happeni ng. That’s probably what you woul d be doing
then. You would ask for the conpany to eval uate
itself and determ ne what is the root cause although
you nmay believe that the reason is that you didn't
have enough resources.

MR. COBEY: That’'s right. W really want
the licensee to do the work, to figure out what the
actual root cause is and what corrective action is
needed to correct it.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: | understand. That
makes sense. Al right.

M5. KOCK: Next slide. So on the next
slide here what | want to do was to conpare our
conponents to |IAEA and INPO attributes. As I
nmenti oned before, all of our conponents are covered by
either INPO or | AEA but we didn't take every single
concept that ferreted out by INPOor | AEA. But all of
ours are covered under their concepts.

| gave just one exanpl e under each of the
crosscutting area. The first exanple is in the area
of human performance, what we call resources and the
way that we couch resources in general. Just a
general roll-up of our conmponent is that they have
personnel, equipnent, processes and prograns that

assure nucl ear safety. W talk about that in ternms of
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trai ning, adequate procedures and addressing | ong-
st andi ng equi pnent i ssues.

This is simlar to what | NPO di scusses.
They say that staffing |levels are consistent with
mai nt ai ni ng nucl ear safety under their principle that
they is called “Everyone is personal ly responsi bl e for
nucl ear safety.” They also tal k about equi pment bei ng
nmeti cul ously mai ntai ned and high quality processes.

The ot her conparisonis | AEA. | AEA covers
t his under safety as a recogni zed val ue. They di scuss
that safety is a primary consideration in the
al l ocation of resources including time, equipnent,
per sonnel and noney. So you can see that a lot of the
concepts that we adopted are simlar.

In the area of safety conscious work
envi ronnent, our conponent is called “willingness to
rai se concerns.” Under that conponent, we tal k about
behaviors and interaction that encourage raising
nucl ear safety issues. This is covered by | NPO under
their principle of what they call “trust.”
Specifically, they say that “enpl oyees are encouraged
to offer innovative ideas to solve problens.”

In 1AEA, simlarly it covers this under
their “characteristic of safety is learning driven”

and specifically when they describe what that is.
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They say “an open reporting systemis encouraged.” So
again, a lot of the concepts are very sinilar.

The | ast exanpl e | have was under probl em
identification and resolution. One of our conponents
under that crosscutting area is self and i ndependent
assessnments. This matches up very well with I NPO s
attribute of “nuclear safety undergoes constant
exam nation.” But if you |look at what that nmeans to

them they say “a mx of self and independent

oversight reflects an integrated and bal anced

approach.”

| AEA covers this also very well under
“safety is learning driven.” They just sinply say
“internal and external self assessnents are used.” So

their concept isalittle nore general but you can see
that there’s overlap in the concept that’s definitive.
Wil e we recogni ze that the concepts are
very simlar, we took those concepts and we tried to
describe themin a | anguage t hat was usabl e to the NRC
whi ch can be used under the ROP process and it’s
easily interpreted by i nspectors and we tried to focus
t hose concepts on outcones and performance and only
took those pieces that are within our jurisdiction
which leads ne to the | ast bullet, one inconsistency.

One area where we don't overlap is | NPO
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has an attri bute under one of their principles called
“sel ection and eval uati on of managers, consider their
abilities to contribute to a strong safety culture”
and we felt |ike that was going outside of our
regul atory purview.

CHAI RVMAN BONACA:  Yes. | don’t think
there’s any consistency. |It’s sinply that you don’t
cover that because that’s not your business.

M5. KOCK: Right. And simlarly, |AEA
says “l eadership skills are systenmatically devel oped”
and we don’t touch on |eadership. So that was one
area where there is an overlap. The next slide.

That basically covers where the overl aps
are bet ween how we define our conponents, | NPO defi nes
their princi pl es and | AEA descri bes their
characteristics. But in the vein of trying to nake
our conponents as simlar as we could to what’s used
in industry, there was a concern that we’'re using
different ternms and different | anguage. People aren’t
going to be able to understand what we’'re talKking
about because there’s INPO | anguage and there’s NRC
| anguage.

What we di d was we conpared our titles and
the definitions that we used as conponents to INPO s

safety culture attributes and their perfornmance
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objectives and criteria. The bottomline of what we
found is that there’'s considerable overlap in the
concepts that we use and the concepts that | NPO uses.
So we revised a lot of our titles and a |ot of our
| anguage that we use to be consistent with | NPO  But
there were sone areas where we didn’t feel like it was
appropriate. So we either changed that |anguage to
put it in NRC ternms and | have sone exanpl es of that
or if it was sonething that was outsi de of our purview
we didn’t use it.

As aresult of thisreview, we didretitle
several conponents. One exanple is decision nmaking.
W used to call that decision nmaking. |INPO just calls
it decision making. So we’'ve revised our there. W
retitled what we used to call self assessnments to
internal and independent assessments. That’'s nore
simlar to what | NPO uses.

But again, there are sone di fferences t hat
still exists and we feel like it’s appropriate for
t hose differences to exist. For exanple, what we call
safety conscious work environment, INPO calls trust
and we didn't feel that trust was good regulatory
| anguage al t hough the concepts are very sinilar.

During this review, we did as | sai d adopt

some of their |anguage and there were sone concepts
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that we had not conpletely fleshed out that we
actually adopted fromINPO One exanple is
interdisciplinary input into decision naking and the
concept of institutionalizing operating experience.
Those were concepts that we had either just touched on
briefly or we hadn’t conpletely covered in our
conmponents and we did adopt those concepts.

But there was sone | anguage t hat we didn’t
adopt and | wll <characterize those in a couple
different areas. One is non-regul atory | anguage such
as in an area where | NPO nmight tal k about high | evels
of performance or conplying with industry standards.
Qobvi ously, that’ s not appropriate | anguage for the NRC
to use. Teamwork and trust, those concepts, we didn't
adopt .

And we didn’t adopt |anguage that tal ked
about specific mnagenent actions or managenent
i nvol venent in certain programs. W tal ked about how
t hose progranms m ght performand again focused on the
outcones. But we didn’'t focus on nmanagenent actions
or inactions.

W also didn't adopt |anguage which we
felt could not be easily interpreted by NRCinspectors
such as “features designed to maintain safety or

recogni ze as inportant.” That's hard to interpret in
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the field. O “the licensee is conmtted to not
repeating m stakes that are identified through CE "~
W didn't use that |anguage. W certainly took the
concept that OE should be conpletely evaluated,
comuni cated and that appropriate actions should be
taken in response to CE but we didn’t put in those
terns.

There were also sone concepts which we
felt were just too specific for us and these are
pretty sel f - expl anat ory such as “tenporary
nodi fications being renmoved wthin on refueling
outage.” W don’t want to be that specific.

W also go a conment that we should try
and streamine sone of the conponents. So we did
that. For exanple, we had a conponent called
“questioning attitude” that tal ked about people not
nmoving forward in the face of uncertainty. Wile we
kept those concepts, we just put them into other
conponents and we tried to streamline them
Questioning attitude, pieces of that ended up in work
practices, work control and wllingness to raise
concerns.

W al so i ncorporated the idea of having an
alternate process for resolving concerns into the

corrective action program and wllingness to raise
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concerns. So we did streamine the conponents.

Finally, after we had done all that, we
took one nore | ook at the conponents to try and put
t he | anguage of the conponents into the context in
whi ch they woul d used and that’ s as Gene described in
t he context of if we have a finding howwoul d these be
applied. Based on that review, we did make sone
changes. For exanple, we had sonething in there
about , under resour ces, i mpl enenting  physical
i nprovenents to the plant. W put it in terns of
physi cal inmprovenents that are necessary to nmintain
safety which the only way we woul d get to using that
conmponent if you have a safety problemthat results
fromthat inplenenting of physical inprovenent.

And we had under work control that work is
conduct ed safely and wi t hout uni nt ended consequences.
For exanple, we renoved the piece that tal ked about
uni nt ended consequences because again you m ght have
uni nt ended consequences of work but unless we have a
performance deficiency that results, we wouldn’'t be
appl yi ng that conponent.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Let ne ask a question
now. Wen you did this work, you started with the
three crosscutting areas and then identified sub-itens

or did you go and identify the 13 attri butes that were
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really interesting to you and then fit it under the
crosscutting. That’s what you did.

M5. KOCK: W started by just conpiling
what is safety culture, what’s inportant to safety
culture and what the NRC can use.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Ckay.

M5. KOCK: So we just had this massive
list.

CHAl RVAN BONACA: That’'s why that’s
i nportant to nme because it expl ai ns why you have t hose
t hree under Pl &R and not others. But that’s because
you had 13 and you had to fit themunder and that’s
what you did. Ckay. | understand that. So since you
coul d not put the unbrella above, you put the unbrella
bel ow.

M5. KOCK: Yes. One other exanple of how
we put these into the context of how they would be
used, we had a concept under corrective actions that
individuals who initiate corrective actions are
involved in the resolution of the corrective action.
Wiile that’s a safety culture concept, it would be
hard to envision how we mght have a finding that
resulted from the individual who initiated the
corrective action being involved. So those kind of

concepts were either revised to put them within a
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context or they were just conpletely renoved because
we’'re not going to get there based on the approach
that we’'re using.

W also went through, | think Gene
mentioned this, to nake sure that we didn't have
di fferent concepts covered in different attributes.
so that if you have a finding you re not having the
problemof tying it to nore than one conponent. This
is to reduce the likelihood that the sanme causa
factor for findings could be associ ated with nore than
one conponent.

So the bottomline is that we determ ned
that there was very close overlap between NRC, |NPO
and | AEA attributes, but we didn't feel it was
appropriate for us to just adopt certainly not |AEA
and I NPO principles or attributes because they just
don’t use regulatory | anguage. So we put themin the
context of how we woul d use them and we devel oped our
own.

W have gotten several comments on the
conmponents. After the Decenber 15th neeting that we
had, we got a series of conments on the conponents
that we addressed. | wll characterize the coments
that we got as anplifying the | anguage that we al r eady

had in the conponents. Mst of the comments j ust
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changed t he | anguage that we used. They didn't really
new concept s.

But we adopt a | ot of those conments. For
exanpl e, we tal ked about workers stopping activities
when they are faced with uncertainty. But it was
poi nted out that you could have not just uncertainty
but al so sonething unexpected that conmes up and you
should stop then too. So that’s sonething that
anplified the concept we had there. W included that.

W talked about alternative processes
bei ng effective and accessible to personnel but we
didn't tal k specifically about thembei ng communi cat ed
to personnel. So we incorporated that concept.

As a result of these comments, we al so
ended up doing a little bit nore streamining. W
conbi ned two conponents that we had. W had safety
policies and safety conscious work environment
policies. 1t nmade sense to us, they cover the sane
general concepts, to conbine those. So we did
streanli ne those two conponents.

However, we didn't include all of the
comments that we received. Again we got some comments
that we should include managenent involvenent or
managemnment actions in certain prograns and processes

and we didn't include those concepts.
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There were sone suggestions to use non-
regul atory | anguage such as “questions and concerns
are addressed.” “W w Il focus nore on safety issues
bei ng addressed” or “a commtnent to free flow of
information.” Wile we did end up using the terns
“free flow of information” we related it only to
safety issues.

W al so didn’t include some suggesti ons we
got to include information that’'s already | ooked at
under different parts of our inspection program such
as the nunmber of tech spec entries. W already | ook
at that. O conpliance with the maintenance, we
al ready | ook at that under our inspection program So
we didn’t add that type of information.

We also tried to be careful not to include
information that nmay not necessarily be related to
safety culture or crosscutting areas, for exanple,
unantici pated equipnent failures. You can have
unanti ci pated equi prent failures because you have an
old plant or you could have unantici pated equi prent
fail ures because you' re not devoting the correct focus
to your equi pnent and that’s nore of a cultural issue.
So those types of concepts we either put a safety
culture slant on themor we didn't include them

And if we had a coment to include
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information that was already in one attribute, we
didn’'t put it innultiple attributes, again to address
i npl enent ati on probl ens that that m ght create for us.
And we didn't include information that we couldn’t
envi sion could be used in the context of a finding
such as use of industry peers on assessnments. That’'s
a good safety culture concept but again, it would be
hard to envision a finding that we nm ght have a safety
i ssue that resulted from not using industry peers.
And we had another public neeting just
| ast week. W got sone additional comments on the
conmponents since then and we are resolving them
Again, | would characterize nost of the coments as
not comments |ike delete an entire attribute or you
m ssed an entire attribute of safety culture. Mre
they are refining the | anguage to put themin a better

context and we are resol ving those.

MR, JOHNSON: And I’'Il just add to what
Andrea said. |In fact, we are neeting with Tony this
afternoon to get final coments fromNEI. So as we’ve

indicated earlier, we're essentially there wth
respect to how these conponents are defined. W
i ncorporated a bunch of comments. W think we nmade
the right changes. W’re going to get whatever fina

corments we get from the industry. W think we're
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good to go. They're not etched in stone. W'l
learn. W' Il adjust them But essentially we think
we’'re there.

M5. KOCK: So just to summarize what |
hope | comunicated, but if I didn't please |let ne,
was just background on how t hese conmponents were
originally devel oped, how they were refined based on
a conparison to what we proposed to use to industry
and international groups that | ook at safety culture,
how we resol ved conment s and further devel oped themto
put themin the context with the approach that we’'re
goingwith. |If there is any particul ar conponent that
you wanted to ask questions on, you have copi es or we
have sonme slides and we could throw them up or any
ot her question that you m ght have, | would be happy
to answer them

MEMBER POWNERS: Professor Wallis -- any
guestion about your willingness to raise safety i ssues
which | think if were he here he would say better to
have said fosters, people raising safety questions.
How do you respond that?

M5. KOCK: | couldn’t hear part of what
you said. Can you pl ease repeat the question?

MEMBER POVNERS: | think Professor Wallis

woul d li ke to see a rewordi ng and a redirection of the
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enphasis in willingness to raise safety questions or
saf ety concerns, whatever the | anguage you used. And
| would think that he would Iike to see it managenent
fosters its enployees raising safety questions and
what not. |’ m asking you how you respond to that.

M5. KOCK: | think that we captured having
an environnment where people are encouraged to raise
safety concerns but we did not focus it again on
managenment actions. | think that we would take a
stance that focusing on particul arly nmanagenment m ght
not be appropriate especially since alot of the tines
where you m ght have an environnent problem could be
peer to peer.

It’s not necessarily all managenent. So
we took a step back and just said behaviors and
i nteractions encourage rai si ng saf ety concer ns whet her
it’s managenent, whether it’'s peers, whether it’s
sonmething else. W’re focused on whether there is or
is not that environnent there.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: The words remain
however. The words are significant in what nessage
t hey send, whatever the intent nmay be. | think that’s
a good point that an organi zation should foster.

M5. KOCK: Yes, the organization. So what

we have there i s “behaviors and i nteracti ons encour age
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free-flow of information related to raising safety

i ssues.”
CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Where do you have that?
M5. KOCK: That’s in the first sentence.
MR. JOHNSON: If you turn to the details
of willingness to raise concerns, | think we’'re in
essence —

CHAI RVAN BONACA: W’ re tal ki ng about your
proposed aspect for crosscutting areas, page 35,
Wl lingness to Raise Concern. It inplies that
enpl oyees are not willing to raise concern. That’'s
the wong nessage. Typically that’s not the concern
that you have. The concern is that you have an
envi ronnment where peopl e are di scouraged fromrai sing
concerns and this bullet, as Dr. Powers says, doesn’t
convey the nessage.

MR. JOHNSON: Sone of it is in — | think
in essence we're at the same place with respect to
what we think |licensees ought to reflect in ternms of
their behaviors with respect to willingness to raise
concern and that is that they ought to encourage their
folks to raise safety concerns. The way these would
show up in a regul atory context though is not that we
woul d have a finding that would — The way that they

woul d show up in a regul atory context is that we woul d
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have an issue that |eads us to believe that that
envi ronnment does not exist. So that’s maybe sone of
what the issue is.

MEMBER PONERS: Tell me about the finding.
Wuld it be Joe doesn't want to raise a safety
concern, Joe didn’'t raise a safety concern?

M5. KOCK: The starting part will be that
we have a finding with sonme safety significance. So
it wouldn’t be | go out as an inspector and | talk to
Joe and Joe either says I’'mnot willing or | didn't.
So you couldn’t get there fromjust his statenent.

So the entry point is | have a perfornmance
deficiency. Something happened and in follow ng up
why did that happened, | find that there was an
unwi Il lingness to raise the issue. That’s how you
woul d get there.

MEMBER DENNING | think that the issue is
one of you have the bullets which are at a high | evel
and | don’t think people |ike sonme of the tone of
t hose. Wen you go down bel ow those to the nore
detail ed areas that say what are the things to | ook at
under those, | don’t think we have any concerns with
t hat .

MEMBER POVZERS: | do.

MEMBER DENNI NG  They resolve it.
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MEMBER POVERS: |’mvery hung up on this.

To get into this thing, | have to have a safety
concern. Sonet hing happened before | get into this.
What do | need this for? If |I have a safety concern,
an incident has happened that violates the hard work
and consideration. | don’t need any stinking safety
culture. | have a problemright here.

MS. KOCK: The difference is —-

MR. JOHNSON: Go ahead. [|’'Il follow you.

M5. KOCK: | think the difference is that
now we’'re putting a nane with what nmay have caused
that safety concern nore as a framework.

MEMBER PONERS: Then you’'re doing the root
cause analysis for them Wiy are you doing the root
cause anal ysis for thenf

CHAI RVAN BONACA: W’re trying to make a
di stinction between the event and the root cause. But
in this case, that’'s the point. Once you identify
that the i ssue hasn’t been raised and you find that it
hasn’t been rai sed because the guy really tried to but
he couldn’t, you really have to formthe root cause.
You have to know what’s happeni ng there.

M5. KOCK: | wouldn’t characterize it as
a conplete root cause. But it at |east allows us when

we see that causal factor as a contributor to what
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happened, it allows us to correctly characterize it.
It’s not sone procedural deficiency or the guy failed
to follow the procedures. Now we can tag it
willingness to rai se concerns so that we can properly
assess that area of safety culture.

MEMBER POWNERS: Do you honestly believe
that if you had an incident at a plant and send in an
augnent ed i nspection teamthat they woul dn’t find that
verily this nmaintenance guy knew there was a probl em
here and he did not raise it up to managenent ?

M5. KOCK: During an augnented inspection?

MEMBER PONERS:  Sure.

M5. KOCK: Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: They would find that. The
guy would tell, “Yes, | knewit was there all along.”

M5. KOCK: Right.

MEMBER POAERS: And he woul d probably go
on and tell them “The boss didn't want to get bad
news. So | didn't tell himabout it” and it would be
wittenup. 1'd see that in a prelimnary report that
comes to me. Wiy do | need this?

MR. COBEY: The difficulty with that is
this inthat the process as it’s currently structured
doesn’t have an effective objective scrutable way of

dealing with that. The proposed change would. Wile
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what you said earlier was true, if you have a safety
i ssue or nore than m nor perfornmance deficiency, you
have that issue and you can go after that. That’s al
true. You can and we woul d expect |icensees to go
after it.

But what this process is allowingisit’s
providing the staff tools such that they cannot only
| ooking at that safety issue in the context of that
safety i ssue and that safety i ssue al one but nowthere
are tools to |l ook at that safety issue anongst other
safety issues that are ongoing at the site at a very
| ow threshold and identify conmon causes which are
aligned with safety culture and have thresholds for
engagenment to all owthe regul ator to request |icensees
to have perfornmed safety culture assessnents with the
idea that there’s a recognition that there may be
safety culture weaknesses that underlie these
i ndi vi dual discrete performance problens that up to
this point we’ve only been dealing with as individual s
di screte performance problens and we didn’'t have a
process that enabled us to take these individual
di screte performance problenms and make a potenti al
nexus with safety culture until after and only after
a very significant event occurred. Even then we

didnt have a process for evaluating it and
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di spositioning it. So that’s the reason why.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Look at the table. If
you put it back up.

MR. COBEY: Which table?

CHAI RMAN BONACA: It’s still focused on
managenent. It says the safety culture is work
environnent and below the first bullet, it says
“preventing and detectingretaliation.” That’'s really
what you expect an organization to do. The second
bull et says “willingness to raise concern” which is
something to do with a worker that doesn’t want to.
No, it should say that in concert to preventing and
detecting retaliation there should be a statenent that
refers to managenent that says “encouragi ng enpl oyees
to raise concerns.” | think it would even froma
perspective of formatting the information it woul d be
better.

MR JOHNSON: Can |? | accept your
comment and we can look to nmake sure that that
| anguage is parallel. Let ne just if |I can say a
couple things fromthe 50,000 foot |evel to make sure
that we're all aligned and then if we are, | think
under stand the comment.

| think we talked about this in the

Decenber neeting but the task for the staff has not
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been to go out and nmeasure the health of the forest,
for exanple. How healthy is the safety culture? How
willing are individuals to raise issues? That’s not
been our task because that’s what |icensees ought to
do, that’s what the i ndustry ought to be doing, that’s
what | NPO ought to do in their evaluations. They
ought to be nmeasuring the health of the forest with
respect to safety culture. For exanple, |icensees
ought to be attuned to that. A |Iicensee nanager ought
to be able to tell you howw lling their staff is to
rai se safety issues.

Froma regul atory perspective, our bent on
it isis the health of the forest degradi ng such that
that ultinmately is going to cause a problemfroma
safety perspective. So we conme at it fromthe things
t hat evi dence thenselves in terns of problens at a | ow
level and | would say they really are at a | ow | evel .
W' re tal king about things that aren’t going to get to
an AT necessarily. W’re tal king about perfornmance
deficiencies where they' ve cross through over the
m nor threshold and we ought to be docunenting them

MEMBER POWERS: | cone back to the
guestion then. Wat does the finding | ook |ike?

MR JOHNSON: |'’m sorry.

MEMBER PONERS: What is the finding? Now
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you told nme | have a problem |If | have a problem
don’t need all this stuff. Now how do you get into a
findi ng?

MR. JOHNSON:. | have a finding as Andrea
said. But don’t think in terns of that finding in
terms of an AIT, a white issue or an asked finding for
exanple. Think in ternms of a finding that is one that
crosses our thresholds. Does it have potentially an
i npact on the —-

MEMBER PONERS: G ve nme a finding. Don’'t
ask nme questions. Gve ne a finding. Nowthis
gentl eman says no, | don’t have a finding. | have six
findings and they all have a common thread through
them and so now | can have a seventh. Ckay. | can
accept that. That seens logical to ne.

M5. KOCK: What | can envision is a
finding and Gene can fill you in. He's nore of the
ROP expert. But for exanple you have a piece of
equi pnent that the nai ntenance was not done correctly.
There is an Oring or a piece that was supposed to be
put in when they did the maintenance that wasn't or
the incorrect Oring was put on. So it’s a finding.
The thing starts | eaking after they start back up. So
that’s a finding. It’'s a safety issue.

When we go out and we | ook at why that
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happened, let’s say we find that sonebody tried to
raise the fact that it was the incorrect Oring or had
been raising that for years and was pushed back and
said we don’t think that’s appropriate. The person
this time just said, “Fine. 1'Il just put it on
That’s what they told ne to do.” That is how that
will be captured.

The difference is wunder the current
process there is no way for the inspector to
characterize that willingness to rai se concerns i ssue.
There was nowhere for themto put that under safety
consci ous work environnent.

MEMBER PONERS: He doesn’t need to. |If he
goes in and finds out that they put the wong Oring,
he has a finding. |If he finds out that they supplied
the wong Oring, he has a finding. |If he finds out
that they’ ve been putting the wong Oring in for the
| ast 25 years, he has a finding. He doesn’t need
anyt hi ng el se.

M5. KOCK: The question is why.

MR JOHNSON: But if he finds out, if we
find out that the reason that individual didn't raise
t hose i ssues i s because the culture, the environnent,
di scourages that willingness to raise issues, now |

have a concern froma safety conscious work
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envi ronnent perspective. That’s what I'mtrying to
put my hands on.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That’'s why you use the
word “di scourages.” In here, that’s what we’re saying
put i n encourage environment and encour age t he rai sing
concern. In fact, you' re going to have a parallel, a
much better —-

MR, JARRIEL: Can | say sonething? M
name is Lisa Jarriel. |1’mthe Agency All egations
Advi sor and | consider nyself the owner of the safety
consci ous work environnment policy that we have at the
Agency. Qur policy statement uses that term The
i ndustry right now uses that term However, | think
your point is well taken and we’' |l take that back and
consider it.

But | want to leave this point. |It’'s
both. It’s the enployee and it’s the nanagenent.
Bot h have a responsibility to create and maintain this
environment to raise concerns. So | don't want to
| ean one way or the other. This does appear to | ean
one way and you're right. Let’'s take it back and see
if we can massage the | anguage so that we’'re not
| eani ng toward managenment or toward the enpl oyee.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | agree that | can see

some situations where an enpl oyee may be sl oppy enough
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that he doesn’'t want to raise it because he doesn’t
care. So there is that. But in the context of safety
consci ous work environnent what a conpany can do to
help that, | still believe that you have to identify
the responsibility of the organization to foster and
to encourage that. 1In fact, if they do foster and
encourage and nmaybe even tie the reward system to
responsi bility, then maybe everybody woul d be willing
to rai se concerns when there are issues.

MR. COBEY: Mario, | think it’s inportant
to note that willingness to rai se concerns what we’'re
tal ki ng about has a fairly detail ed description but it
nmentions the exact words you’'re tal king about. It
actually says that and I'll just read a piece of it,
but “enpl oyees feel free to raise concerns both to
their managenent and/or NRC wthout fear of
retaliation. Enployees are encouraged to raise such
concerns” and it goes on.

Maybe we can inprove on it and we'll go
back and | ook at it as Mke indicated. But | think we
are agreeing with you. It is both. They need to be

encouraged by nmanagenent. But also there’'s a

behavi or al responsibility on the individual’s
standpoint as well. So we’'re agreeing with you.
think sone of it’s covered and we’' Il go back and see
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if we can’t inprove that.

MR RICHARDS: |'m Stu Richards. |I'mwth
NRR and |’ mresponsi ble for the i nspection programto
try and answer Dana Power’s question why do you need
all this. You can have all these findings and if
they’'re of alowsafety significance, the programsays
the |l i censee enters into the corrective acti on program
and we don’t engage anynore.

This aspect, what they' re tal king about
here today, is even if you have these findings of |ow
significance if you can identify them as having a
conmon root cause, a thread and what we call a
crosscutting issue, then even though none of the
findings raise to any safety significance, it provides
a vehicle for the NRCto engage the |licensee and start
aski ng questions about it. That’s the inportance of
what they’ re describing here today.

By and large, the ROP is a reactor
process that waits for safety significant issues to
come up and then we react. Crosscutting issue is our
proactive element. It allows us to engage |icensees
before sonething significant has to happen. That’'s
why this is inportant.

MEMBER POAERS: Do you have a historica

exanpl e of where this would get excited?
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MR. COBEY: |I'msorry. Were? Wth what?

M5. KOCK: Do you nean w |l ingness?

MEMBER PONERS: Yes, the willingness.

M. KOCK: That’s funny that we’re talking
about safety consci ous work environnent because there
has been as Gene nentioned only one finding under
safety conscious work environnent and | personally
feel that the reason is like |I said under the current
systemthere is no way to really capture those i ssues.

MEMBER PONERS: But have you gone back and
| ooked and said, “Now that 1’ve this new tool in ny
hand | would have raised this issue based on this
subset of green findings”?

MR COBEY: |If it wouldn't be captured in
t he docunentation we woul dn’t have a way to do that.

MEMBER PONERS:  Yes.

MR. COBEY: Intuitively |I think Andrea is
right. the reason why it wasn’'t captured is because
we didn’t have a way to deal with it.

MR. PERSENSKY: One of the things that
Andrea nmentioned, there’'s only been one and that one
was Sal emf Hope Creek. In order to even address that,
we had to use a deviation meno fromthe ROP before we
could do anything about it. Now we would have a

different vehicle for dealing with it. The other is
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to answer the broader question is we’ve been asked
many tines or we be it the staff, what do you do. The
plant is all green and you have an all green plant but
still have a substantive crosscutting issue if we can
followthis thread and that way we woul d have a basi s
to go back tothe utility to at | east ask themto | ook
further into the issue.

MEMBER POAERS: But |’ m struggling, Jay,
to find out how you do it. Wat set of conditions
woul d | ead you to do it?

MR. COBEY: One or nore findings.

MEMBER PONERS: Yes, | need a case study
here to help ne.

M5. KOCK: Do you nean how woul d you get
there through a finding?

MEMBER PONERS: What set of findings would
lead you to create a new finding wunder this
wi |l lingness to raise concerns?

MR. PERSENSKY: You woul d not be com ng up
with a new finding. You would be coming up with a
substantive crosscutting issue. |If at a particular
facility as you see here on the right-hand side of the
colum here, there have been a nunber of findings.
These would be hardware related findings, valves,

punps, whatever, sone sort of related findings and in
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each one of those findings this process would all ow
the inspector to record as part of the inspection
report on that finding that there was an issue with
wi |l lingness to raise concerns.

Ri ght now, they can’'t do that. There’'s no
pl ace for themeven to record that information. As we
had this information build up over the time during the
assessnment process, if we sawthe common t henmes or net
these criteria that Gene has listed here, then we
would be able to say you have a substantive
crosscutting issue in safety conscious work
envi ronment .

MEMBER POVNERS: Now |let ne ask you this
guestion. 1’ve just maintained a punp. | put the
wong Oring on, your exanple. | did it and it |eaked
like a sieve and you canme back and asked nme. Wy
wouldn’t | say “I told themabout this but they
woul dn’t do anyt hing about it” or “I was going to tel
themabout it but | knewthat they didn't want to hear
about it. So | put the wong Oring in.”

MR. COBEY: You have to step back and | ook
in terms of context of what we’'re talking about
because the way in which this is perceived is based on
a nunber of things. |[|f the consequence of what you

described is safety and risk significant, then it’s
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goi ng to enbark

MEMBER POANERS:. Excuse ne. |It’s green

MR. COBEY. GCkay. That may or nmy not
change this. But depending on the significance of it
whether it’s a condition adverse to quality or
significant condition adverse to quality we would
expect the licensee to take sone actioninterns of to
det erm ne what the cause was and take corrective
action. If it’s a significant condition adverse to
quality, we would expect them to deternmine a root
cause and take action to preclude recurrence.

Now f or some cases where the | i censee does
root causes, we would fully expect themto get to that
issue. |If the performance deficiency is not that risk
significant and they t ake apparent causal approach and
i npl enent corrective action, you re going to have a
different degree of information available to the
i nspector.

W woul d expect our inspection staff to
engage the utility at a |level comensurate with the
ri sk significance of the perfornmance deficiency. So
if a performance deficiency is risk significant and
the licensee has done a root cause, there would be
much nore intrusive engagenent than if a finding was

of lesser significance where it was only apparent
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causal information available. Depending on the
significance, we’ll determ ne and gui de t he i nspectors
i ntrusiveness in the determ nation.

Let’ s say for sake of argunent that it was
a risk significant issue. The licensee did a root
cause i nvestigation. In the process of review ng that
root cause investigation, the inspectors would ask
fairly probing questions to try and get an
under st andi ng about the adequacy of the root cause
t hat was done.

If information becane available to the
i nspector that there was sone reason to believe that
the |icensee was aware or should have been aware of
this aspect of the perfornmance deficiency, he would
engage the utility in a probative manner to try and
ascertain the circunstances. |If it canme to light that
there is sufficient reason to believe that either
managenment created an environment that caused that
i ndividual to be reluctant to raise that issue or that
i ndi vidual was reluctant to raise that issue because
he feared that he would be sonehow disciplined or
something, | think that with that information under
the proposed process you would have that original
per formance defi ci ency whi ch woul d be presunmably somne

sort of not inplenmenting a procedure, a maintenance

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

141

procedure or what not, but that performance defici ency
that the |licensee woul d be expected to correct would
be identified as having a crosscutting aspect in a
safety conscious work environment because the
managenment created this environment where the
i ndividuals were reluctant to raise these types of

i ssues.

Then that |icensee woul d al so be expected
to address that aspect of the performance problem
Now if that aspect net those criteria which |
described earlier when we did the assessnent at the
m d-cycle or end of cycle period, then we would
evaluate to determne whether that finding in the
context of everything el se that occurred at the plant
constituted a substantive crosscuttingissueandif it
did, it would enbark us wupon a further path of
engagenent .

That’ s the benefit of this; whereas under
our existing process, it stops at the identification
of the performance problem of not follow ng the
procedure. It brings into the ROP these things that
we have identified as being inportant and we get
concerned about if they exist but we really don’t have
a good nmechanismfor dealing with it.

The one pl ace where we have dealt withit,
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Sal em and Hope Creek, we had to do so under the
auspices of a deviation from the reactor oversight
process. Now we’ve |ooking fairly extensively at
Sal em and Hope Creek to ascertain whether this would
wor k under those set of circunstances and we believe
gi ven our understandi ng of the details that we would
have identified the substantive crosscutting issue in
saf ety consci ous work environnent. W woul d have had
a recurring substantive crosscutting issue and
requested the |l i censee’ s performance and assessnent of
safety culture.

| think also we would have had severa
nore findings than the one that we did have and had
identified crosscutting aspects in the area of safety
consci ous wor k envi ronnent specifically t he
willingness to raise concerns. Now |l can't point to
t hat because the inspection record doesn’t directly
support it because it didn’'t have a place inits tine.
But gi ven ny understandi ng of what has occurred, ny
di scussion that |’ve had with |icensee managers and
enpl oyees over the past two, two and a half, years,
gi ven ny experience, | think it’s likely that several
of the findings that we have had t here for perfornmance
defi ci enci es coul d have retrospectively been

identified as having a cross cutting aspect in this
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area. Hopefully that got a little bit to your point
and your questi on.

MEMBER PONERS: You addressed the previous
area. M second point | worry about is you seemto
have created an autonatic excuse for any maintenance
failure because it gets me all kinds of protection.

M5. KOCK: One thing we revised since the
| ast public neeting, if youlook at the criteria under
saf ety consci ous work environnent as far as you woul d
get a substantive crosscutting issue, this issue and
correct me if it’s not the one that you' re talking
about is you have a finding and you talk to the
mai nt enance and they’ re just |azy and they’re just not
willing to raise the concern. |Is that a safety
consci ous work environment issue? Maybe not.

So what we did was we changed the
criteria. You'll see the second line in there. It
says, “The associated inpact on the safety conscious
wor k environnent was not isolated.” So if we have a
finding like that and we find that it’s just one guy,
that person’s individual attitude and not really the
envi ronnent that was created, we're not going to cal
that a substantive crosscutting issue.

MEMBER POWNERS: Yes, but | just have to

have one sacrificial |anb hereafter. | have built-in
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excuse for everything that | do that screws up

M5. KOCK: Do you nean if there’'s two
events?

MEMBER POWNERS:  Sure.

M5. KOCK: Again you still have to neet
that criteria of not being isolated. So if it’s two
isolated, if it’s not an environment problem it’s not
goi ng to cause substantive crosscutting issue.

MEMBER PONERS: What |’ m asking is how do
you know. The truth of the matter is | screwed up
| picked up the wong Oring and put it on the thing
and | said, “They provided me the wong Oring. |
knew it, but | was afraid to raise the issue because
the boss wouldn’t like to hear about this thing. He
gets really angry when you question himand so | just
don’t do it because | have a kid in college and |
can’t afford to lose this job.”

M5. KOCK: That’'s a valid point and we
need to address that in training of inspectors. But
| woul d expect that that would cone out. |[|f you get
that, “I wasn't willing to raise the concern” you
start asking “Wiy? Wat happened to make you feel
that way? WAs there sone interaction with your boss
or are you just naki ng an excuse?” Because if there’s

not enough evi dence to support what you' re saying, |
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woul d expect an i nspector to make an i nf ornmed j udgnent
that that really wasn’t the cause and t hat needs to be
addressed in training. That’s a valid point.

MR. JOHNSON: That's true. That’'s a great
point. Also, Dana, let’s not forget. W expect that
licensees will struggle to ferret these things out.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It’s a very conpl ex
ar ea.

MR. JOHNSON: And that’s why | say
struggle. |If they have a situation where procedures
aren’t being followed, they need to understand why
they aren’t being followed. |If they have a situation
where issues aren’t being identified, they need to
struggle with why they aren’t being identified. W’'re
tryingto at a very lowlevel where we becone awar e of
t hose potential issues as a crosscutting issue being
able to raise

Soit isadifficult issue. 1 don't think
that we’'re going to have the flood gates open in
findings in this area to be quite honest. Again, the
way you get here is a performance deficiency that
occurred that had as a primary cause the fact that
soneone could have identified or should have
identified but did not identify it because for sone

reason, they weren’t willing to.
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CHAI RVAN BONACA: I n any event, at | east

the warning there you already stated that you would
consider and try to reflect sonme of the conments. W
will have an opportunity to review it when we cone
back to the full commttee. Then we will have to
di scuss when that happens but this is an inportant
i ssue, this one here.

MR. JOHNSON: Can | just ask a question to
help us with time? W have Jay who is going to talk
i nternational

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. JOHNSON: And then CGene actually had
a coupl e of exanples that we could share and we could
do either, one or the other or we could do both
abbrevi ated or what.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: W want to hear about
the i nternational experience. | would suggest that we
focus on the exanples fromcountry to country because
those are interesting and then if tine allows, we can
| ook at some exanpl es here.

MR. JOHNSON:. Ckay.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But it’s just an
exanpl e.

| NTERNATI ONAL EXPERI ENCE

MR. PERSENSKY: Okay. |’'mjust skip
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t hrough sone of these and nove quickly because we’'d
actual ly tal ked about sone of this stuff. The purpose
of this presentation was to |let you know how we were
using this information, what our thought process was
t o adapt good practices, to learn fromothers and make
sure we're not conpletely out of line with the
i nternational conmunity.

The information that |’ve gathered here
comes from various formal and informal surveys that
have been done by others |ike the special experts
group on human organi zational factors, CSN, other
groups and |’ve just pulled out sone sanples as well
as sone direct contact with nmy coll eagues out in the
field. So don't consider this conpletely
conprehensive in any way. |It’s an exanple of what’s
going on to overview, definitions, |look at different
i nternational organizations.

Basically, from the overvi ew standpoint
what we have is that over the years especially since
safety culture was first defined or identified after
Chernobyl there has been an increasing recognition,
use of theterm trying to figure out howto eval uate,
how to assess it, howto incorporate it. Different
governments have approached it in different ways.

Probably the nost visible forumout there has been the
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| AEA. The | AEA has been involved with nany aspects of
safety culture.

But there have been attenpts at
definitions, different attenpts trying cone up with
the better definition. Actually not only
internationally but now in other organizations, we
came across a FAA report recently where they did a
listing of different definitions of safety culture and
there was 18 or so inits table. But again, they al
had simlar conponents. So |AEA, they have cone up
with many di fferent kinds of guidance docunments, how
to do your own sel f assessnent, howto eval uate a self
assessment, how to go and out do a safety culture
assessnent .

| LK which is an advisory commttee to a
couple of the German states that have reactors,

t hey’ ve cone out with guidance recently. | put that
one in specifically for George but he's not here
today. Tell him| brought it up.

MEMBER POWAERS: We know t hat Professor
Apost ol aki s pores over this transcripts of these.

MR. PERSENSKY: |I'msure. | wanted to
make it clear to him But nmany countries are
addressing these in some ways. The UK has License

Condition 36. They've addressed it in different
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term nol ogi es sonetines, safety nmanagenent, safety
culture, nmanagenent of safety, safety «clinmate.
Various different ternms are being thrown around. The
Fins have regulations and | found out just recently
t he Hungarians now have a regulation as well that
covers safety culture.

MEMBER POWERS: The Eastern Europeans
especially those with Russian vintage reactors are
aggressive in this area.

MR. PERSENSKY: |’ve been getting sone
feedback recently from sone of my coll eagues that
those that are furthest along right now are those
Eastern European countries, that they’ ve put nore
resources and have taken a stronger role.

MEMBER PONERS: Because it’s sonething you
can do without a lot of investnment of capital.

MR. PERSENSKY: And they started a | ot
| ater and had the benefit of what has been done.
Speaki ng of the benefit of what has been done, | just
want you to know that a | ot of what’s out there right
now, | have to take sonme credit here at the NRC, is
based on research that was done in the |late ‘80s and
early “90s here in the U S. by our Ofice of Research
before we stopped doing that research and has been

converted into various different forns. In fact, the
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primary researcher who has finished up is now one of
the primary contractors out there doing alot of these
assessnent s.

But just as we tal ked about the definition
earlier, what we did is we took a nunber of different
definitions, broke them wup into these three
categories: what does it cover, who is covered and why
is there. You can see fromthis slide that we tal ked
about characteristics, val ues, behaviors, various high
| evel kinds of concepts.

Who is covered? Just about everybody in
the plant. | nean that’s what al nost everyone woul d
have i ncl udi ng peopl e outsi de of the plant at a hi gher
organi zational level. Wy are they doing it and the
whol e point is the priority of safety, putting safety
first.

G ven that and | ooking at all those, we
went back to the I NSAG definition which the first one
was done. |In 1991 actually is when this one was
publ i shed. There was an earlier version of it in
| NSAG-3 but this is now probably the nost conmonly
used definition and it has all the right
characteristics and we've been using it. So we
decided as a staff to keep using it.

MEMBER POWERS:. The | anguage certainly
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appeared in 1986 right after the Chernobyl accident.

MR. PERSENSKY: Yes.

MEMBER PONERS: It was used both by | NSAG
and by the Russians or at |east the translator of the
Russi ans.

MR. PERSENSKY: And they are also al
pretty nuch based on Edgar Shine’ s culture nodel.
Edgar Shine is a cultural anthropol ogist that’s done
work at M T and he tal ks about the various |evels, the
artifacts, the espoused values and the basic
assunptions. That basic assunptions level is the
hardest one to get to because the others are nore
visible. But in any event, we selected this just so
we woul d have a standard definition.

As far as what sone of the organi zations,
two primary organizations which is | AEA and NEA
because it covers both CNRA and CSNI and if |I'm
talking too nmany letters, let ne know, [’'Il try to
come up with the real titles, the approach that the
| AEA uses really is self determination in many ways.
Their preferred nethod is to go in and train the
facility, whatever it is, in howto do it thenselves.
They teach them how to wite surveys.

They gi ve them sone exanpl es. They teach

them how to do the interviews, what things to | ook
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for. They use the basic characteristics and all the

things that go underneath it that Andrea taught about

earlier. But their preferred way is to give seninars
to help them do their own self assessnents, review
them check on them

But they are also available if necessary
to do what they're calling the “OSCART.” They’ ve
al ways had an OSRT which is Operational Safety Review
Teambut this is the Operational Safety Cul ture Revi ew
Team This is a new group that they’ re establishing,
a new process they are establishing and they will be
usi ng guidelines called the Safety Cul ture Assessnent
Revi ew —-

MS. JARRIEL: Team Cuidelines.

MR. PERSENSKY: Team CGuidelines. 1|n any
event, using that gui dance and as Andrea had sai d when
we were developing our conponents, before that
el ements and attributes, one of the main docunents we
| ooked at was that OSRT gui deline which has a very
intensive, very long list of things that would be
called attributes. So that was part of our basic
learning for this activity.

| have also included as one of the
attachments at the back, I’mnot going to go over it,

alist of some of the rel evant publications froml NSAG
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and | AEA and they are all available on their websites
for those that aren’t famliar with that. The other

maj or organi zation is the OECD Nucl ear Energy Agency
and that has two different groups, the CNRA which is
the regul atory group which focuses nore on how to do
i nspections and howto do vari ous aspects and t he CSNI

which is nore the research organi zation

Probably the nost rel evant docunent here
is this “Role of Nuclear Regulator in Pronoting and
Eval uating Safety Culture” from1999. It’'s often
referred to as the “Murley Report.” Tom Murl ey was
the contractor in the sense that helped put this
together. But it provides the regulator a nunber of
areas of how t hey shoul d be encouragi ng and fostering
a good safety culture within the utilities, within
their industry.

But one of the things they say is there
should be periodic assessnents and those periodic
assessments shoul d be done by the regulator. This is
somet hi ng as we tal ked about at our | ast neeting here
t hat the Comm ssion said don’t include. So the basis
for this and a lot of the other countries have
followed this is that they do periodic assessnents of
not only safety culture but organizational factors.

So safety culture is a part of those types of
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assessnments and there are sone guidelines with regard
to the things to | ook for and how to | ook for them
wi thin that docunent.

Wth the CSNI, nost of the work that’s
being done in this area now is done by the Special
Expert G oup on Human and Organizational Factors
(SEGHOF) which I ama nenber. So | get to interact
with nmy colleagues in this field and where | |earned
a | ot about what’s going on.

But we’ ve hel d several workshops or st at e-
of -t he-art nmeetings or various ki nds of organi zati onal
ways of gathering information on who is doing what,
what are good practices. There is one that’s going to
be coming out. It was supposed to be com ng out at
the end of the year but it didn’t. Ashok just told ne
that he's still reviewing it which is the state-of-
t he-art on saf ety managenent, various practices inthe
area of safety managenent. Again, | have a list of
reports as one of the attachnments at the end that |’ m
not going to go over. |It’'s a sharing of information.
But this information, information fromthese various
reports, again were put into our basis docunent.

Now what you really want to get into is
sonme of the specific countries. The first one | have

here is listed as Finland and this was nmade up
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unfortunately before | recognized that Hungary al so
has a regulation in this area. But the regulation in
Finland is very brief. 1t’s only maybe 100 words or
so that essentially says that the wutility 1is
responsi ble for safety culture and that they have to
do that fromthe design process all the way through

Their definition, I didn't wite it out,
but it is on their website in their regulations. It
says there are two key conponents that managenent of
t he organi zation creates the framework for safety and
that all the entire personnel including upper |evel
managenment inplenents safe working nmethods and
attitudes. That’'s the intent of what they’ re saying
in their regulation.

They do an i nspection every two years. So
they have a tool to do these inspections. |It’'s part
of their safety managenent inspection. They cover
many of the sane elenments or conponents that we're
tal king about. But again, they're doing it as the
regul ator going out and doing it at each of the
| i censees.

Spain is another one of the countries
that’s very active in this area. They are also a
country that is trying to i npl enent the ROP and one of

the directions they got fromtheir managenent though
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was that the crosscutting issues have to have
i nspection. They have to have sone tools there that
at the time we didn’t have. So they’'ve been in the
process of trying to define this.

MEMBER POVNERS: Is it not true also that
in Spain they have found plants that they feel have
safety culture issues?

MR. PERSENSKY: They have found that in a
couple places. In fact, the last bullet you ll see
here that in fact the Spanish Parlianment has gotten
into the picture and has required all power plants to
have a safety culture programplan that includes self
assessment and i ndependent assessnent.

MEMBER POVERS: | ndependent assessnent,
yes.

MR. PERSENSKY: So it goes beyond the
regulatory. It is nowin law. Again, I'mtrying to
show the diversity of what’s out there. But they have
been tal ki ng about self assessment since 2000.

MEMBER POWERS: Have you | ooked at how
t hey concluded that they had a safety culture problem
at a plant?

MR. PERSENSKY: Basically they found it
because of sone failure at the plant, sone problem

and they went in, the regulator. Part of it was they

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

157

have self assessnents done. | nentioned earlier the
contractor that had done the work for us was
contracted to go and do sone of those assessnents.
They have had various ot her people looking at it.

MEMBER POVERS: Have we ever done the
double — | don’t know how you do the double blind
experiment. But have we done sonething equivalent to
a blind experinment where you have from these people
the reports to be able to assess safety culture? It
seens to ne they always go and |ook at the plants
where there’'s been a problem and they come back and
say, “Yeah, there’s a safety culture probleni none of
whi ch surprised me. Have they ever | ooked at a pl ant
that has no mani fest finding and come back and sai d,
“There’ s a good safety culture there” or say, “There’'s
not finding, but they have a bad safety culture”?

MR PERSENSKY: W have not done that
experiment. It’s very difficult to do an
experimentation of this.

MEMBER POWNERS: | don’t know how you do

MR. PERSENSKY: The cl osest you mght find
in this area was the work that was done in Canada.
The Canadi an regulator brought in a contractor and

t hey did evaluations at nine plants and they were not
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identified as a problem plant. And they found sone
problenms in sone areas and others they didn't. |

don’t have all the details because a |lot just |ike our
work is not necessarily all publicly available. But
they did find a nunber of issues that had not been
found under other nethods that they were doing.

Their current direction now is that
t hey’ ve done those nine. They ve learned fromit.
They canme up with various processes that they would
use and that they woul d encourage the i ndustry to use.
| believe their current direction, | don’t know that
it’s been fornmalized but agai n based on t hese i nf or nal
interactions | have, is that all plants will have to
do a periodic assessnent sinmlar to the one that was
done by the regulator and the regulator will go in on
a periodic basis and review those assessnents. So
they are taking again this approach of this should be
done on a regul ar basis and it should be tracked on a
regul ar basis.

MEMBER PONERS: | have to admt that |'m
al ways very suspicious of t hese independent
assessnment s because at | east the nethods that they use
look to ne like they are very interpretative. They
come in and they do an assessnent. They get these

results and they conme and they give you an answer.
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| look at the rawdata and | said it’s not

obvi ous how!| get fromthe rawdata to the answer. In
one of those, | mean the one |’'ve |ooked at nost
closely of course is Davis Besse and | | ook at the raw

data there, not all of which is given to you, and |
saidthis is very interpretative here whether thereis
an endem ¢ problemor not. |’m always very suspicious
wi t hout i npugning people’s notives at all. It seens
to me they give you the answer that you’re buying.

MR. PERSENSKY: | think there’s a couple
of followups to that in the sense that one of the
t hi ngs that nost everyone else is recoghizingisit’s
not a one shot. You take a picture of what a plant
looks |ike today and that wll give you sone
interpretation based on perhaps conparisons to other
simlar plants or whatever.

But generally, the approach that’s taken
is this is today’'s and what we required after Davis
Besse, and |'mquite famliar with what’s going on at
Davi s Besse because |’ mpart of that inspection team
is we required themto do these assessnent five tines,
five years running. So we can see a trend.

The real nmessage in safety culture,
especially when we want to get into these basic

assunptions, the lower |evel kinds of things and how
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it’s denonstrated in other ways is to take it over
time and see a trend. | just in fact was in Davis
Besse in Decenber when the independent assessment,
this would be the third one, was reported out and t hey
had started here. They went down and they went up.

MEMBER POAERS: It’s true on all of these
t hi ngs.

MR. PERSENSKY: So you see the trend. The
other in a situation that they had i n Canada was t hat
they did use the sane technique over a nunber of
pl ants, not unlike what we m ght be able to see with
| NPO. | NPO was doing the sane technique. They are
doing it over a number of plants but their information
is proprietary and they share it in the way they need
towiththe plant. | think the fact that they use the
same technol ogy, they use the sane techniques, the
same questionnaires, they could | ook across plants and
see how this worked out and the regul ator has taken
that information and used it in a way that has the
pl ants now doing it so that they have a consi stent way
of looking at it as opposed to an ad hoc.

MEMBER PONERS: It strikes ne that you're
absol utely correct that you need a baseline data. One
of the things that you find on any kind of assessnent

of culture or environnent or what not is the second
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year the scores all go down and no one exactly knows
why but they suspect that people participating in the
assessment get trained. The first tine they' re
stunned at what the questions are and they are
suspi ci ous of how they are going to be used. So they
tend to give answers right in the mddle, non-
commttal. Nothing happens fromthat. So the next
year they' re trained and so they start answeri ng nore
har shl y because t hey say maybe sonething will cone out
of it this tine.

MR, PERSENSKY: | think based on our
experiences at that particular plant | think we’ve
seen real changes though i n both negative and positive
directions. Anyway, |'msorry. 1’ve been having a
di al ogue with Dana here.

As | said, Spain, they are using a system
very simlar to our ROP. They are trying to build
thisintotheir systemand t hey do have strong support
fromtheir regulator and fromtheir parliament to work
in this area.

Canada, | nentioned they use both a
gual ity managenment approach and an organization
managenent review. Really we tal k about safety
culture but they do a broad organi zati onal managenent

review of which safety culture is one elenment. Then
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the regul ator does a verification audit.

So these kinds of things are different
approaches and we’ ve consi dered t hese vari ous types of
approaches in the way we’'re going to be doing our
work. | have to nake sure | get the ILK in here.

MEMBER PONERS: May | ask you a question,
Jay? Do the European countries tend to be culturally
honobgeneous relative to the United States?

MR. PERSENSKY: Cenerally, the case yes.

MEMBER POAERS: |Is there a problemw th
nmet hodol ogy? |If we tried to adopt European
nmet hodol ogy, do we get into a probl en?

MR, PERSENSKY: | think in this situation
t hey’ ve adopted —-

MEMBER PONERS: Qurs.

MR. PERSENSKY: —- the methodol ogy t hat
was devel oped originally here and they are using it
and they have adapted it rather than adopted.

MEMBER POAERS: Adapted. Okay.

MR. PERSENSKY: So | think there may be
some cultural things. |In one of the | AEA workshops |
was involved with had to with safety culture of
regul ator and one of the big elenments there was the
cultural environnent overall in the country. There

are these different cultures.
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For instance, you m ght probably picture
a few countries out there if they drove |ike they do
in that country here in the United States. They have
a different national viewpoint on the safety of the
way they drive. |Is that also translated then into the
way they operate in a power plant or do they have a
bi gger hurdle to overcone in order to nake sure that
t hat kind of culture doesn’t transfer to their work in
a power plant? That was a big part of the discussion
froma couple of the countries there.

So, yes, there are these international
ki nds of environnments. But as far as the specific
nmethods, | don’t think that they would be that
different. Sone of the questions nay be different.
Again, it’s an adaptation to our situation simlar to
t he way Andrea descri bed our adaptati on of sone of the
words that came from | NPO because it was a different
viewpoint and we’re looking at it from a regulatory
st andpoi nt as opposed to an excel |l ence standpoint.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Speaki ng of these
over heads here, certainly it would be of interest to
us to know nore about what are the safety culture
indicators they use. | was looking for a |ist of
those but | can’t find it. Are they simlar to what

we're trying to do here?
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MR. PERSENSKY: Accountability for safety

is clear. Safety is learning driven.

CHAl RVAN  BONACA: These are not
nmeasur abl e.

MR. PERSENSKY: Again, actually | think on
nmy back-up slides | have sone information on that and
the | LK docunent is available if you want to share it.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes, | would like to.

MR. PERSENSKY: But they are basically the
sane Ki nds.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: I f we coul d have a copy
of that, that would be great.

MR. PERSENSKY: Ckay. W can nake that

avai | abl e.

MEMBER PONERS: Especially in the original
Ger man.

MR. PERSENSKY: Wuld you like it in
Ger man?

MEMBER POVERS: Yeah

MR. PERSENSKY: |’m sure CGeorge woul d be
glad to provide you a copy as well, but we do have it.
Anyway, | know | went through very rapidly because of

time, but sone of the general activities and | nention
t hese specific countries but the Chinese are doing

assessment that we’'re | earning about. W don’t have
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a lot of information on. The Japanese are very
concer ned about safety cul ture because of the Tokanora
incident, the incident with the cover-up by the
utility. So there’'s going to be a workshop,
believe, in March in Japan on safety culture abroad.

W re seeing nmore and nore in other
i ndustries, the nedical field, the aviation.

MEMBER POAERS: A question that comes up
You’ ve nmentioned a |lot of other fields and | give you
all the credit inthe world for | ooking at these ot her
di sciplines. But you fail to nention that |’ m nost
famliar with that has the npst outstandi ng safety
culture I've ever seen and that’s DuPont.

MR. PERSENSKY: The what ?

MEMBER PONERS: DuPont .

MR, PERSENSKY: Ch, DuPont. The chem cal
i ndustry, yes.

MEMBER PONERS: Absol utely stunning safety
culture. |Is there nothing to be | earned there?
nmean | can understand why.

MR. PERSENSKY: | haven't necessarily
| ooked directly at that. |’ve read stories and
anecdot es about |iving above the factory where they
make the explosives. But when we were doing the

research back inthe md ‘80s and early ‘90s, that was
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the basis of a ot of what we were doing. W went
back and | ooked at those. W used M ntzberg’ s nodel
for the nmachi ne bureaucracy.

There are a lot of things that we were
| ooking at at that point that we tried to pull
together into the work we were doing at that point
into the basis docunents. Again that infornmation was
translated primarily into what is nowthe conponents.
The net hodol ogi es, again we were living within the ROP
nmet hodol ogy because that is the agency position.

MEMBER PONERS: Yeah, and that nay be the
probl emof going to DuPont. It nay be nore useful for
the licensee than it is for the regul ator.

MEMBER DENNING | don’t know, Dana. |
think that if you want to |ook at data and how a
safety culture is able to affect safety then the
operation of Savannah River, it’s distinctly better
than other DOE facilities and if you just get exposed
to what they do, it’s just incredible.

MEMBER POAERS: It’s just incredible and
Savannah River is a poor reflection of what happens at

actual DuPont sites. Actual DuPont sites, it just

t akes your breath away. It’s intrusive.
MR. PERSENSKY: | had anot her thought and
it just flewaway. |'msorry. |It’s 12:30 p.m Tine
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for me to stop thinking.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: W are not going to go
through the presentation. W just sinply have tine
for the exanples and if | understand, these exanpl es
are those that were provided during the workshop.

MR.  JOHNSON. Provided during the

wor kshop.
CHAI RVAN BONACA: W' ve received them
MR. JOHNSON:. Avail abl e on the webpage.
You can certainly have access to this and we’ Il answer

any questions you have.
COW TTEE DI SCUSSI ON

CHAI RVAN BONACA: W need to go around the
tabl e here to tal k about two i ssues. One is how do we
bring this back to the full Commttee and what is the
timng for that and second, sonme views from the
nmenbers here if they want to contribute regarding
today’s presentation. | would like to do the first
first which is you are due to deliver in May and so we
need to bring this to the full conmttee in March or
April .

MR. PERSENSKY: It would be April.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  April. W would do that
and by the time, you should have pretty nuch of a

finished product or close to it.
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MR. JOHNSON: Yes, | would say the Apri

timng. The timng of an April perspective letter
woul d be perfect with respect to our plans to nove
forward

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes. |’msure we want
to conment on this because thisis significant. So we
can do that and we can schedul e that.

MR FLACK: M ke, excuse nme. \What kind of
product woul d you give the Comrittee to review? Wuld
t hat be done to the sufficient |level that it could be
handed out to the nmenbers?

MR, JOHNSON:. Absolutely. W will be able
to and we’'ll work with you, John. W can give you
everyt hing and we’ I | have devel oped procedures at that
poi nt that translate the concepts into inplenentation.
So you' || have that.

MR. FRACK: Ckay. Down to the procedure
| evel .

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Very good. So that’s
pretty much our goal there. | would like to go around
the table and see the views of the nenbers here,
starting with you, Bill.

MEMBER SHACK: |I'mfairly inpressed today.
Safety culture is something | have a hard time getting

a hold of in a concrete way. | think that conparing
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the industry’s version and your version, you do have
| think it seens to ne concrete things that | think an
i nspector can look for. | think they will illustrate
things that are interesting.

One of the things we’ve al ways had was
concern with the ROPs is that nothing happened until
you had a significant finding and | think this gets
you to that point where you begin to get engaged a

little sooner before things get to that point. |

think it’s an increnental step but I'man
experimentalist. You know we’'ll try this and you may
be back here in a year and a half and we’'ll work on

something else. But | think it’s to nme sonething

can see training an inspector to do and will produce
useful information. So I'mfairly —- And | don’t even
mnd the willingness to rai se concerns.

MR. JOHNSON:. Geat. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Dana.

MEMBER POAERS: Well, |I’m not persuaded
that there’s anything here that’s needed. It |ooks to

nme like this is just a mechanismfor piling on when

you’'ve had a hardware failure. It looks to ne |like
it’s something that’ s subject to abuse. | worry about
t hat .

" m not SO ent husi astic about
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experimenting with | i censees as a vehicle for training
nmy i nspectors. | think there is sone room for hel ping
i nspectors understand when there’s a safety culture
issue so that they can be aware of it and have
supported those concepts in the past. |’ mnot
persuaded this is the vehicle for doing it and really
guestion whether we want to go into this in this way
or not.

Maybe this would be alleviated if I could
see sone nore case studies of where it were to be
happeni ng. But when | probe for those | just get the
feeling there’s nore speculation here than there is
some sound thi nki ng about how this would actual ly get
used. That’s m ne.

MR, JOHNSON:. Ckay.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Ri ch.

MEMBER DENNING |I'mnore in the Shack
canp than the Powers canp on this one at this point.
| came into this expecting to be very skeptical and
t hought the presentations were really excellent and |
t hought you did a very good job of responding to
difficult questions with showi ng that there’s al ot of
t hought .

| think that you do need alittle bit nore

of a proactive capability with regards to dealing with
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utilities in this particular area and | think this
gives you this tool wthout being overly intrusive.
| certainly think that it’s ready to go forward to the
Commttee. That's it.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Sam

DR ARMJO As a new nenber, |'I1l be
brief. But | believe there is such a thing as safety
culture. |’ve seen it. |’ve seen organizations with
very weak safety cultures and sonetines it’s difficult
to spot. But your inspectors probably know the plants
that have that already. | think this is an excellent
appr oach.

| share Dana’ s concern that sonebody coul d
abuse it and distort what you're trying to do. Safety
cultures are very vulnerable to individual. Unless
they are strongly institutionalized that coul d change.
Managenent changes, cone in and all of a sudden things
that used to be reliable change. So | think this is
a very good approach. Later | may offer some
wor dsmi t hi ng about some of your characteristics, but
| think it’s a good piece of work.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Thank you. Tom

MEMBER KRESS: | think I"mcloser to
Shack’s view also. | generally like this. | like

particularly the focus on perfornmance of neasurable
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itenms. | think it was very responsive to the
Comm ssioners’ SRM | think they couldn’t have done
a better job of trying to fit what they' re doing into
t hat SRM

| think it starts out, | like the idea
that it’s mnimally intrusive and then as things
beconme obvious, it gets nore and nore intrusive.
think that is the right approach and | really |ike the
fact that the Conm ssioners told them to stay away
from surveys until you have to have it and | think
they’ ve done that. | think what they’' re | ooking at
does address the safety culture attributes. So | have
a positive view of it right now

One thing | wonder about is how to
eval uate whether or not it neets the objective of
detecting safety ~culture degradation before a
significant event. | don’t know how you do that.
understand Jay’s comment that they worked that into
developing the attributes but | |iked Ashok’s
recommendation that rmaybe they should take a
retroactive |look at the key of the incident that had
been identified as being associated with safety
culture problens. So | think that would be a
recommendat i on.

Wth respect to the willingness to raise
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concerns, | think there ought to be a way for the
| i censee to have enpl oyees rai se concer ns unani nousl y.
| think that gets around the question of retaliation
and | think sonehow t hat ought to be encouraged and |
don’t know how to do that. But | think it ought to
be.

One ot her question | have is under one of
the attributes which was organizational change to
managenment. The coment was nade that |icensee should
eval uate the safety i npact of organi zati onal changes.
| don’t know how to do that and | don’t know if you
have ways to do that or not and surely it doesn’t show
up in the PRA. So | have problenms with how you
i npl enent that particular requirenent.

QO her than that, | think you' re on the
right track and we're ready to go to the ful
Conmittee.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: |, for one, first of
all, would like to thank you for a great presentation.
Really you took your time to conme here and this is
very useful. In fact, it was very useful also because
| really had problens with it when| read the materi al
fromthe previous neeting and now | understand where
we are going particularly your identification of these

13 attributes and how you fit themunder the existing
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f ramewor k

| think you are going in the right
direction when it comes down to what you’'re focusing
which is really enabling the inspectors to eval uate,
better to enable them to understand the environnment
they are worki ng with, focusing their questions and so
on and so forth. That’s the only way to go. | think
that this helps in the direction.

| mnot as concerned about the opportunity
for abuse. | think that right now you' re being
concerned enough about feedback from the industry.
You have adapted to the that. So | think this is a
process that will be really nolded by the industry
too. But | like the way it’s going. | think it’s
again going to help the inspectors.

l’m  not sure how you eval uate
effectiveness. That’s the point that Tom was maki ng
here. How do we know that this is going to work and
the only thing we can do is to nake steps. To inprove
a step at atine, | think it goes in that direction.
It’s a big thing that cones and revol utionizes the
whole thing. 1It’s really an enhancenent of the
inspectors are willingto detect andtime will tell if
in fact they are able to do that.

That’s pretty much that. So the feedback
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was generally positive and | think that we are ready
for a full Committee neeting and we’' |l give you our
f eedback at that tine.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you. |Is the ful

Comm ttee nmeeting going to be in February or will it
be in April?

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | think it will be in
April .

MR JOHNSON. April. GCkay.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: The choice will be
either March or April and | think that April is
probably a better tine.

MR. FLACK: Right. Youll give a report
at this full Commttee about what transpired here.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. FLACK: Then at that point, | think
the final letter will come around April if we would
decide that we mght want it at that tine.

MEMBER SHACK: And if we had a February

neeting, we would have to have an April neeting
anyway.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | think it’s good to
bring it because by that tine, you Il have a product
" m sure.

MR, JOHNSON: Yes.
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CHAl RMAN BONACA: W would |like to see

some nmaterial and the inspection procedures, | think
we would |ike to see those.

MEMBER DENNI NG W certainly want to see
NEl ' s response too because they were critical earlier
and we’ d be interested in seeing those.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  They have been critical,
but lately they have agreed pretty nuch to your

approach now. They don’t have major issues or do

t hey?

VR. JOHNSON: | think your
characterization is true and | would offer -- Tony
Harris is in the back. | don’'t want to speak for NE

but | think our perspective is we’'re nore confortable
than I woul d have been, for exanple, a week ago.

MEMBER DENNI NG Wl |, he shook his head
in an affirmative.

MR HARRIS: Tony Harris with NEl. |
appreci ate the opportunity. W went through a |ot of
work with Mke and his folks just like today too
When you first read and |look at this information
especially i f you | ook at t he component
characteristics, our biggest concern cane i n about how
they would really be used. |If you re going to do this

as an assessnment tool after |icensees, they have
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probl enms or sone point intime, that’s different than
if you're going to do it in nore of an intrusive
i nspection tool.

Ther e were our concerns there and t hen you
woul d have to | ook at | anguage. So we worked hard to
try to come grips with howit would be used and the
| ast presentation did go a long way to elimnating or
alleviating a |l ot of our concerns. So we continue to
work with the staff.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: (Ckay. Any ot her
comments from nenbers or public? If not, | think we
will adjourn the neeting and thank you again for a
presentation that was excellent. Of the record.

(Whereupon, at 12:42 p.m, the above-

entitled matter was concl uded.)
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