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Description of Requested Records: 

A copy of each NRC Inspector Newsletter from January 1, 1996 through December 31, 2006. 

PART I. -- INFORMATION RELEASED 

□ 
The NRC has made some, or all, of the requested records publicly available through one or more of the following means: 
(1) https://www.nrc.gov ; (2) public ADAMS, https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html; (3) microfiche available in the NRC Public 
Document Room; or the NRC Public Access Link (PAL), at https://foia.nrc-gateway.gov/app/Home.aspx. 

0 Agency records subject to the request are enclosed. 

□ 
Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been referred to 
that agency (See Part I. D -- Comments) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you. 

□ We are continuing to process your request. 

0 See Part I.D -- Comments. 

PART I.A -- FEES 

11 11 

□ You will be billed by NRC for the amount indicated. □ 
Since the minimum fee threshold was not met, 

AMOUNT you will not be charged fees. 
□ You will receive a refund for the amount indicated. Due to our delayed response, you will not be 

□ Fees waived. charged search and/or duplication fees that 
would otherwise be applicable to your request. 

PART 1.8 -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE 

□ 
We did not locate any agency records responsive to your request. Note: Agencies may treat three discrete categories of law 
enforcement and national security records as not subject to the FOIA ("exclusions"). See 5 U.S.C. 552(c). This is a standard 
notification given to all requesters; it should not be taken to mean that any excluded records do, or do not, exist. 

0 We have withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, and for the reasons stated, in Part II. 

□ 
Because this is an interim response to your request, you may not appeal at this time. We will notify you of your right to appeal any of 
the responses we have issued in response to your request when we issue our final determination. 

0 
You may appeal this final determination within 90 calendar days of the date of this response. If you submit an appeal by mail, 
address it to the FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mail Stop T-6 A60M, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001. You 
may submit an appeal by email to FOIA. resource@nrc.QQY. You may fax an appeal to (301) 415-5130. Please be sure to include on 
your submission that it is a "FOIA Appeal." You may file an appeal through the NRC Public Access Link (PAL) at 
https://foia. n rc-gatewa:r gov/app/Home. aspx. 

PART I.C -- REFERENCES AND POINTS OF CONTACT 

You have the right to seek assistance from the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison by submitting your inquiry at https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/ 
foia/contact-foia.html, or by calling the FOIA Public Liaison at (301) 415-0717. 

If we have denied your request, you have the right to seek dispute resolution services from the NRC's Public Liaison or the Office of 
Government Information Services (OGIS). To seek dispute resolution services from OGIS, you may email OGIS at ogis@nara.gov, send a 
fax to (202) 7 41-5789, or send a letter to: Office of Government Information Services, National Archives and Records Administration, 8601 
Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 20740-6001. For additional information about OGIS, please visit the OGIS website at 
https://www.archives.gov/ogis. 
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RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 

INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST 

I FOIA-2024-000219 11 1 

PART I.D -- COMMENTS 

Response 
Type 

D Interim l✓ I Final 

After receipt and review of your initial request, in which you requested copies of each NRC Inspector Newsletter for all rs 

it was produced, we informed you that the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), had located over 100 newsletters 

responsive to your request,which NRR estimated would require one year to process. In response, you agreed to narrow 

your request to copies of these newsletters during the years 1996 through 2006 only. 

The following records are attached herein and represent all NRC Inspector Newsletters located for the identified period: 

1996 - Issues 1 and 2 

1997 - Issues 1 and 2 

1998 - Issues 1 and 2 

1999 - Issues 1 and 2 

2001 - Issue 1 

2003 - Issues 1 through 6 

2004 - Months 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 11 

2005 - Months 1, 3, 5, 8 and 1 O 

2006 - Months 1, 3, 5, 8, and 1 O 

Please see the attached NRC 464 Part II for information on the redactions applied. 

Signature - Freedom of Information Act Officer or Designee 

Alecia S. Sillah 
Digitally signed by Alecia S. Sillah 
Date: 2025.03.20 15:04:46 -04'00' 
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(04-30-2024) 

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST 

PART II.A -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS 

FOIA or Reference Number 

FOIA-2024-000219 

Records subject to the request are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the FOIA exemption(s) as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552(b)), after 
taking into consideration the foreseeable harm standard when reviewing records and applying these FOIA exemptions. 

D Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to an Executive Order protecting national security information. 

D Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRC. 

D Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by the statute indicated. 

D Sections 141-145 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data (42 U.S.C. 2161-2165). 

D Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards Information (42 U .S.C. 2167). 

□ 41 U.S.C. 4702(b), which prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals, except when incorporated into the contract between the agency and the 
submitter of the proposal. 

D Other: 

□ Exemption 4: The withheld information is a trade secret or confidential commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s) 
indicated. 

□ 

□ 

□ 

The information is considered to be proprietary because it concerns a licensee's or applicant's physical protection or material control and 
accounting program for special nuclear material pursuant to 1 O CFR 2.390(d)(1 ). 

The information is considered to be another type of confidential business (proprietary) information. 

The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 1 O CFR 2.390(d)(2). 

D Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or intraagency records that are normally privileged in civil litigation. 

D None of the information being withheld under Exemption 5/ Deliberative Process Privilege is appropriate for discretionary disclosure. 

D Attorney work product privilege. 

D Attorney-client privilege. 

[71 Exemption 6: The withheld information from a personnel, medical, or similar file, is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would result 
l.!.J in a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 

D Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated. 

D (A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an open enforcement proceeding. 

D (C) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 

□ (D) The information consists of names and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to reveal identities of confidential 
sources. 

□ (E) Disclosure would reveal techniques and procedures for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or guidelines that could reasonably be 
expected to risk circumvention of the law. 

D (F) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of any individual. 

D Other: 

PART 11.B -- DENYING OFFICIALS 

In accordance with 10 CFR 9.25(g) and 9.25(h) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, the official(s) listed 

below have made the determination to withhold certain information responsive to your request. 

APPELLATE OFFICIAL 

DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE/OFFICE INFORMATION DENIED 
EDO SECY OIG 

I A. Sillah 

111 
FOIAOfficer I 

Personal opinions, photos from non-NRC 
0 □ □ events, personal details of family members 

I II 
Select Title/Office from drop-down list I I □ □ □ 

I II Select Title/Office from drop-down list I I □ □ □ 

I II Select Title/Office from drop-down list 11 I □ □ □ 
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INSPECTOR 

NEWSLETTER 
ISSUE 04-7 January, 2004 

OUR GOAL IS TO PROVIDE USEFUL AND SUCCINCT INFORMATION TO INSPECTORS 

IP HISTORICAL REFERENCES 
Developed by Phil Harrell, Technical Assistant, RIV 

Talk about KNOWLEDGE Management----this is one exceptional example of how to manage knowledge. 
This reference guide is awesome! The document in it's entirety provides operating experience reference's 
to ALL baseline procedures. It also provides technical sub-categories within the procedures. 
Our advice is to save the document in Word Perfect (see Digital City website for a Word Perfect version) in 
order to change, delete, add and/or move references as you see appropriate. For those individuals new to 
the industry IN=lnformation Notice, CR=Circular Report, GL=Generic Letter, BL=Bulletin, 
RIS = Regulatory Issues Summary. Below is the first procedure example and the next page contains 
another example. Thank you to Phil Harrell for developing this exceptional reference tool! 

I 71111.01- ADVERSE WEATHER PROTECTION 

BL 79-24 Frozen Lines 

IN 96-36 Degradation of Cooling Water Systems Due to Icing 

IN 98-02 Nuclear Power Plant Cold Weather Problems and Protective Measures 

Table of Contents: 
IP Historical References .......................... Page 1-2 
Moving On Up ........................................ . Page 3 
Quirky Tidbit... ....................................... . Page 4 
IP 71152 Pl&R ......................................... Page 4 
Success Through Safety .......................... Page 5-6 
Did you Know ......................................... . Page 6 
INPO OE Documents ............................... Page 7 
Intl. OP Event at PAKS ............................ Page 7-8 
Inspector Happenings ............................. Page 8 
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Issue 04-7 January, 2004 

71111.14- PERSONAL PERFORMANCE RELATED TO NONROUTINE PLANT 
EVOLUTIONS AND EVENTS 

~ EMERGENCY RESPONSE~ 

RIS 01-16 Update of Evacuation Time Estimates 

GL 89-15 Emergency Response Data System 

GL 91-14 Emergency Telecommunications 

GL 93-01 Emergency Response Data System Test Program 

~ GENERAL~ 

CR 81-02 Performance of NRC-Licensed Individuals while on Duty 

IN 86-38 Deficient Operator Actions Following Dual Function Valve Failures 

IN 93-35 Insights From Common-Cause Failure Events 

IN 96-69 Operator Actions Affecting Reactivity 

~ SCBAs ~ 

IN 97-66 Failure to Provide Special Lenses For Operators Using Respirator or SCBAs During 
Erner Ops 

CR 79-09 Occurrences of Split or Punctured Regulator Diaphragms in Certain SCBA 

~ SYSTEMS~ 

CR 81-10 Steam Voiding in the Reactor Coolant System During Decay Heat Removal Cooldown 

IN 83-24 Loose Parts in The Secondary Side of SGs at Pressurized Water Reactors 

IN 86-63 Loss of Safety Injection Capability 

IN 86-13 Standby Liquid Control System Squib Valves Failure to Fire 

IN 87-53 Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Trips Resulting from Low Suction Pressure 

IN 90-79 Failures of Main Steam Isolation Check Valves Resulting in Disc Separation 

IN 95-04 Excessive Cooldown and Depressurization of the RCS Following a Loss of Offsite Power 

IN 96-60 Potential Common-Mode Post-Accident Failure of RHR Heat Exchangers 

IN 96-36 Degradation of Cooling Water Systems Due to Icing 

IN 96-27 Potential Clogging of HP Safety Injection Throttle Valves During Recirculation 

IN 96-02 lnoperability of Power-Operated Relief Valves Masked by Downstream Indications 

RESIDENT ROTATION SCHEDULE POSTED ON DIGITAL CITY 
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MOVING ON UP! 

We asked a variety of managers for their advice on 
getting ahead. Here's what they had to say: 

CHARLES CASTO 
C 

C 

Life choice--Make sure that your choice to 
move upward is consistent with the 
expectations of you and your family. 
Experience--Get all of it that you can while 
you are in the field. Much of your future 
career success will depend on the 
experiences that you have while in the field. 

TROY PRUETT 

C 

C 

C 

Apply for diverse and challenging 
assignments (volunteer to go to the most 
difficult sites and inspect in different 
technical areas). 
Work in different offices (HQ and multiple 
regions). 
Certify in multiple inspection areas. 

WILLIAM DEAN 

C 

C 

C 

Don't become overly specialized in an area 
such that you are too narrow in your 
knowledge, skills and abilities (i.e. diversify) 
Embrace challenging and unique 
assignments when they arise (and do them 
well) 
In whatever endeavors you undertake, do 
them professionally, communicate well both 
orally and in writing, and treat everyone as 
courteously as you would like to be treated. 

DAVID LEW 

C 

C 

C 

Do your job well. .. approach every 
assignment with the same energy and 
conviction as your very first. 
Listen well and be open to different 
views ... leveraging the diverse contributions 
of others is the key in achieving what you 
cannot achieve alone. 
Understand the big picture ... continually 
reflect upon the contributions and 
consequences of your actions in the context 
of that big picture. 

-3-
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LOREN PLISCO 

My advice to those inspectors interested in 
moving upwards is that they first need to 
decide if moving up is really what they 
want to do, in the long run, and to decide if 
they are willing to commit the time and 
energy that is necessary. Usually moving 
up means moving away from an 
individual's comfort zone, and learning new 
skills. 

If the answer is yes, the next step is to 
develop a plan - a plan that has some 
alternatives, because there is always more 
than one path. Talk over the plan with 
someone who you respect as a manager, 
and then work the plan with your line 
management. And lastly, look for 
opportunities to demonstrate you have the 
skills to move up - and use them. 

The material presented in this newsletter is for 
informational purposes only and does not necessarily 
reflect official agency guidance or policy. Approved 
Reactor Oversight process guidance is promulgated in 
NRC's Inspection Manual. 
INFORMATION SECURITY REMINDER: This 
newsletter may contain sensitive information. Check 
with the owner before distributing outside the agency. 
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KEV CONTACT TO REMEMBER: 
NRR's NEW ENFORCEMENT COORDINATOR 

Rani Franovich has replaced Laura Dudes as 
the NRA Enforcement Coordinator and Technical 
Assistant for Regional Interface in NRR/DIPM. 
Rani is the point of contact for clarification 
regarding which process (traditional enforcement 
vice ROP) is appropriate for developing and 
dispositioning inspection findings. She will work 
with NRA and the Office of Enforcement in 
determining a workable approach. Rani can be 
reached at (301) 415-1868 or rlf2@nrc.gov. 

IP 71152 "PROBLEM 

IDENTIFICATION AND 

RESOLUTION (Pl&R) 

January, 2004 

Region I I  inspectors developed lessons learned 
and implementation expectations for IP 71152. 
The intent of this document is to establish a 
consistent way for All to perform the biennial 
Pl&R "team" inspections and to capture 
especially effective inspection methods for future 
team leaders. Additionally, this document 
provides the All process and approvals for 
selecting the 3 - 6 annual Pl&R inspection 
samples. All's intention is that this is a living 
document. The following categories are 
addressed in the document: 

1. General 
2. Biennial ''Team" Inspection (71152B) 

a. Scheduling 
b. Planning 
c. Preparation 
d. Conduct of Inspection 
e. Documentation 
f. All Management Briefing 

3. Selection of Annual Samples (71152) 

All's website contains a complete copy of this 
document. Click on: 
http://r2.nrc.gov/drp/Reference/BP/BP71152.pdf 

QUIRKY TIDBIT 
i , Reactor Operations Engineer, NRR, DIPM, I IPB, has a quirk not common 

among women. She lettered in Varsity Football at Georgia Institute of Technology. Two 
weeks after arriving on campus, Lois became an equipment manager for the Georgia 
Tech varsity football team and lettered in this sport for four years. In her senior season, 
Lois was the Head Equipment Manager and traveled with the Team to the Florida Citrus 
Bowl in Orlando, FL and watched Georgia Tech beat Nebraska for a share of the 1990 
National Championship. With a large family, Lois' father loves to tell people that he had 
five sons, but his daughter had the football scholarship. For a few years after college, 
Lois continued her participation in football by becoming a high school and little league 
official. 

Lois has recently joined the Inspection Program Branch. She previously served as the 
Resident Inspector at Indian Point 2. 

-4-
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SUCCESS THROUGH SAFETY: Lessons From the Shuttle Disasters 
By Chuck Casto 

In August, 2003, the Columbia Accident Investigation Board released their report on the Columbia's loss. 
The report contains many insights in creating success through safety. There are a few phrases and 
statements that are particularly pertinent to the nuclear industry. Those include: 

A slogan resulting from downsizing: "The Few, the Tired" 
Characterizing the shuttle as "a mature and reliable system" 
"Using past success as a justification for future flights" 
"What you don't see won't hurt you" 
"Prevention of effective communication" 
"Stifled professional differences" 
"Lack of integrated management across program elements" 
"Informal chain of command" 
"Decision-making processes that operated outside of the organization's rules" 
" Ineffective "silent safety" system" 
"Decentralized "loose federation" of risk assessment" 
"Lack of independent safety oversight" 
"Too insular" 
"Unwarranted consensus" 
"Learned attitudes" 
"Blind spots" 
"Accepted risks" 
"Normalized" 
"Rolled-up" 
"Rush to the bottom line" 
"failures of foresight" 

These are just a few of the symptoms of what the report concludes is a broken safety culture. The report 
contains many traits and findings as well. It may be useful to review some of those to learn how we as 
individuals might see our role in assuring "success through safety." 

Our roles as inspectors and supervisors in the pursuit of safety issues is key to our organizational success 
or failure. Without a clear focus on the pursuit of safety issues we simply cannot achieve our mission. As 
the organization's ''antennas," inspectors are closest to the information needed to make a "right" decision. 
We need processes and organizations that listen. This is true for our licensees as well. 

We often ask ourselves why we did not identify an issue or event earlier. After years of experience we 
understand that big events usually don't occur without some type of signal. Usually, it is up to people to 
see, to hear or to understand those signals in order to take action that might prevent the big event from 
happening. The challenge is to filter out the lesser important signals from the really important signals. The 
problem is---- it's not that easy. 

You, the inspector, have a heavy burden. You have the responsibility to keep your eyes open. You have to 
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resist the urge to focus myopically and as the sports metaphor goes, "keep your head on a swivel." Among 
other responsibilities, it's your role to dig for issues where issues have never been found before, to walk­
down the un-walked, to challenge the unchallenged, to verify the unverified, and to validate any un­
validated assumptions. You must dig out the issues, use tools to classify them appropriately and when 
necessary, challenge the system. 

As managers we have a duty to understand all aspects of a safety issue. Managers must be in the field, 
listen to staff, observe conditions themselves and keep a short distance between the process and the 
people who have the needed information for decision-making. Managers must give you confidence that 
your safety issues will be addressed. 

Note: The January newsletter on Digital City contains the complete article. A copy of the entire Columbia 
report and "read and sign" training on this topic is also available on Digital City. 

DID YOU KNOW that the Senior Resident Inspector at Monticello, Steve Burton, is always involved 
with something outside the nuclear industry. Before joining the agency he was a member of local charitable 
organizations, the corporate speakers bureau, and "Letters for Learners." These activities resulted in 
Steve doing public speaking, sometimes for groups as large as 1000 people. During his Resident Inspector 
tour at ANO, Steve qualified as a part time police officer through Arkansas State Police Academy 
sponsored courses. At Monticello, Steve teaches firearms and hunter safety courses for the Minnesota, 
Department of Natural Resources. Also while in Minnesota, Steve attended St. Paul Technical College and 
obtained dual certification, both through the college and through the American Watchmakers Institute, as a 
Certified Watchmaker. 

b)(6) 
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INPO O p e r a t i n g 

E x p e r i e n c e Documents 

There is a new capability on the Operating 
Experience internal web site to access INPO's 
Operating Experience Documents (INPO's SEE-IN 
Program}. Check it out by clicking on the 
operating experience website at: 
http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rorp/inpo/see-in-search-login.cf 
m. We have to be careful that these documents 
are kept internal so a password is required. To 
obtain a password for this application, please 
email Maurice Heath (MLH5) or Brett Rini (BAR3) 
of the Operating Experience Section. Please 
provide your name, office, division, and email 
address in your request. 

The objective of INPO's SEE-IN Program is to 
improve nuclear power plant safety and reliability 
by allowing each plant to learn from the operating 
experience of the world community of nuclear 
plants. The goal of the SEE-IN Program is to 
identify event precursors and report them to all 
INPO members and participants so corrective 
actions can be taken to prevent events from 
recurring at nuclear power stations. The events 
screened significant are disseminated to the 
industry in INPO's SEE-IN documents. A listing of 
types of INPO's SEE-IN Documents are provided 
below with a brief description: 
SOERs: Based on operating experiences for a 
significant problem area important to safety or 
reliability. For problems requiring the most focused 
utility attention. INPO follows up on utility actions in 
response to SOER recommendations during 
evaluations 
SERs: For significant events and lessons-learned 
identified through event screen process. Identifies 
plant and brief description of event. Potential 
generic implications addressed. Issued for utility 
review and implementation. INPO does not follow­
up on the specific actions taken by each utility. 
SENs: Brief descriptions of one or more significant 
events, but usually do not include comments or 
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recommended corrective actions. Issued for 
information and utility use as desired. Issued 
shortly after an event, so details may not be 
available. Further information provided in a 
follow-up SEE- IN report. SEN-Recurring notifies 
industry of recurrence of significant events similar 
to those previously documented. Issued 
periodically with brief summaries of events and 
references to previously issued SEE- IN 
documents that address corrective actions. 
O&MRs : Information that may be of special 
interest to the industry but that is not significant 
as determined by the INPO screening process. 

Contact : Jerry Dozier, Reactor System Engineer 
Operating Experience Section 

International Operating 

Experience 

SERIOUS FUEL POOL ACCIDENT AT PAKS 

On April 1 0, 2003, at a Hungarian reactor called 
"PAKS", 30 PWR fuel assemblies were being 
chemically cleaned in a special closed tank 
immersed in the reactor cavity with closed loop 
cooling provided by redundant pumps. 
Apparently, during post-cleaning neutralization of 
the cleaning solution with only one cooling pump 
in operation, cooling became insufficient and a 
steam bubble formed under the lid of the closed 
cleaning tank. Operators didn't react to the 
anomalous indication of decreasing tank outlet 
temperature, apparently caused by cooling flow 
diversion around the fuel assemblies . Once the 
steam bubble formed and became superheated, 
fuel damage began to occur and a zirc-water 
reaction exacerbated the extent of fuel damage. 

Initially, in hindsight this event suggests that the 
technical and regulatory attention was mostly 
paid to the cleaning process itself and that not 
enough focus was given to assurance of 
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continued fuel cooling during each phase or mode 
of operation. This event has potential safety 
implications for any closed loop spent fuel cleaning 
process. In addition, human factors, occupational 
rad health consequences, and EP measures are 
discussed and may be of interest to some of you. 
Further information on this event is available at : 
http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rorp/haeapresentation.pdf. 

The IAEA report on the event can be found at: 
http://www.atomeromu.hu/hirek-
e/iaea em2003.pdf 

OE FINAL REPORT 

The Reactor Operating Experience Task Force 
has issued its Final Report providing 
recommendations and conclusions regarding the 
NRC's operating experience program. The report 
is available in ADAMS (ML033350063) or at the 
following web site: 

http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rop-digital-city/oe-taskforce­
rpt.pdf 

NEWSLETTER FEEDBACK 

We are excited about featuring our new toy--the 
Talk Back Button. Give us YOUR quirky tidbits, 
and tell us about your accomplishments. By the 
way, Phil Harrell and Pat Louden, two of our 
editorial board members, collected feedback from 
inspectors in their regions regarding the 
newsletter. The feedback indicated that you want 
more real life/real solutions articles, more 
operating experience, and many of you prefer the 
.pdf format of the newsletter. Tell us what you 
want to see in the newsletter-WE WANT TO 
HEAR FROM YOU! 
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INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 
Region I 
Christopher Holt-Reactor Inspector/DRS 
Harry Balian-Operations Engineer/DRS 
Michelle Snell-Nuc.Sfty Intern/DRS 
Karl Diederich-Reactor Inspector/DRS 
Martha Barillas- to NRR/DSSA 
Jeffrey Herrera-RI @Oyster Creek 
Region II 
Mark Chitty OUDRS 
G.Wilson/OUDRS 
Norm Garrett-SRl@Surry 
Shakur Walker-Rl@McGuire 
Kathy Weaver-SRl@Turkey Point 
Rodney Fanner-Rl@Farley 
Dan Arnette-Rl@Surry 
Region Ill 
Mina Sheikh-Rl@Dresden 
Doug Tharp-Rl@Clinton 
Mark Franke-New Reactor Engineer 
Caroline Acosta-Nuclear Sfty Intern/DRS 
Region IV 
Geoff Miller-RI@ Grand Gulf 
John Dixon- RI @ANO 
Ron Cohen-PE@RIV 

Travis Rhoades- RI@ Wolf Creek 
Jack Keeton-to retire in Dec. 2003 

RIVDRS - Reorganization effective 
1 2/28/03. For information on the 
reorganization go to Digital City under 
Jan. newsletter. 

EDITORIAL BOARD 
Fiona Tobler: I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker: I IPB, Technical Editor 
Dan Merzke: IIPB, Technical Editor 
RI :  Jim Trapp 
RI I: Joel Munday/Chuck Casto 
RIi i :  Pat Louden 
RIV: Phil Harrell 



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER 
Issue 04-2 March, 2004 

Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors. 
The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not 

necessarily reflect official agency guidance or policy. Approved Reactor oversight Process 
guidance is promulgated in NRC's Inspection Manual. 

COMMUNICATING OPERATING EXPERIENCE 

Is there just not enough time in your day to review all of the reports associated with Operating Experience 
but you still need to be informed of certain types of emergent issues? Well, we may have found something 
that could save you time. The Operating Experience Section (DIPM/IROB/OES) is offering a simple, 
innovative approach to communicate operating experience information that can be useful and timely. You 
can now subscribe, as an email user, to one or more of the following groupings for information on: 
Chemistry/Chemical Engineering , EDGs, Electrical Power Systems, Materials/Aging, RCS Leakage/Barrier 
Integrity, Reactor Vessel/Piping/RCPB Leakage, Emergency Preparedness, Health Physics, Extended 
Power Uprates, Fire Protection, and Steam Generators. This subscription is not intended to replace the 
Event Notifications, Morning Reports, Part 21 s, Power Reactor Status Reports or Preliminary Notifications 
posted to the web, but is intended to keep you informed of agency activities that initiate from daily events or 
operating experience. Here's how this works---when emergent issues are presented, they will be reviewed 
and sent to one or more of these topical groups. OES plans to eventually create several automated List 
Serves that will have available the groups mentioned above as well as additional groups as the need 
becomes identified. In the interim you may subscribe to multiple groups as desired. Please contact Erin 
Hunter via e-mail (EDH) or phone at 301-415-1161 to sign up. Please be specific with respect to which 
groups you desire to subscribe to. This simple effort demonstrates the Operating Experiences Section's 
objective to target the right information to the right people at the right time. 

ROP FEEDBACK SYSTEM 
Finally, IIPB is overhauling the current ROP feedback process. We got your messages, and we hear you -­
"response time slow", "not web-based", and "no search capability". Grand things are in the works! There's 
still time to submit further suggestions and ideas. Your suggestions/comments can be directed to Paul 
Bonnett, I IPB at FPB@nrc.gov. 

FYI-A l ist of procedure leads are attached 
to th is newsletter Editorial Board 

Fiona Tobler, IIPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker, I IPB, Technical Editor 
Dan Merzke, I IPB, Technical Editor 
RI ,  Jim Trapp 
All , Joel Munday, Chuck Casto 
R Ii i ,  Pat Louden 
R IV, Phil Harrell 
PLEASE CONTACT US WITH IDEAS/COMMENTS 



REVIEW OF REGION II DRS WEB-SITE 
This is part of our continuing review of regional web-sites to identify items that may be of interest to 
inspectors. We found some pretty innovative stuff such as Focus Topics and training videos on Instrument 
Training and Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Materials. The front page of the web-site 
displays an interactive spotlight on "Reasons for Common Cause Failure". Some of the "Focus Topics" 
are: Make "Observing Work" work for you, What is Material Condition and Why Does it Matter?, and 
Independent Verification Methodology. Below is a summary of "Breaking Down the Wall of Assumptions. 
Checkout the web-site! 

BREAKING DOWN THE WALL OF ASSU MPTIONS 
It's human nature to sometimes draw incorrect assumptions/conclusions. Incorrect assumptions/conclusions 
are usually based upon perceptions of recent or past experience and not independently verified. Other 
times we draw unsupported conclusions based upon some of the facts or facts that seem to fit the situation.  
When we perform inspection activities we often find assumptions/conclusions that are valid based on the 
existing data. What is difficult is deciding when the assumptions are accurate and which assumptions 
should be independently verified. The text selected identifies when inaccurate assumptions might have 
occurred. The entire Focus Topic adds what barriers/tools an inspector can use to determine which 
assumptions to verify and some of the tools that you can use to conduct an independent verification of 
assumptions. 

HOW TO RECOGNIZE WHEN INVALID ASSUMPTIONS/CONCLUSIONS MIGHT BE PRESENT: 
• A worker or supervisor uses qualifying statements regarding a decision/conclusion preceded by 

statements such as "I think . . . . . .  ", "I believe . . . . . . ", "l"m pretty sure that. . . . . .. ", " It is probably .... ", " It 
may .... ". 

• Analysis that relies on the "unrocked boat" analogy, i.e., "we did this before and nothing happened," 
or "it"s happened before without causing a major problem." 

• If you review an analysis that has a fascination over one piece of evidence. Evidence that is 
seemingly too clear to misperceive, too hard to deny that causes someone to discount the 
contradictory facts. 

• When workers are conducting a first time evolution or an infrequent task - Unfamiliarity with the 
evolution may likely lead to assumptions regarding the validity of the component/system response. 

• When workers are under time pressure - When under time pressure, workers are less likely to 
stop and collaborate or exercise other good questioning attitude techniques to resolve the 
assumption due to the perceived or actual need to complete the task expeditiously. 

• When unexpected conditions occur - Workers, particularly newly qualified workers, may likely 
make assumptions regarding the validity of an unexpected condition, particularly if other 
workers/supervisors are not considered available or receptive to questioning. Or if the supervisor 
does not encourage or reward questioning attitudes. 

• Sometimes there will be a lack of knowledge of all the facts of a situation - An incomplete 
understanding of a situation will likely result and assumptions made due to lack of knowledge 
regarding the situation. 

A healthy questioning attitude has to overcome the temptation to rationalize away our 
"something's not right" gut-feelings 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS 

Fai lure to Identify Conditions for Frazi l  Ice 

While performing procedure 71 1 1 1 .01 , Adverse Weather Protection, the inspectors observed that 
according to the Davis Besse Seasonal Plant Preparation Checklist, the conditions for icing of the Intake 
Crib existed. Specifically these conditions were : 

• lake temperature near freezing point 
• lake level low in the range of 569-570 feet 
• windy conditions with low air temperatures 
• no ice cap formed on the lake. 

The Davis-Besse procedure stated that by November 1 st, arrangements should be made to obtain a high 
capacity trash pump, suction and discharge piping necessary to support pump operations and that the 
equipment be stored in a su itable location for future use .  The purpose of the high capacity pump is to 
provide the abi l ity to pump water from the lake to the intake Forebay if required. Documentation existed 
that a call had been made to the Maintenance Services Department to begin the process to obtain the 
pump and associated piping on November 5th ,  however, the pump was not yet available . 
Upon observing decreasing Forebay level on January 6th ,  the resident inspectors questioned the staff as 
to whether they were monitoring Forebay level and the possible existence of frazil ice conditions. As a 
di rect result of the inspectors' questions, the licensee determined that the conditions for possible frazi l ice 
formation in the intake crib existed and that no preparations for staging of the pump and hoses had been 
arranged. The l icensee entered the issue into their corrective action program and arrangements were 
made to have the high capacity pump and hoses staged at the intake Forebay dike on January 7th• 

This observation was timely and is best demonstrated by the l icensee's determination that there was 
blockage of the intake flow, presumably due to frazil ice formation on the intake crib, from January 7-8. 
Licensee investigation regarding th is issue is continu ing .  

This finding illustrates the importance of l icensees appropriately staging seasonal mitigating equipment 
important to plant safety in a timely manner, and a questioning attitude by inspectors. 

Contact : Monica Salter-Wi l l iams, Davis Besse, NPP 

For further information on  this topic go  to the ROP web-
site under March, 2004, I nspector Newsletter. Posted are sl ides 
from an intake structure blockage frazi l  ice event that occurred 
at Pal isades in February 2003.Also, at this site are sl ides on 
frazil ice blockage of intake trash racks provided by the Army 
Corp of Engineers. 

Frazil ice on screens raised from water 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS 

Timely Corrective Actions 

While conducting daily screening of condition reports as required by IP 7 1 152, Problem Identification and 
Resolution, inspectors reviewed the October 22 failure of 1 A MDAFW Pump to Steam Generator 4 
Discharge Control Valve (DCV). The failure involved separation of the valve's pilot plug assembly from the 
valve stem due to the failure of a cotter pin designed to secure the pilot plug assembly retaining nut to the 
stem. Without the cotter pin ,  the retaining nut unscrewed from the stem allowing the pilot plug spacer, 
washer, and retaining nut to separate and become lodged against the downstream flow orifice, resulting in 
significant AFW flow reduction to the steam generator. This was one of sixteen identical valves. An action 
item was initiated to inspect the remaining MDAFW DCVs during the upcoming refueling outages. 

Inspectors were concerned that the licensee had not adequately justified the continued operability of the 
AFW DCVs that had not been inspected. After considerable questioning by the inspector 
(persistence/questioning att itude ) ,  the Unit 1 MDAFW valves were disassembled and inspected. The 
cotter pins on both valves were found missing. Movement of the retaining nuts was being restricted by 
raised metal on the stem threads which was apparently created by vibration of the cotter pins prior to their 
failure. Based on this condition, the licensee concluded that the Unit 2 AFW DCVs were operable, 
effectively taking credit for damage to the valve stem caused by the cotter pin. On December 23, the 
inspectors reviewed the licensee's completed operability evaluation and raised additional questions 
regarding the licensee's assumptions and justifications (verify operabil ity/val idate assumptions) . The 
result was the licensee decided to accelerate their inspection schedule for the remaining AFW DCVs. This 
is a good example of an inspector pushing an issue that is not well supported by the licensee's analysis. 

For more information on this issue, contact John Zeiler, Vogtle SRI. 

INSPECTION PROCEDURE KING RETIRES 

Gerald (Jerry) Klingler is leaving the NRG after 32 years of service. Jerry is I IPB's expert on IP's. All 
change notices and revisions have been processed by Jerry. Jerry graduated from the University of 
Montana in 1955 and immediately began working for GE until he was hired by the AEC in 1972. Most 
people don't know this but Jerry may be the strongest man in I IPB. He is into weight lifting and can bench 
press up to 85 lbs. and curl up to 45 lbs. He ropes most of our new members into joining him at the gym 
and after several of his two hour workout sessions they drop like flies. An anonymous former RII inspector 
(½ Jerry's age) and another I IPB staffer couldn't handle it--they dropped out after begging Jerry to make 
the sessions shorter. Jerry's longtime workout partner is Peter Koltay, I IPB. Jerry's last day is April 2nd--­
He will be truly missed! 
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INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 
Region I 
Jonathan Lilliendahl- Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Geoffrey Ottenberg- Nuc.Sfty Intern, DRP 
David Lew- DRP to SES/RES 
Jonathan Pelchat-HP to PM/RII 
Gerald Wilson-to Ops.Engin/DRS/RII 
Paul Bonnett-ORM to HQ/IIPB 
Region II 
Mike Cain-New PE/DRP 
Mark Speck-New PE/DRP 
Jim Hickey-New PE/DRP 
Eric Riggs-R I/Oconee 
Region I l l 
Paul Krohn- Pt Beach SRI on a rotation to EDO's 
Office 
Mike Morris- Acting SRI @ Pt Beach 
Doug Tharp-new RI @ Clinton 
Region IV 
John Kramer-SRI to HQ/OES 
Nick Taylor-New Reactor Engineer 
Tony Brown-New Reactor Engineer 

RYAN TAYLOR 
Ryan Taylor a Region II Nuclear Safety Intern, 
was recognized for his identification and diligent 
follow-up to a performance deficiency associated 
with a licensee's corrective action program. Ryan 
identified failures by licensee personnel to 
document several lubrication oil sample results 
from an auxiliary feedwater pump, which had 
unacceptable levels of particulate. Ryan 
determined that the licensee 
was unaware of the cause of the particulate, had 
made un-validated assumptions as to the 
source, and had not planned adequate action to 
address and resolve the deficiency. Ryan's 
performance exemplifies the agency's value of 
excellence and integrity. 

For this article Ryan responded to some 
questions in an effort to share his experience. 

What motivated you to pursue this effort? 
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In Region II Nuclear Safety interns are 
encouraged by senior inspectors and 
management to not only use inspection time for 
training but also to apply knowledge and skills 
gained through the training process to actual 
inspection. The team leader for this inspection 
was Peter (Kim) VanDoorn. Kim gave me 
various tasks to accomplish during the 
inspection and advice on what type of issues to 
look for. He allowed me the opportunity to 
review and interview licensee personnel on my 
own. As a resu lt, I was able to use an inquisitive 
attitude to learn from and contribute to the 
inspection effort. 

Any informal training that gave basis for 
questioning attitude? 
Much of the questioning attitude that I have 
developed has come from watching the 
interactions between senior inspectors and 
licensees. I also approach each inspection as 
an opportunity to learn something new. If I did 
not have a questioning attitude, I do not feel as 
though I would learn as much. 

Lessons Learned? 
I have learned that one of the keys to effective 
inspection is the ability to decipher information 
and to continue to ask questions until an issue is 
completely understood. 

Ryan graduated from Florida A&M with a B.S. 
degree in Mechanical Engineering. He began 
working at the NRG in the summer of 2001 as a 
summer hire. He was hired full-time in May 
2003. Way to go--Ryan ! 



DID YOU KNOW THAT . . . . . . .  . 

Andy Sabisch, R I, Catawba, is a treasure hunter and avid civil war history buff. He has been hunting 
treasures with a metal detector since he was 1 0  years old. Using various metal detectors he has found 
over 200,000 coins and numerous rings, relics, bottles, and treasures, including Civil War and 
Revolutionary War artifacts. These artifacts cover a wide spectrum and include rifle & pistol bullets, shell 
fragments, cannon balls, bayonets , cartridge box and belt plates, and even medical bullets which were 
given to wounded soldiers instead of anesthetic in the field (that is where the expression "bite the bullet" 
came from). While he has found many coins, his oldest coins were found in Spain three years ago when 
he and his family had the opportunity to search a Roman town. The items recovered at that site dated 
back more than 2,000 years and included coins, several tools and a bronze ring ! He has also searched 
sites throughout Europe, Africa, and several sites in England dating back to the 1400's and 1 500's. One 
of the most exciting things he has come across while doing a search was an undiscovered Confederate 
campsite in southern Virginia. Since he is a certified scuba diver he hunts for treasures underwater as 
well as on land. One of his finds was mentioned in USA Today--- a high school class ring found under two 
feet of mud on the bottom of Lake Pontchartrain. The ring contained two initials and although it took a 
while, Andy eventually tracked down the owner. The ring had been lost for 23 years on the night before 
high school graduation. Glancing at the numerous articles written about Andy what stands out big time is 
his efforts in returning and donating finds. He has returned numerous items, in some cases working with 
insurance companies. Andy has published more than 1500 articles on metal detecting and diving since 
the late 70's. He has also authored 7 books on the hobby as well. Andy has worked at Three Mile Island, 
Waterford, Salem, Institute of Nuclear Power Operations and Susquehanna. He began his career with the 
NRC/RI I in June of 2003. 

LOST IN TRANSLATION 

Nourishing Pump? Feedwater Pump? Same thing? Yes, it's the same thing---this is what Roger Reyes, 
RI, Crystal River, discovered when he observed an inspection conducted by the Consejo De Seguridad 
Nuclear (CSN) in Spain. Although fluent in Spanish, Roger found that translating nuclear terms from 
Spanish to English was a different story. Roger traveled to Spain in January, 2004, to observe and 
provide feedback to the CSN while they were conducting a two week team inspection. The meetings were 
conducted in Spanish. Here's a summary from Roger's trip report: 

CSN is in the early stages of developing a risk-informed, performance-based inspection program 
similar to the NRC reactor oversight program (ROP). A pilot inspection was performed using NRC 
inspection procedure 71111-21, Safety System Design and Performance Capability. NRC 
provided feedback on assessment of findings using the significant determination process (SOP).  
Challenges during the inspection included inspectors transitioning to risk informed inspection 
verses compliance based, and working with the licensee's corrective action programs, which are 
different than those in the USA. CSN is planning five additional inspections using this NRC 
inspection procedure. 

The Office of International Programs forwards requests for International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
mission related activities to the Office of the Executive Director (EDO). The EDO works with your regional 
office in selecting participants. If interested, you should contact your branch chief. For a complete copy 
of the trip report go to Digital City/March Inspector newsletter. 
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MANUAL CHAPTER TITlE LEAD REVIEWER 

IMC-0040 Revision to Inspection Manual Chapters M. Maley 

IMC-0305 Operating Reactor Assessment Program A.Pascarel li 

IMC-0306 IT Support for Operating Reactors L.Turner 

IMC-0307 Self-Assessment Program A.Frahm 

IMC-0308 ROP Basis Document L.Turner 

IMC-0350 Oversight . . .  in Extended Shutdown A.Frahm 

IMC-0608 Performance Indicator Program D.Hickman 

IMC-0609 Significance Determination Process P.Koltay 

IMC-061 2 Power Reactor Inspector Reports M. Maley 

IMC-0801 ROP Feedback Program P. Bonnett 

IMC-1245 Inspector Qualification L.James 

IMC-2501 Early Site Permit T.Foley 

IMC-251 5 LWR Inspection Program-Operations Phase J. lsom 

IMC-25 1 5  Appendix A ,  Baseline Inspection Program J. lsom 

IMC-251 5 Appendix B, Supplemental I nspection Program J.Jacobson 

IMC-251 5 Appendix C, Special I nspections D.Norkin 

IMC-251 5 Appendix D, Plant Status J .lsom 

IMC-2509 Brown's Ferry Unit 1 ,  Project Inspection Program E.Kleeh 

IMC-Part 9900 Technical Guidance A.Mathew 

IP TITlE LEAD 

71 1 14 Emergency Preparedness P. Bonnett/A.Kahler 

71 1 21 Occupational Radiation Safety A.Pederson, IOLB 

71 122 Public Radiation Safety S.Klementowicz, IOLB 

71 1 30 Physical Security R. Pascarel l i 

71 1 50 Discrepant or Unreported Performance Indicator Data A. Barker 

71 1 51 Pl Verification D. Wrona 

71 1 52 Identification and Resolution of Problems J.  Jacobson 

71 1 53 Event Follow-up D.Norkin 

93800 Augmented Inspection Team D.Norkin 

93812 Special Inspection D.Norkin 

95001 Inspection for One or Two White Inputs in a Strategic Performance Area J.Jacobson 

95002 Inspection for One Degraded Cornerstone or Any Three White Inputs in a J .  Jacobson 
Strategic Performance Area 
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95003 Supplemental Inspection for Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple J .Jacobson 
Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple Yellow Inputs, or One Red I nput 

IP 71 1 1 1  TITLE LEAD 

01 Adverse Weather Protection D.Merzke 

02 Evaluations of Changes, Tests, or Experiments R.Mathew 

03 Reserved 

04 Equipment Alignment D .Merzke 

05 Fire Protection P.Koltay 

06 Flood Protection Measures D.Merzke 

07 Heat Sink Performance R.Mathew 

08 lnservice Inspections R.Mathew 

09 Reserved 

1 0  Reserved 

1 1  Licensed Operator Requalification Program P. Bonnett/R.Pelton 

1 2  Maintenance Rule Implementation R.Mathew 

1 3  Maintenance Rule Risk Assessment and Emergent Work Control R.Mathew 

1 4  Personnel Performance During Non-routine Plant Evolutions and Events P .  Bonnett 

1 5  Operability Evaluations A .Barker 

1 6  Operator Workarounds P. Bonnett 

1 7  Permanent Plant Modifications D.Norkin 

1 8  Reserved 

1 9  Post-Maintenance Testing D .Merzke 

20 Refueling and Outage Activities D .Merzke 

21 Safety System Design and Performance Capability D.Norkin 

22 Surveillance Testing D.Merzke 

23 Temporary Plant Modifications R.Mathew 
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Issue 04-0? May, 2004 

Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors 

Approved Reactor Oversight Process guidance is promulgated in NRC's Inspection Manual 

Operating Experience Initiative 

A lot of you signed up for OE's e-mail subscription. 
For those of you that missed the last newsletter 
you can subscribe, as an email user, to groupings 
on a variety of topics. For more information, see 
the March, 2004, newsletter on ROPs web-site. 

REGION II DRP WEB-SITE 

This is the last of our regional web-site reviews. 
For lnspectors---You would be crazy not to 
check out the Inspector Support link---This link is 
organized by procedure with links to Value Added 
Forms (VAFs) and Best Practices--both of which 
contain valuable information. See the next page for 
a view of what this link has to offer. New hires 
would be wise to check out the section on 
Qualification Tips which provides guidance and 
links to everything you need for IMC-1245 
Qualification. The Reference Materials link is well 
organized and provides links to sites that will help 
you big time! The DRP News link will tell you lots 
about DRP but most of you may be interested in 
"People News". You can check out who is going 
where and what sites may be available. 

For Everyone---The Division Matrix is handy and 
the Site link provides detailed information about 
lodging and site specific information. 

For Managers---Look at DRP Peer Review of 
Inspection Reports and Weekly Branch Chief 
Reports. 

INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 
Region I 
Andrew Rosebrook-new hire-Reactor Inspector 
Thomas Hipschman-to SRl@lndian Point 3 
Region II 
Mike Pribish - PE, DRS 
Jim Canady - to NRR (no date) 
Region I l l  
Pat Higgins -RI@ Kewaunee 
Adam Wichman - Summer Intern in DRP 
Margaret Sullivan - Summer Intern DRP 
Bob Daley - Reac. lnspec. To Sr. Reac. lnspec 
Terry Madeda -Sfgds lnspec .. To Sr.Sfgds. lnpec. 
Region IV 
Troy Pruett- Br.Chief DRS to Br. Chief, D, DRP 
Elmo Collins-to Hdqts as head of Yucca Mountain 
Project 
Mark Schaeffer- to the IAEA in Vienna 
Zachery Dunham-RI to SRI @ CGS 
Mike Shannon- to Br. Chief, Plant Support Br. 
Tony Brown -New Reactor Engineer 
Charles Stancil-to DRP 
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BASELINE INSPECTION PROCEDURES (IPs) 
ASSIGNED TO DIVISION OF REACTOR PROJECTS 

IP No. IP Title VAFs Best IP References 
Practices 

PS Plant Status (Activity Code) 11oV 2515/1 50 -

251 5/1 50 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head and Vessel Head If#_ 
Penetration Nozzles 

251 5/1 52 Reactor Pressure Vessel Lower Head Penetration If#_ 
Nozzles 

71 1 1 1 01 Adverse Weather Protection oV 

71 1 1 1 040 Equipment Alignment 

71 1 1 1 04S 

71 1 1 1 05A -=ire Protection I1oV 

71 1 1 1 050 

71 1 1 1 06 -=lood Protection Measures 1/ov 

71 1 1 1 07A Heat Sink Performance 
71 1 1 1 1 1 0  _icensed Operator Requalification 

71 1 1 1 1 20 Maintenance Rule Implementation 1/oV 

71 1 1 1 1 3 Maintenance Risk Assessments & Emergent Work Control 1/oV 

71 1 1 1 1 4 0ersonnel Performance Related to Non-Routine Plant 
Evolutions/Events 

71 1 1 1 1 5  Ooerabilitv Evaluations 1/ov 

71 1 1 1 1 6 Operator Work-Arounds (WAs) 
71 1 1 1 1  ?A Permanent Plant Modifications 
71 1 1 1 1 9 0ost-Maintenance Testinq 

71 1 1 1 20B Refueling & Outage Activities Refueling l/ov 1/ov 

\Jon-refueling 
71 1 1 1 22 Surveillance Testing 1/ov 

71 1 1 1 23 T emporarv Plant Modifications 
71 1 1 401 Exercise Evaluation 
71 1 1 406 Dri l l  Evaluation 

71 1 5 1  Performance Indicator Verification 
71 1 52 01&R (ID & Resolution of Problems) I1ov 1/oV 

71 1 53 Event Follow-up 

-2-

' 

, 
I 
I 

I I 
I I 

I 
I 1/ 

I 

I 
I I 

I I 
I 

I I 

, 
I r 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I 

I I I 
I I 

r 
~ I 

r I 

I I 

I 
I I 

" 
I I . 
I I I I 
I I I 

I I 

i i I 
I I 

I 
I I 

I I I 

" 
I I 

r I 

I I 
I I 



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER May, 2004 

Techn ica l Specification "Myths" 

There are a number of issues which periodically arise which we call "Technical Specification Myths." We have 
long ago made formal, written interpretations and yet, we seem to periodically need to reaffirm the interpretation 
for both licensees and staff. What follows is one (the others will be in subsequent newsletters) of a series of 
Technical Specification Myths regarding interpreting Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) 3.0.3. Based on 
the discussion provided, decide if the LCO 3.0.3 interpretation is either True or False. After you're finished go 
to the "Myth Buster" to understand exactly what is required for compliance with LCO 3.0.3. 

Myth 
To understand this "myth", one must understand the structure of LCO 3. 0.3. The current version in the 
Standard Technical Specifications (TS) for PWRs is shown in part below. 

LCO 3.0.3 When an LCO is not met and the associated ACTIONS are not met, an 
associated ACTION is not provided, or if directed by the associated ACTIONS, 
the unit shall be placed in a MODE or other specified condition in which the 
LCO is not applicable. Action shall be initiated within 1 hour to place the unit, as 
applicable, in: 

a. MODE 3 within 7 hours, 
b. MODE 4 within 13 hours, and 
c. MODE 5 within 37 hours. 

True or False. TS compliance is only assured in reference to the 1 hour requirement if some specific action 
is taken within one hour. Control rods must start moving into the core at 60 minutes or a power reduction must 
be initiated. Any very small power reduction at one hour will assure compliance. 

Myth Buster: One incorrect view that continues to be perpetuated is that the reference to 1 hour requires 
some specific action to be performed within one hour. The most common "myth" is that control rods must start 
in at 60 minutes or that a power reduction must be initiated. A manifestation of this "myth" is that a very small 
power reduction at one hour will also assure compliance. This is a misguided attempt at compliance. In reality, 
there are no such requirements, as has been documented in a number of places. 

Pre-standard TS had a requirement to use the one hour time period for "preparing the plant for an orderly 
shutdown." In T IA 92-08, we said that this requirement is sufficiently subjective so as to be unenforceable, and 
noted that the Standard TS was changed. In the Standard TS as shown above, we attempted to eliminate this 
ambiguity by focusing the one hour on getting ready to reach the lower modes in the specified time frames. 
One needs also to focus on the Standard TS Bases and what the bases say, not what the bases don't say. 
The bases to the Standard TS say that this one hour is to prepare to change modes, nothing more. The 
Standard TS emphasize that the point of the requirement is to reach the lower modes in the time limits in a 
"controlled and orderly manner." Licensees need to start inserting control rods at whatever time it takes to be 
in Mode 3 in a "controlled and orderly manner" in the subsequent six hours. This is the only correct 
interpretation of the LOC 3.0.3 requirement - period. 

Point of Contact: Carl Schulten, Technical Specification Section, at CSS1@nrc.gov 
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REAL PROBLEMS/ REAL SOLUTIONS 

Inadequate EDG Fuel Oil Capacity 

The inspectors identified an issue related to the failure to maintain the design basis fuel oil (FO) storage 
requirements and gained insights in the effectiveness of the licensee's corrective action process. This failure 
affected the ability to provide sufficient FO to each EOG for 7 days of continuous operations following a loss 
of offsite power and a design basis accident. 

The licensee initiated a corrective action report (CR) for a setpoint change that affected the run times for the 
cooling tower fans during post-accident conditions that was not reflected in the FO consumption analysis, 
resulting in an additional usage of 135 gal. At the time of discovery, there was a 285 gal margin - the reduction 
lowered the margin to 1 50 gal. Later, it was discovered that the running horsepower for the Low Pressure 
Safety Injection (LPSI) pump was underestimated in the consumption analysis, which resulted in an additional 
usage of 14 7 gal - reducing the margin to 3 gal. An operability evaluation determined the 3 gallon margin in 
each FO storage tank met the 7-day inventory requirement; therefore, the EDGs remained operable. The 
inspectors questioned the evaluation and reviewed the calculation that had identified only a 3 gal margin 
(questioning attitude, verify). They noted the FO storage tank volume calculation failed to consider the 
volume of internal structures, which were found to be of substantial significance (>0.5% of total volume) 
(attention to detail) . The licensee contacted the tank manufacturer and determined that the internal structure 
resulted in a loss of 70 gal. 

Subsequently, the licensee identified additional inconsistencies with the analysis, resulting in an additional 
1957 gal consumption. The inconsistencies were post-accident core spray (CS) design flow (65 gal 
consumption), brake horsepower for the HPSI pumps was underestimated (276 gal consumption) , and the 
analysis assumed LPSI would replace HPSI and CS after 4 days post-LOCA (1616 gal consumption). 

The original CR was closed by stating the calculations had been revised and found acceptable. The inspectors 
questioned closing the CR and the licensee determined that the CR had been inappropriately closed, as the 
revised calculations did not include the discrepancy for the 1616 gal consumption. The licensee initiated a 
new CR for the failure to adequately revise the consumption analysis, which also administratively raised the 
technical specification (TS) minimum allowable volume. The inspectors also identified that the licensee used 
a 4.9 gpm consumption rate instead of the 5.13 gpm specified in calculations as a basis for the operability 
evaluation. After review, the licensee determined that more rigor was needed to use the 4.9 gpm value and 

withdrew it from their operability evaluation by increasing the required volume in the 
storage tank. 

For additional information contact: Michael Hay, SRI, Waterford NPP 
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TRAINING TAC NUMBERS and Quality of Life Issues-How so? 
This is a reminder to use the correct TAC numbers below for training: 

TAC ZT0000 is for Training and Developmental Assignments 
TAC ZT0002 is for IMC-1 245 Qualification and Post Qualification Training 

May, 2004 

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT: For 2 reasons, 1 )  it's the correct way and 2) we need accurate information for 
inspector metrics PR 7 - PR-10 ( below) as defined in IMC-0307. These metrics were developed to look at 
quality of life issues for inspectors and to determine, to the best of our ability, if the change to the N policy had 
an effect on training and rotational assignments at multi-unit sites. 

PR-7 
PR-9 

PR-8 
PR-10  

Non-IMC 1 245 Training Time Ratio for Resident and Senior Resident Inspectors 
Non-IMC 1 245 Training Time Ratio for Region-Based Inspectors 

Rotational Opportunities Ratio for Resident Inspectors 
Rotational Opportunities Ratio for Region-Based Inspectors 

Information on this data will be reported in the 2004 SECY Paper on "Reactor Oversight Process Self­
Assessment for Calendar Year 2004." 

INSPECTOR DEMOGRAPHICS 

The Reactor Oversight Process Self-Assessment for Calendar Year 2003 (SECY04-0053) paper was finalized 
on April , 6, 2004. Included in that paper is attachment 7 which discusses inspector demographics (see metrics 
PR-1 -PR-6 listed below). 2003 demographics were dramatically different from previous years in that 29 new 
inspectors entered the program as resident inspectors. This is almost a 50% increase from previous years. 
Because of this, we provided a more complete analysis in the paper. The Commission briefing on this paper 
is scheduled for May 4th--you might want to tune in to hear what questions the Commissioners have regarding 
our program. Go to ROP's digital city web-site for the SECY paper. 

PR-1 NRC Time for Resident Inspectors 
PR-2 Total Time as Resident Inspector 
PR-3 Qualified Total Resident Time 
PR-4 Resident I nspector's Current Site Time 
PR-5 Relevant Non-NRC Experience of Resident Inspectors 
PR-6 Site Gapping Metric -Note: this metric replaced the Site Coverage Metric and wi l l  be 

reported in the 2004 SECY paper. 
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OPERATING EXPERIENCE CORNER 
FUEL FAILURE AT PAKS 
Unit 2, of the four-unit VVER station PAKS, in Hungary, experienced a failure of thirty fuel elements during a 
fuel cleaning procedure in April 2003. A cleaning device had been placed in the fuel pool and a number of 
assemblies inserted for the cleaning operation. After the cleaning process, the assemblies over-heated due 
to lack of sufficient cooling. The delayed opening of the device resulted in thermal shock and severe fuel 
damage followed by a limited release of fission products. There were detectable elevated radiation 
readings off-site for a very short period of time. Slight contamination resulted in the reactor hall. Among 
the given causes were: i) decrease in station safety culture; ii) excessive trust in the contractor supplying 
the cleaning device; iii) underestimation of safety consequences in the design of the cleaning cask: iv) lack 
of regulatory oversight in licensing and inspection; v) lack of competence and procedures for the cleaning 
operation itself ; and vi) stress of time and overemphasis of production versus safety. 

SMALL LOCA AT KOZLODUY 

Unit 3 of the Kozloduy NPP, in Bulgaria, had an event involving primary coolant leak through a make-up 
system pipe into the confinement area. The event was characterized as a small LOCA. High pressure 
safety injection took place, for slightly more than an hour, until isolation could be effected. The failure was 
attributed to wear-out thinning due to mechanical friction from a nearby support. There was an initial error 
in design and construction in this zone. A total of about 30 cubic meters escaped from the primary system. 
Core cooling remained adequate, and sub-cooling margin was maintained. The NBE program did not 
include this portion of the pipe. Also, there were some deficiencies in the operating procedures, training 
program and evaluations. 

The information presented above was extracted from a report titled "Conclusions Drawn from Recent 
(2002-2003) Events in Nuclear Power Plants" prepared by NEA/CSNI. We plan to include other significant 
international events in subsequent newsletters. 

A NU CLEA R t RISI S  IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE J. SAMUEL l'VAL �ER 

THREE  M I LE I S LAN D 

CONTEST--WIN SOMETHING FOR DOING 
VIRTUALL V NOTHING---what a deal-- All you have to 
do is to be the first DRS/DRP inspector/project 
engineer or resident inspector from your region to email 
ftt@nrc.gov. We have 4 copies (one per each region) 
of NRC's historian, J. Samuel Walkers book titled 
"Three Mile lsland--A Nuclear Crisis In Historical 
Perspective". We will announce the winners in the July 
newsletter 
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DID YOU KNOW THAT .. . .  

Frank Brush played the sousaphone in  the Un iversity of  Southern Californ ia's (USC) Trojan Marching 
Band. In the 1 973 football season the band played at Notre Dame (first t ime the band may have been there) , 
the Un iversity of Cal ifornia, the '74 Rose Parade and Rose Bowl Game (Ohio State 42 - USC 21 - rats) as well 
as home games in the Los Angeles Col iseum. The Rose Bowl half time show was with the Oakland, CA 
musical g roup "Tower of Power." YIKES, SOME OF US REMEMBER THEM? Frank met Lynn Swann (who 
went on to star as a wide receiver with the Pittsburgh Steelers) and others of that era's football team . 

Frank was also in the pep band and played at basketball and baseball games. The pep band played at the 
USC-UCLA basketball game the week after Notre Dame broke the UCLA 80-plus game winning streak. The 
pep band marched in singing the Notre Dame fight song and was nearly attacked by a hostile crowd. "Great 
times"--these are Frank's words and we say it sounds like good times to us as wel l .  Frank is a senior resident 
inspector at Wolf Creek Generating Station. 

(b)(6) 

Note: Our Tech Downl oads . . . . .  column wi l l  appear in the next newsletter edition. 

Editorial Board 
Fiona Tobler, I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker, I IPB, Technical Editor 
Dan Merzke, I IPB, Technical Editor 
Pau l Bonnet, IIPB, Technical Editor 
RI ,  Jim Trapp 
All , Joel Munday, Chuck Casto 
RI i i ,  Pat Louden 
RIV, Phil Harrell 
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Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors 

FAILURES AT TMl-2 WENT FAR BEYOND PLANT SYSTEMS 
By J. Samuel Walker 

Although the accident at Three Mile Island on March 28, 1979 was caused by a series of technical 
breakdowns and operator errors, the response to it was greatly encumbered by problems unrelated to plant 
safety systems and procedures. Those problems were perhaps most obvious on the morning of March 30, 
when inadequacies in communications played a major role in Governor Thornburgh's recommendation that 
pregnant women and pre-school-aged children within a five-mile radius of the plant evacuate their homes. 

The chain of events that led to the evacuation advisory began when Met Ed technicians decided to vent 
radioactive gas from the auxiliary building to relieve pressure on the makeup system. This was necessary to 
reduce the chances of a large, uncontrolled release, and it fleetingly produced a reading of 1200 millirems per 
hour directly above the stack. It also produced a distinctly unfunny comedy of errors. When Met Ed informed 
state officials about the release, the message got terribly garbled. The governor and his advisers heard that 
there had been an uncontrolled release from the ''cooling tower." Civil defense authorities publicly announced 
that a large-scale evacuation might become necessary. 

Meanwhile, NRG officials at the incident response center in Bethesda struggled to find out what was 
happening. They learned of the 1200 millirem release from the governor's staff, but they did not know anything 
about the causes and duration of the release, the levels of radiation it produced off-site, or the likelihood that 
further venting would occur. They tried to gain further information from their colleagues at the site, but phone 
lines were jammed and they could not get through. Concerned that the 1200 millirem reading showed up off-site 
and that further releases might occur, senior staff members decided to recommend a general evacuation to the 
state of Pennsylvania. 

This recommendation caused a great deal of consternation at the site because radiation measured at 
the plant boundaries was not at worrisome levels. Within a short time, the staff in the incident response center 
learned that the information they had received was neither current nor accurate. But by then, the population 
of the area had been alarmed, state officials had been angered, and the Commission, which had not been 
consulted about the staff's recommendation to evacuate, had been placed in an exceedingly awkward position. 
Eventually, the Commission and Thornburgh agreed that uncertainties about the plant's condition made a 
partial evacuation recommendation advisable. The episode was a graphic demonstration of the need for up-to­
date, accurate information and for clear channels of communication between decision makers and plant 
personnel. 

Note: J .  Samuel Walker is the NRCs' historian and author of Three Mile lsland---a Nuclear Crisis in 
Historical Perspective. The newsletter's editorial board asked 
Sam to write this article focusing on the non-technical aspects 
of the accident. Thank you, Sam! EDITORIAL BOARD 

Fiona Tobler: I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker: I IPB, Technical Editor 
Dan Merzke: I IPB, Technical Editor 
Paul Bonnett: I IPB Technical Editor 
R I :  Jim Trapp 
RI I :  Joel Munday/Chuck Casto 
RIi i : Pat Louden 
RIV: Phil Harrell 



CONTEST WINNERS-"Three Mi le  lsland---A 
Nuc lear Crisis In Historical Perspective" 
The response to the contest was overwhel ming . 
Now we know that a lot of you actual ly read the 
newsletter. U nfortunate ly, there are no more books 
avai lable. Here are the winners: 

Region I 
Region I I  
Region I l l  
Region IV 

Harry Balian 
Scott Freeman 
Charles Zoia 
Andrew Barrett 

POINTS OF CONTACT FOR 061 2 

I n  an effort to enhance commun ication and to 
improve IMC 061 2 "Power Reactor Inspection 
Reports" we, the I nspection Program Branch , plan 
to conduct meetings with reg ional 061 2 points of 
contact. We have lots of feedback forms on 061 2 
that we have not answered (there are no excuses) 
and we are working furiously on complet ing the 
forms. We found out that al l of the regions have 
061 2 points of contact that want to work with us to 
make 061 2 better. We hear that the cu rrent 
sample report is not consistent with 061 2- Yikes to 
that and we are working on fixi ng that right now. 
Region I l l  developed an awesome sample report 
that we are currently reviewing to incorporate into 
061 2. Jim Isom is now I IPB's lead on 06 1 2 . Listed 
below are the regional 06 1 2  contacts. Please 
contact them for 061 2 interpretations and/or 
comments suggestions to improve the gu idance. 
And by al l means use the feedback process--we 
promise to move qu icker. Remember to copy your 
061 2 contact when submitting feedback forms. 

Region I 
Region I I  

Don Florek 
Paul Fredrickson 
Steve Cahi l l  

Region I l l  Ann Marie Stone 
Region IV Bi l l  Johnson 

RESIDENT SITE STAFFING 
UPDATES HAVE BEEN 

POSTED TO DIGIT AL CITY 

July, 2004 

O P E R A T I N G  
CORNER 

E X P E R I E N C E  

Safety I njection at Dampierre-3 

A spu rious case of safety injection occurred at the 
Dampierre-3 reactor. The plant was in an 
i ntermediate start-up state. The steam generators 
were removing decay heat, and there was a bubble 
in the pressurizer. A key-lock inhibited safety 
injection dur ing the plant startup. At this point in  
the startup sequence, the operator mistakenly 
removed the inh ibition , and the high-pressure 
i njection began.  Another error was made during 
resett l ing the signal . I n  consequence of those two 
errors, the pi lot-operated rel ief valve fi rst cycled 21  
operations and then 54 operations more at  h igh  
reactor pressure. The lessons learned indicated a 
need for more training and better procedures on 
i nterlocks . This is sti l l  under consideration as of 
the writing of this note. 
NOTE : This event was extracted from a report tit led 
"Conclusions Drawn from Recent (2002-2003) 
Events in Nuclear Power Plants" prepared by 
NEA/CSN I .  We plan to include other s ign ificant 
international events in subsequent newsletters. 

QUIRKY TIDBIT 

J im Trapp, our very own editorial board 
member, HIT A HOLE IN ONE! He was at 

I rons Lakes golf course i n  Orefield ,  PA. The 
event happened at hole #6, Par 3 over a 

lake that requires ~ 1 50 yards to carry the 
water. The distance was ~ 1 70 yards to the 

hole. Jim h it a 4 i ron and the ball landed 
~one foot from the hole, bounced once, h i t  

the p in ,  and dropped in the hole! 



INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 
Region I 

Ronald Cureton-new hire Reac.Engin. DRP 
Nicole Sieller-new hire Reac.Engin. DRP 
Jeffrey Kulp-new hire DRS 
Joel Wiebe-new hire, (former NRC employee) DRS 
Christopher Long-new hire Reac.Engin.DRP 
James Krafty-new hire DRS 
Patrick Finney-new hire DRS 
Michael Brown-new hire Opers. Engin.DRS 
Stephen Barr-promotion to Sr. Ops.Engin. 
Alan Blarney-from Sr.PE to SRl@Susquehanna 
Eugene Cobey-from SRA to Br.Chief, Br.2 DRP 
Alfred Lohmeir- retiring June 30'h 
Peter Drysdal-SRl@lndian Point retiring 
Region II 
Norm Garrett-to SRl@Surry 
Steve Sanchez-Acting SRl@Summer 
Malcolm Widmann-rotation to RES 
Greg Warnick-rotation to SRl@North Anna 
Jim Hickey-Rl@Hatch 
Mark Speck-Rl@Sequoyah 
Ross Telson-from Sequoyah to NRR/Event Assess.Br. 
Gerry Laska-to Sr. Operations Engineer 
Region Ill 
Alex Garmoe- new hire RE/HI in DRP 
Greg Roach-new hire RE/RI in DRP 
Richard Smith- new hire RE/RI in DRP 
John Giessner- new hire RE/RI in DRP 
Mohammed Munir-new hire Reactor Inspector in DRS 
Alan Dahbur-new hire Reactor Inspectors in DRS 
Region IV 
Tony Vegel-promoted to Deputy Director/DRP 
Elmo Collins-to HQ's 
Joe Taylor-from DRS to Rl@STP 
Jeff Clark-to Chief, Engin.Br./DRS 
Charlie Marschall-Acting Deputy Director/DRS 
John Hanna-Rl@Callaway to SRl@Fort Calhoun 
Tim Hoeg-from Grand Gulf to SRl@St.Lucie 
Greg Warnick-promoted to SRl@Palo Verde 
Ron Cohen-new Rl@Columbia 
Mark Sartorius-to Director/DNMS 

TECH DOWNLOADS . . . . .  . 
Pen Tablet Survey Analysis 

PILOT OBJECTIVE 
The objective was to determine the usefulness of 
this device for resident and region-based 
inspectors and to identify any efficiencies that 
would result in improvements to the inspection 
program. 

PILOT PARTICIPANTS 
Mare Ferdas, RI, Hope Creek, Region I 
Jamnes Cameron, PE Region Ill 

July, 2004 

NOTE: The complete tablet PC Pilot Analysis is 
posted on Digital City under the July newsletter. 
Listed below is bottom line information. 

1 .  Was burden of carrying reference material 
reduced? 
Both inspectors agreed the burden of carry 
reference material was reduced. 

2. How much t ime was spent learning how to 
use the device? 
Very little. 

3. Did any software interface issues exists? 
None. 

4. Were any efficiencies gained by using this 
device? 
The burden reduction of carry reference material 
and the ability to store large amounts of information 
was the biggest efficiency identified. Another 
efficiency was the ability to convert hand-written 
notes to text documents. 

5. Do you think this would be a useful tool for 
resident inspectors/reg ion-based inspectors? 
Based on feedback from both inspectors it appears 
as though the tablet may not be as useful for 
resident inspectors (they travel less and have PC's 
readily available) and may have more benefit for 
region-based inspectors. Both inspectors agreed 
this could be a useful tool for specific region-based 
inspectors and suggested potential uses for: 
operator l icensing examiners, emergency 
preparedness inspectors project eng i neers 
and material inspectors 

THE REAL SCOOP:  1 1  PB works with OCIO in piloting 
inspectors tools. We need your ideas on tools to 
pilot. Please e-mail Fiona Tobler with suggestions. 
I IPB does not provide regional funding for IT tools. 

You need to address your IT needs with your 
regional office. 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS 

A Safety Significant Day 

The licensee commenced their 28th refueling outage for Point Beach unit 1 in April 2004. Even though the 
licensee had made sufficient work plans prior to the outage, as we shall discuss, implementation of those plans 
were another matter. A resident inspector using IP 71111.20, identified during direct observation of steam 
generator nozzle dam installations, that the licensee failed to ensure a proper hot leg vent path for the reactor 
coolant system (RCS) had been established prior to nozzle dam installation ; and proper controls for air supplied 
respirator suits were not followed. 

On the midnight shift on April 9th , the licensee had reduced RCS inventory to mid-loop to allow for nozzle dam 
installation in both steam generators. The plant was in an orange shutdown risk condition and time-to-boil was 
approximately 38 minutes. During the nozzle dam installation, the inspector observed multiple situations where 
the personnel entering the steam generator bowl (jumpers) lost adequate air supply to their air supplied 
respirator suits. In fact, due to the physical size of some of the jumpers, their anti-C's were being lubricated 
so they could enter the steam generator bowl, which contributed to air hose problems. The inspector 
immediately raised his concerns regarding this unsafe work practice and the adequacy of the respirator air 
supply to the licensee project lead (Field Policy Manual No-13, Witnessing Unsafe Situations). The 
licensee stopped work to address the inspectors' concerns; however, the inspector remained concerned that 
the problem had not been sufficiently evaluated to prevent recurrence. In fact, the licensee experienced 
additional air supply problems throughout the shift. The inspector was also concerned that appropriate levels 
of station management had not been informed of the air supply problems. 

During a discussion in the Outage Control Center (OCC) with licensee supervision regarding the air supply 
problems experience by the steam generator jumpers, the inspector learned that the licensee was encountering 
problems in removing the pressurizer manway that was needed to provide a vent path for the RCS with the 
nozzle dams in place (See GL 87-12 for more information on the importance of this 
configuration). The OCC managers believed that an adequate alternate vent path could be established 
while nozzle dam installation continued in parallel. 

The inspector, being concerned about the supervision and decision making on the midnight shift, remained on­
site for the day shift turnover meeting to hear what information would be passed along to senior plant 
management. The inspector observed that very little information and vague details were provided to the day 
shift staff and senior management regarding the events of the previous shift. Following the turnover meeting, 
the inspector held a discussion with the Director of Site Operations ( one level above the Plant Manager) 
and conveyed his concerns about the activities on the previous shift. 

The licensee consulted other workers and quickly determined that the inspector's concerns and details about 
the previous shift work were accurate and work was stopped for the entire outage later that afternoon. The 
licensee commissioned a corporate level investigation team to review the events and circumstances from the 
midnight shift on April 9th. The licensee's investigation team identified that the decisions made by the OCC staff 
regarding establishing a proper hot leg vent path was in error and that the OCC managers (four licensed 
SROs) had broken a schedule logic tie that had been placed in the schedule to avoid a higher risk significant 
condition. Regarding the controls and conduct of the steam generator jumpers and their air supplies, the 
investigation team identified that a lack of oversight of the entire evolution led to the confusion and improper 
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work practices. In summary, the investigation team substantiated all of the inspector's observations and 
concerns. The licensee took correct actions and work was re-commenced in a very controlled manner 
approximately 36 hours later. 

This event demonstrates the importance of having NRG personnel on-site during critical plant evolutions to 
observe nuclear and personnel safety. It also demonstrates the importance of following up on significant 
concerns (questioning attitude) with senior licensee management to assure that senior licensee 
management is receiving timely and accurate perspectives on safety issues such that, if warranted, prompt 

corrective action can be taken. 

...... � � 

f ..,,.........._ ( 
Pat Higgins, RI at Kewaunee is the point of contact. Good going, Pat ! 

1/ ..,__ 

VIDEO INSPECTION TECHNIQUES 

David Dumbacher, Project Engineer from Region IV, was assisting the resident staff at Entergy's ANO 
facility, during Unit 1 's eighteenth refueling outage (1 R18) in April 2004. As a result, he identified several 
findings and issues dealing with the bare metal visual (BMV) inspections conducted for both the lower vessel 
(bottom head) and the upper vessel (Reactor Vessel Head). The upper vessel tapes were reviewed as part 
of 71111.20 refuel outage inspection. 

NRG's Bulletin 2003-02 advised Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR) licensee's to provide the NRG with 
information related to inspections that will be performed to verify the integrity of the RPV bottom penetrations. 
Most licensees responded that they did not perform leakage inspections beyond that required by Section XI 
of the ASME code that required only an "at pressure" test with the insulation on. The NRC concluded that such 
inspections were not sufficient to reliably detect signs of leakage from lower head penetration (LHP) nozzles 
or corrosion of the RPV lower head, and therefore, issued Tl-152. Tl-150 had been issued to inspect for upper 
head leaks and nozzle cracking due to the RPV head cavity identified at the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power 
Station. 

Dave noted that Entergy's plan to inspect the LH P included a 100% visual examination of all 52 in-core 
instrumentation (ICI) nozzles. Entergy intended to inspect 100% of the circumference of each ICI penetration 
by conducting a direct visual using a video camera attached to a robotic crawler. The crawler was a small 
device, approximately two inches long with wheels the size of a quarter, which was attached magnetically to 
the bottom head. Entergy planned for the crawler to start with IGI nozzle No.1, located at the nadir of the 
bottom head, and to proceed in sequence, which was a spiral pattern. Dave noted that the licensee had never 
before performed a bottom head inspection at ANO-1, so no "landmarks" or reference points existed. 

Dave reviewed about 11 hours worth of the video tapes. He noted that the robotic crawler did not capture 
100% of the nozzles penetrating both the bottom and upper vessel heads. On the bottom head, the crawler 
operator apparently became disoriented and re-videotaped one nozzle twice. Because of this the licensee was 
on the wrong nozzle for the remaining 34 nozzles. On the upper head, Dave pointed out that the video 
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completely missed the 360 view of a complete row (6 nozzles) and another nozzle. He identified problems with 
the licensee's not documenting (via Condition Reports) obvious foreign material exclusion (FME) discrepancies 
that were observed on the video. Dave pointed out these discrepancies to the licensee and notified his 
management in Region IV. 

The licensee reviewed the video tapes and admitted missing the bottom nozzle that Dave had identified. The 
licensee also identified having missed more nozzles on the upper head than what Dave had pointed out. In 
fact, they had missed three other nozzles and performed only a partial view on 12 nozzles on the upper head. 

The impact of Dave's inspection was the licensee initiating several Condition Reports, cleaned off previous 
boric acid left on the reactor vessel head, and totally re-performed both the bottom and top video inspections. 
The NRC issued a violation of the licensee procedure for addressing the licensee commitments to NRC Bulletin 
2003-002. The licensee also recognized the need to implement a method of placekeeping to ensure all future 
inspections did meet the NRC Order or commitments to the Bulletin. 

What Dave demonstrated was a questioning attitude in identifying several pitfalls and weaknesses in using 
robotic device to video visual inspections. He asked questions like, "what should indications look like?" and 
"How rigorous was the licensee's review of this new process?' and "what can go wrong? Although the licensee 

is implementing new and better inspection techniques, these new techniques still involve a 
need for oversight and thorough review. 

Well Done, Dave ! 

In Memory of Jason Jang 

Jason Jang, Sr. Health Physicist, Region I 
passed away on June 1 7, 2004. He served 
for over 23 years at Region I and was 
consistently recognized for excellent 
performance and was held in high regard by 
his coworkers. 

6 

l~L v~ 



RIV DRP INSPECTION 

FINDING 
NUM:BER: 3-01 UA..TE: JANUARY 4, 1993 

AN OPERATOR DECIDEn O ,.. A BACK SHIFT, TO CLEAN CO:-< "ROL 
.PANEL WlTH SPRAY CAN OF CO'M.\,tERCIAL CO!'JTACT C.T ,F. NER 
THAT WAS ATT� RLE JN THE CO�"'J'ROL ROOM. AS .-\, RESULT 
SWITCllES BEC�m iBO OR GLUED TO THE ·w r CH PL TES 
A"'l"D THE swrrcrms COULD OT BE OPERATED. IT W, OT 
APPARE\"T T THE P '  TOR AT THE 'l'IME THAT TBER.Ii: WAS A 
PROBI..E:'.\1 "WITI.I S\'VfJ'CBE'S S

J
NCE NO VI LE SIG S OF 

DEGRAnATIO 'WERE OBVlOUS. IT WAS ONLY LATER TIUT THE 
PROBLE. I W l >ISCOVERIID. 'R" :0 'l'HE SWITCfffiS BRP:N 
REQUIRED FOR OPERNL'lO , THE-11 ·wo .n NOT HA VE B N 
AVAILABLE. 

� • QUENT TO DJSCOVEllY OF T.DE PROBLEM, IT WAS 
IDENI"IFIED T'BAT THE CAN OF CLE WAS NOT AUTFIO ED 
to'OR USE UNDRR TIT€ LICENSEE S ClIEMJCA T, CONTROL PROGB.Arvf 
Ai'\ID THAT A NOTE ON TI:IE • AN STATED TJTAT THE CLEANING 
AGEN'I' SHOUT .D .i: OT BE USED O CONTROL PANELS. 

THIS TI'EM. WA.S IDENTIF RY JENN11'ER DIXON-HERRITY DUlUNG 
A SHIFT OVEll mETING AT T8E WATERFORD STATIO . FOR 
ANY ADDITIO "AL ORMATIO , CON'TA JENNIFER . 

Al'l"R OVEn, .,j.J 
DlSTR�UTl0'.:'11: J. :-,. lbu;m/J. '.\>fonr_r:oinery/ll. G-rim.:s'A.  Ch:,ffeeiDRl' Slaff 

July, 2004 

NOW TH ERE 'S A BLAST FROM THE PAST!! Jennifer Dixon-Herrity is now with the Office 
of Enforcement as a Sr. Enforcement Specialist. Jennifer began her career with the NRC in RI as an 
Operations Engineer and then moved to the Special Inspections Br. in NRR. She was a Resident Inspector 
at Waterford 3 and Wolf Creek between 1992 - 1997. She then completed the Sr. Resident Development 
Program and was the Senior Resident Inspector at Grand Gulf from 1 997 -2000. 

This finding led to the discovery that the licensee did not have a consumable materials control program. A 
Severity Level IV violation was issued for failure to have an adequate procedure for such a program. The 
control panel referenced was the engineered safety features control panel, and the switches affected were 
controls for high pressure injection. The licensee instituted a control program, but prohibited materials were 
subsequently found in the control room. 
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TEAM LEADER ADMINISTRATIVE CHECKLIST 

We weren't qu ite sure what to do with this l ist--it's pretty informal so incorporating it into a procedure was not 
the way to go. S0000, we decided to use the newsletter as the means to make th is available. You may want 
to consu lt this list when planning your  next "big" inspection .  The l ist was developed by a "touchy feely" person­
-a lot of the items are common sense and some of the suggestions are just plan niceties!  We hope this can 
be of use to YOU ! 

PRE-INSPECTION ACTIVITY COMPLETED 

Obtain contractor support. Obtain root cause analysis contractor 

Determine team member special needs 

Make hotel arrangements as soon as possible 
( Inqu ire about non-smoking rooms, refrigerators, breakfast, gym facilities, etc) 

Obtain information on local area's of interest, restaurants, shopping etc. 
(Contact local tourist bureau) 

Prepare team bio's for licensee and for team members. 

Determine if team members have adequate portable PC/IT tools/software to 
conduct inspection. If not, obtain equipment 

Provide team members with TAC numbers or docket and inspection report 
numbers 

Provide information on how to charge 95003 prep. inspection, and doc. in the 
T&L system 

Communicate work hours, weekend hours, and overtime expectations 

Determine if administrative/secretarial support is required 

Send team members a welcome email providing above information 

Mail out team office supplies to resident inspectors office 

Bring digital camera or make arrangements to use the resident's dig ital camera to 
take team pictures for use on regional websites, N R&C, etc. 

Provide team with requisite documents as far in advance as possible 

Consider award funding for inspection as far in advance as possible 
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BAGPERSON TRIP I COMPLETED I 
Arrange working space to include: 
desks, phones, computer l ines, fax machines, site computer, xerox facilities, 
interview rooms. Establish admin. point of contact w/Licensee 

Ensure room used by inspection team to store notes overnight during the 
inspection is secure 

Determine how document requests wil l  be tracked. Will licensee's database be 
utilized? If not, develop with administrative support, tracking database 

Determine if a public entrance meeting is required. If so, obtain meeting place. 
Make sure regional public affai rs officer has a "heads-up" 

Check out where team can eat lunch while working at site 

Determine how observations wi ll be recorded and tracked 

ON-SITE INSPECTION I t:OMPLETED 1 
Bring coffee pot, tea, etc. 

Bring candy, snacks, etc. 

Determine where public exit meeting wil l  be held as soon as possible. Procure 
meeting space as soon as possible 

Be sure to thank licensee admin/logistical staff in closing remarks w/Licensee 

Obtain digital picture of site to be included on NRC's certificate of appreciation 

Maintain a list of the team members' hotels and/or cell phone numbers 

Arrange to ship via U .S. mail , FedEx or whatever, inspectors' inspection 
documents 

POST-INSPECTION ACTIVITIES I t:OMPLETED 1 
Provide group award (special act award) as appropriate 

Provide certificate of appreciation with site picture 

Provide letter of appreciation detailing staff's contributions. This can be used for 
performance appraisal input 

Consider providing article for NR&C 
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Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors 

INSPECTOR HAPPEN INGS 

Region I 
Adam Ziedonis-new hire-Reactor Engineer, DRP 
Jeffrey Josey-Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Christopher Long-NRR to Reactor Engin, DRP 
Samuel Hansell-SRl@Susquehana to 
SRl@Limerick 
Arthur Burrit-SRl@Limerick to Sr.Proj.Engin./DRP 
Douglas Tifft-ORES to Reactor Engineer/DRP 
John Richmond-from Rl@Susquehana to Reactor 
Engineer/DRS 
Steven Dennis-from NRR to Sr. Ops. Engin./DRS 
Frank (Jeff) Laughlin-from DRS to NSIR 
Harold Eichenholz-from DRS to NSIR 

Region II 
Tim Hoeg-new SRI @ St. Lucie 
John Zeiler- SRI @ Summer 
Gerry McCoy- SRI @ Vogtle 
Jim Canady-from North Anna to NSIR 
Barry Miller-new hire DRS 
Joylynn Quinones,  new hire DRS 
Travis Harrison, Co-op DRS 

Region Ill 
Mark Wilk - new hire DRP RE/RI 
John Robbins - new hire DRP RE/RI 
Greg Gibbs - new hire DRP RE/RI 
Carl Moore - new hire DRS OLB 
John Jandovitz - new hire DRS MEB 

Region IV 
Phil Harrell - retired August 30th

, 2004 
Tony Vegel-RIII to Dep.Division Director, DRP 
Dave Dumbacher-DRP P. E. to RI @ Callaway 
Nick Taylor - new P.E. in Br. D/DRP 
John Hanna - to SRI at Fort Calhoun 
Jared Nadel-new hire in DRP 
Terry Jackson -SRI @Diablo Canyon 
Tony Brown - new hire in TSS 
061 2 WORKING GROUP 

In the last edition of the newsletter we told you that 
a 061 2 Working Group had been formed to 
improve IMC 061 2 "Power Reactor Inspection 
Reports". This group is scheduled to meet the end 
of September in headquarters to make 
improvements to 061 2. Developing a sample 
inspection report that is consistent with 061 2  is one 
of several goals the group hopes to accomplish. 
Any suggestions you'd like to have considered at 
that meeting should be provided to your regional 
contact below: 

Region I 
Region I I  

Region Ill 
Region IV 

Don Florek 
Steve Cahill 
Paul Fredrickson 
Ann Marie Stone 
Bill Johnson/David Graves 

INSPECTION REPORT AUDITS 
Inspection Performance (IP- 1 ) metric "Percentage 
of Inspection Findings documented IAW 
Requirements", as defined in IMC 0307 requires 
that IIPB conduct annual regional inspection report 
( IR) audits. This information is included in the 
annual ROP SECY paper. This year we reduced 
the sample size from 1 00 to 44 based on positive 
feedback from last years audit. 

Feel free to see if your Inspection Report is 
included within our Audit --we will include a list of 
the reports. In addition, you may view our Audit 
Form that we are currently using--NOTE that we 
are not conducting technical reviews but instead 
reviewing for conformance to 061 2. So far, we 
have completed about 1 2  reviews and are 
contacting your branch chiefs with results. 

Fiona Tobler, I IPB is the POC for this metric. 

Sep 
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REAL PROBLEMS/ REAL SOLUTIONS 

Fai l u re To Ensure That Schedu led Mai ntenance On 480v. Breakers Was 
Performed 

ISSUE: While completing a Pl&R sample a DRS inspector identified that lack of positive control and 
verification of planned maintenance had contributed to the failure of 480v. breakers to operate on 1 8  
different occasions. 

BACKGROUND: Existing corrective action reports on previous breaker failures contained apparent causes 
such as "lack of grease", "excessive grease", "excessive dust, dirt and debris in operating mechanism" as 
reasons for the breakers not operating. The licensee had conducted a root cause evaluation and attributed 
the failures, incorrectly, to equipment aging. However, the inspector noted that several of the condition 
reports, on the failures, contained no evidence of equipment component failures which would have been 
evident with actual equipment aging. 

In a persistent effort to understand the apparent incorrect root cause,  the inspector conducted extensive 
discussions with engineering and maintenance personnel and identified a weakness in the plant's 
procedures in failing to exercise positive control and documentation of actually completed maintenance on 
the 480v. breakers. 

Engineering had been scheduling preventive maintenance on the breakers, however, the maintenance 
technicians were in the habit of deciding, on their own, whether the maintenance would actually be 
performed. When technicians decided to defer the scheduled maintenance, the procedure steps were 
marked NA and reviewed by maintenance supervision.  The fact that the maintenance had not been 
completed was not communicated to the Engineering organization. The maintenance procedures contained 
detailed, explicit instructions on the cleaning and re-lubrication of all critical mechanisms of the breakers, 
however, in numerous instances the maintenance had not been performed. 

FIN DING : A Green NCV was identified for failure to implement procedures to positively control maintenance 
activities required by Technical Specification 5.4.1 .a. and Regulatory Guide 1 .33. 

LESSON: The inspector exhibited a questioning attitude in following up on licensee conclusions which were 
not supported by the known facts. In this instance, the licensee had not critically examined and evaluated 
their procedures for control and evaluation of maintenance effectiveness. 

Site: Calvert Calvert Cliffs 
RPT Number: 50-3 1 7  /2004-005 
Point of Contact: Tim O'Hara , Reactor Engineer, DRS EDITORIAL BOARD 

Fiona Tobler: I IPB, Managing Editor 
Paul Bonnett: I IPB Technical Editor 
RI :  Jim Trapp 
RI I :  Joel Munday/Chuck Casto 
RI 1 1 :  Pat Louden 
RIV: Phil Harrell 

TEMPORARY SH IELDING LEFT I N  CONTAI NMENT 
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ISSUE: While conducting a containment closeout tour prior at the end of a refueling outage ,  the inspector 
observed that a number of lead blankets used as temporary shielding were still installed. Although the 
blankets had been observed throughout the outage and during previous outages, it appeared as though the 
licensee intended to leave them in place during the upcoming operating cycle. 

BACKGROUND: W hen the inspector questioned the licensee about the appropriateness of leaving the 
blankets in place, it was determined that the licensee did not have appropriate evaluations to justify leaving 
the shielding in place during plant operation. The concern was that the blankets, covered with a 
herculite-type material that was not rated for high temperature conditions, could potentially lead to 
delamination of the lead blanket coverings. Under post-accident conditions, the herculite-type material could 
potentially clog the emergency core cooling recirculation sumps, rendering the emergency core cooling 
systems recirculation function inoperable. The lead blankets were removed by the licensee prior to starting 
up  the reactor. 

The licensee conducted testing on the lead blankets to determine how the covering will respond to high 
temperature and high impingement forces. This information will be factored into the final risk significance 
determination when the final test report is issued. 

LESSON: The questioning attitude and persistence displayed by the inspector resulted in the identification 
and correction of a condition that could have had significant impact on the licensee's ability to mitigate the 
consequences of an accident. 

Site: Callaway 
RPT Num ber: 50-483/2004-003 
Point of Contact: Michael Peck, Sr. Resident Inspector 



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER September, 2004 

UPCOMING CHANGES TO NOTICE OF ENFORCEMENT DISCRETION 
(NOED) 

PROCESS AND STAFF GUIDANCE 
NOED POLICY AND GUIDANCE BACKGROUND 
Section VII .C of the NRC's" General Statement of Pol icy for NRC Enforcement Actions (Enforcement Policy)" ,  NUREG-1 600, 
describes circumstances when the staff may exercise a specific type of enforcement discretion in  the form of an NOED. 

On occasion, ci rcumstances may arise where a power reactor licensee's compliance with a Technical Specification (TS) Limiting 
Condition for Operation (LCO), or other l icense condition, would i nvolve an unnecessary plant transient or performance of testing, 
inspection, or other system realignment that is inappropriate for the specific plant cond itions, or unnecessary delays i n  plant startup 
without a corresponding health a nd safety benefit. In these circumstances, the NRC staff may choose to not enforce the applicable 
TS or other license condition. Th is enforcement d iscretion, cal led an NOED, is exercised only if the staff is  clearly satisfied that the 
action is consistent with protecting the public health and safety. Staff guidance for implementing the N OED pol icy for power reactors 
is provided in the NRC Inspection Manual  Part 9900: Technical Guidance. 

The Inspection Manual Part 9900 gu idance wil l  be updated and reissued. I n  the interim, certain process clarifications and changes 
that are being implemented now wil l  become effective and promu lgated via a Regulatory I ssue Summary (RIS) that is currently in 
concurrence and that wil l  also be incorporated in  the revised Part 9900. These changes were coordinated with the regions and were 
d iscussed with representatives of the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)  at a public meeting with the staff. They are applicable only 

to power reactors. The changes are summarized below. Most will not be implemented until the RIS is 
issued. 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES 
1 . NOEDs vs. License Amendments 

The staff continues to emphasize that the license amendment process should be used in preference 
to NOEDs whenever possible, so as to min imize the use of NOEDs. This includes appropriate appl ication of 
the emergency and exigent provisions of 1 0CFR 50.9 1 .  NOED requests wil l  be considered only if there is not sufficient time to 
process an emergency amendment request and the licensee can demonstrate that they engaged the staff immediately upon 
identifying the situation. Generally, an NOED request will not be considered if at least 72 hours of completion time remain for the 
affected LCO(s). However, the staff can often disposition an emergency amendment request in less than 72 hours , so NOED 

requests where less than 72 hours remain wil l  be d iscussed with the staff and considered on a case-by-case basis. Note that 
this is a clarification of a staff position rather than a process change and is current y effective. 

Amendments are preferable to NOEDs because their basis and authority are established in the regulations, the process is more 
scrutable, and they provide for public participation. Although occasional situations might accommodate exigent amendments in  
lieu of NOE□s, the urgency is a lmost always such that an emergency amendment must be requested. This approach will further 
reduce the a l ready small number of NOED requests considered by the staff each year. The overal l  staff resource impact is not 
expected to be significant, but the timing is more challenging ,  often requir ing n ight and weekend effort to process the request. 
Licensee effort to develop an emergency amendment could be somewhat greater than for an NOED in that a more quantitative and 
robust risk argument might be necessary to support an amendment. However, the need to address the "no net increase in risk" 
NOE□ criterion is e l im inated and no follow-up license amendment is needed. 

2. Issuing Office for NOEDs 

The distinction between region-issued and NRR-issued NOEDs is being eliminated. Th is differentiation 
evolved over time on the basis of NOED duration and whether or not a follow-up license amendment was appropriate. In fact, 
although historical ly, most NOEDs have been issued and documented by the cognizant regions without follow-up license 
amendments and a l l  NOED requests are evaluated and decisions made jointly by the regional and NRR staffs . Thus, the disti nction 
is unnecessary. In addit ion, other changes to the NOED process, d iscussed below, will result in most NOEDs having follow-up 
license amendments regard less of NOED duration. As in the past, a l l  NOED requests wil l  be reviewed by the cognizant region and 
N RR staffs . However, the region will have the lead and will issue the follow-up NOED documentation. This administrative change 
wi l l  resu lt in a more predictable, consistent, and efficient process through the establ ishment of a single focal point and el imination 
of the need to categorize NOEDs as regional- or NRR- issued. Th is change has little, if any, impact on staff resources and no 
impact on licensee resources. The Enforcement Pol icy must be changed to enable th is  process change since it currently refers 

to NRR and regional NOEDs. A Commission Paper seeking approval for this minor change is m 
concurrence 
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3. Follow-up License Amendments 

Generally, licensees will be required to submit a request for an exigent license amendment as a 
follow-up to an NOED granted by the staff. The request is to be submitted with in  2 workdays of the NOED verbal 
authorization a nd is to be acted on by the staff with in  4 weeks of receipt. Such follow-up exigent amendment requests will not be 
required if the l icensee can demonstrate, and the staff agrees, that the need for the NOED request was not the result of any limiting 
condition of the license that could credibly recur. An example of an NOED that might not require a follow-up exigent amendment 
is a corrective maintenance situation that exceeds the al lowable completion time because a replacement component turns out to 
be incorrect or defective. This situation could not be identified early enough to avoid exceeding the allowable l icense condition, 
and would not be expected to recur. The need for a fol low-up amendment wil l  be discussed and resolved during the NOED request 
telecon and addressed in the NOED documentation. 

A follow-up license amendment formalizes the staff's NOED decision through an established regulatory process with the opportunity 
for publ ic participation, albeit after the fact. To the extent that a greater number of NOEDs will now require follow-up amendments, 
there is a resource impact on l icensees and staff. However, the total number of NOEDs requested and granted is qu ite small , 
having averaged only about a dozen per year, and wil l  become even smaller as a result of these process changes . 

4. Permanent vs. Temporary License Amendments 

Licensees should request permanent, as opposed to temporary (or one-time), license amendments 
either in lieu of or as follow-up to NOEDs to address operational issues . If there is a problem with a TS or 
other license condition, it should be addressed with a permanent solution rather than a temporary fix, thus precluding recurrence 
of the same issue. Generally, but not always, if a change can be j ustified on a one-time or temporary basis, it can l ikewise be found 
acceptable as  a permanent change. However, there are situations when a temporary amendment, either i n  l ieu of or as a follow-up 
to an NOED, is an appropriate and acceptable resolution. Examples include: 

( 1 ) amendments whose acceptabi l ity relies on complex compensatory actions that are not practical on a permanent basis 
(2) amendments involving tria l  implementation of an advanced technology 
(3) risk-informed amendments whose acceptab i l ity cannot be demonstrated on a 

permanent basis 
(4 ) amendments requested and approved until a supportable permanent change request can be submitted and approved 

Licensee j ustification for a temporary amendment will be discussed with the staff during the NOED request telecon, or before 
submitting and in-lieu-of emergency amendment request. If situations arise where the staff believes a permanent amendment is 
warranted but the licensee d isagrees , the staff cannot require the licensee to request a permanent amendment. Assuming that the 
request is otherwise technically justified, the staff's safety evaluation wil l  document: the insufficient justification for the temporary 
nature of the amendment; that subsequent requests for the same amendment might not meet 50.91 emergency criteria; and that 
recurrence of the condition may be considered inadequate corrective action in accordance with 1 0CFR50 Appendix B. If warranted, 
a license condition could be added to requ ire a subsequent permanent amendment request as a follow-up to the temporary 
amendment. 

5. Demonstration of No Net Risk Increase 

The current NOED policy and guidance require that an NOED request demonstrate, at least 
qualitatively, and the staff agree, that it does not involve any net increase in radiological risk. This 
requires a comparison of the risk of continued operation under the NOED in a degraded condition ( including any risk benefits 
attributable to proposed compensatory measures) with the risk attendant to complying with the LCO or other license condition ( i .e . ,  
shutdown, repair, and restart) .  We recognize that th is is a d ifficu lt requ irement to demonstrate satisfaction with because of the 
limitations of avai lable analytica l models. We are working independently and with the NEI  to develop clearer guidance, 
expectations, and better tools to address th is requirement and are close to success. The goal is to i nclude th is  improved guidance 
in the revised Part 9900 . In the interim, NOED requests should provide the l icensee's most technically supportable risk comparison, 
as defined above. 

NOTE: Part 9900 NOED guidance will be revised and reissued to reflect these changes/clarifications 
with n the next 6 to 9 months. In the interim the RIS will provide needed guidance on the changes. 

Any questions on this guidance should be directed to: Herbert Berkow (HNB@NRC.GOV, 301 -41 5-
1 395) 
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LIVI NG ON TH E EDGE! 

Some of you may know Tom Foley-he has been around for awhile. He  started in Region I as a pipe support 
specialist served as a resident inspector at Yankee Rowe, Indian Point, and Calvert Cliffs. Since leaving 
the region in 1 988 he has been involved in the i nspection program. He has lived many lives, one of which 
was as an officer in charge of an Explosive Ordinance Disposal Team His job was to disarm mines, 
missiles, torpedoes, booby traps, clandestine devices and nuclear weapons-pretty scary stuff! Anyway, 
while in training he had to complete a n  Underwater School swimming (scuba) test in open water at night 
using only a compass. The point was to get a bearing on a radio tower beacon on land and then submerge 
and using the compass underwater come as close as you can to the object before you surface - Tom and 
his swim buddy swam the 1 .5 miles underwater but when they tried to surface they found that they had 
swum into a large SEWER PIPE! Tom also qualified as a navy para-insertion diver and was tasked with 
jumping out of airplanes with scuba equipment on his back. 

Tom has also managed to complete about 25 triathalons, the first of which was with Sam Collins while they 
both were resident inspectors in Region I. He has completed 40 marathons, numerous running races and 
many swimming events, including completing the Chesapeake Bay Swim (4 ½ miles) four times!! Tom just 
keeps going and going----his n ext great adventure upon retirement in 2005, is to live on his 50 ft sail boat 
and sail around the world! 

Lets Hear from you r Cl ick on the "ta lk  back" button>>>>>>>>>>>> 
We want Questions ,  Comments and Ideas for YOUR News Letter! 

RPS UPDATES 

D ID YOU KNOW HAT . . . . ROP inspection findings (PIM) are available in searchable 
format on the web? Go to NRR Home Page or ROP Digital City and click on the Dynamic Web Site, 
http ://n rr1 0. n re. gov/rps/dyn/i ndex. cf m 

There are several analytical tools under the ROP column. The 1 st selection , ROP PIM Report, lets you 
search by procedure, site, significance, inspection item type, cornerstone, and text search. There are 
other tools that you might find  useful. For example, 5th and 6th selections are on  Inspection Reports - -
hours charged, samples, statuses. 

Did you also know your RPS/IP schedules can be exported into your GroupWise Task List? In the RPS/IP 
application, click TOPICS on the toolbar, select GroupWise Export and follow the Wizard! Once your 
schedules are exported to GroupWise Task List, you can download them to your PDA. This added function 
in RPS/IP came from a suggestion Steve Vias in Region 2 submitted to RPSHELP. 

Send  an email to RPSHELP, they want to hear your suggestions and comments. 

T 
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OUR GOAL IS TO PROVIDE USEFUL AND SUCCINCT INFORMATION TO INSPECTORS 
The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect 
official agency guidance or policy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's inspection manuals. 

WE NEED : 

1. Your inspector success stories, 
2. Your suggestions on what STARS, VAF's, etc. would be of benefit to all inspectors, 
3. Your personalized inspection checklists, 
4. Your accomplishments anytime in your life (hobbies, talents, books written, music, etc.), 
5. Your quirky tidbits or interests (NASCAR, ect...) , and 
6. Your ideas on what to include in the newsletter. 

This is your newsletter! 
We know how busy you are and for that reason the editorial board makes a conscious effort to provide you 
with items of interest that may help you in performing your duties. 

Sometimes we have to pull 

to get inspector success stories and accomplishments. Remember your findings, suggestions, and items 
you use to successfully accomplish your work may be of benefit to others---PLEASE SHARE! Feedback 
may be provided to any of the following editorial board members: 

I IPB: Fiona Tobler, Paul Bonnet, and Jonathan Ortega-Luciano 
RI: Jim Trapp 
RII: Joel Munday, Chuck Casto 
RIi i: Pat Louden 
RIV: Kriss Kennedy 
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THEM THERE MOUNTAINS 
Do you believe that people, other than Lance Armstrong, actually bike mountains? Hum, wonder how many 
NRG staffers actually take the challenge and bike 50 or 100 miles through the biggest mountains in North 
Georgia? You can pick either 3 gaps (50 miles) or 6 gaps (100 miles), including over 11,000 vertical feet of 
climbing. We found two NRG staffers crazy enough to go for it---Dan Arnett, RI, Surry, biked 3 gaps and 
placed 8th overall out of approximately 750 riders and Chuck Casto, Division Director, DRS, RII , completed 
6 gaps. 

We were curious about Dan Arnett and found out that his life is very active. In addition to finishing the bike 
ride last month, he also completed the Sandman Triathalon finishing 4th in his age group. Yikes--he did 
this with 33 miles per hour wind gusts which ultimately led to the cancellation of the swim. Dan is always in 
motion--He swims, bikes , runs and is always getting ready for a competition that involves one or all of these 
activities. He has competed in over 45 distance running competitions and 1 O triathalon's. Did I also 
mention that he played competitive volley ball for Georgia Tech and still finds time for recreational play on 
his "off"days. (b)(6) 

He started with the NRG in June 2002 as a summer hire, becoming 
full time in December 2002 when he joined the intern program in 
Region II. He joined the Navy after high school, completed the 
Nuclear Navy program, and after his tour of duty ended he attended 
Jacksonville University graduating with a Bachelor's degree in 
Physics Engineering and then transferred to Georgia Institute of 
Technology and earned a Bachelor's in Mechanical Engineering. 
After completing NRC's intern program, he was assigned in 
December 2003, to Surry as a RI. Dan and his wife, Nancy, enjoy 
living in the town of Newport News. They recently purchased a 1910 Victorian house that they are in the 
process of renovating. Next time you are in the area look for Dan biking or running the back roads of 
Virginia. 
IMC 0612 UPDATE 
The 0612 working group, consisting of Inspection Program Branch staff and representatives from three of 
the four regions, met during September 28th - 30th, 2004, to make improvements to the Power Reactor 
Inspection Reports Manual Chapter, IMC-0612. The meeting was highly productive and informative-­
especially to I IPB staff. The working group made proposed revisions to the body of IMC-0612, exhibits 1, 2 
and 4 and currently, is in the process of making improvements to the sample inspection report, exhibit 3. 
The plan is to finish making improvements to the sample inspection report in November and then complete 
improvements to appendices "A" through "E." The group's goal is to issue a revised IMC-0612 in early 
2005 after the normal review/comment period. 

The 0612 working group (listed below) was recently formed by the Inspection Program Branch to make 
further improvements to IMC-0612 by using the talents of senior staff members in the regions. 
Region I Don Florek 
Region I I  Paul Fredrickson/Steve Cahill 
Region Ill Ann Marie Stone 
Region IV Bill Johnson/David Graves 
I IPB James Isom, IMC-0612 procedure lead. 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS 
Inspectors Identify Issues During Fermi Forced Outage 

On August 8, 2004, Fermi 2 entered a forced outage to address an Emergency Diesel Generator (EOG) 
blower failure. The inspectors recognized that the failed EOG required extensive overhaul and testing and 
implemented 24-hour inspection coverage. This coverage provided an opportunity for the resident 
inspectors to promptly evaluate several emergent equipment issues and identify weaknesses in the 
licensee's corrective action program. 

Following the plant shutdown and while in shutdown cooling, a stainless steel Residual Heat Removal 
(RHR) pump seal cooling line separated from a compression fitting spraying reactor coolant in the pump 
room . To review this issue, the inspectors donned plastic anti-contamination clothing to personally assess 
the situation. The cause of the failure was later identified as a mis-application of materials; a carbon steel 
vice stainless steel ferrule used during a maintenance activity many years ago. The inspectors identified 
that the licensee had not planned to conduct an extent of condition review. The inspectors questioned 
whether an extent of condition concern existed on the remaining RHR pumps. Upon investigation, the 
licensee identified a carbon steel ferrule on a second RHR pump. This issue demonstrated that the 
inspectors were proactively conducting in-field inspections and were sensitive to extent of 
condition concerns. 

During shutdown surveillance testing, a High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) turbine steam supply valve 
failed to close as required. Licensee personnel focused their investigation solely on a potential problem in 
the breaker logic and testing circuitry. The inspectors questioned the condition of the motor operator, 
entered the steam tunnel for a detailed inspection, and identified brittle insulation on the motor cables and 
control wiring. Subsequently, licensee personnel discovered missing insulation from a portion of the HPCI 
steam pipe which had accelerated the thermal aging of the cables/wiring and caused the inspectors to 
question the environmental qualification of the motor operator. Due to the inspectors' concerns, the 
licensee replaced all cables/wiring associated with the valve and replaced the missing insulation. This 
issue demonstrated that the inspectors were proactively conducting in-field inspections and 
were focused on safety ; not merely "following" the licensee's investigation. 

After the completion of all repairs, a plant heatup was initiated in preparation for reactor startup. The 
inspectors conducted a closeout inspection of the steam tunnel and identified damaged insulation on a 
second section of piping in the vicinity of the HPCI turbine steam supply valve that licensee personnel had 
not identified. If this had not been identified, accelerated thermal aging of the replaced cables/wiring could 
have recurred. This issue demonstrated that the inspectors were proactively conducting in-field 
inspections and illustrated the importance of verifying the licensee's actions. 

These issues demonstrated the value of in-field inspections in areas difficult to access or not 
normally accessed; the benefits of a ''trust but verify" practice; and the importance of challenging 
the licensee on extent of condition, material condition, and the adequacy of planned corrective 
actions. 

Steve Campbell, SRI, Fermi 
Tim Steadham, RI, Fermi 

-3-



TECH DOWNLOADS 
Did you know . . .  
RPS/I P schedules can be exported into your GroupWise Task List? 

November, 2004 

In a few simple clicks you can integrate your RPS/IP schedule into your GroupWise Task List. Please 
remember that this is a one-way process. Items that are exported to GroupWise cannot be imported back 
into IP and it does not happen automatically. You need to perform the export function on a periodic basis to 
ensure that GroupWise contains your latest RPS/IP items. 

To export information from RPS/IP to GroupWise, select the TOPICS toolbar in the RPS/IP application. 
Next select GroupWise Export from the drop down menu and follow the instructions from the RPS/IP export 
wizard. It's that easy ! If you use your PDA you can export your Tasks from GroupWise using a third party 
software, such as lntellisync©. 

This added function in RPS/IP came from a suggestion Steve Vias (Region I I) submitted to RPSHELP. The 
people at RPSHELP are always looking for new ideas that help support the inspectors in the field, so keep 
them coming. 

Marc S. Ferdas, Resident Inspector - Hope Creek 

RPS UPDATES 
Did you know that you can now search the Event Notification Reports on the Dynamic Web Site, 
http ://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rps/dyn/index.cfm , option 5 under the ROP column. Thanks to Conchita See, NRR, 
for providing this tidbit ! 

Operat ing Experience H igh l ights 

There have been several interesting happenings in the Operating Experience (OpE) arena at the NRG 
over the past several months. As result of the recommendations associated with Davis-Besse Lessons 
Learn Task Force, the agency has taken a closer look at its reactor operating experience (OpE) program. 
To this end, the OpE Implementation Team was formed to support and bring forward the 
recommendations associated with the Reactor Operating Experience Task Force Report. This team, in a 
coordinated effort with the entire agency, has provided a detailed implementation plan that includes a 
strategy for a phased approach to identify, define, and implement a timely and effective NRG OpE 
program. 

Just recently the team released a draft version of the "NRG Operating Experience Program 
Implementation." After the first round of comments, this document will become an NRR Office Instruction. 
This draft document provides important details associated with various OpE program activities. There is 
also a draft Management Directive (MD8.X) titled "Reactor Operating Experience Program" in the works 
that will cover this Office Instruction as well as Office of Research OpE activities. These program 
documents will be ready for use in draft form by the end of the year. These draft documents will be made 
available via your organization's designated representatives for final comments on November 1 , 2004. 
On that note, the OpE designated representative's role is to help achieve divisional concurrence and 
communication on OpE program documents. Their long term role, however, is to act as advocates for the 
program within their respective organizations. If you have questions or suggestion relating to the new 
OpE program, please engage your OpE designated representative. The following is provided as the 
current list of OpE designated representatives. 
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Allan Barker, DIPM/IIPB/NRR 
Bob Schaaf, DRIP/NRR 
Doug Pickett, DLPM/NRR 
James Tatum, DSSA/NRR 
Steve Unikewicz, DE/NRR 
Mike Boyle, PMAS/NRR 
Bennett Brady, DRAA/RES 
Jit Vora, DET/RES 

OPERATING EXPERIENCE COMMUNITY 

Al Tardiff, NSIR 
James Trapp, Region I 
Caudle Julian, Region I I  
Tom Kozak, Region Ill 
Bill Johnson, Region IV 
Will Madison, OCIO 
Jim Morris, HR 

November, 2004 

Along similar lines, there was an interesting article outlining a subscription email service for 
communicating OpE in the March 2004 Inspection Newsletter. Technology, provided by the Information 
Management branch within NRR, has taken this concept to the next level. These mailing groups, or 
simply referred to as communities of practice, will soon be available as a web based subscription service 
called "@ Operating Experience Community." This concept is currently being tested by the NRR/OES 
staff. Available communities include: Auxiliary Feedwater System, Chemistry/Chemical Engineering, 
Control Room Habitability, Dose Assessment, ECCS, Emergency Diesel Generators, Electrical Power 
Systems, Emergency Preparedness, Fire Protection, Flood Protection & Missiles, Fuels, Health Physics, 
Human Performance, HVAC, Instrumentation & Controls, Main Steam & Condensate/Feed Systems, 
Materials/Aging, Physical Security, Power Uprates, Reactor Vessel/Piping/RCPB Leakage, Spent Fuel 
Storage & Load Handling, Station Service Water Systems & Ultimate Heat Sink, Steam Generators. If 
you would like to subscribe to these communities and be part of the future web based service, please 
contact Kathy Gray via e-mail (KAG) or phone at 301-415-1166 to sign up. Additional information is 
located at: 
http://nrr1 0.nrc.qov/rorp/roe-email-info.html. 

GENERIC COMMUNICATIONS WEB BASED TOOL 
In the January, 2004 Inspection Newsletter, Phil Harrell introduced a value added document that 
references associated generic communications with inspection procedures. This document in it's entirety 
provides operating experience reference's to all baseline procedures. It also provides technical sub­
categories within the procedures. As part of the overall OpE program initiative, this document has been 
revised to be a web based tool that includes individual links to each generic communication. Simply find 
the IP (in the provided table), click and you're there. Then click the associated generic communication 
and you will have the document right there on your screen. The link for this dynamic document is located 
at: 
http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rorp/ip-71111-01-historical-ref .html_,_ 

WHAT'S NEXT? 
Things coming up next month for the Inspection Newsletter's OpE Highlights - Web OpE data access 
point - Enhanced web development to provide near single access to all NRG operating experience 
information for availability and limited search functions. Meta-search capabilities to follow in the longer 
term. Contact : Jack Foster (jwf), 301-415-3647, Operating Experience Section. 
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ROP INTERNAL SURVEY-2004 
Posted on Digital City is the ROP Internal Survey. This purpose of this survey is to solicit feedback from 
NRG internal stakeholders (that includes you) on the ROP. Everyone's participation is needed to make 
the ROP the best it can be-so please take 15 minutes to complete the survey. The survey is to be 
completed by November 15th. Serita Sanders is the 1 1  PB point of contact. 
IMC-0620 "INSPECTION DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS" 
You can run, hide, pull the covers over your head but that won't stop IMC-0620 from getting revised. It 
came to our attention, via feedback forms from Regions II and Ill, that we need to make some 
improvements to this manual chapter. The recently issued guidance (included in this issue) on the use of 
photo's during the inspection process and the use of photos for training purposes are the first step. I IPB 
recognizes that the IMC in it's current form is not user-friendly and that it contains some burdensome 
requirements that have been misinterpreted. Our goal is to issue a revision that is user friendly, less 
burdensome, and useful. We will keep you posted on the status. Fiona Tobler, I IPB, is responsible for 
the revision. 
LICENSEE SURVEY 
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) recently completed a survey for I IPB of managers at power 
reactors. Listed below is a summary of the survey and a table that provides responses to some of the 
questions. A complete copy of the BNL survey will be posted on Digital City. 

Summary 
Overall, the survey results indicate that utility managers are generally satisfied with NRG regulatory 
activities, except in the area of fire protection. Managers expressed the greatest amount of satisfaction 
with the quality of inspections and inspection reports, followed by communications during formal meetings, 
workshops, and conferences. Managers expressed the least satisfaction in the fire protection area, the 
only area that received higher levels of dissatisfaction than satisfaction. Managers raised concerns with 
fire protection activities, primarily with the clarity of regulatory requirements and the length of time to 
resolve issues. Five managers raised concerns with security orders, including the number of orders, and 
the need for more timely and complete communication with the industry. 

ROP % of mangrs % of mangrs % of mangrs # of 
satisfied or neutral unsatisfied or dissatisfied 
very satisfied very unsat comments 

Inspection quality 86 9 5 8 

Inspection freq 68 21 1 1  2 

Inspector comm skills 68 1 8  1 3  5 

Inspection reports 81 16 3 1 

SOP 57 26 16 4 

Pl 72 22 5 0 
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USING YOUR CAMERA DURING THE INSPECTION PROCESS? 
You might want to review the guidance below. As a result of a R I I  feedback form we develop this table clarifying existing guidance in IMC-0620 
''Inspection Documents and Records". In addition, we developed a table on the use of photos for informal training. We sent this guidance out to your 
Deputy Regional Administrators on October 5, 2004. To view the document in its entirety check out Digital City under the Nov. newsletter. 

QUESTION ANSWER 

1 .  Do I need the licensee's permission to take *Yes, if a photograph is made by the NRG during an inspection, it should be preannounced and all participants 
photographs? informed. If someone objects, the objection should always be honored . 

On occasions where it is not possible to get the licensee's permission in advance, be sure to notify the licensee as 
*This does not mean that you have to ask every time that soon as possible. 
you take a photograph. We suggest that you announce at 
the start of the inspection that photographs will be taken. Use common sense in taking photographs as part of your routine inspection activities. Avoid taking Photographs of 

personnel or plant features related to security. Follow the licensee's policy on the use of photographic equipment, 
including the prohibition of flash photography in areas of sensitive plant equipment. 

2. What if the licensee does not grant permission? Discuss the licensee's concerns with your supervisor. 

3. Can I forward photographs to my management No. If a photograph is made during an inspection, it should be reviewed by the licensee to determine if it contains 
electronically without the licensee's review? any personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or safeguards information. 

4. Do I need something in writing from the licensee that No. 
says they have reviewed the pictures for safeguards, 
personal privacy and propriety information? 

5. Is there agency guidance on how to forward Yes. Photographs that contain proprietary information or are for Official Use Only can be forwarded electronically 
Photographs that contain classified or sensitive (via email or fax) . Photographs that contain classified or safeguards information cannot be forwarded via email. 
unclassified information? However, if it is necessary to provide these photographs to management or to NRC experts to assist in making an 

inspection determination, you must print the photographs and forward them via a secure fax machine utilizing 
appropriate controls established in agency guidance. If secure fax capability is not available, the photographs must 
be mailed in accordance with NRC requirements and the approved NRC classified mailing address must be used if 
classified information is involved. Also, all photographs believed to contain classified or sensitive unclassified 
information must be marked in accordance with NRC requirements. The camera used to take the classified 
photographs must be protected as classified and secured when unattended. 
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6. How do I know when photographs must be retained ? 

When are photographs required to be destroyed? 

If photographs are not used to support i nspection findings 
can they be retained for train ing purposes? 

7. What if the l icensee requests that a photograph be 
withheld from public disclosure because it contains 
personal privacy or proprietary information. 

November, 2004 

If the photographs are used to substantiate an inspection finding and they do not contain classified or safeguards 
information, they are considered official agency records and must be retained and placed into ADAMS. 
Examples of photographs used to substantiate an inspection finding include photographs that are relied on to support 
regulatory decision-making. In some cases, the photograph may be the sole basis for the inspection finding. 

If the photographs are not used to substantiate an inspection finding and they contain personal privacy, classified, 
proprietary or safeguards information they must be destroyed in accordance with NRG requirements. 
Examples of photographs not used to support an inspection finding include: (1 ) those photographs that are used as 
memory joggers to assist the inspector in finalizing the inspection report and (2) photos forwarded electronically to 
regional management to clarify or to discuss findings. Photographs of this nature are not relied on for regulatory 
decision-mak.ing. 

If the photographs do not contain personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or safeguards information, they may be 
retained for informal training purposes. If the photographs contain personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or 
safeguards information, then they must be destroyed in accordance with IMC 0620. 

If it is necessary to keep a photograph containing personal privacy or proprietary information, the licensee must 
request that it be withheld from public disclosure in accordance with 1 0  CFR 2.390 (b) (1 ). If the information is 
proprietary the request must be accompanied by an affidavit. 

If the photograph is the basis for a finding, it should be edited by the licensee to delete the sensitive information 
unless that information is necessary to support the finding. 

REMINDER-Under IMC-620 if the photograph contains personal privacy, classified , proprietary, or safeguards 
information it must be destroyed if it is not the basis for an inspection finding. 
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INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER 
J January 2005 

Our goal ts to provide useful mtormatton to inspectors. 

The material presented in this newsletter is for information purposes only and does not necessarily reflect official 
agency guidance or policy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's Inspection Manuals. 

WE HEARD YOU ! 
Thanks for the feedback on the last newsletter. 
Because of that feedback we are reprinting the 
Operati ng Experience Corner article to provide 
you with d irect access to the useful PDF l inks 
and we are reprinti ng the i nformation on the use 
of camera's duri ng the inspect ion process 
because the font size was smal l .  

Table of Contents 

New Reactor Construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Nice Catch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Reg ional Rotation Lessons Learned . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
DRS Team Bui ld ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Regulat ing Against Nuclear Terrorism . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Ph i l  Harre l l's Advice to I nspectors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Real Problems / Real Solutions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Camera Usage du ring Inspections . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1  

OPEN TASK I NTE RFACE AGREEMENTS (T IA's) ASS IG N E D  TO NRR 

PLANT TIA# TITLE ADAMS ACCESSION ACTION 
NUMBER HOLDER 

Turkey Point 3&4 2003-03 Review of SBO *ML03 1 320343 DSSA 
Region I I  04/30/03 strategy/analysis 

D.C. Cook 1 &2 2004-02 Degraded voltage *ML041 590273 DE 
Region I l l  06/07/04 protection 

Surry 1 &2 2004-04 Preplanned entry into *ML043640259 DIPM 
Region I I  08/26/04 1 0.CFR 50.54(X) 

Salem Unit 1 2004-05 SFP Boric Acid Leakage *ML0425701 49 DE 
Region I 1 0/3 1 /04 

I nd ian Point 2 2004-03 E lectrical Cable *ML041 7001 95 DE 
Region I 06/1 7/04 Separation 

We heard that you may be i nterested i n  th is information so we went exploring . NRR/DLPM tracks the 
TIA's and provides updates to regional management via a monthly memorandum. Currently, th is 
i nformation is not ava i lable electronically (Operating Experience folks are working on someth ing)  so we 
wi l l  provide you updates i n  upcoming I nspector Newsletters. Updates wi l l  include ADAMS accession 
numbers for those TIA's that are closed. 

CONNECTIVITY---That's what this newsletter is about--connecting regions and headquarters. 
That's how we got the idea for the article on TIA's. Through a Region I, DRP, Branch Chief (J im  Trapp) , 
we received this suggestion that inspectors might be interested i n  this i nformation. NRR/DLPM (Bob 
Clark and R ich Laufer) ,  provided us with the information, and N R R/D I PM, Operating Experience Section 
(Jack Foster) is taking th is a step further  by providing , in the near future, th i s  i nformation electronically 
via the Operat ing Experience web-s ite. Not only is this an example of teamwork but an example of good 
ideas being put to use and shared-- --Continue to tell us what wi l l  help you do your job better !  

*The hyperl inks wi l l  be made be ava i lable in the next edit ion of the I nspector Newsletter. 

J 
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IS NEW REACTOR CONSTRUCTION PART OF YOUR FUTURE? 
By Ed Kleeh ,  I I PB 

SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION: There is a recognized need in th is country to increase the ro le 
of c lean energy sources, such as nuclear energy. The Energy I nformation Administration (E IA), the 
data-gathering arm of the Department of Energy, forecasts that U.S.  e lectricity demand wi l l  increase 50 
percent by 2025 ! More than 350,000 megawatts of new electric generating capacity wi l l  be needed to 
meet increased demand and rep lace o lder power plants accord ing to E IA. Hmm, how is the 
government involved? To address this need, the Department of Energy has developed the Nuclear 
Power 201 0 program to encourage the bui lding of new nuclear power plants by the end of th is decade. 
Under the Nuclear Power 201 0 program, DOE has recently awarded funds to two consortia - Nu Start 
Energy Development LLC and another industry team led by Dom i n ion to determine the precise work 
scope, m i lestones, and costs associated with demonstrati ng the N RC's combined construction-operating 
l i cense process. The Dom i n ion team includes Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. (AECL) and has selected 
the advanced Candu reactor techno logy, the ACR-700. The NuStart team is considering General 
E lectric's Econom ic Simpl i f ied Boi l i ng  Water Reactor (ESBWR) and Westinghouse's AP-1 000. In May of 
2004, DOE had awarded funds to a th i rd team lead by the Tennessee Val ley Authority (TVA) to complete 
a feasib i l ity study to bu i ld  a General Electric ABWR plant at TVA's Bel lefonte site. Wow-most of us 
have heard of TVA! 

WHAT IS THE NRC'S INVOLVEMENT? The N RG is also working to make sure that we are ready to 
faci l itate the construction of new nuclear power plants. The N RG has been actively engaged in 
developing new inspect ion and l icensing requirements for the combined operat ing l icense (COL) 
approach stipulated in 1 O CFR 52. The N RG is also deve lopi ng a computer-based means for schedul ing 
i nspections and for processing/querying inspection resu lts and all open items. Th is wil l enhance the 
N RC's capab i l ity for inspecting the new plants which may be fabricated in modules and assembled at 
both fabrication faci l i ties offs ite and onsite with construction and test ing being completed in only 60 
months !  Major mi lestones for the N RG are to draft COL appl ication gu idance by early 2005 and revise 
Part 52 by late 2005. 

WHO'S CURRENTLY PART OF NRC CONSTRUCTION TEAM? 
Mary Ann Ash ley,  Team Leader, NRR Joseph Tapia, R IV  Caudle Jul ian, R I I  
Thomas Foley, N RR, Tony Cerne, Contractor Ronald Gardner, R I i i  
Edwin Gray, R I  Paul Prescott, NRR Edmund Kleeh, NRR 
Joseph Colaccino,  NRR 

CURRENT STATUS? 
How close is the possibi l ity of new construct ion? Current estimates are that the NRG could receive an 
appl ication from one of the consort iums as early as 2006. DOE and the nuclear industry wi l l  spend a 
combi ned amount of $250, 000,000 on new plant activities in 2006, mostly re lated to consortia work on 
designs and COL applications. The NuStart Team plans to prepare a COL appl ication for the G E  
ESWBR and the AP- 1 000, and submit at least one COL appl ication to the NRG in 2008. Pre-appl ication 
discussions with the N RG wi l l  probably occur in early 2007. 
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Quotes by Jack Handey (a humorist) , from his book "Deep Thoughts" applied to NRC activities by 
an inspector with a qu i rky sense of humor ! !  

Fire Protection- " I f  you ever catch on fire, try to avoid seeing yourself in  the mirror, because I bet 
that's what R EALLY throws you into a pan ic." 

SDP Color Schemes- "As the l ight changed from red to g reen to yel low and back to red again ,  I 
sat there th ink ing about l ife. Was it noth ing more than a bunch of honking and yel l ing? Sometimes 
it seemed that way . "  

Properly Secure Safeguards & Allegation Material- "Consider the daffodi l .  And whi le you're 
doing that ,  I ' l l  be over here, looki ng th rough you r  stuff ." 

NICE CATCH! 

Steve Cochrum,  Resident I nspector at Cooper Nuclear Station, as a routi ne practice checks to 
make sure that the P IM  and Pl  data on the publ ic website for h is plant is  correct. He usual ly 
visits the website to review th is information after the quarterly updates to help h im prepare for 
potential questions from the l icensee and to ensure the accuracy of the website . Duri ng h is 
most recent review after the post ing of the 302004 data, he not iced that although the 302004 
data looked f ine, the words "Not For Publ ic Disclosure" were present on the historical 
performance web pages for 202004. He questioned why this annotation was present on the 
external (publ ic) web site and contacted his Project Eng i neer, Wayne Walker, who in turn 
contacted I I PB .  The s ituation was immediately i nvestigated and all affected web pages were 
promptly updated to remove this annotation .  This m ishap was a result of the recent pol icy 
change to remove phys ical protection information from the public domai n .  Fortunately, the 
pages did not contai n any information that was not previously re leased to the publ ic .  We 
commend Steve for his review of the website and hope that other inspectors are doi ng the 
same. Good example of a conscientious i nspector and of teamwork ! Thanks, Steve ! !  

QUI RKY TIDBITS 
"Multitasking Capacity Test." 

Provided by a Qui rky I nspector 

While sitting at your desk, l i ft your r ight foot 
(not leg) off the floor and make c lockwise 
c i rcles . Now, whi le doing th is, draw the 
number "6" in the ai r with your right hand. 
Your foot will change direction and there's 
noth ing you can do about i t !  
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Regional Rotation Lessons 
Learned Items 

This was written by Michael 
Dudek and submitted by 
Glenn Dentel, S RI ,  Seabrook. 
Michael is in the Nuclear 
Safety Profess ional 
Deve lopment Program and 
recently completed a 3 month 
rotational ass ignment at 
Seabrook. We printed the 

ent i re article because of it's potential benef it to 
both SRl 's and I nterns. 

SRI Goals/Hints: 

Patience. 

Take an interest i n  the intern (l i kes/dis l ikes) . 
Give the intern h is/her own work space. 

I ntroduce the intern to plant personnel and make 
h im/her feel welcome. 

Use the lunch t ime to ta lk about I ndiv idual Study 
Activities ( ISA's) , inspector pract ices, and plant 
processes .  

Make an effort to g ive the  i ntern activities that 
coincide with h is/her interests. 

Question the intern on aspects of the p lant in 
which he/she lack understanding .  Also, 
cha l lenge them to understand why/how th i ngs 
work. 

Make an effort to ask the i ntern if he/she has 
any questions. 

Give the i nterns responsibi l it ies so that they can 
see that they are making a d ifference. 

I nvite the intern to accompany you to l icensee 
meet i ngs and i nterviews. 

Review the intern's plan of the day/week and 
give h im/her suggestions on how to prepare and 
perform the activities. 
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Show the i ntern how to use the l icensee's 
computer to perform all necessary tasks. 

Show the i ntern how to locate and use plant 
documents. (TSs, FSAR ,  Emergency Response 
Procedures, P& ID's, Fi re Protection Strategies, 
Old Inspection Reports, NUREG's, LER's ,  and 
Reg Gu ides . )  

Have a l i st of  acronyms avai lable for the intern . 

Intern Pre-Rotation Goals :  

Each intern shou ld make a l i st of his/her goals 
for the rotation and describe how these goals wi l l  
cater to his/her desi red permanent position .  

Make contact with the Senior Resident and 
describe i nterests and goals . 

Ask the Senior Resident for a plant brochure or 
other faci l ity description documentation in order 
to become accl imated with the plant's design .  

Complete as many ISA's as possib le before the 
beg inn i ng  of rotation .  

Enter the rotation with an open mind and a pro­
active attitude. 

Intern Helpful Experiences/Hints : 

Sit down with the SR I  and review the goals and 
expectations of the rotation. 

Have the SRI give you a s ite tour then spend a 
day walking around and fami l iariz ing yourself 
with the layout of the plant. 

Sit in  on as many interviews as possible to view 
how the resident staff interacts with the l icensee 
personne l .  (Learn i ng how to effectively interact 
with the l icensee may be the most important 
th ing that can be gained from the rotation . )  

Accompany the resident staff o n  as many 
i nspections as possible. 

Use the al lotted time at the plant wisely. 
Perform system walk-downs in accordance with 



Pip ing and Instrumentation Diagrams (P&I D's) 
and the TTC Series Course Manuals. 

Take status in the morning . Arrive at work early, 
print out the dai ly plant turn-over sheets, and 
attend the turnover meeting in the control room.  

Keep good notes. Use a smal l  note book that i s  
easy to  carry around .  

Write down important concepts and key words. 

Write up a plan of the day/week so that you 
always have someth ing to do. 

Get out in the plant, watch work activities, make 
observat ions, and ask questions when 
someth ing "doesn't qu ite seem right. " Have a 
question ing attitude. 

Accompany any vis iti ng  DRS inspectors whi le 
they perform thei r i nspections on site. 

Use the week at the Reg i onal Office effectively. 
( i . e . ,  See the Sr. Pub l i c  Affairs Off icer  and have 
I SA's 1 5  and 1 6  s igned off; meet with an 
Allegations Coord inator get briefed; attend an 
Allegation Review Board meeti ng ;  meet with the 
Sr. Enforcement Special ist and have I SA-7 
s igned off; attend the status call in the morn ing 
and attend the morn ing  meet ings;  meet with 
Emergency Response Special ist, meet with the 
FOIA Coordinator, and meet with the regional 
lawyer and get briefed. 

Do not take things personal ly .  Questions from 
the RI staff are meant to ensure that you 
understand key concepts and processes. There 
is a big d ifference between reading about plant 
systems/N RG processes and having to verbally 
describe/ implement them. 
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REGION II DRS TEAM .. BUILDING ! 

Staff members in R I I/DRS, participated in a 
gingerbread house and g ingerbread kids 
decorating contest. The contest was fu n and 
helpful in team-bui lding . 
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REGULATING AGAINST NUCLEAR TERRORISM-BEFORE 9/1 1  
By Sam Walker, N RC H i storian 

For obvious reasons, the protect ion of nuclear plants and materials f rom terrorist assau lts has 
been a major focus of N RC attention since the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on 
September 1 1  , 2001 . But concern about terrorist threats to nuclear faci l it ies went back long before 9/1 1 ; 
the regu lations that were in place on that day resulted in large part from widespread and h ig h ly 
publ icized worries about terrorist activities during the 1 970s. 

In the early days of commercial nuclear power, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) devoted 
relative ly l itt le  attention to protecting nuc lear plants from sabotage o r  attack and nuclear materials from 
theft. By the early 1 970s, however, questions su rrounding safeguards and secu rity had taken on 
unprecedented u rgency.  At that time, there was a g reat deal of civ i l  unrest and pol itical ly motivated 
vio lence in the United States. In the fi rst three months of 1 970 alone, bombs that ki l led s ix people and 
injured at least fifteen others exploded in American cities. Terrorist activities around the world became a 
sou rce of growing concern . A report on safeguards commissioned by the AEC's regulatory staff declared 
in 1 974 : "Terror ist g roups have increased their professional ski l ls, intel l igence networks, finances, and 
leve ls  of armaments throughout the world . "  Terrorist acts , including skyjacki ngs, kidnappings, murders, 
and executions, became so d istress ingly common that Newsweek labeled 1 975 the "Year of Terror." 

In that atmosphere, the AEC, and after the 1 974 Reorganization Act, the N RC ,  imposed a series 
of new regulations to upg rade plant security and safeguards. To t ighten security, the AEC drafted and 
the N RC later adopted ru les that mandated improved alarm systems, internal communications networks, 
and contro l of locks , keys, and combi nations. They also required enhanced barrie rs for access to 
restricted areas, more stri ngent procedures for identification and su rvei l lance of persons entering a plant, 
and for the f i rst time ,  armed guards. Because of fears that terrorists would acquire special nuclear 
materials to bui ld an atomic bomb, the AEC and NRC took important steps to strengthen safeguards. 
These i ncluded much stricter ru les to govern the transportation of nuclear materials, which the AEC staff 
regarded as the "weakest l i nk . . .  from the standpoint of vulnerab i l ity to theft and d iversion." 

The new regu lations stirred a great deal of controversy. Nuclear crit ics complained that the rules 
were too lax to achieve their objectives, and paradoxical ly ,  that they were so intrusive that they 
threatened the civil l iberties of American cit izens. The nuclear industry ,  on the other hand, protested that 
the new requirements far exceeded the risks of terrorism and appeared to be "making mountains out of 
molehi l ls ." But industry objections had l ittle impact on NRC ru le-making . Benard J. Rusche, d i rector of 
N RR, explained the agency's position:  "Because of the increase in terrorism around the world, prudence 
seems to suggest the tak ing of increased precaution." By 1 979, then, the N RC had placed in effect a 
series of requ i rements that estab l ished the framework for plant security and safeguards that existed on 
9/1 1 .  Those measures did not, of course, provide specific protection against terrorists flying airplanes 
into reactor bui ld ings. 

NOTE : We asked Sam Walker to write this article for 
the newsletter .  Thank you ,  Sam , for provid ing us with 
an interesti ng history lesson !  
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TIPS FROM AN OLD INSPECTOR ----- passed on to RIV i nspectors on the day of 
retirement. We got permission to pol ish and print these t ips and hope they will be helpful to you ! 

1 .  After d iscoveri ng a safety issue, an i nspector should inform h is  management of the concern and then  
i nvestigate it. P lant safety is very important. First investigate the safety concern and then determine 
whether the inspection can be credited to some basel i ne inspection procedure .  

2 .  Duri ng  an inspection think about the defi n ition of  the term operable - capable of  perform ing its 
i ntended safety fu nction. When you look at a piece of equ ipment, don't assess its operabil ity in the 
current moment but think in terms of the impact of an exist i ng performance deficiency or equ ipment 
malfu nction on the long-term operabi l ity of that equ ipment. 

For example, you notice that there is a oi l leak at the bottom of the LPS I pump's oil bubbler. 
(That oi l bubbler provides o i l  to the pump's bearing hous ing and ind icates proper oil level in that 
same bearing hous i ng ) .  You may rational ize that it is not a problem since the oi l leak rate is s low. 
But you should think i n  the terms of the pump's long-term operabi l ity and whether that pump with 
that size oil leak can operate for 30 days post-LOCA . (Remember, the temperature of the oi l wi l l  
i ncrease due to the hot coolant flowi ng th rough the pump which wi l l  cause the oi l leak rate to 
i ncrease.) In a post-accident scenario, the l icensee may not be able to add oil since it is possible 
that there may be fai led fuel particles in the coolant flowing thru the pump - causi ng  the rad levels 
in the vic in ity of the pump to be very h igh.  The question becomes - can the oil leak rate become 
so fast that the o i l  level may not last for 30 days. Same logic applies to how much oil you can 
see in the bubbler or whether there is blockage in the piping from the oi l bubbler to a bearing 
housing. 

This is just one example, but the log i c  applies to many different situat ions you wi l l  encounter. 

3. Become very knowledgeable about your plant if you are a resident so that you wi l l  be able to notice 
qu ickly when anyth ing is wrong . Be aware of the normal ranges for the d isplayed indication on the 
control boards so that you know when there are abnormal readi ngs.  

4 .  I nterface with the operators in the control room since they are the most knowledgeable, l icensee staff 
about their plant. Th is wi l l  a l low a mutual respect to develop between you and them so that they wi l l  fee l  
free to d iscuss potential safety concerns with you 

5. Never be afraid to ask a dumb question if you bel ieve there is justification. It is better to ask a dumb 
question then to al low a potentia l  safety concern to go undetected . 

6. The primary responsibil ity of every single res ident i nspector is to do emergency response and to do it 
wel l .  That is the reason that the resident program was established. Poor emergency response may be 
bad publ icity for the N RG and the whole nuclear industry as wel l  as jeopardizing your career. 
Emergency response is one of those things that you do very infrequently, but when you do it - you have 
to do it right . I n  the cu rrent NRG vernacu lar - it would be - a low frequency, h igh consequence evolution. 

Lets Hear from you !  Cl ick on the "talk back" button L 
We want Questions, Comments and Ideas for YOUR Newsletter! 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS 

Emergency Power Supply to Technical Support Center (TSC) racked 
out 16 months 

The inspector identified that the emergency power supply to the Technical Support Center (TSC) was 
racked out for 16 months and no compensatory measures were established. The problem was identified 
on June 29, 2004 during a reactor building tour. During a power board walkdown, the inspector noted 
that a 600 V breaker was tagged out and that the tag was dated February, 2003. The inspector 
demonstrated a questioning attitude- why was the breaker tagged out for so long a. 
The inspector reviewed electrical drawings which showed that power to the TSC can be supplied from 
two sources, normal and emergency. The emergency TSC power is supplied from safety related buses 
from either 1 1  Skv or an EOG. Power to the TSC loads can be supplied from either of these sources 
through an automatic bus transfer. With the breaker out of service, if off-site power were lost, there would 
be no power to the TSC. The inspector proactively investigated what was the potential safety 
impact of the breaker being racked out without assuming that the l icensee had already 
thoroughly evaluated the matter. 

The breaker was allowed to remain out of service for such an extended period of time because the 
licensee's work control processes did not have a mechanism to track and assess plant impact related to 
the TSC function. The licensee corrective actions included restoration of the breaker, changing the work 
control process procedures to incorporate emergency preparedness aspects, and changing the monthly 
TSC availability checklist to include ensuring normal and emergency power was available. 

This issue demonstrates the value of plant tours and of verifying a l icensee's actions. The power 
board was located in a remote location ; which also demonstrates the value of touring remote locations. 
This issue also demonstrates the value of discussing technical issues with NRC EP specialists who 
assisted with the EP significance determination process. 

* For additional information contact Gordon Hunegs, SRI, Nine Mile Point 

Unique Insight - Inspectors Identify Error in Equipment Out Of Service 
(EOOS) Risk Model 

During a "Maintenance Risk and Emergent Work Control" inspection in accordance with Inspection 
Procedure 711 11 .13, the inspectors identified an error in the model used by the licensee to estimate 
risk for on-line maintenance activities. Specifically, the EOOS model utilized by Palisades failed to 
identify an impact on the high pressure safety injection pumps when all component cooling water 
pumps were out of service. 

During emergent maintenance on Component Cooling Water Pump (CCW) P-52A to replace the 
outboard motor bearing which failed, the inspectors reviewed the Operators Risk Report which was 
generated from EOOS to reflect plant risk with the emergent equipment problem. The inspectors 
determined that the report accurately reflected plant risk for the given conditions. However, the 
inspectors were aware that the other two CCW water pumps had outstanding work orders associated 
with them. Specifically, one pump had a degraded mechanical seal which was scheduled to be 
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repaired in a couple of weeks and the other pump had various "minor" oil leaks. Because of these 
known deficiencies, the inspectors util ized the l icensee's EOOS model to fu l ly understand the impact 
on plant risk i f  more s ign if icant problems emerged with the other two CCW pumps. The inspectors 
demonstrated a questioning attitude in asking why the working EOOS model did not evaluate the 
impact of the loss of CCW on the high-head SIS. 

The i nspectors did not note any problems in the p lant r isk that was determined by EOOS for two CCW 
pumps being inoperable. However ,  when al l  th ree CCW were inoperable ,  EOOS calcu lated a "high 
r isk" condition as expected, but the r isk model did not indicate any impact on the h igh pressure safety 
i njection (HPSI)  pumps wh ich was not expected. A loss of al l  CCW would result in no cool ing to the 
shutdown cool ing heat exchangers which would be required to cool the d ischarge of the containment 
spray pu mps. Consequently, the requ i red subcool ing flow from the discharge of the contai nment 
spray pumps to the suction of the H PSI pumps dur ing reci rcu lation actuation would be lost. This 
should have been i l lustrated in the r isk report by not ing the H PS I  pumps as being inoperable but was 
not. The inspectors were proactively conducting inspections and were focused on safety, not just 
merely believing that the EOOS model was correct. 

The i nspectors questioned the l icensee's Probabi l istic Safety Assessment (PSA) group as to why the 
H PSI pumps were considered operable if all CCW was out of service. After evaluating the specifics, 
the l icensee's PSA g roup concluded that there was a logic error in the EOOS model and generated 
Condition Report CAP043271 , "EOOS Does Not Reflect the Impact of Loss of Al l CCW on HPSI 
Pump Subcoo l i ng . "  I n  addition, the PSA g roup was developing the necessary changes to the risk 
model . 

This issue was determ ined to be of mi nor significance in that the plant r isk was accurately reflected by 
the EOOS model for the actual conditions. Also, the problem was on ly re lated to an incorrect r isk 
determination by EOOS for a postulated condit ion of al l  CCW pumps OOS which was un l ikely with the 
plant at power. 

This value added f ind ing demonstrates the importance of resident i nspectors maintain ing in-depth 
knowledge of integrated plant operations to recognize how safety-related systems can be impacted by 
problems with support systems; and, an accurate understanding of known plant equipment problems 
to ascertain the agg regate impact on safety-systems as well as overal l  plant risk. Contact the 
Pal isades Resident Inspector office for comments or questions regarding th is issue. 

UPDATE: Look for a new SOP (IMC 0609, Appendix K) to be issued soon for findings similar to Maintenance 
Rule (MR) a(4). 

For additional information contact, Jay Lennartz , SRI ,  Pal isades 

OPERATING EXPERIENCE HIGHTLIGHTS 
( Reprinted to i nclude hyperl inks) 

There have been several i nteresti ng happenings in the Operating Experience (OpE) arena at the N RG 
over the past several months. As result of the recommendations associated with Davis-Besse Lessons 
Learn Task Force, the agency has taken a closer  look at its reactor operating experience (OpE)  program . 
To this end, the OpE Implementation Team was formed to support and bring forward the 
recommendations associated with the Reactor Operating Experience Task Force Report. This team, in a 
coordinated effort with the ent ire agency,  has provided a detai led implementation plan that includes a 
strategy for a phased approach to identify, define ,  and implement a timely and effective N RC OpE 
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program. The core OpE implementation team includes, Terry Reis (Team Lead), Sam Lee, Jack Foster, 
and Jose Ibarra. 

Just recently the team re leased a draft version of the I nspection  Manual Chapter ( IMC) 03XX titled "NRG 
Operati ng Experience Program Implementation . "  After the f i rst round of comments, th is document wi l l  
become an NRR Office I nstruction .  This draft document provides important details associated with 
various OpE program activities. There is also a draft Management Di rective (MD8.X) titled "Reactor 
Operati ng Experience Program" i n  the works that wi l l  cover th is  Office Instruction as wel l  as Office of 
Research OpE activities These program documents wi l l  be ready for use i n  draft form by the end of the 
year. These draft documents wi l l  be made avai lable via your organization 's designated representatives 
for final comments on November 1 ,  2004. On that note, the OpE designated representative's role is to 
help ach ieve divisional concu rrence and communication on OpE program documents. Thei r long term 
role , however, is to act as advocates for the program with i n  the i r  respective organizations. If you have 
questions or suggestion relat ing to the new OpE program , please engage your OpE designated 
representative. The fo l l owing is provided as the current l ist of OpE designated representatives. 

Allan Barker, D IPM/I I PB/NRR 
A l  Tardiff, NSI R 
Bob Schaaf, DR IP/N RR 
Doug Pickett, DLPM/N R R  
James Tatum ,  DSSA/N RR 
Steve Unikewicz ,  DE/N RR 
M ike Boy le ,  PMAS/NRR 

James Trapp, Region I 
Caudle Ju l ian , Region I I  
Tom Kozak, Region I l l  
B i l l  Johnson ,  Region IV 
Wil l  Mad ison,  OCIO 
Bennett Brady, DRAA/RES 
Jim Morris, HR 
J i t  Vora, DET/RES 

Along simi lar l i nes, there was an interesting article out l in ing a subscription emai l  service for 
communicating OpE in the March 2004 Inspection Newsletter. Technology, provided by the Information  
Management branch with in N RR, has taken this concept to the  next leve l .  These mail ing groups, o r  
simply referred to  as commun ities o f  practice, w i l l  soon be avai lable as a web base subscription service 
called "@ Operating Experience Community." Th is concept is currently being tested by the NRR/OES 
staff. Ava i lable commun ities of practice include: Aux i l iary Feedwater System, Chemistry/Chemical 
Engineering, Control Room Habitabi l ity , Dose Assessment, ECCS, Emergency Diesel Generators, 
Electrical Power Systems, Emergency Preparedness, F i re Protection ,  Flood Protection & M issi les, Fuels, 
Health Physics, Human Performance, HVAC, Instru mentation & Contro ls ,  Main Steam & 
Condensate/Feed Systems, Materials/Aging, Physical Security, Power Uprates, Reactor 
Vessel/Piping/RCPB Leakage, Spent Fuel Storage & Load Handl ing,  Station Service Water Systems & 
Ulti mate Heat Sink ,  Steam Generators. If you would l i ke to subscribe to these communities of practice 
and be part of the future web based service, please contact Kathy Gray v ia e-mail ( KAG) or phone at 
30 1 -41 5-1 1 66 to s ign up. Additional i nformation is located at: 

http ://n rr 1 0 . n re . gov /rorp/roe-e mai I- i nf o . htm I .  

I n  the January ,  2004 Inspection Newsletter, Ph i l  Harre l l  introduced a value added document that 
references associated generic communications with inspection procedures. This document in it's enti rety 
provides operati ng experience reference's to all base l i ne procedures. It also provides technical sub­
categories with i n  the procedures. As part of the overal l  OpE prog ram in it iative, this document has been 
revised to be a web based tool that i nc ludes ind ividual l inks to each generic communication .  Simply find 
the IP ( i n  the provided table) ,  cl ick and you're there. Then cl ick the associated generic communication 
and you wi l l  have the document rig ht there on your screen. The l ink  for this dynamic document is 
l ocated at : 

http://nrr1 O . nrc.gov/rorp/ip-7 1 1 1 1 -01 -h istorical -ref . html .  

Things coming up next month for the I nspection Newletter's OpE H igh l ights - Web OpE data access 
point - Enhanced web development to provide near sing le access to all NRG operati ng experience 
i nformation for ava i labi l ity and l im ited search functions. Meta-search capabi l it ies to fol low in the longer 
term . Contact : Jack Foster (jwf), 30 1 -41 5-3647, Operating Experience Section. 
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USING YOUR CAMERA DURING THE INSPECTION PROCESS? 
(REPR INTED TO PROVIDE LARGER FONT SIZE) 

You might want to review the gu idance below. As a resu lt of a R I I  feedback form we developed 
th is l ist c larifyi ng exist ing gu idance in IMC-0620 "Inspection Documents and Records". I n  
addition ,  we developed a table on  the use of photos for i nformal trai n ing .  We sent th is gu idance 
out to you r Deputy Regional Admin istrators on October 5, 2004. To view the document in its 
enti rety check out Digital City under the Nov .  newsletter. 

1 .  Do I need the l icensee's permission to take photog raphs? 

Yes ,  if a photograph is  made by the N RG du ring an i nspection ,  it should be 
preannounced and al l  participants informed. If someone objects, the objection shou ld 
always be honored . 
On occasions where it is not possible to get the l icensee's permission in advance, be 
sure to not ify the l icensee as soon as possible. 

Use common sense in taki ng photographs as part of your routine inspection act ivities . 
Avoid taki ng Photographs of personnel or plant featu res related to secu rity. Fol low the 
l icensee's pol icy on the use of photog raph ic equipment ,  i ncl uding the proh ibition of flash 
photography in areas of sensitive plant equipment. 

2. What if the l icensee does not grant permiss ion? 

Discuss the l icensee's concerns with your supervisor. 

3. Can I forward photographs to my management e lectron ical ly without the l icensee's review? 

No. If a photog raph is made duri ng an i nspection, it shou ld be reviewed by the 
l icensee to determine if it contai ns any personal privacy, c lassified , proprietary, or 
safeguards i nformation .  

4. Do I need somethi ng i n  writ ing from the l icensee that says they have reviewed the pictures for 
safeguards, personal privacy and propriety i nformation? 

No. 

5. Is there agency guidance on how to forward Photog raphs that contai n classified or sensitive 
unclassified i nformation? 

Yes. Photog raphs that contai n proprietary i nformation or are for Official Use On ly  can 
be forwarded electronical ly (via email or fax) . Photog raphs that contai n classified or 
safeguards i nformation cannot be forwarded via emai l .  However, i f  i t  is necessary to 
provide these photographs to management or to NRG experts to assist i n  making an 
inspect ion determination ,  you must pri nt the photog raphs and forward them via a secure 
fax mach ine uti l iz ing appropriate controls establ ished in agency gu idance . If secure fax 
capabil ity is not avai lable, the photographs must be mai led in accordance with NRG 
requ i rements and the approved NRG classified mai l ing address must be used i f  
classified i nformation is involved . Also , a l l  photographs bel ieved to contai n classified or 
sensitive unclassified i nformation must be marked in accordance with NRG 
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requ i rements. The camera used to take the classified photographs must be protected 
as classified and secured when unattended. 

6 .  How do I know when photog raphs must be retai ned ? 

If the photog raphs are used to substantiate an i nspection findi ng and they do not 
contain classified or safeguards information , they are considered official agency records 
and must be reta ined and placed into ADAMS. 
Examples of photographs used to substantiate an i nspection findi ng i nclude 
photographs that are rel ied on to support regulatory decision-making .  I n  some cases, 
the photog raph may be the sole basis for the i nspection 

When are photog raphs requi red to be destroyed? 

If the photog raphs are not used to substantiate an i nspection fi nding and they contain 
personal privacy, classified , proprietary or safeguards information they must be 
destroyed in accordance with N RC requi rements. 
Examples of photog raphs not used to support an inspection fi nd ing i nc lude :  ( 1 ) those 
photographs that are used as memory joggers to assist the inspector i n  final iz ing the 
inspect ion report and (2) photos forwarded electron ical ly to regional management to 
clarify or to d iscuss fi ndi ngs. Photographs of th is nature are not re l ied on for regulatory 
decis ion-making. 

If photographs are not used to support i nspection findings can they be reta ined for 
trai n ing pu rposes?  

I f  the photog raphs do not contain personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or safeguards 
informat ion ,  they may be retained for i nformal trai n ing purposes. If the photog raphs 
contain personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or safeguards i nformation ,  then they 
must be destroyed in accordance with IMC 0620. 

7. What if the l icensee requests that a photog raph be withheld from publ ic d isclosure because 
it contai ns personal privacy or proprietary i nformation. 

If it i s  necessary to keep a photograph contai n ing personal privacy or proprietary 
informat ion ,  the l icensee must request that it be withhe ld from publ ic d isclosure i n  
accordance with 1 0  CFR 2 .390 (b) ( 1  ) .  I f  t he  information is  proprietary t he  request must 
be accompan ied by an affidavit. 

If the photog raph is the basis for a find ing ,  it should be edited by the l icensee to delete 
the sensit ive information unless that i nformation is necessary to support the find ing.  

REM INDER-Under IMC-620 i f  the photograph contai ns personal privacy, classif ied, 
proprietary, or safeguards i nformation it must be destroyed if i t  i s  not the basis for an 
inspection find ing .  
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I NSPECTOR N EWSLETTER 

March, 2005 
Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors 

. . . The material_ presented m this news!etter is_ for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect 
off1c1al agency gwdance or policy. Approved ROP gwdance rs promulgated in NRC's inspection manuals. 

GREAT CATCH ! 

I n  the article "Tips From An Old I nspector", in 
the January 2005 Inspector Newsletter, there 
was a s l ight error which was caught by the eagle 
eye of Carey Brown, a Resident Inspector at 
Cl inton Nuclear Plant. He pointed out that oi l i n  
the sight g lass of a n  o i l  bubbler does not really 
i nd icate the level of o i l ,  in i . e .  a pump bearing , 
because it is the level-sett i ng r ing in the base of 
the o i l  bubbler that actually mai nta ins the level  of 
oi l in the pump bearing . The sight g lass just 
i nd icates that there is oi l  avai lable to the pump 
beari ng.  If the level-setting ri ng i s  i nstalled 
i ncorrect ly or is not functioning as i ntended then 
the oi l  in the beari ng  wi l l  not be mai ntai ned even 
though there is oi l in the bubb ler's s ight g l ass. 
Thanks, Carey ! 
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INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 

Region I 
Thomas Setzer, Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Brian Wittick, Reactor I nspector, DRS 
George Smith, Physical Security Inspector, D RS 
Ryan Treadway, Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Lauren Casey, Reactor Engineer, DRP 
Heather Jones, Reactor Engineer, DRP 
Michael Reichard, Health Physicist, DRS 
Paul Krohn.SRI@ Pt. Beach to Br .  Ch ief, DRP 
Donald Jackson ,  promoted to Sr. P .E . ,  DRP 
Peter Eselgroth ,  Retired 
An i el lo Del la Greca, Retired 
Craig Smith , SR I@ Peach Bottom ,  resigned. 
Region I I  
T i m  Hoeg,SR l@Grand Gulf to SR l@St. Lucie 
Thierry Ross,SR l@St.  Lucie to B rowns Ferry 
Kathy Weaver,SR l@Turkey Pt. To HQ, License 
Renewal Section 
Scott Stewart to SRl@Turkey PT 
Jim Reece to SRl@North Anna 
Mike Pribish to RI at Watts Barr 
Jim Baptist to R l@Farley 
J im Pol icoski as PE@Br. 4 
M ike K ing ,  CDP to R I  @ 
Region I l l  
Allan Barker ,HO, I I P B  to P E ,  DRP 
Ray Ng, to Rl@Bryon 
Pete Snyder, from Bryon to NS IR  
Nick Shah, Rl@Braidwood to  PE ,  DRP 
Region IV 
Don Stearns PE to D RS Plant Support Branch 
Joh n  Kirkland,Tech.Support to Projects Br E 
T im McConnel l  D RS to RI@ Diablo Canyon 
Nancy Salgado,SR l@Palo Verde to NRA 
Dan Livermore, new h i re, DRS,P lant Engin .Br. 
Joh n  Reynoso, new hire ,  DRS,P lant Engin . Br. 
Cale Young ,  new h i re ,Technical Support B r  



JUST DOING THEIR JOB? 

Here's how one finding and a GREAT TEAM can make a d ifference ! 

HOW IT ALL BEGAN: 

On January 27, 2005, whi le confirming the 
viabi l ity of local operator actions in response to a 
f ire using inspect ion procedure 71 1 1 1 .05T "Fire 
Protection Triennial", N RG inspectors 
d iscovered incorrectly designed metering and 
protection circu its that were common to the 
redundant safety buses. The inherent problem 
with each circuit was that it was susceptible to 
common-mode fai lures which could electrically 
lockout and prevent re-energization of those 
redundant buses from offsite power sources and 
the Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs). The 
team which discovered th is problem was 
comprised of Robert Sch in  (lead inspector) , 
Caswell Smith and Reinaldo Rodriguez 
(electrical inspectors),  and Gerry Wiseman (fire 
protection inspector) . Also on the team for 
train ing purposes were: Xavier Bellarmine and 
Joylynn Quinones-Navarro , both nuclear safety 

From left to right : Gerry Wiseman, Xavier Bellarmine, Joylynn 
Quinones-Navarro, Caswell Smith, and Bob Schin. 
Reinaldo Rodriguez (not shown) 

professionals. Senior  reactor analyst (SRA) Walt Rogers participated in the bagman trip to help the team identify 
the risk important f ire areas and equ ipment. 

TH SSUE: 
The team discovered that a fire in 4.1 6KV safeguards bus 3A could trip and lockout safeguards bus 38. Whi le 
looking into that issue, the team also found design problems with the common metering and protection circuits. 

The normal power source for each of these redundant 4 . 1 6KV safety buses was an offsite power supply with an 
EDG as the standby power source. The fau lty metering and protection circuit consists of current transformers 
(CTs), which step l ine currents for each power supply down to about 5 amps, for supplying a watthour meter for 
measuring power consumption, and overcurrent and ground fault relays for sensing overloaded and faulted 
condit ions. For Crystal R iver station's design there were two common metering and protection circuits - one for the 
Offsite Power Transformer feed to each 4. 1 6KV safety bus and one for the Backup Eng ineered Safeguards 
Transformer feed to each 4.1 6KV safety bus. Each metering and protection scheme had three CTs from the power 
source to bus 3A and three CTs from the power source to bus 38.  The wir ing from the CTs, after going through 
each source's separate overcurrent and residual ground relays , was interconnected. The watthour meter was 
common to phases A and C of the interconnected CT c i rcuits. The problem was that any type of fai lure, i .e . ,  g round 
fault on the circuit wiring, in this interconnected circu it cou ld be interpreted by the protection system as an e lectrical 
fault of both of the 4 . 1 6KV buses. Consequently, the relay log ic  for each redundant bus would lockout the breakers 
for all power sources to those buses causing them to be de-energized and they could not be re-energized until the 
relay log ic  was reset. The interconnection of the CT circuits which could have resulted in s imultaneous loss of both 
safety buses was identified as a f inding for not meeting the Single Failure Criteria, and also for not meeting the 1 O 
CFR 50, Appendix R ,  design criter ia for protection of one train of safe shutdown equipment from fire damage. 

THE IMPACT: 
Since the d iscovery of th is safety issue, simi lar ones have been identified at Quad Cities, Dresden, LaSalle, Prairie 
Island, and Monticel lo. An information notice 2005-04 was issued alerting the nuclear industry to this problem. 
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Estimated Crit ical Posit ion For Reactor Startup Was Incorrect Because 
Procedures Were Not Fol lowed 

While observing the l icensee's preparations for a reactor startup, the i nspectors verified the accuracy of 
the l icensee's calcu lat ion for Estimated Critical Positions (ECP) . The inspectors in itially reviewed that 
calculation and found that the wrong Xenon worth was used for the estimated time of startup. The 
i nspectors then determined that the i ndependent ECP calcu lation generated by the Reactor Engineer 
was also incorrect. Even though the procedure used by Reactor Engineer for the 1 /M approach to 
crit ical ity specifically prohib ited the use of Samarium (Sm) worth i n  an ECP calculatio n ,  with less than 1 2  
Effective Fu l l  Power Days (EFPD) ,  the Reactor Engineer had used it in his ECP calcu lat ion. {The 
inspectors demonstrated questioning attitudes based on their knowledge of th is evolution and of 
the l icensee's procedure}. This startup was being conducted following a un it outage .  The critical rod 
heights, determined by those two EC P calcu lat ions, were found to be i n  error by approx imately 1 3  steps 
in the non-conservative d irection .  

Duri n g  quest ioning by the inspectors , the operators recognized they had made an error in their ECP 
calculation. However, they i nd icated that their error didn't matter, because they had relied on the Reactor 
Eng ineer's calculation. The i nspectors pointed out that the procedure requ i red independent calcu lations 
by Operations and the Reactor Engineer wh ich were supposed to match. {Based on their knowledge 
of how to perform the ECP calculation, the inspectors were able to identify errors in the l icensee 
staff's calculations}.  The operators and the Reactor Engineer then modified their ECP calculations by 
excluding the Sm worth. The two modified calcu lations were found to match and were verified as 
adequate by the i nspectors. 

The i nspectors also observed that the reactor operators were peer checked by the senior reactor 
operator duri ng  the reactor startup and actual board man ipulations. However, the Reactor Engineer, 
using the procedure for the 1 /M approach to crit icality, was not peer checked. This observation was 
presented to plant management for the i r  considerat ion. {By being di l igent in their performance-based 
inspection, the inspectors were able to identify a qual ity control issue}. 

The s ign ificance of th is issue was that a safety barrier was lost when the operators deferred the ir  
independent review to the Reactor Engineer. I f  not for the inspectors' intervention ,  the wrong ECP rod 
heights would have been used even though the ECP calculations of the operators and Reactor Engineer 
did not match .  The inspectors prevented the l i censee from taking non-conservative actions dur ing the 
approach to crit ical ity. {The invoked peer check of the Reactor Eng ineer, during the implementat ion 
of the approach-to-critical ity procedure, provides an additional barrier to human error due to the 
attention to detai l  of the inspectors}. 

Prior to observ i ng an evolution ,  the inspector needs to be fami l iar with the procedures that the l icensee 
wi l l  be using . The inspector needs to identify and understand the crit ical steps i n  the procedures to 
ensure nuclear safety is maintained and to ensure compl iance on those critical safety steps. Identify ing 
the critical steps ahead of t ime wi l l  help the inspector to be prepared to detect any anomalies dur ing the 
imp lementation of the evolution and to identify any procedural errors or omissions. 

Contact : Eugene Guthr ie , SR I ,  Catawba 
RPT Number: 2004-006 
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Fai lu re to Accompl ish a Magnetic Part icle Examination on the Intended 
Weld Area 

While performing inspection procedure IP711 11 .08 " lnservice Inspection Activities", the inspector 
observed that a licensee contractor (examiner) was mistakenly performing a magnetic particle 
examination of the wrong area. The examination was to be of a reactor vessel head-to-flange weld not 
on a forged taper adjacent to the weld. 

The examiner indicated to the inspector his technique, the examination area, and the remainder of the 
weld to be examined. The inspector observed that the referenced examination area appeared to be too 
high on the head to be a flange weld and queried the examiner as to exact location of the weld being 
examined. {The inspector's observation demonstrates the importance of performance-based 
inspection, a questioning attitude, and understanding the subject matter of an inspection}. The 
examiner indicated the weld's location and a b rief discussion ensued. A review of the drawing provided 
to the examiner, during the pre-job brief, showed that the examination area was actually a forged taper 
approximately 7 1 /8 inches above the actual weld centerline. The examiner had not confirmed the actual 
weld location by referencing the drawing but had instead visually identified the wrong examination area 
and commenced work. The examiner was subsequently shown the correct weld location, which was 
marked with equally spaced punch marks, as well as radiographic datum numbers. 

As a result of this finding , the weld was subsequently 1 00 percent magnetic particle tested with 
volumetric exams also being considered. The licensee planned to conduct reverse pre-job briefs. While 
being observed by management, a worker would describe how he/she would positively identify a weld's 
location and other critical task aspects. Additional actions were expected after a more in depth analysis 
by a human performance specialist. {As a result of the inspector's efforts, the correct weld was 
properly examined and the l icensee undertook more extensive corrective actions to address the 
problem of examining the wrong welds during an inservice inspection}. 

This finding illustrates the importance of maintaining a critical eye and questioning attitude when 
performing any inspection activities and to question conditions which do not appear to be correct. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: Tom Bilik, Reactor Engineer 
RPT NUMBER : 50-341 /04-008 

Editorial Board 
Fiona Tobler, I IPB, Managing Editor 
Ed Kleeh, I IPB, Technical Editor 
Shaun Anderson, I IPB 
Jim Trapp, RI  
Joel Munday, R I I  
Chuck Casto, RI I  
Pat Louden, R I i i  
Bill Jones, R IV 
PLEASE CONTACT ANYONE OF US WITH COMMENTS OR 
ARTICLES! 
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OpE CORNER 

DID YOU KNOW THAT . . . . . .  when not inspecting or invo lved in 
family activities, Nei l  O'Keefe, Senior Reactor Inspector, R IV, does wood 
working and carving.  He bu i lds furniture and has carved several rocking  
horses for h is  nephews. We asked for a picture o f  one of  the  rocking 
horses and were stunned by it's beauty and craftsmanship .  Nei l  recently 
bu i lt a roof for h is patio and in the last 3 years started playing the gu itar. 
He's not ready yet to qu it h is day job ! 

Yikes, those folks have been busy-they recently fi l led two GG- 1 5  Team Leader positions. Here is how 
the OpE section is organ ized : 

Clearinghouse Team , Eric Benner, Team Leader 
Analysis and Generic  Communications Team, Ian Jung, Team Leader 
Po l i cy and Information Technology Team, Jack Foster, Team Leader 

We th i nk  that the N R R  Office I nstruct ion, LIC-401 , "NRR Operat i ng  Experience Program" 
(ML043570075) may be of interest to you.  The OpE web-site is  wel l  maintained and has lots of good 
stuff on it-check it out at http://n rr 1 0 . nrc .qov/rorp/index.html .  For assistance regarding operating 
experience ,  please feel free to get in touch with your regional OpE point of contact : 

Reg ion I 
Reg ion I I  
Reg ion I l l  
Reg ion IV 

IT PILOTS 

Omid Tabatabai 
Ron Schm itt 
Ross Telson 
Joh n  Kramer 

oty@nrc.gov 
rvs@nrc.gov 
rdt@nrc.gov 
jqk@nrc.gov 

So far th is year we have not identified any IT tools that wi l l  help you perform your job more efficiently. 
I I PB has conducted p i l ots on PDA's , pen scanners ,  tablet PC's, and -dig ital pens. If you know of an IT 
tool that may help you perform your duties more efficiently let's hear from you. I I PB's ro le is to conduct 
IT pi lots, as appropr iate. 
Contact: Fiona Tobler 
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TIPS FOR USE WHILE INSPECTING 
ACCESS TO HIGH AND VERY HIGH 
RADIATION AREAS 
ByJose M. Diaz- Velez, Health Physicist, R II 

Sections 20. 1 60 1  and 20. 1 602, of the Title 1 o 
Code of Federal Regu lations, require l icensees to 
prevent inadvertent and unwarranted overexposu res 
to i nd ividuals, accessing h igh and very high rad iat ion 
areas, at their faci l it ies. A high radiation area means 
an accessible area in which rad iation levels cou ld  
result i n  an indiv idual rece iving a deep dose 
equivalent in excess of 0 . 1  rem (1 mSv) in 1 hour at 
30 cent imeters from the radiation source or  from its 
radiation through adjacent materials. A very high 
radiation area means an accessible area i n  which 
radiation levels cou ld  result in an ind ividual receiving 
an absorbed dose i n  excess of 500 rads (5 g rays) i n  
1 hour at 1 meter from a radiation source or from its 
radiation th rough adjacent materials. An accessible 
area is an area that can reasonably be occupied by 
a major portion of an ind ividua l 's whole body. 

Regulatory Guide 8 .38 ,  "Access To High And 
Very High Radiation Areas In Nuclear Power Plants , "  

Figure 1 .  Simulation of  actual condition with 
drnm in front of shielded gate for locked High 
Radiation Area. 

i ssued i n  June 1 993, provides guidance to l icensees 
and N RC i nspectors on th is  topic. However, recent 
inspection fi ndings have caused the NRC to revisit 
this topic so that inspectors can be made aware of 
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Figure 2. Access to a reactor cavity. Individuals can 
easily swing around this gate, and use tJ1e step ladder 
attached to the wall to go into the area. (digitally 
enhanced picture). 

new trends and questionable compl iance issues. 
Duri ng plant tou rs, i nspectors shou ld be 

aware of ( 1 .) objects adjacent to a radiation barriers 
and (2.) of ineffective barriers for high and very high 
radiation areas. Either of those two can cause a 
breakdown in the l icensee's access-control p rog ram. 
For example, 55 gallon drums placed against the 
gate and/or a wall of a locked high radiation area 
( LH RA) barrier can reduce its effectiveness by aiding 
access to the LH RA ( Figure 1 ). The inspector should 
be aware of additional structures near a radiation 
barrier that may al low it to be bypassed (e.g . ,  step 
ladders either attached to the wal ls or nearby.) 

Whi le assessing the effectiveness of access 
controls to a radiation area, an inspector should do 
the fol lowing :  ( 1 . ) Ensure that wal ls do not have 
open i ngs and are of sufficient height (greater than 72 
i nches) so that an i ndividual can not enter the 
radiation area with apparent ease. (2.) Watch for 
gates secured with relaxed chains, which cou ld allow 
access pass the locked gate. (3.) Look for gates 
with adjacent barriers that are ineffective in l im it ing 
access, such that an i nd ividual could swing around 
gate and gain access to the area (Figure 2) . 

Whi le proper post ing and locking of these 
areas, along with the education of plant personnel ,  
are elements of a good access-control prog ram, the 
effectiveness of these controls are case specific. If 
you bel ieve access to the area can be gained without 
any special effort, then you may have identified a 
weakness in the l icensee's access-control p rogram . 
Remember that LHRA barriers should not be easy to 
circumvent and are intended to deter unauthorized 
access due  to l apses i n  j u dgement or  
m isunderstanding of  rad iation work permit (RWP) 
requi rements. They are NOT requi red to prevent 
unauthorized access due to an act of del iberate 
m isconduct. 



"My Rotation To Headquarters" 

Are you th ink ing about a rotat ion to HQ? I 'd g ive it some serious considerat ion if you want to broaden your  
perspective of  the agency, and understand the dynamics of  worki ng at  N RC headquarters. 

I 'm Mark G i les, the Senior Resident I nspector at the Calvert Cl iffs Nuclear Power Plant. I 've been in the 
resident i nspector program for about 8 years , 6 years as the res ident at Catawba, and the rest here at Calvert 
Cl iffs beginning in August, 2003. After gett ing settled at Calvert Cl iffs, I learned about the agency's mentoring  
program and decided to  get involved. My  mentor, Brian Sheron, and I decided that a rotation to  HQ wou ld help 
my cont inued career development. Th i s  rotation would al low me to learn more about the agency, as wel l  as 
support the development of addit ional working relationships that cou ld only benefit me in my current senior 
resident ro le. 

My 3 month rotat ion to N R R  began in August, 2004, work ing in DSSA's S PLB branch with John Hannon and 
Dave Solorio . I was ass igned the Lead Project Manager ( PM) role for GSl-1 9 1 , Assessment of Debris 
Accumulat ion of PWR Sump Performance. As the Lead PM, I was int imately involved in the development and 
issuance of S ECY papers, a Generic Letter, a Safety Evaluat ion, a Communicat ion Plan , Bul let in responses 
and RAls, as wel l  as the coordination of team status update meetings and meetings with NE I  and various 
l icensee's .  I also developed numerous briefing packages perta in ing to GSl- 1 91 . With these chal lenges came 
excel lent opportun ities for wh ich I was qu i te thankfu l .  A few of the most notable opportu nit ies included giving 
presentations duri ng ACRS and CRGR meetings as wel l  as the NRR Techn ical Bi lateral exchange meeting 
with a g roup of Japanese v isitors . The NE I  workshop I attended at St. Pete Beach ,  FL in December was also 
a h igh l ight. 

I returned to Calvert Cl iffs around November 1 st and resu med my SR I  role .  I 've stayed plugged into the GSl-
1 9 1 team's efforts, however, and accompanied the team to an "active sump" demonstrat ion conducted at a 
General E lectric test facil ity i n  Pri nceton ,  NJ i n  January , 2005. I n  addit ion, the GS l - 1 9 1  team wi l l  be visit ing 
Calvert Cl iffs on March 7th, during an ongoing refuel ing outage, to perform a containment wal kdown.  This 
should be very beneficial to the team since Calvert Cl iffs is  currently p lanning to install "active sump screens" 
in l ieu of larger passive sump screens to ensure compl iance with 1 0  CFR 50.46 and the revised sump 
blockage eva luat ion methodology. The resolut ion of GS l - 1 9 1  wi l l  require plant modifications in most al l  PWR 
ut i l it ies. 

Wel l ,  that's the summary of my rotat ion .  My advice if you haven't done a rotat ion at HQ, go for it . If you l i ke a 
fast-paced environment with plenty of chal lenges, you' l l  have fun .  If you want more i nsights, or  just want to 
chat, give me a cal l  at 41 0-586-2626, or  emai l me at mag@nrc.gov. 

CONNECTING PEOPLE AND KNOWLEDGE 
by Al lan Barker I IPB 

I nspector commun ications wi l l  take on a d ifferent look th is month when the @ lnspectorCommunity Forum is 
released for use. The @ lnspectorCommunity Forum was developed through Regional support to del iver operat ing 
experience and to provide a message board for inspectors. The categories to post messages include inspect ion 
procedures and reactor type. Do you have some "How to" or "Have you seen" quest ions? The content of your 
message wil l be you r  personal v iew and not off icial agency gu idance or  pol icy. A s imple rule to fol low is to state 
facts not conclusions. 
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In addit ion to inspection procedures and reactor type there are categories for inspect ion technique, inspecting 
human performance and i nspectors using operating experience. The inspection technique category is to describe 
techniques based on your experience that have worked well for you. The focus is to describe the technique and 
the reason(s) why the technique was used . Then other inspectors can apply the technique with their experience 
and post the ir  own lessons learned. 

How can you use human performance causal codes to prepare for an inspection ?  How can you organize and use 
operating experience during inspection preparation or field activities? How did you use that specific operat ing 
experience document? What we learn from these categories can further enhance the appl icat ion of operat ing 
experience .  

The remaining two categories are for communicating to  the Headquarters Operating Experience Section and to 
col lect feedback on the @ l nspectorCommunity Forum .  The next phase will be  to  develop a l ibrary for each 
basel ine inspection procedure .  If you cl ick on "B IP" for category 71 1 1 1 1 5 - Operabi l ity Evaluations ,  you can view 
a l ibrary format being considered. Your feedback on the l ibrary format and what it offers is welcomed ! 

When you register, consider the option in your profile to be a resource contact for a science and engineering 
technology and/or a specific reactor type. The search option of the @lnspectorCommunity Forum wi l l  assemble 
a l ist of contacts for either one. The @lnspectorCommunity Forum will require inspector participation, the result ing 
value wi l l  be connect ing people and knowledge. 
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I NS PECTOR 

N EWS LETTER 
Our Goal is to Provide Useful and Succinct Information to Inspectors 

May, 2005 

The m ateri a l  presented in th is n ewsl etter is for informationa l  purposes on ly a n d  does not necessa ri ly reflect offic ia l  

ag en cy g uid ance or pol icy.  Ap proved ROP g u id ance is  p romu lgate d in N R C 's inspection m an ua ls .  

CLOSED TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENTS (TIA 's) 
DLPM's POC for TIA's is Steve Monarque. 

TIA # PLANT ISSUE ADAMS # 

2004-006 Hope Creek Reactor C i rculation & ML050 1 20255 
HPCI 

2004-002 D .C .  Cook Degraded Voltage Protection 

OPEN TAS K INTERFACE AG REEMENTS (TIA 's) 

TIA # STATUS PLANT 

2003-03 

2004-04 

2004-05 

2004-03 

2005-0 1 

Turkey Pt. 3 & 4 

Surry 1 & 2 

Salem 1 

Ind ian Point 2 

Vermont Yankee 

E D ITO R IAL  B OA R D  

Fiona Tobler ,  I I P B  
E d  K leeh ,  I I P B  
J im T ra p p, R I  
Joe l Mu nda y , RI I 
Ch uck Casto , R I I  
Pat  Lou den , R I i i  
B i l l  Jones , R IV 

ISSUE 

Review of  SBO strategy/analys is 

50.54X Clarification 

SFP Boric Acid Leakage 

Electrical Cable Separation 

Ungrounded 480 VAC 

TABLE O F  C O N T E N T S  
Checki ng Those Le a ks-H ope Creek 
I nspector Com m u n ity Foru m 
Res iden t Rotat ion a l  Schedu les  
Em ergency D iese l Generato r Fuel Oi l  P os ition -Pt .Beach 
I nspector H appen ings 
Did You K now Th at-G eoffrey W ertz 
OpE G ateway 
Spira l Wou nd G asket-Be lgi u m 
W e  H e a rd You- IT Response 
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C H EC KI N G  THOSE LEAKS ! 
By Marc Ferdas, Hope Creek, RI 

HERE'S WHAT HAPPENED: On February 8, 2005, unidentified leakage at Hope Creek increased from 
0. 1 5  gpm to 0.25 gpm. Over the next 90 days, the leakage continued to gradually increase until it 
reached 0. 73 gpm on March 27, 2005. Chemistry samples taken by the licensee over the period 
indicated that the leakage had properties of reactor coolant system (RCS); however, the licensee could 
not determine if it was pressure boundary leakage. The licensee conducted a downpower and drywell 
entry on March 28, 2005, to identify the source of the leak. During the drywell entry, the source of the 
unidentified leakage was identified as being from a chemical decon tamination connection (also known 
as the maintenance connection) on the 'B' reactor recirculation piping. Inspections in the drywell 
identified approximately a 4ft plume from this a rea. When the licensee removed the insulation from the 
4 inch decontamination pipe connection to the 28 inch 'B' reactor recirculation piping (suction side of the 
pump) they found a weld crack that was approximately 3 inches long and through wall-- YIKES! Hope 
Creek was taken to cold shutdown to repair the leak 

3" Long Through Wall Crack on 4" Decon. Connection 

Reactor Coolant System Steam Leak from Crack in 
Decon. Connection (4ft Plume of Steam from 
Crack in Weld) 

THE INSPECTION PROCEDURE: The resident inspectors tracked the leakage daily in accordance with 
IMC 251 5, Appendix D ,  "Plant Status. Appendix D, revised in January, 2005 to incorporate lessons 
learned from Davis Beese and regarding assessing RCS unidentified leakage rate trends at PWRs and 
BWRs. The IMC provides action levels/triggers where the inspector should take actions to ensure the 
licensee is monitoring and taking appropriate actions to reduce RCS or unidentified leakage when 
significant leakage trends exist and to ensure that the proper levels of NRC management are informed 
of potential adverse trends in RCS unidentified leakage. The resident inspectors entered Action Level 1 
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on 2/1 9/05, Action Level 2 on 3/1 0/05, and Action Level 3 on 3/1 7/05. The residents implemented this 
revised IMC by developing a spread sheet* which calculated the action levels and on a daily basis 
tracked the unidentified leakage and compared the daily values to the action level/trigger limits 

THE END RESULT: The inspectors identified that the licensee's administrative shutdown limit ( 1 .5 gpm 
change in a 24 hour period) was not as conservative as they had intended and resulted in the licensee 
revising their administrative shutdown limit to a total leakage rate of 1 .5 gpm. 

*For your convenience the inspectors agreed to provide a copy of their spread sheet developed in 
Quatro Pro. Click here for a copy of that spreadsheet 

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Marc S. Ferdas, Hope Creek, Resident Inspector 
Theodore Wingfield, Project Engineer, Region I 
Jim Isom, IIPB, IMC-251 5  Lead 

INSPECTOR COMMUNITY FORUM 

The purpose of the Inspector Community Forum is  to facilitate communication between inspectors about 
items of interest and to develop libraries to aid inspectors preparing for inspections. The Forum does 
not contain official I IPB guidance. Dave Allsopp, IIPB, is now responsible for monitoring the Forum and 
is available to answer any questions you may have. We found several items that may be of interest to 
you: 

A new category, Temporary Instruction (Tl) 251 5/1 63,  was added to the forum based on a 
request by regional inspectors. Updated FAQ's related to this Tl are available by clicking on the 
" IMC" in the library for 25 1 5/1 6 3. 

An unusual electrical failure mechanism (insulation offgassing that plates out on electrical 
contacts) was found at Fermi. Check out Tim Steadham's comments in the IP 71 1 52 category. 

NEXT STEPS : The IP historical references (developed in Region IV - see the lead article in January 
2004 edition of the Inspector Newsletter) are being added to the library for each baseline IP. When 
complete, all the baseline IPs will display on the Forum. 

RES IDENT ROTATIONAL SCHED ULES have been updated and posted on Digital 
City. 
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E M E R G E N CY D IE S E L  G E N E RATOR F U E L  O IL F ILT E R  POS ITIO N 
POINT BEACH,  NPP 

by Robert G. Krsek, SRI, Point Beach 

Here's what happened: In January, 2005, the resident inspectors were performing a partial system 
walkdown of the emergency diesel generators at Point Beach following routine testing . The inspectors 
noted that on all four emergency diesel generators the fuel oil suction stra iners and fuel oil filters had the 
duplex control valve lever set to both when proper operat ion of the system would have the control valve 
lever set to a single stra iner or filter. Discussions with plant operators and system engineers indicated 
that the levers on all the diesels were always set to both. As part of the identification and resolution 
portion of the inspection procedure (71 1 1 1 .040 "Equipment), the inspectors performed a search of the 
corrective action system to ascertain whether th is  issue had ever been identified at the site previously. 
The inspectors noted that this condition adverse to quality was previously identified and evaluated as 
requiring action one year prior; however, the action to correct the misposit ioned control levers was 
closed with no actions taken. 

The End Result: In this case, the inspectors identified that the failure to correct this condition adverse to 
quality was a Green Finding with an associated Non-Cited Violation of 1 0  CFR 50, Appendix B ,  Criterion 
XVI. 

Some facts about emergency diesel generators : : Fuel oil systems for safety-related emergency 
diesel generators typically have a fuel oil suction strainer assembly and a fuel oil filter assembly as part 
of the engine fuel oil system. For safety-related nuclear plant applications, both the strainer and filter 
were purchased with the diesel engines as duplex assemblies. The duplex assemblies have two strainer 
or two filter elements of equal capacity connected in parallel by a control valve assembly that allows the 
process stream to be diverted from one strainer or filter element to the other without interrupting flow. 
Therefore, when the diesel engine is in operation and a high fuel oil different ial pressure alarm is 
received, manual operator action can be taken to manipulate the duplex control valve lever from the 
inservice fuel oil strainer or filter to the standby strainer or filter. This would then allow for the diesel 
engine to operate continuously without the need to shut the engine down to change either the stra iner or 

filter. 

Fig.7-9 - Duplex Fuel Filter 
1711$l 

-4-



NOTE that the duplex control valve lever can also be selected to the 'Both' position, which has both 
strainers or filters on the duplex assembly in service. Use of the 'Both' position defeats the purpose of 
having a duplex unit installed on the diesel engine, as the diesel engine is required to be shutdown to 
change the strainers or filters in the event of a high fuel oil differential pressure caused by strainer or 

Shel l 
G sket 

Mesh 
Element 

filter clogging. Even though plant technical specifications 
require strict controls on the quality of fuel oil properties, it 

He is anticipated that when diesel engines are run 
Assembly 

� - _,.,,,. continuously for long periods of time the fuel oil filters may 
clog and would require swapping of filter elements. 
Therefore, the correct position of the control valve lever in 
the duplex assembly for this application is in the single 
element strainer or filter mode. In addition, since the 

O C ntro l ----�valve diesel engines are typically only run for short periods of 

----. 
I 

I 
�--·· 

Lever time for surveillance tests, increased fuel oil pressure 
during testing while in single element filter or strainer 
mode, can provide an earlier indication of diesel engine 
problems. 

For Additional Information Contact: 
Robert Krsek, SRI, Point Beach 

F ig.7-10 - Duple)( Fuel Suction S trainer 

I NSPECTOR HAPPENIN GS 

REGION I 
Blake Welling,  From Senior Reactor Inspector, DRS to Senior Project Engineer, DRP 
Christopher Hott , From Reactor Inspector, DRS to Health Physicist DNMS 
Michael Reichard , From Health Physicist, DRS to Health Physicist, DNMS 
Chaudhary Suresh, From Reactor In spector, DRS to Health Physicist, DNMS 
A. Randolph Blough, From Director, DRP to Director, DRS 
Brian Holian , From Deputy Director, DRP to Director, DRP 
Brian Wittick, Ffrom Reactor Inspector, DRS to Resident Inspector, Indian Point 3, DRP 
Kenneth Jennison, Senior Reactor Inspector, DRP, retired 
Wayne Lanning, Director, DRS, retired 
REGION I I  
Thierry Ross, to SRl@Browns Ferry 
Tom Morrissey, to SRI @ Crystal River 
Brian Anderson, to RI @ Vogtle 
Kathy Weaver, leaving TP to position in NRR 
Chuck Casto, from Director, DRS to Director, DRP 
Vic McCree, from Director, DRP to Director, DRS 
Joe Shea, to Deputy Director, DRP 
REGION I l l  
Greg Roach , Reactor Engineer to Braidwood Resident 
Ray Ng, Reactor Engineer to Byron Resident 
Carla Roque-Cruz, Reactor Inspector to NRR 
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DID YO U K N OW THAT . . . . . . . .  . .  

Every year Geoffrey Wertz, RI I ,  Sr. Resident Inspector a t  the BWXT facility in Lynchburg, Virginia, 
donates a week of his time performing home repairs for a small coal min ing town in Hurley, Virginia. 
His trip is sponsored by the Catholic Community in Lynchburg ,  Virginia. Members pay their own costs 
($1 75) and strive to involve church youth. �

(b
-
)(6
-

)
------------------� 

Geoffrey repairs roofs and floors, installs windows, 
paints and cleans, all of which to get houses ready 
for another winter. It's hard work but there are 
other planned activities such as evening 
discussions about coal mining and its 
environmental effects, 
a trip to a bowling alley, and 
basketball game with local 
residents. Most of the 
participants find this every 
rewarding and return the following year. 

b)(6) 

The Sheetrock Replace ment Team on the porch of their 

proj ect house . 

The team in front of the Community Center. Geoffrey is in the 

far back on right s ide 

Hurley is located in the coal fields and mountains of 
Central Appalachia. The community is isolated with 
a population of approximately 5,048. Seventy-five 
percent of the residents live on Black Lung Miner 

Disability or on Social Security Benefits. Most of these residents are unable to perform physical work. 
The Hurley Community Development project worked hard to establish mandatory trash collection in 
1 998. Prior to then, trash was dumped down mountains sides and at the mouth of hollows. During 
spring floods the trash would be washed down the many streams and creeks, littering banks and 
polluting water. There are no movie theaters or fast food establishments-the closet town with these 
amenities is 45 minutes away. 

S E N D  U S  YO U R  STO RIE S !  
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!I C ontacts: Jack Foster (jwf) and  Brett R i n i  (bar3) 

Dai ly Reports 
• Event N ot ificati o n  ( intern a l, extern a l ,  search fu n ctio n )  
• Power Reactor  Stat u s  (by Reg io n ,  s u mmary i n fo ,  28-day h o ld )  
• M o rn ing Reports (c u rrent ,  a rch ive) 

OpE I n formation Sources - h yperl in ks to exp la n ati ons  of  th e vari o u s  O p E  d a tasets with l im itation s  a n d  
assu mpt ions  associated with  the search capabi l i t ies 
• I n s p ect ion F i n d ings (ROP PIM searc h ,  RO P h istorical p erform ance,  perfo rma nce i n d icator) 
• Generic C o m m u n i cations  (search fu ncti on ,  cross-reference to I P )  
• 50.72 Eve nt  Notificat ions (search functio n ,  a rc h ive) 
• 5 0 .73 L icensee Event Re port (IN E E L  searc h ,  ADAM S  search)  
• I ns pect ion  Re port (ADAMS searc h ,  act io n matr ix ,  ROP) 
• I N PO SE E -I N  D o c u m e nts (SO E R ,  S E R ,  S E N ,  O&MR)  
• I n d u stry Tre n d s  P ro gra m 
• P a rt 2 1  Reports (arch i ve, ADAMS search)  
• Morn i n g Reports (a rch i ve, current ,  A DAMS search) 
• P re l im i nary N otificatio n s  (arch i ve, ADAMS search)  
• I nternat ional  O p E  ( I n c i dent Reporti n g  Syste m ,  Internation a l N u clear  Event Scale)  
• Office of RES Stud ies  
• Accid e nt Se quence Pree urso r 
• OpE B r ief ing (mo n t h ly b ri efi ngs) 

............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

t@OpE Comm u n ity - http://n rr1 O . n rc .gov/forum/ i ndex.cfm ?se lecte d Forum=03 
• Searcha b le Web-bas e d  for u m  for post ing of si g n ificant  OpE 
• updated when ever a com m u n icatio n item is s e nt o u t  to o n e  o r  m o re topical d istri b u t ion  

gro ups 
.......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

N ot a b le OpE Informat ion 
• u pdated l ist of rece n t  i ss u es ,  events ,  docu ments ,  a n d  iss u es for resolut ion 
• prov i d es l i n k s  to more informat ion or actua l  documents (ADAMS accession n os) 

Refe re n ce D o c u m ents 
• L IC-401 , " N R R  Reacto r O p erati n g  E xperi e nce P ro g ra m "  
• M D  8.7, " Reactor  O p erati n g  Exp erie nce P ro g ra m "  
• L I C-503 ,  "Gener ic  Comm u n ications"  
• Rele va nt Inspecti o n  M an u al C h apte rs & N U REGs 
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S p i ra l  Wou n d  Gasket i n  P ri m a ry C i rc u it 
Belgium, Tihange Unit I , 2002 

We thought you might be interested in this event. Sometime back you asked for articles on 
significant foreign events. Thanks to the OpE web-site we were able to easily find this event. 
In October 2002, a leaking check valve was detected in the safety injection system at Tihange Unit 
1, a PWR plant in Belgium. The leaking check valve was in the lineup of a safety injection train 
from the RWST to the primary circuit hot leg for loop number 1 .  Upon investigation, the plant 

estroye gasliet Ollll '" chec ,·alve personnel determined that the check valve was clogged with remnants 
of a spiral wound gasket. The gasket was removed and the check valve 
then functioned normally. 
About a month later there was evidence of fuel damage in that the 
specific activity of Iodine 1 34 in the primary coolant increased 
approximately sixty times above normal levels. At the next refueling 
outage, it was determined that 1 5  fuel 
rods on 4 fuel rod assemblies had been Spi ra l wound gasket i n  primary ci rcu it 

damaged. There was also evidence of 
damage to steam generator tubes. The 

utility was forced to inspect all tubes in  the steam generators and 
to look for additional damage in fuel rods. 

The utility determined from this event that the Foreign Material 
Exclusion Program is a MUST. This program should be 
maintained and all personnel should abide by the rules of that 
program. The additional lessons learned were the following : 

Evolution of l l  34 pecific activity during cyc le 
1$01Xl �---------- - ---------, 
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( 1 ) Once debris are discovered 
take the necessary actions to 
remove ALL debris immediately 
from the primary system because of 
the potential damage to 
safety-related equipment (i.e. fuel 
rods, steam generator tubes, etc . ), 
the possible increase in radiation 

• M..... levels in all primary system piping 
-c.�., and associated equipment , and the 

potential damage to control rod 
drive mechanisms; (2) remember 
that the fuel assembly anti-debris 
filters can not remove all debris 
which can potentially damage fuel 
rods; and (3) do not flush piping 

systems and connected equipment since there is the potential that this may spread the problem to 
other areas instead of resolving the problem. 

The OpE folks provided us with some additional information. Click here for a copy of IN 2004-10 
"Loose Parts in Steam Generators" . For additional information on foreign material go to the 
Inspector Community Forum for on-going discussions 

-8-

t«IIKI ................... ... ~••H••· ······••&----•·----···················-··············· ··•·•••••··•·· ·•·• ••••••• . ......... ......... . 

1:MIOO • ~-·····--··• -H•H••··········•·~--···-·-·· · .... . ... .. · -·•·· ·· ······ ···• •u••·· ·· ~·~-·-·······-· ··• · · ····· 

j 



W E  H EARD YOU 
by Fiona Tobler and John Davis 

In the last issue we asked for suggestions/comments on IT tools that would help you work more 
efficiently. We received two comments from RIV, that are discussed below. Remember that  I IPB, 
working with O IS (formerly OCIO), is open to conducting pilots that would help you work more 
efficiently. 

"One IT tool that would assist inspectors is a CD "burner" . The comment was that with a CD burner 
on the desktop PC the inspector could quickly download various documents and make an 
inspection specific CD to take on the inspection-saving time and effort and allowing the inspector 
to use inspection time more efficiently. Here is what we found out------CD Burners can be 
purchased and installed by your Regional IT folks. In addition ,  if all you need is temporary storage 
for transporting data to and from work, Thumb drives are a quick and effective, reusable resource. 
Thumb drives can be purchased and come in capacities including 1 28MB, 256MB, 51 2MB, 1 GB, 
and 2GB. They plug into your PC's USB port. If you have XP at home and at work, the thumb 
drives can be used on both. Note: USB ports are not active on Windows NT so if you have NT at 
home, you can not use a thumb drive. Finally, when your PC is next refreshed (replaced with newer 
hardware) they will come equipped with a DVD ROM and CD burner. OUR ADVICE : Make your 
regional IT coordinator aware of your needs. 

The second comment was "what is being done to improve connectivity at resident sites". O IS has a 
project underway to re-architect the resident inspector access methods to increase performance 
and customer satisfaction. John Davis, OIS, is responsible for this initiative. You may have provided 
comments in a survey sent to Rl's last year. A copy of the final report was sent to regional IT 
coordinators. Here's the status of this report in a nutshell. The surveys provided invaluable 
information that led to a new Resident Inspector Desktop design .  Since speed and reliability were 
the most common issues, the new design will simplify login and make it faster. It will leverage the 
Citrix servers to provide most of the applications so speed is improved as is file sharing . Informs 
has been reconfigured to work locally on the PC though you must still be aware that locally stored 
forms may contain personal information (this has always been the case with Informs - but there is 
an initiative underway to replace Informs within the next year). The new image has been tested with 
Microsoft Office XP and is ready (most regions have licenses for MS Office - if you need MS word 
etc, ask your regional IT group). The new desktop image will be piloted this summer in selected 
locations. Pilot site selections will be made by each regional office. 

IN THE MEAN T IME: .  RI i i (Mike Kin g  and Tom Magee) found an interim solution to improve 
connectivity that works. This was blessed by OCIO and was shared with regional IT 
coordinators and is being deployed to the resident inspector sites in both Region Ill and 
Region IV. 

Any questions regarding the above should be addressed to your regional IT coordinators. 
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I NSP ECTOR N EWSLETTER 
Our Goal is to Provide Useful and Succinct Information to Inspectors 

July, 2005 

The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily 
reflect official agency guidance or  policy. Approved ROP gu idance is promulgated in NRC's inspection 
manuals. 

A N EW LOOK AT TH E FEEDBACK PROCESS 
The ROP Feedback page on the N R R  website now has a new look. The coord i nator of the 
feedback process has added a l i st of inspection procedures ( I Ps) and manual chapters (MCs) . 
When an I P  or  MC is selected then you gain access to al l  the past and present feedback forms 
and their status - closed , open, or pending change notice related to that particular I P  or MC. The 
data on th is site wi l l  be updated on a month ly bas is  . Any comments or  suggestions on this new 
face or on the feedback process i n  general should be d i rected to F. Paul Bonnett. 
Go to : ROP Digital City 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
A New Look At The Feedback Process 
Resident Rotational Schedules 
TIAS - C losed and Open 
Are the Flood Waters Rising at Kewau nee? 
IIPB Regional ROP Coordinators 
Inspector Spotl ight of the Month 
I nspector Community Forum 
Inspector Happenings 
Potential Unmonitored Release Path - G inna 
Did You Hear the Sirens?? 
Did You Know That 
Day in the Life of An Inspector 
Fi re ! ! ! Fi re ! ! ! Fi re ! ! ! 

EDITORIAL BOARD 
Fiona Tobler, I IPB 
Ed Kleeh, I IPB 
J im Trapp, R I  
Joel Munday, R I I  
Chuck Casto, R I I  
Pat Louden, R I i i  
B i l l  Jones, RIV 

RESIDENT ROTATIONAL SCHEDULES 
have been updated and posted on D ig ital C ity . 
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CLOSED TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENTS (TIA's) 
DLPM's POC for TIA's is Steve Monarque. 

TIA # PLANT ISSUE ADAMS # 

2004-06 Hope Creek Reactor Circu lation & ML050 1 20255 
HPCI 

2004-02 D.C. Cook Degraded Voltage ML043480350 
Protection 

2004-03 I nd ian Point 2 Electrical Cable ML043440083 
Separation (non-publ icly avai lable) 

OPEN TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENTS (TIA's) 

TIA # STATUS PLANT ISSUE 

2003-03 Tu rkey Pt. 3 & 4 Review of SBO strategy/analysis 

2004-04 Surry 1 & 2 50.54X Clarification 

2004-05 Salem 1 SFP Boric Acid Leakage 

2005-01 Vermont Yankee Ungrounded 480 VAC 

2005-02 Hope Creek Recirculation System I ntegrity 

2005-03 Edwin Hatch Leak Testing MS Valves 

2005-04 VCSummer Tornado Vul nerabil ity 

2005-05 Columbia Leak Testing MS Valves 

2005-06 Pal isades Seismic Design Issue 

2005-07 Vermont Yankee Offsite Direct Dose 

ARE THE FLOOD WATERS RISING AT KEWAUNEE? 

H ERE'S WHAT HAPPEN ED : 

Wh i le reviewing internal flood protection measures at Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant in 
accordance with I P  71 1 1 1 .06, the inspector determ ined that an area adjacent to the turbine 
bui lding basement (safeguards al ley) wh ich contains safety-related equ ipment such as the AFW 
pumps, 480 vo l t  safeguards buses, emergency diesel generators, and the remote shutdown 
panel ,  was susceptible to internal flooding events . Specifical ly, the i nspector determ ined that 
safeguards al ley commun icated d irectly with the turbine bui ld ing sump via a direct piping run 
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with no check valves to prevent water from backing up from the turbine bui ld ing sump into 
safeguards al ley. I n  addition ,  there were no i nstal led flood barriers specifica l ly designed to 
protect equ ipment in safeguards al ley from turb ine bui lding floods. Further, the AFW pump lube 
oi l  coo lers d ischarged directly i nto a trench in safeguards al ley ,  wh ich could further contribute to 
flooding events in safeguards a l ley duri ng operation of the AFW pumps. 

BACKGROUND I N FORMATION ON TH E  POTENTIAL FOR FLOOD ING IN TH E TURBIN E  
BU I LD ING 

In 1 972, the AEC made an inqu iry to the l i censee about flooding that might adversely affect the 
performance of safety-related equipment . The l i censee responded by stating that the fai lure of 
specifica l l y  identified non-category 1 (se ism ic) piping could adversely affect the performance of 
eng i neered safety systems but that the functional pu rpose would not be jeopardized because of 
the redundancy and arrangement of said equipment. The i nspectors identified additional 
flooding sources other than those identified in l icensee's response to the AEC in 1 972 and 
asked the l icensee to evaluate their affect on the equipment in safeguards al ley. 

The l icensee's in it ial response to this issue was that f looding in the Turb ine Bu i ld ing and its 
affect on equipment in safeguards al ley was outside the plant's l icens ing basis  and was 
therefore not an operabi l ity or reportab i l ity concern. The l icensee recog nized that the risk to the 
plant was h igher than previously thoug ht and implemented compensatory actions to address 
the concern.  These actions i nc luded the temporary instal lation of sand bags in strategic 
locations and locating a flood watch in safeguards a l ley. 

The inspectors did not 
accept the l icensee's 
position that i nternal 
flooding events were 
not part of the plant's 
design basis and 
treated this issue as an 
unresolved item. The 
issue was tu rned over 
to the H igh  Risk/Low 
Marg i n  Engineeri ng 
Team Inspection for 
further review. The 
resident inspectors 
worked closely with the 
eng i neeri ng team and 
together, it was 
determined that the 
USAR designated 
equ ipment in 
��:�;ut�dn

s
d 
��it as figure _1 _ -N EWLY_ INSTALLED _FLOOD_ BARRIERS _AT _KEWAUN_EE ... . . . . . . . . ...f 

measures should be 
undertaken to protect that equipment from flooding due to the rupture of a pipe or tank so that 
the Class 1 fu nction was not impaired . 

I n  addition, the inspectors became aware of a re lative ly minor flood ing event which occurred i n  
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2003. A tank located in the turbine bu i ld ing overflowed into the turbine bui ld ing sump which 
then backed up i nto safeguards alley through the open pipe connecting the areas. The AFW 
pumps were operat ing at the ti me with the lube o i l  coo lers discharg i ng i nto the trench wh ich, i n  
combination with the  water from the tu rbine bui ld ing,  resulted i n  water overflowing the trench in 
safeguards a l ley .  The l icensee had not taken any corrective actions for that flooding event. 
Therefore, th is  issue is an NRG-identified issue for which the l icensee had previous 
opportunities to i dentify and correct. 

THE END RESU LT 

Fol lowing extens ive d iscussions with the inspectors and reg ional management, the l icensee 
determined that the affects from i nternal f looding were part of the plant's l icensing basis. 
Concu rrently with this issue, the l i censee was address ing N RG- identified design deficiencies 
with the AFW system. The l icensee shut the plant down on February 20, just after conclusion of 
the High R isk/Low Marg i n  Team Inspection ,  to address the AFW system design issues. The 
plant rema ined shut down until early Ju ly and dur ing the outage, the l icensee implemented 
permanent modifications to the faci l ity to address both the flooding and AFW system design 
deficiencies. Region I l l  is conducting fi nal i nspections to verify l icensee assumptions 
associated with i nternal f looding events. Th is issue wi l l  be processed throug h the s ignificance 
determ inat ion process upon completion of the inspect ion. The Region Ill inspectors and staff 
involved with th is inspection are to be applauded for their fine work. 

I I PB REG IONAL ROP COORDINATORS 

The regional I IPB Coordinators are presented below at the request of reg ional management so 
that regional staff wi l l  know who to i n itial ly contact for ROP concerns. 

REGION I - Serita Sanders - Phone - (30 1 -4 1 5-2956) ; emai l  - SXS5@nrc.gov 

REGION II - Michael J. Maley - Phone - (30 1 -4 1 5-291 9) ; emai l  - MJM3@nrc.gov 

REGION I l l  - Lo is M. James - Phone - (30 1 -41 5-1 1 1 2) ; emai l  - LMJ@n rc.gov 

REGION IV - Jonathan Ortega- Luciano - Phone (301 -41 5-1 1 59) ; emai l  -JX04@nrc.gov 
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X. Zeiler 

John Zei ler is in the Inspector Spotlight  this month because of his 
outstanding performance at V. C. Summer during the week of May 30, 
2005 in identify ing the three f ind ings below. Good Work John! 

1 . ) Whi le observing the plant's heatup to Mode 3 i n  the Control Room , he 
identified that the operators had failed to place the control switch ,  for a 

Sr. Re-sident lmlpedor standby RHR pump, in the pul l-to- lock position when RCS temperature 
rose above 250 degrees F. The contro l switch is placed in the pul l -to-lock 

position to prevent the RHR pump from automatical ly  starting and its suction valve to the RWST 
open ing for an ESFAS signal per TS 3.5 .3 in Mode 4. Flashing could occur if the standby RHR 
pump is a l igned to the RWST due to the mix ing of cold RWST water and  hot RCS water since 
the RCS to RHR loop suction isolation valves are required to be open on  both RHR tra ins unti l 
300 degrees F for cold overpressure protection .  The operators took immediate action to place 
the contro l switch for the RHR pump in pul l-to- lock (at 262 degrees) and plant management was 
notified who directed that the heatup be halted unti l  a subsequent review was conducted of the 
m is-configuration. A Design Eng ineeri ng  evaluation later calculated that flash ing would not 
have occurred, taking into account the actual system conditions in the RCS and RWST. 

2 . )  While prepari ng to observe reactor physics startup testing in the control room, he identified 
that the licensee had fai led to update the Core Operating Limits Report (COLR) for the new 
operat ing cycle and the previous cycle COLR was sti l l  available for potential use. During startup 
testing ,  various core ( i .e . ,  fuel, control rods, poison configuration) and RCS parameters are 
referenced from the COLR .  Upon identification ,  the licensee immediately obtained the cu rrent 
cycle COLR and in it iated a Condition Evaluation Report (CER) to address why it was not issued 
prior to Mode 3 as requ i red by procedu res . 

3 . )  Approximately 1 0% of the control room annunciators, associated with the A train equipment, 
fai led in the alarm state, i .e . ,  " locked- in" due to an annunciator power supply fai lure on March 
24, 2005. He observed that the operators had not adequately assessed the situation i n  that 
they bel ieved the annunciators would sti l l  reflash when they would not ) .  Unti l  being prompted 
by h im, they had not implemented compensatory measu res, such as alternate computer or local 
monitoring of equipment status that was impacted by the loss of alarm function. In addition, the 
board operators had not validated ind ividual alarm conditions by reviewing Alarm Response 
Procedures until be ing questioned by h im. He noted that the licensee did not have abnormal 
operating procedures to address the general loss of annunciators. He confirmed that the 
licensee had not lost >75% of the control room annunciators which would have met the 
declaration for an ALERT. All but one alarm was returned to normal with in approximately two 
hours. The l icensee completed an extent of conditions and industry benchmarking in May which 
cemented the decision to develop abnormal operat ing procedures for loss of annunciators and 
he lped to establish the level of  detail for those procedures. 
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INSPECTOR COMMUNITY FORUM 

One of the purposes of the Inspector Community Forum ( include l ink???) is to 
faci l itate communication between inspectors. Here's an example of the use of the 
forum : 

On May 1 8, 2005, Kenneth Kolaczyk, SRI, Ginna submitted the following question: 

Whi le touri ng the containment after a recent shutdown, I noticed that a l ight sheen of o i l  
had collected around both reactor coolant pumps and the adjacent area. The l icensee 
bel ieves the oil was vaporized residue that had come from the four vents in an oi l  
reservoi r  at the top of the RCPs.  The l icensee d id not have to add o i l  duri ng th is past 
operat ing cycle. The cond ition appears to be a longstand ing issue.  

My questions for the forum are the forum are the fol lowing : 

1 . ) Appendix R requi res l icensees to col lect al l  of the o i l  that leaks from the 
RCPs, si nce the l icensee is not col lect ing vaporized oi l ,  is this a violation of 
Appendix R? 

2.) Has anyone seen this condition duri ng their  plant tours?  

Response posted to the website by David Al lsop, I IPB on 5/26/05. 

Append ix R does not specifical ly identify RCP vents as a source of lube oi l  that shou ld 
be col lected usi ng the specified system . From the description, it appears that there is  
not enough o i l  to  ignite and damage safe shutdown systems. However, judgments 
should be used as to such possibi l i ty, based on potential ign it ion sou rces and other 
combustibles in the area. The response was reviewed by Dan Frumkin of 
NRR/DSSA/SPLB. 

INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 
REGION I 
Mark Cox - from Resident I nspector at I nd ian Poi nt 2 to SRI at I nd ian Poi nt 2 
James Wiggins ,  Deputy Regional Admin istrator, Reg ion I to Deputy Di rector, Research 
Jamie Benjam in ,  Reactor I nspector, Engineering Branch 2, DRS, to Resident I nspector ,  
M i l lstone 3 ,  DRP 
Richard Barkley, Sen ior Project Engi neer, P rojects Branch 7 DRP to Senior Reactor 
I nspector, Eng. Branch 2 ,  DRS 
Kenneth Jenison ,  Senior Project Engineer, DRP,  reti red with 35 years service 
Wayne Lann ing ,  Di rector, DRS, ret ired with 31 years service 

REGION I I 
Wi l l iam Russ Lewis - Reactor I nspector, DRS, h i red 
Louis Lake - Reactor Inspector, DRS ,  h ired 
Frank Ehrhardt - Operations Eng ineer, DRS, h i red 
John Tornow - Physical Secu rity I nspector, DRS, h i red 
M ichael Ki ng - Project Eng i neer, DRP,  h i red 
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REGION I l l  
Pete Peterson - Sr .  License Examiner to Ch ief, Operator Licensing Branch 
Steve Burton - Monticel lo SRI  to Kewaunee SR I  
Carey Brown - Cl i nton Resident to Reactor I nspector DRS Branch 2 
Al lan Barker - NRR I I PB to Region I l l  Project Engineer 
John Cassidy - Rad iation Protect ion Inspector, DRS Plant Support Branch , new h i re 
Ryan Alexander - Rad iation Protection I nspector to Emergency Response Coord i nator 
Ron Gardner - DRS Project Manager for New Construct ion to Ret irement 
Mart in Phalen - Rad iation Protect ion I nspector, DRS Plant Support Branch , new h i re 

POTENTIAL UNMONITORED RELEASE PATH - GINNA 

HERE'S WHAT HAPPENED:  

While performing a fi re protection walkdown of  the service and intermediate bui ld ings at 
G inna i n  May of 2005, the senior resident inspector identif ied that when the i ntermed iate 
and control led access vent i lation systems are tu rned off, ai r can flow from the pl ant's 
potential ly-contaminated areas to its clean areas. The l icensee was unaware of the 
potential for these unmon itored release paths under these system cond itions.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE VENTILATION SYSTEMS 

Ai r is circulated through the intermed iate and service bu i ld ings at G inna by a 
combination of forced and natural vent i lation systems. Two of the forced ai r systems, 
are the intermed iate bu i ld ing and control led access area exhaust systems, which take 
suct ion from both clean and potential ly contaminated portions of the intermed iate and 
service bu i ld ings. 

The potential for an unmonitored release exists because the exhaust venti lation 
systems for the i ntermed iate and service bu i ld ings do not have backdraft dampers 
which would prevent the f low of ai r between the clean and potential ly contaminated 
portions of the i ntermediate and service bui ld i ngs. Although dampers with fusible l i nks 
had been i nstal led in these systems, they were designed to close only i n  the event a 
H igh Energy Li ne Break (H ELB) had occurred . Th is cond it ion appears to be an orig inal 
design deficiency that may have been aggravated by subsequent modifications to the 
plant venti lation systems. On the next page is a hand sketch of a portion of the 
intermed iate and auxi l iary bui ld ing venti lation systems. The service bui ld ing venti lation 
system is s imi lar to that of the intermed iate bu i ld ing and has an identical design flaw. 

THE END RESULT 
The l icensee is considering the fol lowing corrective actions : add ing backdraft dampers 
to the effected vent i lation systems, removing sections of the associated ductwork, or 
modifying system operat ing procedures. 

This f ind i ng is considered value added, because the l icensee is requ i red by the plant 
ODCM to mon itor, assess and characterize radioact ive plant effluents . It is an example 
of the need for inspectors ,when conducti ng system walkdowns, to understand how the 
systems wi l l  respond when they are operating and de-energized . Ken Kolaczyk is the 
point of contact at the Ginna Resident I nspector Office. Nice job Ken ! ! !  
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DID YOU HEAR THE SIRENS 

WHAT HAPPENED 

On October 29, 2004 the NRC completed an EP inspection at Davis Besse. The inspection 
report also included the review of ANS performance indicator (Pl) data submitted by the 
l icensee in November 2004. The inspection focused on discrepant Alert and Notification System 
(ANS) Pl data , the causes and responses to an unsuccessful scheduled ANS test on May 7, 
2004, and the loss of capability of the Ottawa County Sheriff's Dispatch Center (SOC) to 
activate 54 Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) sirens for 10.3 days prior to the unsuccessful test 
on May 7, 2004 

BACKGROUND 

The l icensee's ANS consists of 54 sirens that Ottawa County officials may activate from the 
S OC. 49 of the sirens were in Ottawa County and the other 5 in Jerusalem Township of the 
neighboring Lucas County. The sirens can be activated by several control systems with each 
consisting of a Central Computer Unit (CCU) l inked to a Radio Interface Device (RID) which 
transmits a radio signal to each siren's Remote Terminal Unit (RTU). The sirens in Jerusalem 
township were equ ipped with two RTUs with one able to be activated from Ottawa county and 
the other one from Lucas County. The Ottawa County control system used a touch screen 
control console to communicate to its RID instead of a CCU. 

The ANS for the Davis Besse EPZ had several features that contributed to the failed test on 
May 7: a (1 .) 'eavesdropping' feature that al lowed all on l ine CCUs to monitor and record 
system commands and data, (2.) all online CCU time clocks were updated to match the time 
clock of the CCU, including a repair technician's portable CCU sending a pole command, (3.) 
the Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) dai ly poll updated all clocks but the Ottawa County 
S DC's touch screen control system, and (4. )  a 'time synchronization'  feature that prevented 
siren activation if there was a 90 minute d ifference between the t ime clock of the control device 
sending a signal to a siren's RTU and that RTU's time clock. 

Several factors contributed to the test fai lu re on May 7, 2004: 

- April 5 - al l CCU clocks reset to daylight savings (DSL) time (except SDC's touch control system) 

- Apri l  6 - EOF's automatic pol l  changed al l RTUs to DSL (Ottawa SDC's R ID ,  sti l l  on standard time, 
was now 1 hour beh ind RTUs and CCUs which were on DSL) 

-April 26 - repair techn ician in error, by h is portable CCU, set siren 1 01 RTU c lock 1 hour ahead of DSL 

-April 27- EOF's automatic pol l  of all EPZ sirens caused all CCUs and RTUs clocks to be 1 hour ahead 
of DSL (Ottawa SDC's R ID now 2 hours beh ind all 54 siren's RTUs) 

-May 7 - 't ime synchronization' feature prevented Ottawa SDC's activation of al l 54 s i rens s ince 
greater than 90 minute d ifference between RTUs clocks and SDC's touch control system .  

Prior to this failed test, the licensee's test plan , in procedure RA-EP-04400 Revision 2 ,  for the 
ANS consisted of the Ottawa County SOC conducting a 60 second test on the first Friday of 
each month and a 3 minute annual test. Only these 1 3  scheduled tests would be counted as Pl 
opportunit i es. The procedure did not clearly document whether tests of the five sirens in 
Jerusalem Township when activated by Lucas County could be counted as Pl opportunities or 
not. Revision 3 (effective June 2004) of procedure RA-EP-04400 mainly added daily silent 
tests, using e i ther the EOC CCU or SOC CCU, to the allowed Pl opportunities. From April 2003 
through September 2004, the Lucas County offic ials performed the monthly test on their five 
sirens. 
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The i nspectors determ i ned that the second and third quarter ANS P l  data submitted to the NRC 
in November 2004 was discrepant for the fol lowi ng reasons :  ( 1 . ) the si lent tests were performed 
by the l i censee staff rather than Ottawa County staff, (2.) the si lent tests were being done using 
the EOF and SOC CCUs rather than the SOC touch screen control system , (3) there was 
inadequate pre-coord ination with FEMA prior to implementing the change to the ANS testing 
program ( l icensee should not have made the change until next quarter after a FEMA review) , 
and (4) the monthly tests performed by Lucas County off icials on the i r  s irens were not actual P l  
opportunit ies s i nce the ANS test plan requ i red Ottawa County SOC to  perform a l l  tests. 
Because the l i censee had erroneously included so many successful test results and test 
opportunit ies in activating the 54 E PZ sirens in the P l  data, the ANS Pl resu lts were c lassified 
as be ing  in the GREEN performance band. The ANS Pl  value is the number of successful test 
resu lts over the number of test opportun it ies. The inspectors recalculated the correct ANS P l  
value after e l iminating those P l  opportunit ies that should not have included and the  new ANS P l  
resu lts were now determined to b e  i n  the WHITE performance band. 

This great inspect ion was made poss ib le by the outstanding cooperation between Region I l l  -
Thomas Ploski and N RR- Robert Kahler. Both ind ividuals have knowledge and expertise i n  
Emergency Preparedness and i n  the methodology of activating and contro l l ing sirens. Great job 
Thomas and Robert ! ! !  

RESULTS 

The l icensee was informed on January 1 3, 2005 of a pre l im inary WH ITE finding for the loss of 
the capabil ity to activate the 54 sirens for 1 0 .3 days and of an associated apparent violation of 
1 O CFR 50.47(b)(5) . I n  addition ,  the l icensee was notified of a pre l iminary WH ITE find ing for the 
subm ittal of d iscrepant P l  data for the second and th ird calendar quarters of 2004 and of an 
assoc iated apparent vio lation of 1 0  CFR 50.9(a) . The l i censee was provided the opportun ity for 
a regu latory conference or  a written response.  The l icensee submitted a written response on 
February 1 4, 2005 wh ich d isagreed with both f i nd ings and SOP assessments . However, on 
May 5,  2005, the N RG sent a l etter notify ing the l icensee that the or ig inal SOP assessments 
were upheld and that there was an NOV for the violat ion of 1 0  CFR 50.47 (b) (5) and a non-cited 
vio lation against 1 0  CFR 50.9(a) . 

The l icensee re-computed the Pl value and submitted new Pl data for the second and third 
quarters of 2004. Region I l l ,  NS IR  EP, and N R R  Inspection Program staff are coord inating 
l i censee corrective act ions and future onsite inspection in order to restore confidence that the 
l icensee can accurately compute the ANSI Pl data in accordance with N RG-endorsed c riteria. 

The l icensee performed a root cause evaluation that includes corrective actions for the finding 
on the lost capabil ity to activate the sirens for 1 0 .3 days. The NRG needs to perform fo l lowup 
inspections to review those l i censee corrective actions. 

The l icensee also coordinated with State of Oh io  and Ottawa Cou nty officials and recently 
obtained FEMA's approval so as to revise the ANS testing p rog ram to include the results of 
ANS "si lent tests". Those tests wi l l  be performed once a week by the Ottawa County SOC rather 
than by the l icensee staff . These changes wi l l  be reflected in l icensee's ANS Pl submittals at 
the start of the fourth calendar quarter of 2005. 
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D D  YOU KNOW THAT . . . . . .  Jul io Lara, Region 1 1 1  Branch Chief, i s  one 
of those unique N RC staff members that has had the opportun ity to work 
in a l l  four Regions, and occasionally in Headquarters dur ing rotational 
assignments . Whi le studying for his engineering degree, he was 
employed by the N RC as a Co-op student in Region IV and was 
assigned at the South Texas Project. H is permanent assignments with in 
the N RC have included Region I DRS inspector ,  Region I I  construction 
resident inspector at the Watts Bar p lant, Region 1 1 1  resident and senior 
resident inspector, and currently Region I l l  Branch Chief. Whi le 
stat ioned at the Watts Bar p lant, he was able to find t ime to become a 
Regi stered Profess ional Engineer. 

He be an rid ing motorcycles as a means to commute during h is col lege days. He and ��b-)(5_) -� 
b)(6) so r id ing time is hard to come by these days and is a premium. He has been an 
avI motorcycle enthus iast for 1 5  years, owns a 2000 Harley Davidson Road King , and is 
considering maki ng another road trip to Sturgis, SD ,  for the Black H i l ls Motorcycle Rally, later 
th is year. Last year, the week before the ral ly began , he decided to make a solo trip to the ral ly, 
8 years s ince his previous visit. Due to fam i ly and work schedules, he d id not have much time 
to make the trip. Sturg is  is about 950 mi les from his home in I l l inois. He began his trip on 
Friday, at 6 pm , after work and rode for 275 mi les into Des Moines, Iowa, where he lodged for 
the n ight. He conti nued the journey at 6 am on Satu rday morn ing ,  and reached Sturg is ,  SD, 1 3  
hours and 750 mi les later, with gas stops every 1 80 mi les provid ing some rest. Once there, he 
pitched a tent at a campground, before taki ng i n  the ral ly events into the n ight. The next day, on 
Su nday morning , he went on a brief tou r  of local h igh l ights, i ncluding Mount Rushmore and 
Crazy Horse monuments. At about 2 pm,  he began his jou rney home. He rode for about 6 
hours into Sioux City , Iowa, where he camped for the n ight. On Monday morn ing, he began his 
day at 7 am and rode unti l he arrived back home . The entire tr ip was 2 , 1 25 mi les, i n  68 hours, 
with about 30 hrs on the bike .  The trip was long , but the weather cooperated ,  except tor the 
obligatory thunderstorm and strong winds near Rapid City, SD. 

Figure 3 - Crazy Horse Monument 
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DAY IN THE LIFE OF  AN INSPECTOR BY MIKE HAY 

My name is Mike Hay.  I am currently the NRG SRI  at the Waterford 3 nuclear faci l ity located 
near New Orleans, Louisiana. Prior to th is  assignment I was the R I  at Cooper Nuclear Station ,  
a Region IV  Reactor Health Physics I nspector, and served approximately 1 O years in the  US 
Navy nuclear prog ram. A few months back I had the opportun ity to participate in a news story 
being done by CNN that focused on the l ife of an NRG i nspector. I was asked to write th is 
article to provide some i nsights concerning the i nterview, along with my personnel thoug hts 
about being an i nspector. 

Getting prepared for the i nterview was quite an experience. Thankfu l ly, both Region I I  and IV 
public affairs officers prov ided many hours of support i n  preparation. When I found out CNN 
desired to start f i lming at my house you can imag i ne  the in itial reaction of my wife and two 
daughters . To my surprise, my wife thought this was a golden opportun ity for the NRG to 
receive some posit ive media coverage that m ight possibly promote more publ ic confidence i n  
the N RG .  CNN f i lmed my family and I i nteracting around the  house and focused much attention 
on my six year old daughter. Matter of fact, the next day she woke up and asked if the film crew 
wou ld  be f i lming her again .  CNN asked about my thoug hts l iv ing close to a nuclear power plant, 
and did I feel my fami ly  was in danger l iv ing c lose to one? I' l l let you watch the show to hear the 
exact answer. I do recall d iscussing that I wou ld never move my family anywhere that I fe lt was 
dangerous and d iscussed several reasons  why I felt the public is safe l iving near a plant. 

A fu l l  day was spent fi lm i ng at the Waterford 3 faci l ity. We filmed at the control room s imulator 
as a crew was performing train i ng activities. CNN was impressed how control led and effective 
the operators appeared and questioned if they would perform the same in a real emergency. 
They were interested in the safety of the p lant with respect to how it would respond to major 
types of accidents inc lud ing the i mmediate roles of the operators during such events . They 
questioned whether one mal icious operator, or several working together, could cause a serious 
nuclear accident that cou ld affect pub l ic health and safety. Fi lm ing continued i n  various areas 
i nc lud ing the mai n access security checkpoint, control room,  spent fuel pool ,  emergency d iesel 
generator room, and the turbine driven auxi l iary feedwater pump room . At the spent fuel pool ,  
as you wou ld  expect, questions focused on secu rity of the fue l  and the potential impacts from 
aircraft col l i d ing i nto the bu i ld i ng. 

The overrid i ng theme of questions throughout the day pertai ned to how safe are the plants from 
both operational and security perspectives and how does the N RG ensure this safety is 
maintained. They also were i nterested i nto what "motivates" an NRC inspector. I truly enjoyed 
answeri ng these questions based on my experiences with the N RG over the past 1 0  years. I 
to ld CNN that N RG i nspectors take g reat pride in perfo rming their duties inspecting nuclear 
power plants and understand the enormous responsib i l ity that is i nvolved. I also d iscussed how 
the N RC is continuously assessing both operational and security safety issues at nuclear plants 
and implementing changes to the requ i rements and i nspections to address these issues. The 
experience was a humbl ing one since as a regulator we are used to aski ng the questions and 
evaluat ing the answers. I have always felt great pride in our agency and tru ly bel ieve that we do 
make a d ifference,  hopefu l ly the show wi ll depict that message and continue to increase publ ic 
confidence. Mike represented the agency in a commendable manner ! ! !  

You wi l l  receive notification via agency-wide e-mai l when the show airs ! 
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FIRE! ! !  F IRE! ! !  F IRE! ! !  

This foreign event, obtai ned from the OpE website, i s  being included because of your 
expressed i nterest in s ignificant foreign events. This event occurred at Cattenom Unit 2 , 
a 1 300 MW PWR plant located in France, on May 1 6th , 2004 when the plant was at 89% 
capacity . Plant personnel fi rst detected an insu lation fault on a 6.6 ki lovolt (kV) and 
then the actual f i re i nside a f ire-resistant wall penetrat ion contain ing 6 . 6kV and 380 volt 
electrical cables that were routed between the turbi ne hal l and the e lectrical bu i ld ing . 
The uti l ity immediately d isconnected power to Trai n A and all offs ite power, and then re­
powered Trai n B usi ng a diesel generator. The plant went into shutdown mode using 
Trai n B .  The uti l ity requested external assistance with 38 fi reman used to ext inguish the 
f ire i n  2.5 hours after detection by dry chemical ext inguishers and also water when there 
was no current detected . The e lectrical switchboards were repowered on May 1 7th with 
a reactor coolant pump being started up in the morn ing of May 1 8th . 

The cause of the fi re was the combustion of the PVC insulat ion of the 6 . 6 kV cables due 
to both the penetrat ion be ing obstructed at both ends and the h igh operat ing 
temperature of those cables. The latter was due to the high cu rrent in those cables 
supplying the ci rcu lat ing system pumps with each pump demanding 9 megawatts 
(approximately 9000 horsepower) but the cables were sized for 5 megawatts .  The 
reason that the penetration was obstructed at both ends was due to the replacement of 
one partition i n  2003 without removing the second partit ion .  Each penetration was 
approximately 6 inches thick to protect against fi re propagat ion .  The obstruction of the 
penetration at both ends by those partitions produced a 'fu rnace effect' a space from 
which heat could not natural ly be evacuated. 

The consequences of the fi re are the following : ( 1 ) deterioration of 1 00 cables out of a 
total of 209, (2) the d isconnection of Train A led to shutdown of e lectrical bui ld ing 
venti lation systems, (3) during the f ire ,  the pressurizer protection safety rel ief valves 
were used 3 t imes, and (4) deterioration of turbine and alternator beari ngs. 

The ut i l ity undertook the fol lowi ng corrective actions : ( 1 ) al l damaged 6.6 kV cables 
were replaced with cables of the same specifications as the orig inal cables except that 
two cables were run per phase to each circu lati ng pump to prevent overheati ng ( th is 
modif ication wi l l  be performed at al l  CA TTENOM un its, (2) al l 380 V cables with 
insu lation damage were replaced , (3) insu lation tests were performed on 380 V cables 
between conductors and between ground to each conductor, (4) requal ification tests 
wee performed on al l cables i n  the penetration ,  (5) one concrete parti tion was 
e l im inated as required by f ire protection , and (6) the uti l ity decided to i nspect al l double­
partit ion penetrations to check the condition of the cables. 

Lessons learned : ( 1 ) an electrical i nduced fi re ,  due to non-safety cables, might 
s ign ificantly affect the plant safety, even though the f ire is rapidly subdued , (2) greater 
vig i lance is needed notably during the modification design with respect to the specific 
characteristics of units so as to properly analyze all possible consequences, and (3) r isk 
analyses should be employed during modification studies. 
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I NSPECTOR NEWSLETTER 
Our Goal is to Provide Useful and Succinct Information to Inspectors 

OCTOBER, 2005 

The material presented in this newsletter is for information purposes only and does not 
necessari ly reflect official agency gu i dance or pol icy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated 
i n  N RC's i nspection manuals. 

FEATURED ARTICLES "Success is the abi l ity to go 
ANO Flooding from one fai lure to another with no 
Brunswick EDG Shutdown loss of enthusiasm" -Winston 

RI Updated Relocation Incentives Churchi l l  
RII  Outage Training 
RIS 2005-20/Revised GL 91-1 8 Guidance 
Let's Chat Jose Diaz/RU 
New: IR Search Function Editorial Board 
OpE Update Jim Trapp, R I  Jmt1@nrc.gov 
List of I IPB Contacts Joel Munday, R I I  Jtm@nrc.gov 

Pat Louden, R I i i Pl l@nrc.gov 
Bi l l  Johnson ,  RIV Wdj@nrc.gov 
Fiona Tobler, I I PB ftt@nrc.gov 

$ 
Ed Kleeh,  I I PB eak@nrc.gov 

$ RESIDENT INSPECTOR 
Please email us with UPDATED RELOCATION 

INCENTIVES $$ 
comments/feedback! 

Here's the bottom line: INCENTIVES FOR 
S ITES HAVE BEEN CHANGED (both increased and decreased , but overa l l ,  amounts have 
i ncreased) .  Go to http://www. i nternal .nrc.gov/H R/pdf/ri -relo-questions .pdf for questions and 
answers about resident inspector program relocation incentives. Go to 
http ://n rr 1 0. n re . gov /ro p-dig ital -city/newsletter /site incentives. pdf for an alphabetical I isti ng of 
site relocation i ncentives. When comparing percentages, It is very important to keep in mind that 
the o ld percentages were calculated on base pay exclud ing local i ty pay or resident inspector 
special rates whi le the new percentages wi l l  be calcu lated as a percentage of resident I nspector 
pay includ ing special rates and local ity pay. As a result , an incentive that appears to have 
decreased may wel l  represent a h igher dol lar amount. For further information contact your DRP 
d ivision d i rector , Regional Personnel Officer or Nancy Johns, H R .  

REGION II DEVELOPS OUTAGE TRAINING 
Gordon Wi l l iams,  Project Engineer, D RP, developed a set of sl ides for management of 
shutdown risk during outages. These s l ides include shutdown oversight perspective, recent 
shutdown issues, changes to the outage inspection procedure and sources of information and 
reference docu ments. Loi s  James, I I PB ,  is f inal iz ing just-in-time web-based trai n ing for outages 
developed from these sl ides to be p laced on ROPs dig ital city and Rich Laura, OpE, is in the 
process of provid ing additional resource information. Because th i s  document is so awesome 
and s ince it important to get this out ASAP, we have made this information avai lable on ROP 
Digital City . .  P lease use the Inspector Community Forum to chat about fal l outage 
experience.  We wi l l  use this feedback to further enhance these sl ides and make them avai lable 
to you before the spring outage schedule. Stay tuned to d ig ital city and the inspector 
newsletter for fu rther developments. 
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WHERE HAS THE WATE R GON E? 

I n  June 2005, during a SSDPC i nspection at ANO Units 1 and 2 ,  the i nspection team reviewed 
the heatup and inventory analyses for the emergency cool ing pond which is the ultimate heat 
sink. The emergency coo l ing pond is a horseshoe, earthen structure with a earthen dam near 
the bottom end of one leg of the horseshoe. The dam is covered by a filter fabric and then 
concrete b lock on both sloping sides and the top .  The concrete block is  covered by an 

impermeable membrane fabric to deter erosion. The 6ft h igh dam 
both conta ins  the pond's water and acts as a spi l lway when the 
pond has too much water. The excess water from the pond flows 
i nto the Dardanel le Reservo i r. The inspection team determined that 
a calcu lat ion assumed an i n it ial emergency cool ing pond water 
level of 5 feet wh ich was consistent with both Un it 1 and 2 
Techn ical Specificat ions and credited the emergency cool ing pond 
level as being increased to 5 feet and 4.5 inches by operator 
actions prior to loss of the pri mary heat s i nk  ( Dardanel le 
Reservoir) .  The i nspection team questioned the design basis of 

Figure 1 - View of Dam/ 
Spil lway 

the correlation between the pond's water volume and the specified 
height of the water in pond. 

An nual ly the water vo l ume of the emergency cool ing pond was verified by soundings taken at 
50 foot intervals across the pond at various locat ions . The team questioned the adequacy of the 
annual emergency coo l i ng  pond sound ing methodology. This de onstra e a ood 

es ioning attit de The first sound ing was taken at 50 feet from the shore. The sounding's 
results were averaged to verify an "equivalent average depth" of at least 5 feet. The team 
determined that the depth near the shore was not being verified by the soundings and also the 
sounding acceptance criteria d id not verify the capacity of the emergency cool ing pond to 
conta i n  a level of 5 feet and 4 .5  inches as credited by the calculat ion . his deno strated that 
the tean understood t� e mterre at1onsh p between h� re uire water vo ume m e 
emergency cooling pond for various cond1t1ons and the sounding methodology. 

After further question i ng  by the i nspection team, the l icensee performed a visual i nspection of 
the emergency coo l i ng  pond embankment on June 23, 2005. The l icensee discovered that 
based on a design change, rip-rap ( large stones) had been placed along the entire interior 
perimeter of the pond and had altered the slope of the pond's embankment from the expected 
value .  This conf iguration was not reflected i n  the appl icable desig n d rawings and the main 
calcu lation for the emergency coo l i ng  pond. The l i censee issued a condition report to address 
the fai lure to update the design drawi ngs and calcu lation for that design change. I n  the 
condition report, the l icensee established an admin istrative l im i t  of 5.33 feet depth to ensure the 
pond's operabi l ity pend ing fu rther analysis. Two addi tional condit ion reports were issued to 
address si lt bu i ldup not addressed in the soundings and the sounding acceptance criteria in 
regard to the credited level of 5 feet and 4.5 i nches. 

The same team also had another f inding in relation to the 
emergency cool i ng  pond .  In 2002, two separate condit ion 
reports had been issued to address the i mpermeable 
membrane fabric, above the concrete block, bei ng  torn. The 
damaged membrane fabric was a l lowing water from the pond 
to erode the earthwork around the concrete b locks. At the 
time of this inspection in 2005, the l icensee had not taken any 
correct ive actions. In add ition ,  there is an unresolved item for 
the lack of seismic design calcu lations for the dam. The 
l i censee is in the process of performing a f in ite analysis to 
address this issue. 
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Figure 2 - View Looking at Rip 
Rap Along Edge of Pond 
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For addit ional detai l s  on the findings, please 
refer to i nspection report 050031 3/2005008. 
The team members were Joseph Tapia, 
James Adams, Breck Henderson ,  Chuck 
Paulk, and Craig Baron (contractor) Great 
WO 

Periodic visual i nspections, under the ROP, 
are required to ensure that any physical 
deg radation of the an ult imate heat sink's 
structure is with in acceptable l im its so as to 
ensure the ult i mate heat s i nk  can fulfi l l  its 
safety function 

Figure 3 - View of Pond With Joe Tapia on 
Dam/Spi l lway (R ip Rap Is Evident And 
Impermeable Membrane Fabric) 

RIS 2005-20/ REVISED GL 91 -1 8 GUIDANCE 
"Operabil ity Determinations & Functionality Assessments for Resolution of Degraded or 

Nonconforming Conditions Adverse to Qual ity or Safety" 
What Happened 

Guidance formerly contained in Generic Letter 91 - 1 8 was revised on  September 26, 
2005 by issuing Regulatory I ssue Summary 2005-20. 

• R IS  combined guidance in two sect ions of the IM Part 9900, Technical Guidance 
• New IM document is  Operabi l i ty Determi nat ions & Functional i ty Assessments for 

Resolution of Degraded or Nonconforming Condit ions Adverse to 
Qual ity or Safety 

• Referred to as the Operabi l ity Dete rmination Process (ODP) [RIS acknowledges that 
l icensees may col lect ively refer to the processes as the "GL 9 1 -1 8" process] 

What changed and How Much did it change? 
In general , there are i ncremental changes to the document that make th ings clearer, but no 
dramatic changes to the existing guidance.  
• Rewritten to be clearer and more process-oriented 
• Revised to reflect ongoing regulatory changes 

Clarifies selected issues in the guidance based on operat i ng experience and industry 
feedback 

Other Items 
• I I PB wi l l  el im i nate the old Part 9900 sections that have been superseded by this revised 

guidance. 

The new guidance is avai lable on the NRC's public web site and on the ROP Dig ital City 
website at the Technical Gu idance l i nk  STSODP.  
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Train ing 
• Inspector training will be conducted by the region technical contact and the Technical 

Specifications Section at upcoming SRI/RI counterpart meetings. 
• The Technical Specifications Branch will participate in NRR briefings and at an NEl­

sponsored industry conference on this topic in November. 
Technical Contacts: 
Carl Schulten, NRR 
E-mail css 1@nrc.gov 
James Trapp, RI 
E-mail jmt1@nrc.gov 

Randall Musser, R I I  
E-mail rxm 1@nrc.gov 
Stephen Burton, RI i i 
E-mail sxb3@nrc.gov 

Charles Stancil, Jr, R IV 
E-mail crs1@nrc.gov 

CHATTING ABOUT - Jose M. DiAz, Region II 

Ever wonder what some of us do i n  our free time? Let's chat a little about Jose. He is a 
R II/ORS inspector who has been with the NRC since 1 992. Most of his time with the NRC was 

in RI I/ONMS as a health physicist, working as a license reviewer and 
inspector for the materials program. Prior to then, Jose was a Medical 
Physicist in San Juan, Puerto Rico. Enough about work! 

Jose is currently the pastor of the Hispanic Fellowship ministry withi n  the 
Roswell Street Baptist Church in Marietta, Georgia. He is currently 
pursuing a master degree in divinity with a concentration in biblical 
languages. The languages he is studying are Hebrew (with minor 
Aramaic), and Koine Greek. Let's not forget that he is also fluent in 
Spanish and English ! 

(b)(6) 

and ordained to serve in minist
r,

. His b)(6) 
l{b)(6) J that 1-e---r-ps_e_s,.............,.......,.------r--,............---.-_,..... ..... _ ---,---,----' 
assistance programs within corporations. Their ..... (b_)(B_l _______________ ___. 

� He loves questions on biblical issues and likes to do research and apply logic to come 
upwifn answers. 

We asked him, what drives such a life style? His answer was with a Greek word -
"metamorphosis." He meant the transformation that happens to the people involved, their 
families and their community. He feels it is a byproduct that will l ive beyond himself. How 
awesome ! 

MEGA-QUESTIONS, MEGA-OHMS 
(BRUNSWICK EOG SHUTDOWN) 

Here's what happened : 
On July 28, 2005, with both Brunswick units at full power, one of the four Brunswick emergency 
diesel generators (EOGs) received a lockout on generator differential overcurrent during 
monthly surveillance testi ng. The lockout occurred shortly after EOG startup and just following 
the EOG field flashing. The licensee's initial failure analysis determined that the cause of the 
failure was due to excessive carbon buildup on the exciter collector rings as indicated by 
reported low megger readings of approximately 200 ohms on the collector rings/brush rigging 
[h"gh readings in the Kohm range mean· g better resistance to ground is good] The 
licensee postulated that the low megger readings caused the current to the generator field 
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exciter to increase which caused the actuation of the generator differential overcurrent relay. 
The problem was corrected by cleaning the brushes and collector rings. Following successful 
preventive maintenance testing (PM) , the EOG was declared operable. 

Background: 
Based on a review of the last performance of  the generator brush/collector r ing preventive 
maintenance on the site's four EOGs (required to be conducted annually), the licensee noted 
that the PM was last conducted 11 months earlier on the failed EOG and 12 months earlier on 
another. The other two EOGs had PMs conducted approximately 4 months earlier. Based on 
this information, the licensee conducted the PM on the 12-months-earlier EOG on July 30, 2005. 
The decision to conduct the PM on this EOG was also based on the EOG exhibiting 
brush/collector ring arcing during the last surveillance test. Megger readings were measured on 
this EOG and were found to be similar to the failed EOG. The EOG was returned to service 
later that day. Because the PM was performed in a relatively short time prior to this event on 
the other two EOGs, the licensee concluded that the problem exhibited by the failed EOG was 
due to the PM frequency, which may have been too long. Therefore, the licensee elected not to 
perform any other inspections on the other two EOGs or to evaluate any other possible cause of 
the EOG failure. 

The inspectors (Gene D iPaolo, SRI and Joe Austin, ) at Brunswick noted problems with 
the licensee's failure analysis of the EOG issue: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

First, the licensee's determination that the PM frequency was inadequate was 
partly based on erroneous information. The decision to perform the PM on the 
second EOG was based on licensee information that indicated that the 
frequency of the PM used to be 6 months, but had been changed to 12 months. 
This would support the idea that the change may have been in error, indicating 
that the frequency really should be 6 months. However, the licensee 
subsequently determined that the PM frequency has always been on a yearly 
frequency since it was established in 1991 . Also, the licensee subsequently 
identified that the as-found megger readings which were reported as 200 ohms 
during the initial testing, were in fact a measured value of 270 Kohms. 

Second, the inspectors discovered that the licensee had not explored all other 
causes of collector ring brush degradation such as low brush spri ng tension, the 
collector ring irregularities or an inadequate PM. 

Finally, the inspectors noted that the licensee had not performed a fault tree 
analysis to aid in determining other possible causes of the EOG failure. For 
example, during initial troubleshooting, the licensee discovered a failed fuse in 
the exciter surge suppression circuit. The troubleshooting performed for this 
failure did not eliminate an exciter failure mode as the cause of the failed EOG 

Partly as a result of the inspectors' questioning the basis for the collector ring brush 
degradation being the cause of the EOG lockout, the licensee determined that some outside 
industry expertise was needed to fully address the basis for their decision. With assistance 
from several industry experts, a review was conducted which identified not only that the original 
cause determination was incorrect, but that the other 3 EOGs were susceptible to the same 
problem. The licensee found that the cause of the failure was inadequate margin between the 
no-load operating current of the exciter and the setpoint for the differential overcurrent relay. 
Based on this information and the lockout of another EOG during data gathering, the licensee 
declared all four site emergency diesel generators inoperable and shut down both units. 
Subsequently, the NRC conducted a Special Inspection ( IP  93812) of the issues surrounding 
the event. Without the questioning by the resident inspectors, the licensee most probably 
would have determined that PM frequency was the cause of the problem, and continued 
operating both units with all 4 EOGs at least degraded, if not inoperable. 
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For additional information: IR  05000325, 324/200501 0, dated September 1 5, 2005 
or contact Gene DiPaolo, SRI, or Joe Austin, RI ,directly. 

NEW: I MPROVED INSPECTION REPORT SEARCHAB IL ITY ON 
THE WEB 

A more comprehensive and easy-to-use inspection report search function has been created by 
I I PB. This function offers the capabi l ity to search inspection reports for key words during a 
certa in  t ime frame. 

For DIG ITAL CITY, the search fu nction can be activated by go ing di rectly to "ROP i nspection 
report search" .  The database consists of the ROP inspection reports avai lable through the ROP 
List of I nspection Reports Web page.  The database is  updated twice a quarter along with the Pl 
and inspection findings Web postings i n  accordance with IMC 0306. Reports that have been 
issued from inspections completed i n  the previous quarter are avai lable 35 days after the 
completion of a q uarter (e.g . ,  early February, May, August, and November) , then all i nspection 
reports from the previous quarter should be avai lable when the database is  regenerated 60 
days after the completion of a quarter (e .g . ,  early March,  June,  September, and December). 
Click here to check this out: http://nrr1 0 .nrc.gov/search/index.jsp 

OPERATING EXPERIENCE UPDATE - Technical Review Groups 
(TRG) 

What's Going On? 
There is someth ing N EW i n  the agency's OpE program-------Technical Review Groups (TRG) 
which are intended to increase the use of OpE data by the N R R  technical g roups. The TRGs 
supplement the normal OpE process by using technical experts to period ica l ly perform a 
focused review of OpE data. The technical experts may better understand the importance of a 
particular OpE issue that otherwise may have been dismissed by the staff as inconsequential . 
This new change to the OpE process was in itiated by a memo from N R R  and R ES (see ADAMS 
ML050970097) . 

What Changed?  
There are 30 TRGs reviewi ng various technical areas every six months . Each g roup has a lead 
and members from the NRR techn ical groups. Each g roup is tasked with ( 1 ) reviewing al l  
relevant Comms posted on the OpE forum websi te , and (2) search ing and reviewing al l  other 
relevant OpE data streams .  The lead for each TRG wil l issue the g roup's f ind ings in an e-mail to 
the OES Branch Chief. 

A Success of the New Process 
Recently, there was a SUCCESS story that i l lustrated the potential value of the TRG process. A 
PWR experienced a dropped control rod event that led to a plant shutdown. The l icensee 
determined that this event was cause by a degraded EQ spl ice which experienced higher than 
expected temperatures due to problems with CROM fans. The RI staff (Thomas Hipschman, 
SRI , and Brian Wittick, R I ) qu ickly and effectively communicated this matter to regional 
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management, who informed N RR. A D E  eng i neer  (Thomas Koshy), uti l iz ing OpE search tools, 
found seven related industry events over the last f ive years, one of which was a repeat event at 
the very same p lant. As a resu lt, an Issue for Resolution ( I FR) was opened and an i nformation 
notice may be issued on th is subject. This event shows how the NRR technical staffs can 
apply recent OpE data by using search tools. Job well done ! 

OpE Points of Contact 
OpE staff are ready and avai lable to help you .  Contact Brett R in i  for any search questions, and 
please feel free to provide any feedback to R ichard Laura. Cl ick here for a l ist of OpE points of 
contact: http://nrr1 0 . nrc.qov/rorp/roe-contact- l ist.html 

"To succeed as a team is to hold all of the 
members accountable for thei r  
expertise"-Mitche l l  Caplan 

INSPECTOR COMMUNITY FORUM 

The purpose of the Inspector Community Forum is to faci l itate commun ication between 
i nspectors about items of interest. The Forum currently has 1 05 registered users and 84 posted 
messages. The Forum's homepage now displays all NRR base l ine i nspection procedures. 
Each procedure has a corresponding l ibrary which contains a l ink to the current procedure and 
to re lated generic communications. Related generic commun ications are being updated to add 
recently issued generic commu nications. 

Check out Steve Jones' (SPLB) response to Timothy Steadham's question regarding start-up 
acceleration trans ients on Fermi 's RC IC turbine. To read more go the forum on Dig ital City and 
cl ick on 71 1 1 1 22- Survei l lance Testi ng. 
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Temporary Instructions R. Matthew 

IMC-0030 Policy and Guidance for Development of NRC Inspection Manual Programs J. Isom 

IMC-0040 Revision to I nspection Manual Chapters M. Maley 

IMC-01 02 Oversight and Objectivity of I nspectors and Examiners at Reactor Facilities J. Isom 

IMC-0300 Announced and Unannounced Inspections F. Tobler 

IMC-0301 Coordination of NRC Visits to Commercial Reactor Sites F. Tobler 

IMC-0302 Inspection Program Evaluation Activities R. Frahm 

IMC-0305 Operating Reactor Assessment Program B. Pascarell i 

IMC-0306 IT Support for Operating Reactors S. Anderson 

IMC-0307 Self-Assessment Program A.Frahm 

IMC-0308 ROP Basis Document S.  Sanders 

IMC-0309 Reactive Inspection Decision Basis for Reactors D. Norkin 

IMC-0330 Guidance for NRC Review of Licensee Draft Documents F. Tobler 

IMC-0350 Oversight . . .  in Extended Shutdown A.Frahm 

IMC-0608 Performance Indicator Program D.Hickman 

IMC-0609 Significance Determination Process P.Koltay 

IMC-061 2  Power Reactor Inspector Reports J. Isom 

IMC-0620 Inspection Documents and Records F. Tobler 

IMC-0801 ROP Feedback Program P. Bonnett 

IMC-1 007 I nterfacing Activities Between Regional Offices of NRC and OSHA J. Isom 

IMC-1 201 Conduct of Employees F. Tobler 

IMC-1 202 Senior Resident Inspector Site Turnover F. Tobler 

IMC-1 240 Inspector Access at Power Reactors R. Mathew 

IMC-1 245 Inspector Qualification L.James 

IMC-2501 Early Site Permit J. Jennings 

IMC-2502 Pre-Combined License (COL) Inspections P. Sekerak 

IMC-251 5  LWR Inspection Program-Operations Phase J. lsom 

IMC-251 5  Appendix A, Baseline I nspection Program J. lsom 

IMC-251 5 Appendix B, Supplemental Inspection Program S. Sanders 

IMC-251 5 Appendix C, Special Inspections S. Sanders 

IMC-251 5  Appendix D ,  Plant Status R. Mathew 

IMC-2509 Brown's Ferry Unit 1 , Project Inspection Program E.Kleeh 

IMC-2530 I ntegrated Design I nspection Program D. Norkin 

IMC-2535 Design Verification Programs D. Norkin 

IMC-2901 Team Inspections F. Tobler 
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IMC-Part 9900 
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1 1  
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1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  
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1 9  
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21 

22 

23 

Technical Guidance 

Emergency Preparedness 

Occupational Radiation Safety 

Public Radiation Safety 

Discrepant or Unreported Performance Indicator Data 

Pl Verification 

Identif ication and Resolution of Problems 

Event Fol low-up 

Augmented Inspection Team 

Special Inspection 

Inspection for One or Two White I nputs in a Strategic Performance Area 

Inspection for One Degraded Cornerstone or Any Three White Inputs in a 
Strategic Performance Area 

Supplemental Inspection for Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones, Mu ltiple 
Degraded Cornerstones, Mu ltiple Yellow Inputs, or One Red I nput 

Adverse Weather Protection 

Evaluations of Changes, Tests, o·r Experiments 

Reserved 

Equipment Al ignment 

Fire Protection 

Flood P rotectio1.1 Measures 

Heat Sink Performance 

lnservice Inspections 

Reserved 

Reserved 

Licensed Operator Requalification P rog ram 

Maintenance Effectiveness 

Maintenance Risk Assessment and Emergent Work Control 

Personnel Performance During Non-routine Plant Evolutions and Events 

Operability Evaluations 

Operator Workarounds 

Permanent Plant Modifications 

Reserved 

Post-Maintenance Testing 

Refuel ing and Outage Activities 

Safety System Design and Performance Capability 

Surveil lance Testing 

Temporary Plant Modifications 

Last Update 
9/28/05 
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NRR - @JnspectorCommunily 

@laspectorCommunity 

Source of Inspection PreparaUon 

Search I How Do I Know .. .  I Logi n I Register 

I nspector Commun ity > Forum > 71 1 1 1 22 - Surveillance Test ing 

Select [more] for reply option 
Page : 1 

Topic Repl ies 

GE S I L  336 , Rev. 1 ,  Pg . 7, Section 4 .b  d iscusses the 
monitori ng of start-up accelerat ion transients agai nst a 1 
pre-established basel ine.  A deviation o . . .  [more] 

Contai nment Vacuum Breaker Precondit ion ing at N ine M i le 
Point Unit 1 NMP Unit 1 has a Mark I containment. I n  0 
reviewi ng the i r  su rveillance/ lST proc . . .  fmorel 

Generic commu nications that re l ate to an i nspection 
procedure ( I P) have been added to the l ibrary in the 0 
Inspector Commu nity Forum ( ICF) . To access t . . .  [more] 

Page : 1 

hnp:1/nrrl O.nrc.gov/forum/forum.cfm0selecIedForum=04&forumld=7 1 1 1 1 22 1 I /0712005 3:09: 14 AM 
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I NSPECTOR N EWSLEJTER 
January ,  2006 

Our goal is to provide usefu l and succi nct i nformat ion to inspectors . 

The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect official 
agency guidance or policy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's inspection manuals. 

By now you should have received your pocket size copy 
of the NRC Inspector - Field Observation 

Best Practices booklet. This was developed 
primari ly for new inspectors . In user-friendly language, 
it provides guidance and contains usefu l inspection tips. 
The material in the booklet was developed by inspectors 
and combi nes best practices of all fou r  reg ions. Here's 
the team:  
RI Joe Schoppy 
R II Malcolm Widmann 
RIi i  Eric Duncan 
RIV Mark Shaffer 
NRR Lois James 
NRR Fiona Tobler 
Some facts about the booklet : 
NRR/I R IB  owns the booklet and wi l l  re- issue as 
appropriate. E-mail feedback and inspection tips to 
P I PBCAL. F iona Tobler i s  the POC. 
NSIR is p rovid ing t ips. 
An 8 x 1 1  ½ version of the booklet is avai lable on Dig ital 
City. Cl ick for a copy: 
http ://n rr 1 0 .  n re.gov /rop-d ig ital -city/i ndex. htm I 
I R I S  i s  open to suggestions for other booklets 
(knowledge transfer tools) and/or helpful items for 
i nspectors. 

Table of Contents 
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REGION II COUNTERPART MEETING 
Malcolm Widmann, Branch Chief ,  DRP, Branch 2, p resented the fol lowing at Reg ion l l "s 
resident i nspector counterpart meeting on  November 29, 2005. The inspection findings are 
l i nked to the inspection tips on the back of the "NRG Inspector-F ield Observation Best Practice" 
booklet .  

PAV ATTENTION TO WHAT'S DIFFERENT DAV TO DAV. COMPARE UNIT TO 
UNIT. 
Duri ng an EOG surveil lance, June, 2005, the Crystal R iver Resident Inspector (R I ) ,  Roger 

Reyes, observed a fuel oi l  l ine v ibrating excessively .  The RI identified the issue to the non­
l i censed operator associated with the survei l lance, who i ndicated that it would be looked at 
during the next month's su rvei l lance. The R I  noted that this l ine had maintenance performed on 
it in the previous weeks, compared the piping support configu ration to the other E OG ,  and noted 
that it contained less supports. Thinking there was a possibi l ity that pipe supports removed 
duri ng the previous maintenance had not been re-attached, the R I  e levated their concern to 
l i censee management who i n itiated a CR to assess the condi tion. It turns out that some 
snubbers were not replaced after maintenance ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !  

GET OUT IN  THE FIELD, ESPECIALL V DURING TESTING AND OUTAGES. WHEN 
YOU KNOW WHAT "NORMAL" LOOKS LIKE "ABNORMAL" WILL JUMP OUT AT 
YOU . 
I n  September, 2005, the Senior Resident Inspector (SRI ) ,  Doug Simpkins, at Hatch noticed 
a large crane perform ing a scaffo ld l ift about 20 feet from the Un it 2 Main Transformer and 
direct ly over the non-safety 4 1 60v exterio r  l i nes. Since the r isk calcu lations for the week did not 
add ress switchyard work, the SRI questioned the work-week manager calculations of the risk 
profi le. The SR I  learned that the manager was unaware of the maintenance activities and he 
had ,  i n  fact, fai led to account for the work in the risk profi le. 

FOLLOW THE STRING, EXTENSION CORD, TEMPORARY LABEL, OR ANYTHING 
OUT OF THE ORDINARY. THERE'S USUALLY A STORY. 
In May, 2005, the SR I  at Farley , Charles Patterson, questioned the word ing on a caution 
tag on the hand switch in the mai n  control room for the swing component cool ing water pump. 
The tag stated the hand switch would not work sometimes and to cycle it several t imes. Locally 
in the pump room for the same pump,  a caution tag and a deficiency tag indicated the 
disconnect switch used to change the power supply for the swing pump would not close 
correct ly sometimes. At the prompting of the SR I ,  the l icensee reviewed the tags and found the 
tag in the control room incorrectly worded. 

SEND US YOUR SUCCESS STORIES AS THEY RELATE TO BEST 
PRACTICES. MORE I MPORTANTLY, SEND US YOUR INSPECTION 
TIPS SO WE CAN INCLUDE THEM IN THE N EXT REVISION OF THE 
BOOKLET 

" If you think you're too small to make a difference, you 
haven't been in bed with a mosquito" Anita Roddick 



Potential  Loss of Safety-Related Batteries at Quad Cit ies During 
Extreme Cold Temperatures 

We (Karla Stoedter and Mike Kurth) reviewed the battery room venti lation systems as part 
of a quarterly maintenance rule inspection because of historic system operabi l ity problems. We 
found that the batteries might be inoperable if a station blackout were to occur during extreme 
cold temperatures. 

In corrective action documents, we noted a reference to a calcu lation for the number of battery 
room vent i lat ion heaters needed to maintain battery electrolyte temperatu re duri ng a blackout. 
The calcu lation assumed an outside air temperature of - 1 0°F and a battery room temperatu re of 
55° F, for Uni t  1 .  However, for Unit 2 ,  these assumptions ind icated that the heaters were 
i nadequate. The l icensee then re-calcu lated the number of heaters using temperatures of 0°F 
and 65°F. No explanation for the h igher  temperatures was given by the l icensee. 

From the USAR, we identified that the m in imum outside temperature was -26°F. The l icensee 
is currently evaluating the use of this value. 

Also, we identified that a procedure used to ensure electrolyte temperature was g reater than the 
Tech Spec l i mit of 65°F did not account for battery cells that were located along an outside wal l .  
The l icensee had operat ing experience that electrolyte in these cel ls could be colder than in  
cel ls in other parts of  the room. The procedure requi red e lectrolyte temperatures be measured 
once the room temperature was 67°F or less. However, the instrument for room temperatu re 
was not located in the coldest part of the room. We were concerned that on a cold day, room 
temperature cou ld be greater than 67°F whi le the electrolyte in the cel ls along the outside wall 
was less than 65°F. 

The l icensee evaluated our concern on  a day when the battery room temperature was about 
75°F and the outside temperature was -8°F. The electrolyte temperature for the cel ls along the 
outside wall was found to be about 69°F. As a resu lt, the l icensee concluded that usi ng battery 
room temperature to determine when to measure battery electrolyte temperature was not 
appropriate. The l icensee planned to resolve this concern by instal l ing thermometers into the 
electrolyte of the coldest battery cel ls .  

This article was written specifical ly for the newsletter by Karla Stoedter, SRI ,  Quad Cit ies. 
Karla, thank you for shari ng th is  t ime sens it ive information ! 

. . 
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NORTH ANNA COLD WEATHER PROTECTION ISSUE 

Here is what happened : 
The resident i nspectors (Jim Reece and Gerald Wilson) at North Anna identified a cold 
weather protect ion issue associated with the Woodward governors on the turb ine driven 
aux i l iary feedwater (TDAFW) pu mps du ring performance of IP 71 1 1 1 .0 1 , "Adverse Weather 
Protection," i n  December, 2005. The inspection process demonstrated good questioning 
attitude, independent verification of l icensee and vendor information, and prompt 
reporting of conditions impacting nuclear safety. 

Background : 
Resident i nspectors perform inspections of risk sign ificant systems during  extreme weather 
condit ions in accordance with 71 1 1 1  .01 . The inspectors selected the motor and turbine driven 
AFW pump rooms as one of the risk s ignificant samples. The i nspectors determi ned that the 
governor low temperature l imit should be ~65 deg F based on the viscosity l imits of the oil from 
the vendor manual and the i n itial information received f rom the l icensee's engineering g roup 
regarding the type of oi l  used for the TDAFW Woodward governors .  Operation of a component 
below the required temperature band for the specific oi l  used can resu lt i n  adverse viscosity 
effects. The inspectors determi ned that the governor o i l  temperatures were control led by 
ambient room temperature . Moreover, the inspectors also knew that the emergency diesel 
generator (EOG) Woodward governors had a low temperature l imit and that the l icensee's cold 
weather procedure specified the instal lation of a temporary fan/heater to maintain temperature 
above th is l im i t. 

Results of Inspector Reviews: 
The i nspectors i n itially identified that Units 1 and 2 TDAFW pump rooms had low temperature 
alarm setpoints of 35 degF and 55 degF, respectively. According to the l icensee's setpoi nt 
document, the Un it 2 setpo i nt should be equivalent to that of Unit 1 .  Additional ly, an inspection 
using a laser pyrometer of Un its 1 and 2 TDAFW pump governors i nd icated that governor 
temperatures were ~60 deg F and ~55 degF, respectively. These temperatures are below the 
aforementioned l im it of ~65 deg F and suggest that the room low temperature alarm setpoint of 
35 deg F is nonconservative. Such a discrepancy would al low governor temperatures to d rop 
below the vendor requi rements before contro l room operators are alerted to the adverse 
condit ions of the governors. Furthermore, the inspectors determined that the rooms' HVAC 
equipment for room/component temperatu re control was not in the l icensee's Maintenance Ru le 
program. 

Licensee Corrective Actions and Inspector Followup :  
The l icensee in itiated a potentially sig n ificant corrective action document. T h e  resu ltant 
operabi l ity evaluation determ ined that the actual o i l  used, which was different from that or ig inally 
reported by the l icensee, resu lted in a low temperature l imit of 40 degF for the TDAFW 
governors .  The l i censee concurred with the inspectors' f inding that the Unit 1 TDAFW pump 
room's low temperature alarm setpoi nt of 35 deg F was nonconservative and has thus 
committed to perform an extent of condit ion rev iew re lative to the maintenance ru le aspects of 
nonsafety-related HVAC components that support safety-related components. The l icensee 
also reviewed the temperatu re l i m its of the l ubricat ion oi l  used for the turbine and motor driven 
AFW components to ensure operabil ity maintenance. The inspectors wi l l  review the l icensee's 
responses under I P  71 1 1 1 . 1 5 , "Operab i l ity Evaluations . "  Additional ly, the inspectors have a 
P l&R i nspection sample i nvolving the l icensee's corrective actions, which specified the 
installation of temporary heaters in the EOG rooms in order to maintain  operabi l ity of the 
respective Woodward governors .  



OpE N EWS 

NEED HELP! CALL YOUR OpE CONTACTS 

Here's an example of how the reg ional OpE coo rd inator helped Ryan Treadway, R I ,  Oyster 
Creek, whi le out on a P l&R inspection at Calvert Cl iffs . Ryan was looki ng i nto an issue 
regarding improper pump packing replacement maintenance on a TDAFW pump which resulted 
i n  a packi ng fa i lure ,  the pump not passing its STP and be i ng declared inoperable. 

Here's what Ryan had to say " I  was sure that there was OpE avai lable to me regard ing the 
s ign ificance of this issue at other plants or  i n  the industry, but not sure what tools were avai lable 
to me, and wh ich would be most fru itfu l ,  s ince I have on ly been with the agency a year. I 
contacted my OpE counterpart at HQ (Mark King), and with in 20 minutes , had l i nks to several 
N RC websites and examples to look at regard ing this issue that were very beneficial, and 
helped our team conclude that the issue was a violation. It was quick, concise, and a pleasure 
to have the people at OpE avai lable to assist with this issue". 

The OpE staff strives to be very responsive to any and all inspector requests related to 
search ing OpE data streams i ncludi ng I nspection Findings, I nternational OpE , Part 21 and 
50.73 (LE Rs) . We are learning that there is usually a plethora of OpE data avai lable for most 
issues and the chal lenge is to be able to locate and apply relevant data when needed. In fact, 
Brett R in i  has earned the distinction of being cal led the "Search King" and often brags that he 
can locate anyth i ng !  In his spare time, Brett a lso works as a rowing coach. The OpE staff 
welcomes your input! 

OpE IT Update! 

OpE Coordinators 
Mark King 

Carla Roque-Cruz 
Ti m Mitts 

Any of us can help you ! 

Have you been tak ing advantage of the Operating Experience Community forum? If you 
haven't, it's now easier than ever. In the past you had to send an e-mai l to the OpE Branch 
requesting that you r  name be added to the l ist. With the help of the N R R  IT staff, the OpE 
Branch has lau nched an OpE Commun ity subscription site. Now you can subscribe to any 
group(s) that you want by visiting the new site at http://n rr1 0 .n rc.qov/rps/dyn/subscription 1 .cfm. 
Enter you r  LAN ID ,  select the g roups that you're interested i n ,  and an e-mail wi l l  be sent to your 
account verifying those groups .  Whenever an item is posted to one of those g roups on the OpE 
Commu nity http://nrr1 0 . nrc .qov/forum/index.cfm?selectedForum=03) , you wi l l  receive an e-mail 
notification . You can change your subscriptions at any time by visit ing the subscription site. 



HAVE YOU HUGGED A GOOD BOOK TODA V? 

Read any good books lately? If so,  please share your experience with i nterested i nspectors . 
Recommended books could be about techn ical subjects , leadership techniques, personal 
growth , change and/or time management, qual ity of l ife , or just a feel-good and/or m ind­
expanding top ic. P lease feel free to share your  reason for recom mending the book and the 
targeted audience. If you're havi ng trouble getting a particular book, please e-mail Fiona 
Tobler  at ftt@n rc .gov. You can e-mai l you recommendations to Fiona or to any of the editorial 
board members. 

A DRS inspector (Joe $choppy) in  Region I recommended "Who Moved My Cheese?" by 
Spencer Johnson. He strongly recommends th is book for ALL N RC employees who want to 
succeed i n  changing ti mes. Here's what Joe has to say: "The book is a quick read and fun .  
The change management techn iques are si mple, fast, and work qu ite wel l ( i n  your personal l ife 
as well as at the office)". Which of the four characters are you? 

A lending l ibrary may be developed based on i nspector feedback. 

"Fai lure wi l l  never overtake me if my determination to 
succeed is strong enough" Og Mandi no 

ED ITOR IAL  BOARD 
Jim Trapp, RI  Jmt 1@nrc.gov 
Joel Munday, RI I  Jtm@nrc.gov 
Pat Louden ,  R I i i  P l l@nrc .gov 
B i l l  Jones, RIV Wbj@nrc.gov 
Fiona Tobler, I I PB ftt@nrc.gov 
Ed Kleeh ,  I I PB  eak@nrc.gov 
WHAT DO YOU WANT TO SEE IN  THIS NEWSLETTER? HOW 
CAN WE HELP YOU DO YOUR JOB BETTER? 

Please emai l us with comments/feedback! 

I I 



H I DDEN DESIGN DEFIC I ENCY 

Here's what happened : 

Dur ing the 2ndrd quarter of 2005, NRG inspectors (Chuck Phil lips and Mina Sheikh) and 
the I l l i nois Emergency Management Agency (State) inspector (Bob Schulz) were reviewing 
issue reports for maintain ing secondary containment pressure at the requ i red differential 
pressure (dP) per Technical Specifications (TS) and d iscovered mult iple instances when the 
l i censee did not meet this requ i rement. 

Background : 

The standby gas treatment system (SBGT) i s  required to restore secondary containment d P  to -
0 .25 i nches of vacuum with in 5 to 1 5  minutes of its in it iation per TS by using reactor bui lding 
venti lation system ductwork and contro l s  to ensure radioactive particles are processed through 
the SBGT prior to being released to the environment. One reactor venti lation system dP 
control ler control led 14 area dP control dampers ( including refuel floor damper), to ensure the 
reactor water cleanup regenerative and non-regenerative heat exchanger rooms were 
maintai ned at a negative pressu re relative to the refuel floor by throttl ing down all 1 4  control 
dampers when necessary. If the refuel f loor damper is in the open position then i ncreased air 
flow is avai l able to the SBGT. However, if the refuel floor damper gets throttled down, air flow 
avai lable to SBGT becomes s ignif icantly reduced. 

Results of Inspector Reviews: 

From January 1 4, 2005 to May 20, 2005, there were 8 occasions when the SBGT fai led to 
restore secondary contai nment d P  per the TS t ime requirement. The worst fai l u re was when it 
took 56 minutes to restore secondary containment d P  in Apri l 2005. Due to the inspector's 
questioning attitude and thorough knowledge of this ventilation system, the l icensee 
identified that the refue l  floor damper had been in the fai led open position from before 2003 to 
February 8 ,  2005 and had masked the h idden design deficiency of the reactor bui lding 
venti lation system thrott ll i ng  down on dampers and thus  reducing flow to the SBGT system. 
This deficiency may have existed from the orig inal design of the plant . Once that damper was 
repaired, there were s ign ificant time delays experienced in restoring secondary containment dP 
using the SBGT. The h idden design deficiency is that when the  refuel floor damper is throttled 
down that the SBGT can not restore secondary conta inment dP with in the TS time requ i rement. 
The i nspection resu lts are more ful ly described in inspection report 05-08 and Region I l l  val ue  
added f ind ing 39  for 2005. 

Licensee Corrective Actions : 

The i nspector's efforts were recognized by the l icensee making a plant change i n  that the refuel 
fuel floor damper for each unit was gagged open by 80 per cent. 

I R  numbers 50-249/2005008 and 50-237/2005008 



ROP REALIGNMENT EFFORT 
INSPECTION PROCEDURE REVISIONS 

The fo l l owing inspect ion procedu res were rev ised to i ncorporate recommendations result ing 
from the ROP real ignment effort during CY 2005. As part of the ongoing efforts to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the ROP, I I PB estab l ished a worki ng  group to review the d istribution of 
i nspection resou rces with in the ROP. The worki ng group cons isted of representatives from I I PB 
and each of the four regions. In October 2005, the working group met and reviewed data on 
each of the inspection procedures in the basel i ne  inspection program . The group attempted to 
gauge the effectiveness of each of the inspection procedures and examine the inspection 
resources (both est imated hours to perform as wel l  as range of inspect ion samples) used for 
each procedu re .  The fo l lowi ng changes to the inspection procedures ( I Ps) were made based 
on recommendations from the ROP real ignment group: 
71 1 1 1 .1 1  Q Licensed Operator Requalification Program 
I nspect ion resource was increased to 4 hrs/quarter (net i ncrease of 4 hou rs/year) to more 
accurate ly reflect the t ime spent by res ident inspectors du ring their quarterly observat ion of 
operator requal ification activities .  

71 1 1 1 .1 2  Biennial Maintenance Effectiveness 
I nspect ion frequency was changed from a bien n ial to a t rienn ial frequency based on a matu re 
industry maintenance prog ram. Addit ional ly, estimated inspect ion hours were changed to 36 
hours every 3 years or an nual ized est imate of 1 2  hours based on the actual inspection 
resources expended to complete th is  i nspection procedure during last several ROP cycles. The 
change resulted in reduction of 8 hours of D I E  per year. 

71 1 1 1 .1 5  Operability Evaluations 
I ncreased the est imated resources requ i red to complete th is inspect ion activity (30 addit ional 
hours per year was added to complete this I P) based on i ncreased inspection hours charged to 
th is I P  during last several ROP cycles. 

71 1 1 1 .1 6  Operator Workarounds 
Operator workaround (OWA) I P  was deleted based on satisfactory industry performance in th is 
area. A requirement to inspect for  cumulative effects of  OWA was added to I P  7 1 1 52 as one of 
its annual samples . 

71 1 1 1 .22 Surveillance Testing 
Reduced the est imated resources (reduced by 27 hours per year) requ i red to complete this 
inspection activity based on inspection hours charged to th i s  IP during last several ROP cycles. 

71 1 1 1 .23 Temporary Plant Modifications 
Sample size and est imated inspection resource required to complete this I P  was reduced 
(reduced by 1 4  hours per year) because most plants do not have many temporary modificat ions 
to inspect. 

71 1 52 Problem Identification and Resolution 
A requirement to inspect for cumulative effects of OWA to IP 71 1 52 as one of its annual 
samples was added . Also, the annual sample size and the est imate i nspection resou rces 
requi red to complete this IP was increased to support review of operator work arounds. Added 
6/8/1 0 hours per year to support review of operator work arounds at sing le ,  dual and triple unit 
sites. Also , added 33/34/39 hours to perform either daily or semi-annual trend review. 

Jim Isom, IRIB,  is the POC for this effort. 

,: . 



OPEN TIAs ASSIGNED TO NRR 

PLANT TIA NO. SUBJECT ML# 
AND 
C:I IR�ITT.A I nl\TI= 

Surry 1 &2 2004-04 ACCEPTABIL ITY OF PROCEDURALIZED M L051 800320 
Region I I  Submitted 08/26/04 DEPARTURES FROM TECHN ICAL 

SPECIF ICAT IONS (TS) REQU IREMENTS 

Salem Unit 1 2004-05 Submitted 
1 0/1 3/04 

Hope Creek 2005-02 RELATING TO THE INTEGRITY OF THE 
Submitted 04/21/05 REACTOR ML051 4301 1 0  

REC I RCULATION SYSTEM AT HOPE CREEK 

Hatch Region 2005-03 

I I  Submitted 04/26/05 

VC Summer 2005-04 LICENSING BASIS 
Reg ion I I  Submitted 04/28/05 FOR TORNADO M ISS I LE VULNERABILITY OF ML051 1 90027 

OUTDOOR 
COMPONENTS THAT ARE REL I ED ON FOR 
SAFE SHUTDOWN AT 
THE V. C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION 

Columbia 2005-05 EVALUATION OF MAIN STEAM ISOLAT ION 
Region IV Submitted 05/03/05 VALVE LOCAL LEAKAGE RATE TESTING AT ML052580603 

COLUMBIA GENERATING STATION 

Palisades 2005-06 LICENS ING BASIS FOR, AND SEISMIC M L052900004 
Region I l l  Submitted 05/1 2/05 DES IGN OF,THE PALISADES INDEPENDENT 

SPENT FUEL STORAGE INSTALLATION 
( ISFSI) 

Vermont 2005-07 ADEQUACY OF THE OFFS ITE DIRECT DOSE ML051 520022 
Yankee Submitted 05/31/05 CALCULATION AT VERMONT YANKEE 

Cooper 2005-08 
Region IV  Submitted 08/26/05 

Dresden 2005-09 
Reg ion I l l  Submitted 08/29/05 

Fitz Patrick 2005-1 0  OPERABILITY DETERMINATION POLICY ML053070268 
Region I Submitted 1 0/07/05 RELATING TO THROUGH-WALL CRACKING 

OF TORUS 

CLOSED TIAs ASSIGNED TO NRR - FY 06 YTD 

ML052980085 II 

- I I 

I I II 

I 
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FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

I N S P E CT O R N EWS L ETT E R  
M a rc h  2 0 06 

Our goa l i s  to provide u seful  a nd succ inc t  inform at ion to  i nspe ctors 

The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect official 
agency guidance or policy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's inspection manuals. 

WHO YOU GONNA CALL? 

We serve as regional point of contacts for the Reactor 
Oversight Program. If you can't track down a subject 
matter expert at http ://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rop-digital-city/pts-of-contacts.pdf and need help, call us ! 

Reg ion I 
Region I I  
Region I l l  
Region IV 

Mark Tonacci 
Jim Strnisha 
Z. Bart Fu 
Fiona Tobler 
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FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

BEST PRACTICE COLUM N  
Check out the N RG l nspector--Field Observation Best 
Practices booklet, pages 1 9  and 20 for tips on Contain ment 
Condit ions. 

Remain alert for new and exciti ng opportun ities (touri ng  
conta inment "as found" & "as left" is a must, tour areas 
normally off l im its due to ALARA, i nspect service water 
pipi ng and HX i nternals , observe i nfrequently performed 
testing ,  etc .. ). An outage is ripe with opportun ities for a 
question i ng m ind - "nothing substitutes for being there." 

Listed below are two Region I fi nd ings with "red" l i nks to the 
Best Practice Booklet. 

Make sure that your field observations al ign with the design basis and good engineering 
judgment. 

Anne De Francisco (formerly Passarel l i), RI ,  Susquehanna, identif ied a case of l icensee 
person nel i ncorrectly i mplementing a TS surveil lance requirement for the stand-by l iquid control 
system (SLC) pump suction temperature. Anne d iscovered that PPL auxi l iary operators were 
i ncorrect ly implementing th is requ i rement by us ing a procedure that confirms SLC heat trace 
circu its are operable even though there are thermocouples attached to the suction piping that 
can be used to d irectly measure suction p ip ing temperature. 

PPL changed the procedure used to implement the survei l lance requ i rement by requir ing the 
aux i l iary operators to take direct temperature readings from the suction piping .  
This finding demonstrates importance of maintaining a questioning attitude when 
verifying the correct implementation of surveil lance requirements. (VAF 05-1 9, 9/1 2/05) 

You can get a lot of good leads from attending the dai ly reactor operators brief in the 
control room. 
Engage control room personnel by discussing observations. 

George Malone, RI at Salem, was i n  the control room gatheri ng plant status. He learned that 
Un it 1 was plann ing on run n ing 1 2  charging pump early that morn ing  to prepare it for the 
survei l lance test later that day. The operators responded to i nspector questions that this was a 
routine practice for all of the centrifugal charg i ng  pumps and it was done to raise and stabi l ize 
lube oi l  temperatures. George then i nformed the Control Room Superv isor (C RS) and the I n­
Service Testing ( 1ST) Program Engineer. 

The 1ST Program Eng i neer was not aware of the practice of run n ing the pumps prior to the 
survei l lance test to stabi l ize temperatures and immediately recogn ized the potential for 
precondition i ng. The engineer verif ied that the practice i nappropriately preconditioned the three 
valves and transmitted this in formation to Operations.  
This finding demonstrates the importance of monitoring control room activities, 
knowledge of procedures, and questioning attitude. (VAF 05- 1 7 , 9/9/05) 
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FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

INSPECTOR TIPS! 

How to defuse hosti l ity, anger, and frustration that arises on the part of the 
l icensee during a meeting. Advice from a Resident Inspector. 

1 .  Listen to the l icensee. Write down notes on what they say and read the notes back to them 
so they know they are be ing heard and understood. Make corrections, if appropriate, to your 
notes. Ask them questions that are clearly intended to help you understand their poi nts rather 
than to criticize them. Don't react and remain calm .  

2 .  Defer your response to  a d ifferent t ime or defer to  a h igher authority. 

3. D iscuss concerns with you r  Branch Chief right away. 

4. Reconvene a meeting with the l icensee when you have integrated their feedback into your 
notes and exp la in why you ag ree or  d isag ree .  Do not skip any of thei r  points. Ask them if you 
have missed or misunderstood anyth ing . 

Do you have anythi ng  to add? We wou ld  love to hear from other inspectors on this topic and/or 
on any other inspection re lated tips. 

"Conti nual improvement is an unending 
journey . "  
- - Lloyd Dobens and Clare Crawford Mason 

INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER CONTRIBUTORS 

The i nspectors l i sted below received awards, in the form of NRG imprinted logo sh i rts, for their 
contributions to the January I nspector Newsletter. They e ither s ignificantly re-wrote 
recommended Value Added Find i ngs or provided articles, approved by the board ,  of interest to 
all inspectors. 

Joe Schoppy, RI 
Ryan Treadway, RI 
Gene DiPaolo, RII 

II 
Jim Reece, RII 
Karla Stoedter, RI i i  

"Government's first duty and highest obligation is 
public safety. "  Arnold Schwarzenegger 

-3-
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Susquehanna Scaffold ing Causes lnoperability of ADS Input 

During the Biennial Pl&R inspection at Susquehanna (PPL), Inspectors identified a scaffold 
fastened to the 1 D RHR pump in the Unit 1 Reactor Building. The scaffold was also resting 
upon two rigid pipe supports for the pump discharge pipe. The inspectors questioned the 
location of the scaffold and whether an engineering evaluation was done as to the seismic 
implications of this build. No engineering evaluation had been done and the issue was 
entered into PPL's corrective action program. 

���-� �JiiJ;/� _ ,:.,_ , ........ �� 

Later in the week, the inspectors did another plant 
walkdown, this time in  the Unit 2 Reactor Building. The 
inspectors identified another scaffold in the 2D RHR 
pump room which also raised seismic concerns. The 
scaffold midrail was found to be in contact with the 
discharge pressure tubing of the 2D RHR pump (Figure 
1 ). The scaffold was also restricting vertical movement 
of the 2 D  RHR Heat Exchanger inlet header. The 
inspectors determined the discharge pressure tubing 
was an input to the Automatic Depressurization System 
(ADS). These inputs are Emergency Core Cooling 

System (ECCS) signals to ADS. In order for ADS to open the relief valves, it first waits for 
adequate discharge pressure signals from either the RHR or Core Spray pumps. This 
scaffold was resting upon tubing which fed two of these inputs (Detail 'A'). 

The inspectors immediately notified the control room of 
the issue. After an inspection by PPL,  Operations 
entered Technical Specification LCO 3.3.5.1 for 
function 5f of LPC I  permissive for ADS initiation. The 
issue was immediately entered into the PPL corrective 
action program. PPL found that this scaffold was built 
one year earlier and had been documented as being 
removed nine months ago. The scaffold was 
immediately removed and the LCO exited. Due to the 
vast redundancy of required permissives for ADS 
actuation ,  this issue would not have kept ADS from 

performing its safety function ,  but rather caused the inoperability of two inputs. 

With two scaffold deficiencies identified by the NRG Pl&R team, PPL initiated a site-wide 
inspection of all scaffolding to determine the extent of condition. PPL senior management put 
all scaffold work on hold and a 24-hour inspection effort was begun by engineering ,  
maintenance and operations. The results of the inspection were alarming to PPL. Of 
approximately 1 50 scaffolds installed in the plant, almost 1 00 of them had compliance 
issues with respect to clearance and attachment issues. There were also scaffolds found 
with industrial safety hazards. PPL identified numerous seismic issues with scaffolding, 
including one which was built in such a way that it connected the containment building to the 
reactor building. This also violated their seismic requirements. Another scaffold was fastened 
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to the suppression pool hatch.  With so many scaffold 
deficiencies, PPL generated over 1 00 CRs as a result 
of the I nspectors' questions and observations. Other  
scaffo ld deficiencies identified during  the inspection 
included scaffo ld braci ng i n  contact with h igh voltage 
conduits (Figure 2) and scaffo ld uprights i n  contact with 
spring can hangers (Figure 3). 

After the P l&R team provided feedback, PPL took this 
opportun ity to make a pos itive step change in the way 
they view their plant's housekeeping and scaffolding 
program . The inspectors' quest ioning attitude and meaningful fi ndings resu lted i n  valuable 
input for P PL. Reg ion I reactor i nspectors Barry Norris, Tom Setzer, Andy Rosebrook and 
Alan Blarney are the contacts for th is issue. 

This artic le was written by Tom Setzer, PE, Region I .  Tom started with the NRG i n  2004, prior 
to then he worked as a Rotati ng Equipment Mechanical Eng i neer and Mai ntenance Supervisor 
for PSEG Nuclear at their Salem and Hope Creek fac i l ities for 8 years. Tom , thank you !  

HAVE YOU HUGGED A GOOD BOOK TODAY? 

Gordon Hunegs, SR I ,  FitzPatrick ,  N PP, recommends "The 
I ndustr ia l Operator's Handbook" by Hop Howlett. Here's what he has 
to say about the book: 

"Va luable overview of case histories of several accidents and analysis of human error. 
I ncluded are fatal gas re lease at Bhopa l ,  several infamous airl ine d isasters , Titanic, Chernobyl, 
TM I and Exxon-Valdez.  The accidents are used to i l lustrate how the lack of sound operating 
principles such as monitori ng critical parameters, independent verification, commun ication, 
procedure use, pre-job brief and casualty contro l ,  etc can result in catastrophes". 

NOTE: Gordon peaked ou r  curiosity so we bought a copy of "The I ndustrial Operator's 
Handbook" and made contact with the author to d iscuss lecture possibi l ities. We wi l l  keep you 
posted . Here are some of the chapter titles : Common Components of Accidents, The Alert 
Wel l -Trained Operator , Contro l l ing Equipment and Process, U nderstanding  and Using 
Procedures, I ndependent Verif ication, Communicating Vital I nformation, Recogn izing 
Abnormal it ies, Overseeing Mai ntenance, Modification, and Testing , I nvestigat ing Abnormal 
Events and Evaluating Operating Performance 

The book cost $85.00 and it appears as though the second edition ,  dated 200 1 , is on ly avai lable 
thru the author's website. The books foreword is from Lando W. Zech, Jr, former NRG 
Chai rman. The book is sitting on my desk and avai lable for your review-just send me an emai l 
if you would l ike to borrow the book. ftt@nrc.gov 

For another good read, especial ly before coming to Oswego in the winter, Gordon recommends 
"The Ice Master: The Doomed 1 9 1 3 Voyage of the Charlack" by Jennifer N iven .  "There are 
several lessons in th is book on leadersh ip both good and bad". 
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WHAT'S GOING ON WITH TH E NEW REACTOR 

CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION P ROG RAM? 
By Jason Jennings, IRIB, NRR 

A lot has happened s ince the last update i n  the 
January 2005 newsletter . The passing of the 
Energy B i l l  has uti l it ies looking at new 
reactors to meet their e lectricity needs more 
than ever. NRG has responded to this 
interest by establ ish ing a goal to h i re 300 new 
employees to NRR alone !  

Artist's �-iew of the Westinghouse AP-1000 

What's the big deal ? N RC has inspected reactor construction before . . .  
True - but we learned a lot of lessons and are looking to maki ng the process work more 
efficiently. That's where the Part 52 Combined License (COL) process comes i n .  
L icensees wi l l  receive a l icense to  bui ld and operate the reactor al l  at once i nstead of 
separately. If they choose to bui ld a plant with a design cert ified by N RG,  such as the 
AP-1 000, the process wi l l  move even more efficiently si nce only s ite specific i n formation 
wil l  need to be reviewed . 

So how are we plann i ng on i nspecti ng these new reactors? 
That's where the  Part 52 Construction I nspect ion Program comes into the  pictu re .  This 
wi l l  i nclude 4 basic parts : 

IMC 250 1 Early S ite Permit 
I MC 2502 Pre-Combined License Phase 
IMC 2503 I nspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criter ia ( ITAAC) 
IMC 2504 Construction I nspection Program for Non- lTAAC I nspections 

Manual Chapters 2501 and 2502 are already issued if you ' re looki ng for some l ight 
read ing to learn more .  Manual Chapters 2503 and 2504 wi l l  be issued very soon ,  if not 
already out by the t ime you're read ing this ed ition of the newsletter. Just in case they're 
not out and you're dyi ng to know more . . .  
I n  a nutshel l  IMC 2503 describes the i nspect ions the N RG wi l l  perform to  ensure that 
the I nspections, Tests, Analyses , and Acceptance Criteria ( ITAAC) have been 
satisfactori ly completed and verified by the l icensee . IMC 2504 wi l l  describe the 
inspect ions to be performed on l icensee operational programs and wi l l  provide the 
bridge to cross between construction land and the world of the ROP and IMC 251 5. 
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This is al l just wishfu l th i nking for the near futu re anyway, isn 't it? 
Think again ! ! !  Core bori ng samples (part of site characterizat ion) should already be 
underway at the Calvert Cl iffs s ite by the time you're read ing this - which means the 
more days go by the closer we are to seeing the real action start ! 

Sti l l want to know more??? 
We're plann ing on havi ng a construct ion i nspection article i n  future newsletters unti l we 
run out of things to te l l  you or we stop getti ng questions. I n  the mean t ime, more info 
can be found on Part 52 in the G IP  framework document. 

If you're interested in what's going on in the new reactor l icens ing world , Steve Bloom 
sends out a weekly update cal led New Reactors Hot Topics and has ag reed to add 
interested inspectors to his email d istribution .  Among other th i ngs Hot Topics includes a 
forecasted schedu le of anticipated COL appl ications by uti l ity, location and anticipated 
design choice. J ust d rop Steve a l i ne  (SDB1@nrc.gov) and he' l l  add you to the l i st .  

Got a construction re lated topic you want covered in the next newsletter or a question 
on the construct ion program? Send me, Jason Jenn ings, an email (JRJ3@nrc.gov) or 
g ive me a cal l ! (301 )41 5-3297. 
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Organization 

General 
Electric 

Framatome 
ANP 

Southern 
Nuclear 

Operating 
Company 

Constel lation 

Dominion 

Duke 

Progress 
Energy 

NuStart 
Energy 

Entergy 

South 
Carolina 

Electric and 
Gas 

New Reactor Licensing Activit ies 
As of March 6, 2006 

Designs 
endorsed or 

under 
consideration 

ESBWR 

EPR 

AP1000 

EPR 

ESBWR 

AP1000 

AP1000 

AP1000 

ESBWR 

ESBWR 

AP1000 

. -1 I I  ,.,._, .. II I L'v"I I IPI U-- ...., J 

Sites under Planned 
Consideration Appl ications 

Design 
Certification 

Design 
Certification 

Vogtle ESP and COL 

Nine Mile Point COL 
Calvert Cliffs, 

plus 2 

North Anna COL 

TBD (2) COL 

Harris (2) COL 
Florida (2) 

Bellefonte COL 

Grand Gulf COL 

River Bend COL 

Summer (2) COL 
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Date 

8/25/200 
5 

12/2007 

8/2006 :  
ESP 

3/2008: 
COL 

6/2008 
and 

6/2009 

9/2007 

Late 
2007 or 

Early 
2008 

Late 
2007 

4th Qtr 
2007 

4th Qtr 
2007 or 
1 st Otr 
2008 

Early 
2008 

3rd Otr 
2007 

Basis 

8/25/05 
Application 
Submitted 

Letter 11 /4/05 

Letters 7 /26 and 
8/1 7/05 

Mtg Summary 
(ML052710018) 

Press Release 
11/2/05 Mtg 

Letter 11  /4/05 

DOE solicitation 
award and 

press release 
Letter 1 1  /22/05 

Letters 3/4/05 
and 1 0/25/05 

Letter 8/24/05 
11/1/05 Mtg 

Press Release 

Letters 
1 2/7/2004 and 
11/17/2005, 

press release 

Press Release 
11  /1 5/05 Mtg 
Letter 1 2/5/05 

Letter 1 2/5/05 

- -JI.- ... - c::a.a.... 1 1 1 
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Safety Cu ltu re Enhancements to the Reactor 
Oversight Process 

Background 
Safety cu lture has always been an i mportant element i n  providing for safe p lant operation .  Safety 
cu ltu re is defined as ( http://www. n re . g av/what-we-do/regu latory/ e nf orcem ent/saf ety-cu ltu re . htm I ) :  

That assembly of characteristics and attitudes in organizations and individuals which 
establishes that, as an overriding priority, nuclear plant safety issues receive the attention 
warranted by their significance. 

Many aspects of safety culture are already touched on in the Reactor Oversight Process ( ROP) , as it 
was in it ial ly developed and as i t  has evolved. More recent events, such as those that occurred at Davis 
Besse, re-emphasize the importance of safety culture and demonstrate that s ign ificant problems can 
occur  as a d irect result of safety cu lture weaknesses that aren't recogn ized and addressed early. The 
Comm iss ion directed the staff to strengthen our oversight process, in conju nction with i ndustry efforts, 
to better address these weaknesses before they manifest themselves in sign ificant safety concerns 
(http://www.nrc.gov/readi ng-rm/doc-col lections/commissio n/srm/2004/2004-01 1 1 srm.pdf) .  To this end,  
we formed a team made up of representatives from the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation ,  Office of 
Enforcement, Office of Nuclear Regu latory Research, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and 
Safeguards , and each of the reg ions. The regional representatives included Gene Cobey from Region 
I ,  Bob Hagar f rom Region 1 1 ,  Bob Lerch from Region 1 1 1 ,  and Linda Smith from Region IV .  Further ,  we 
engaged i nternal and external stakeholders on a regular basis throughout the deve lopment process i n  
order to benefit from the d iverse views and experiences of these stakeholders. 

Changes to the ROP 
We have ident ified enhancements to the ROP that are consistent with the regu latory p rinciples that 
gu ided the development of the ROP and preserve the graded approach based on l icensee 
performance.  The presumption remains that p lants in the Licensee Response Column are performing 
in a manner that warrants only routine (Basel ine) i nspect ion and oversight. As performance 
deteriorates and plants move across the Act ion matrix, i nspection and oversight become inc reasingly 
more i ntrus ive to ensure safe plant operation. 

The proposed enhancements: 
( 1 ) make adjustments with i n  the exist ing cross-cutt i ng areas to more closely al ign with safety cu lture 
(reflected in Inspection Manual Chapter 0305) ; 
(2) provide a structured way of determ i n ing the need for a safety culture evaluat ion of plants in the 
Degraded Cornerstone Column of the Action Matrix ( reflected in Inspection Procedure 95002 and 
Manual Chapter 0305) ; and 
(3) provide a process for the NRC to i ndependently evaluate the safety culture of plants i n  the 
Multiple/Repetitive Degraded Cornerstone Column of the Action Matrix ( reflected in Inspection 
Procedure 95003) .  

Next Steps 
The fo l lowing procedures and manual chapters have been modif ied and drafts circulated for comment 

Inspection Procedure ( I P) 7 1 1 52, " Ident ificat ion and Resolut ion of Problems" 
IP 71 1 53 ,  "Event Fol lowup" 
IP 93800, "Augmented Inspection Team" 
IP 9381 2 ,  "Special Inspect ion" 
I P  9500 1 , " Inspection for One or  Two White I nputs in a Strategic Performance Area" 
I P  95002, " Inspection for Degraded Cornerstone or Any Three White Inputs i n  a Strategic 
Performance Area" 
I P  95003, "Supplemental I nspect ion for Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones, Mult iple Degraded 
Cornerstones, Mult ip le Yel low Inputs, or One Red Input" 
I nspect ion Manual Chapter (MC) 0305, "Operating Reactor Assessment Program" 
MC 061 2, "Power Reactor Inspection Reports". 
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Inspectors can expect 1-2 hours computer-based read and sign training in April that will provide an 
overview of the procedure changes and topics to be discussed at the counterpart meetings, followed by 
a 4-hour training session at the spring counterpart meeting. The safety culture enhancements to the 
ROP will be effective on July 1st. 

Points of contact : 

RI: 
RII: 
RIi i :  
RIV: 
NRR: 
OE: 

Gene Cobey (610-337-5171 ; ewc@nrc.gov) 
Bob Hagar (843-383-4571 ;  rch2@nrc.gov) 
Bob Lerch (630-829-9759 ; rml5@nrc.gov) 
Linda Smith (817-860-81 37 ; ljs@nrc.gov) 
Jim Andersen (301 -415-3565: jwa@nrc.gov) 
Isabelle Schoenfeld (301-415-3280; iss@nrc.gov) 

JUST IN TIME OUTAGE STORIES 

REFUELING OUTAGE CONFIGURATION RISK 
(CALLAWAY NPP) 

During a fuel building tour to observe fuel shuffles and also followup on how the licensee manages 
configuration control and outage risk the refueling SRO was asked what measures were in place to 
ensure the spent fuel pool was not drained to the empty reactor building refueling cavity. The SRO 
believed the transfer tube gate valve (ECV995) was closed and that the flange on the cavity side was in 
place. The weir gate connecting the spent fuel pool to the transfer canal was not in place. When 
asked for confirmation he discovered the flange was not in place. This lead to the question whether 
admin. controls existed for the gate valve. The SRO was sure there must be controls in the form of a 
lock or out of service (clearance). He checked and discovered that there were only procedural 
controls, nothing at the gate valve. Operations was willing to rely on a spent fuel pool level alarm set at 
4 inches below normal. This willingness had not considered the length of time needed to gain access 
to and close the 1 1 2  turn valve or install the weir gate. 

Rdueling Cm-it,· Containm=t 

(Emp!)c All fuel off loaded to spent 
fuel pool 09-28-05) 

(Remo,·ed) 
Reacror Ca,·ity side 
fuel transfer rube 

Spenr Fuel Pool 
400.000 gallons (nominal) 
EL 2047 

Time to boil 1 2. 1 hours 
09-29-05 

SFP Gate Vah·e 
ECV 995 
(Closed witb o Risk Controls) 
(Located in Fuel Building) 

� -- - -7'..---- - - - - - - - - -� 
flange 

\\"et Cask 
Area 

WEIR [ 
Gate 

(Removed) 
EL 1021 

Relying on a single valve with passive controls preventing the spent fuel pool from being drained down 
to the notch between the spent fuel pool and the transfer canal was not sensitive to outage risk and 
configuration control. Licensees usually place the weir gate in the notch area or reinstall the flange on 
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the cavity. Many l icensees wi l l  tag out of service the gate valve to prevent its inadvertent opening . 
Fol lowup revealed that Wolf Creek (sister plant to Callaway) does place a "hold card" on the gate valve. 

The control boundary to the reactor cavity is s ignificant also in that it p rovides worker protection for 
workers that enter the cavity for reactor head work, surveys, FME inspections etc . It was confi rmed 
that R P  technicians had entered the drained reactor cavity fol lowing the core offload. 

The l icensee i n itiated a CAR to evaluate the need for a lock or out of service c learance and decided 
that a lock was necessary to address im mediate safety concerns. A subsequent I ndependent 
Technical Review g roup review concurred that control l i ng  the valve as part of the locked valve program 
was appropriate to reduce r isk of poss ib le  misal ignment. 

Configuration control is crit ical duri ng outages. Licensee's experience sign ificantly more examples of 
loss of configurati on duri ng such outages. Outage risk is most signif icant dur ing conditions of low 
inventory with fuel in the reactor. This however does not mean that l icensees can ignore the controls 
and risk associated with fue l in the spent fuel poo l .  Newly d ischarged fuel has sign ificant heat capacity 
as evidenced by the short t ime to bo i l  in the spent fuel poo l .  This case had the t ime to boi l  at 1 2  hours 
with 24 feet of water above the many d ischarged fuel assembl ies .  If several feet had been lost in the 
spent fuel pool the t ime to bo i l  would decrease and dose rates in the fuel bu i ld ing cou ld become 
s ign ificant. For th is case the l i censee demonstrated inconsistencies. I t  had considered it important to 
protect the spent fuel coo l i ng train and had p rov ided barriers to ensuring nobody inadvertently 
interrupted power to the "protected" fue l pool cool ing train but considered it acceptable to not have a 
barrier control l i ng the sole valve protecting the water inventory. This i nconsistency demonstrated that 
the l icensee d id not completely address risk control associated with outage planning. 

This write-up was provided by Dave Dumbacher, RI at Cal laway, N PP. Thank you ,  Dave ! For more 
information you can read I R  No:  2005-005 

Inadequate Control Of Materials Brought Into 
Containment 

(TMI, NPP) 

On October 6, the i nspectors attended the morn ing  plan-of-the-day meeting , and questioned 
d iscussions involv ing materials that wou ld be brought into the reactor bu i ld ing ( RB) containment in 
preparat ion for the upcomi ng refuel ing outage. Specifical ly, the inspectors questioned the controls in 
place to ensure plant design l im its were not impacted , including the presence of z inc and potential for 
hydrogen generation .  The i nspectors also noted that engi neers' had establ ished several l im its for 
load ing of materials in conta inment, but it was unclear how these l imits were control led .  The 
engineering l i mits prohib i ted the use of unqual if ied coatings and alum inum, and requ i red that a l l  lead 
sh ielding be stored in closed boxes and that i tems b roug ht in contai nment be properly secured or 
otherwise proper d istance be mai nta ined to safety-related SSCs (includ i ng the RB containment l i ner) .  

Engineers evaluat ing the inspectors' concerns, determined that there was n o  support ing documentation 
to ensure proper controls of materials that had already been loaded i nto the RB containment . Further 
engineering review identified that approx imately 26,000 pounds of lead blankets had been loaded into 
containment without the proper storage in closed metal boxes. A prompt investigation was in itiated to 
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Lead insulation blankets not stored i n  steel 
boxes & unqua l ified coat i ng  on scaffolding 
poles. 

address a RB sump operabil ity concern due to 
potential sump screen blockage that could be caused 
by fai lure of the lead blanket vinyl covering  material 
duri ng  a des ign basis loss of coolant accident 
(LOCA) . Stat ion management notified the NRC and 
the operat ions sh ift manager entered a one hour plant 
shutdown per TS 3 .0 . 1 .  The plant shutdown was 
aborted after approxi mate ly 1 5  m inutes due to late 
breaki ng vendor information that i nd icated that the 
lead blankets would maintain their structural in teg rity 
during a LOCA and operabil ity of the contai nment ' sump was not affected. 

On October 20, the i nspectors accompanied plant 
personne l  duri ng  the extent-of-condit ion walkdowns 
inside the containment bu i ld i ng  whi le at 1 00 % power 
operation. Several other discrepancies were 
identif ied which i ncreased the potential for 
combustib le gas generation ,  RB sump blockage, and 
equipment damage during a seismic event. During 
these walkdowns, the i nspectors identified a 

weakness i n  the l icensee's extent-of-condit ion walkdown because they fai led to notice several 
thousand pounds of a l um i num toe kick p lates which were specifically proh ibited by the eng ineering 
instruct ions. Other defic iencies or materials brought i nto containment included :  unqual ified coating 
materials used i n  scaffold ing , t ie-wraps, plast ic bags ,  paper work orders, scaffo ld ident ificat ion tags ,  
several hundred feet of  electrical cables i n  p lastic wrapping ,  several aluminum fiberglass ladders,  and 
nu merous improperly tied scaffolding materia ls. 

The eng ineering evaluation concluded that although the amount of aluminum brought i nto containment 
reduced the ava i lable equ ivalent marg i n  specified in TMI calcu lation for hydrogen generation in 
containment (40 pounds of alum inum) ,  by half, operabil ity of the RB conta i nment was not affected. 
This was due to the stacked loading configuration of the aluminum plates, since on ly a small fraction 
(24 pounds) of the aluminum would be exposed to generate hydrogen duri ng a LOCA. The engineers 
also concluded that the other defic iencies identified did not 
impact the seismic analysis of the plant, and that the 
increased material would not have resulted in conta inment 
sump blockage during a LOCA. 

This finding was disposit ioned as a Green NCV. Th is  write­
up was provided by Javier Brand, R I ,  and Dave Kerns, SR I ,  
TM I .  For more information read I R  No:50-289/2005-009. 
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I NSPECTOR NEWSLETTER 
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Our goal is to provide useful information to inspectors 

The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect official 
agency guidance or policy. App roved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's inspection manuals. 

INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER CONTRIBUTORS 

The inspectors listed below received awards, in the form of NRC logo shirts for their 
contributions to the March Inspector Newsletter: 

Gordon Hunegs, RI 
Javier Brand, RI 
David Kern, RI 

Thomas Setzer, RI 
Michael 0. Miller, RIV 
David Dumbacher, RIV 

Table of Contents 
Missing Fire Dampers-Braidwood 
Degraded Component Cooling Water Systems-Seabrook 
ROP Feedback Program Changes and Tips 
EP-Field Observation Best Practices 
Inspector Community Outreach 
Inspector Aesop's Fables 
New Construction Program Inspector Training 
New Training on Digital City 
Risk-Management Technical Specifications 
SRI--EDO Rotation Assignment Feedback 
Boric Acid Inspector Checklist 

I N S P E C  O R  N EWS L TT R ED ITO RIAL BOARD 
We want feedback and articles! Contact any of us !  We have a member, Louis (Lou) Carson, 
from R IV--now we have two top notch senior inspectors ! 
J im Trapp, RI Jmt1@nrc.gov Bill Jones, RIV Wbj@nrc.gov 
Joe Schoppy, RI jgs@nrc.gov Louis Carson, RIV lcc1 @nrc.gov 
Joel Munday, RII Jtm@nrc.gov Fiona Tobler, IRIB ftt@nrc.gov 
Pat Louden, RIi i  Pll@nrc.gov Adam Nielsen, IRIB* Adn@nrc.gov 

*on rotational assignment from RII 
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RI i i  VALUE  ADDED F INDING 

Fa i l u re to M a inta in  F i re Barr ier IAW Des i g n  Basis - M iss ing  F i re Dam pers 

W hi le perform in g  a q u a rter ly fi re protection wa lkdown of the  fue l  hand l in g  bu ild ing ( F H B) at B ra idwood , us in g  
I P  7 1 1 1 1 .0SQ,  a rece ntly q u a l ified i nspecto r  a nd N S P D P  grad uate o n  temporary a s s ig n m e nt identified two 
venti lation  ducts that d id not have fire d a m pers i n sta l led , a lthough  these dampe rs were specified in des ign  
bas  is  doc um ents . 

On Apri l  1 2 , 2006, du ring a fire protection wa lk dow n  of the FH B,  an inspe ctor n oted that two ve nti l at ion d u cts 
(shown below) in  the 3 hou r f irewal l  separat i ng the spent fuel pool heat exchanger  room a n d  t he aux i l iary 
bui ld ing did not appear to have fire d a m pers insta l l ed . Hav ing rev iewe d the fire zon e des ign bas is doc uments 
d ur ing the preparation  phase of th is  inspection ,  the i nspector fou n d  it questionab le that safety-related 
ventil a tion  ducts to rooms tha t  housed safety-related equ ipment ,  i . e .  spent fu el poo l  pumps a n d  heat 
exc han gers , d id  not  have instal led fire d a m pers . 

The inspecto r qu estion ed the fire protection system eng inee r re ga rd ing the req u i rem ents of th e d ucts a nd the ir 
appa re nt lack of d am pe rs .  As a re sul t ,  the l icensee perfo rm ed an ind epen d e nt walkdown and des ign basis 
docum ent  review, and confirm ed that f i re damp ers were not  i nsta l led , a l though req u i red  by the B ra i dwood fi re 
protect ion report ( FPR) .  T he F P R ,  wh ich des cr ibed the fi re a rea a nalys is for the FH B ,  stated that "fire 
dam pers a re provided in the firewa l l  separati ng  the F H B  and  the a u xi l iary bu i ld i n g ," except where an eva l u ation  
h a s  been performed and  a pproved to  a l low a dev ia t io n .  No eva luation or  exemption existed to just ify th is as­
fou n d  confi g u ra t io n .  The l i censee entered the issue i nto t he ir corrective act ions  p rog ra m  for resolut io n , 
imp le mente d  compensatory measures that included hou rly fi re watches,  and  notified Byron Station  of the 
conditi on ,  wh ich was la ter co nfirmed to exist there as  well . Th is  confi g u rat ion has existed since orig ina l  
construction .  

Th is  VAF h igh l ighted the i m portance o f  p lant  walkdowns,  parti cu la rly i n  a reas  that a re not conve n i ently, o r  
eas i ly ,  a ccess ib le .  I n  order  to effectively observe the cond i tion  o f  the d u cts , inspectors safely traversed a 
n umber  of physica l  obstac les ,  i .e .  crawled u n de r  heat exchangers and  l ow hang ing p ipes .  A lso ,  as  h ig h l igh ted 
in  the "N RC Inspector F ie ld Obs ervation  Best Pract ices" hand  boo k ,  an  i nspector shou ld  a lways " M a ke s u re 
that yo ur  fie ld  observations  a lig n w ith  the des ign  basis a n d  g ood eng inee ring judgment , "  a n d  " If  it doesn 't seem 
r ight . . .  it probab l y  isn 't." Con tact Rob Ru iz of DR P/B ranch 6 with any qu es lion s or com m ents regard ing  th is 

issu e .  

ROB-Thank you for the great write-up. The photos and the link to the "NRC Inspector Field 
Observation Best Practices" booklet are awesome. This is a great way to transfer 
knowledge. 
RPT NUMBER:2006-003 
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Inadequate Eva luation of Degraded Component 
Coo l ing Water System Flows 

Seabrook  N P P  

NOTE: This finding demonstrated several key aspects of basic inspector techniques 
including: 1 )  using your senses/listening for changes; 2) questioning "it's always been that 
way"; 3) "following your nose" with selection of samples; 4) listening/interviewing the 
licensee; 5) conducting document research; and 6) overlaying it all with a good questioning 
attitude. 

During system alignment inspections, the resident inspectors identified three potential operability 
issues on the component cooling water (CCW) system 1 )  misposition of a throttled CCW valve to the 
safety injection (SI) pump; 2) degraded CCW flow below accident design limits to the enclosure air 
handling cooler and the residual heat removal pump; and 3) a possible degraded isolation valve which 
had not been investigated nor evaluated. 

ISS U E  ( 1  ) : While conducting a system walkdown of the S I  system, the inspectors heard a slight 
rattling noise by the throttled CCW 
valve to the SI pump. Although told by 
some operators that "it has always been 
that way," the inspectors pursued the 
issue with the shift manager and the 
system engineer. After further 
investigation, the licensee determined 
the valve had been mispositioned 
d u r i n g  t h e  refue l ing  outage 
approximately seven months earlier. 
The valve was 5/8 turn open versus the 
required 1 5/8 turns open. The flow had 
decreased approximately 1 5  gpm due to 
the m ispositionin g ,  but system 
engineering monitoring had not flagged 
the decreased flow to investigate since 
it remained well above required flow for 
the SI pump. 

ISS U E  (2)  : After recognizing the 
deficient flow monitoring of the system 
and recognizing that the CCW system 
was rebalanced a few years earlier, the Mispositioned valve with light banging sound located by 
inspectors conducted an equipment "Getting Dirty" - Inspectors climb obstacles to resolve issues 
alignment inspection of the CCW 
system. During the walkdown, the inspectors noted that the CCW isolation valve to the spent fuel pool 
heat exchanger was tagged as having potential leakage. This tag had been in existence since the 
previous refueling outage; however, the licensee had not evaluated the leakage for this valve and its 
impact on operability. Based on NRC concerns, the licensee conducted additional tests and verified 
the leakage past this valve would not impact operability. 
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I SSUE (3) : Through interviews and review of system engineering walkdown data, the inspectors 
identified two CCW flows (flow to the enclosure air handling cooler and the RHR pump) that neared 
their design limits. Examining their design documents and calculations, the inspectors determined 
that the CCW flow during accident conditions would decrease to these components and would drop 
below design limits (based on flow diverted to other components such as containment building spray 
heat exchanger). The licensee took immediate actions to perform operability evaluations to accept 
the lower flows and to increase th e actual flow in the field. It was determined that the lower flows 
would not impact operability of the components. The degraded flows also had existed since the last 
refueling outage approximately seven months earlier. 

Component  Cool ing W a ter flow to SSC 

G l e n n  Dente l , SRI, is the point of contact at the Seabrook Resident Office. Glen provided this 
article for the May Inspector Newsletter. 

ROP Feedback Program Changes and Ti ps 
By Paul Bonnett, Feedback Coordinator 

The ROP Feedback Program was revised recently to improve program efficiency and 
effectiveness. All feedback forms will be assigned a high, medium, or low priority. Our goal is 
to resolve feedback issues with a high priority immediately, a medium priority within 90 days, 
and low priority feedback forms within 180 days. The feedback form has been updated to give 
you the opportunity to recommend the appropriate priority. The new form and revised IMC-80 1 
"Feedback Process" can be obtained from the ROP Feedback Web Page @ 
http ://nrr1 0. nrc.qov/rop-d iqital-city/feedback. html. 

THE NEUTRON JOKE 
A neutron walks into a bar and orders a drink. The bartender comes over 
and brings h im a strong cocktail. The neutron finishes the drink and motions 
the bartender back. "That was great", says the neutron, "how much do I 
owe you?" The bartender looks at him and says, "For you, no charge ... " 
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FIELD OBSERVATION BEST PRACTICES - EP 
NOTE: The practices below were developed by NSIR. These tips and others will be posted under 
Digital City, Inspection Checklist Tips. Many thanks to Jeff Laug hl in  and Bob  Kah le r, both 
of NSIR, for providing these best practices. 

Declared Em erge ncy (E-P lan entry) : 
• If onsite when an emergency event is declared, your first priority is to assist the resident 

staff. If possible, observe the licensee's response, i.e., activities associated with event 
classification, notification , and personnel protective actions, without interfering with shift 
operators who are engaged in mitigative actions. Request copies of all event 
documentation for further review. Assist the residents by observing the licensee's initial 
event critique. 

• Review the event classification for accuracy and timeliness. This may involve a review of 
shift logs, chart recorder printouts, alarm responses, etc. as well as EALs and EPIPs. 

• Review the event notification to state/local authorities and NRC for accuracy and 
timeliness. 

Alert Notificat ion S ystem (ANS ,  i .e . , s i rens) : 
• Familiarize yourself with the licensee's siren testing program by reviewing the FEMA­

approved ANS design document and the licensee's test procedure. Observe a scheduled 
siren test (annual full sounding is optimal), either at the off site location where the test is 
initiated or in the field with a siren observer. Note how siren failures are documented, and 
the priority placed on fixing inoperable sirens. Verify that the licensee properly assessed 
all documented siren failures in the Alert Notification System (ANS) performance indicator 
data. 

• If the licensee does not perform the siren testing and maintenance, check to see how they 
periodically verify its proper conduct for quality control. 

• If Tone Alert Radios are part of the ANS system, verify that the licensee makes a best 
effort to identify individuals who need a radio, and provides assistance to maintain the 
radios in working order. 

Sh ift and Aug m e ntatio n Staffing : 
• Review the E-Plan shift staffing commitments and verify that all positions are filled during 

normal business hours and off-normal hours. For example , if the E-Plan states that the 
shift complement includes a rad tech and a chemistry tech , verify that both positions are 
filled on a 24-hour basis, and not combined into one position during off-normal hours. 
Note: Tech Spec staffing may be less restrictive than E-Plan staffing.  

• For any events at the Alert level or higher, verify that minimum augmentation staffing was 
achieved in a timely manner, and that the emergency response facilities (ERFs) were 
activated in the required time per the E-Plan. Also, verify that all response positions were 
filled by trained and qualified responders (i.e. ,  on the ERO roster). 

• Observe a licensee report-in augmentation drill from one of the ERFs and verify that 
responders arrived in a timely manner to meet facility activation goals. Construct a time-
Ii ne, noting key times such as event declaration , ERO callout (when pagers were sounded) , 
when facility minimum staffing was achieved, and when the facility was operational. 
Compare the observed times with the licensee's E-Plan commitments. 

-5-



Emerge ncy Response Faci l i t ies (ER Fs) : 
• Walk down the ERFs and verify that they are maintained ready for use , noting such things 

as: procedures are the correct revision, licensee and NRC phones are in working order, 
Emergency Action Level (EAL) wall-charts are consistent with the EAL wording in the E­
Plan ,  storage locker inventories are correct, and rad monitors are calibrated and in working 
order. 

• If the licensee takes an ERF out of commission for maintenance or refurbishment ,  verify 
that this activity was coordinated with the NRC and state/local authorities, and that 
compensatory measures were put in place . 

• As applicable, verify that ERF back-up power supplies (e.g. , TSC and/or EOF) have been 
tested/maintained per licensee procedures and that identified problems were resolved. 

• If applicable , tour the licensee's back-up or alternate EOF to verify it is in an adequate 
state of readiness. 

P l a nt C o nf igu ration  Changes Affecti ng E-P lan  Imp lementati o n :  
• Be familiar with the 1 6  Planning Standards of 1 0  CFR 50 .47(b) in order to identify plant 

configuration changes which could potentially impact E-Plan implementation. For example: 

• Security Plan changes which could impact EAL implementation for event 
classification or ERO response timeliness. These changes may revise security 
contingency plans, which could affect the wording of EALs for security events; or 
they may implement security upgrades which could impact ERO augmentation 
times. 

• Changes to plant instrumentation which is referred to in the E-Plan may result in the 
inability to fulfill E-Plan commitments. For example, changes to meteorological or 
seismic instrumentation could impact event classification or State/local notification . 

ERO Tra i n ing :  
• On a sampling basis, verify that ERO members have received annual re-qualification 

training in accordance with E-Plan commitments. 
• Verify that ERO decision-makers (i.e. , Shift Managers, Emergency Directors ) receive 

periodic EAL training (classroom and drill participation) to maintain proficiency. 

I NSPECTOR COM M UN ITY OUTREACH 

M a rk M arshfie ld , RI at Ginna, conducted two hours of lecture to a class at St. John Fisher 
College in Rochester, NY. The class consisted of secondary and primary school teachers in the 
Rochester area taking a continuing education course on energy for their teaching credentials. 
Mark discussed the basics of nuclear power electric generation including boiling and pressurized 
reactors (basic fission process, etc. ), secondary systems, environmental impact, and waste 
processing. This was set up through the Ginna American Nuclear Society. 
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INS PE CTOR AESO P'S 

FAB LES 

The Lone Ranger, Tonto, and the STAR* Pri nciple 

The Lone Ranger and Tonto stopped in  the desert for the night. After they got their tent all set up, 
both men fell sound asleep. 

Some hours later, Tonto wakes the Lone Ranger and says, "Kemo Sabe, look towards sky, what 
you see?" 

The Lone Ranger replies, "I see millions of stars." 

"What that tell you?" asked Tonto. 

The Lone Ranger ponders for a minute then says, "Astronomically speaking, it tells me there are 
millions of galaxies and potentially billions of planets. Astrologically, it tells me that Saturn is in 
Leo. Time wise, it appears to be approximately a quarter past three in the morning. Theologically, 
it's evident the Universe is all-powerful and we are small and insignificant. Meteorologically, it 
seems we will have a beautiful day tomorrow. What's it tell you, Tonto?" 

Tonto is silent for a moment, then says, "Kemo Sabe, you dumber than buffalo chip. It means 
someone stole tent." 

App l ication of Inspector Best Pract ices:  

• Challenge yourself to find what's different day to day. 

• Careful not to overanalyze by overlooking beyond the obvious. 

• Looking at SSCs from a different angle may shed new light on an old issue. 

• Sometimes, it's not a matter of "what's there" but "what's not there that should be." 

*STAR Prin c iple = STOP-THINK-ACT-REVIEW 
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WHAT ARE WE DO I N G  TO TRAI N N EW CONSTRUCTION 
I NSPECTORS? 

Good question! The construction inspector qualification journal (Appendix C-9 to IMC 1 245) is 
currently under development and nearing completion. The completed qualification program won't 
look much different than those that already exist and will include ISAs, etc. Additionally, there will 
be fields of specialization. This will include civil/ structural, mechanical, electrical/ l&C, and start­
up. While we're looking into train ing courses that are already available from external sources to 
support these specialized fields, we also plan to look into the development of new courses 
specifically for NRC. The final version of this appendix will go through the normal review process 
for IMC 1 245, which includes a review by the Regional offices. 

Credit for training and skills that an inspector already possesses will be given, just like we already 
do for IMC 1 245. For example, an individual qualifying as a civil/structural specialist with a degree 
in civil engineering and structural inspection experience outside of NRC will require less training 
than an electrical engineer straight out of college qualifying in the same area. Many of our 
inspectors currently perform inspections during outages that are equivalent to the types of 
inspections that will be performed during construction. For these individuals, certification will be 
straightforward. For new employees with little experience, the certification process will be less 
flexible and will require completion of the training listed in the new qual journal. We expect to 
have a fully capable staff ready to go when construction activities commence. 

So what procedures will the inspector be using to perform these inspections? 

There's already a major inspection procedure overhaul in progress. Harold Gray in Region 1 is 
leading the way on coordinating inspection procedure development to support IMC 2503 
(Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria (IT AAC)). Pat Sekerak at Headquarters is 
coordinating the revision of inspection procedures that will support IMC 2504 (Construction 
Inspection Program for Non-lTAAC Inspections). If you're willing to help out in your field of 
specialization as either an author or reviewer for these procedures, please contact your Regional 
CIP representative: 

Region I :  
Region I I :  
Region I l l : 
Region IV: 

Brice Bickett 
Caudle Ju l ian 
Roger Lanksbury 
Joe Tap ia  

Got a topic you want covered in the next art icle? Send me (Jason Jennings) an 
emai l  (JRJ3@nrc.gov) or give me a cal l !  (301 )41 5-3297. 

EW TRAI N I N G  O N  D I G ITAL C ITY 

Ya, ya , here's what's new:--Safety Culture Training and Post Transient Review Training 
(developed by Region I)  is available on the Read and Sign Web site. 
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Risk-Management Techn ical S pecificat ions (RMTS) 

What's going on? 
The staff and industry are developing improvements to technical specifications consistent with the 
Commission's policy statements on technical specifications and the use of PRA. These 
improvements are intended to maintain or improve safety and to bring technical specifications into 
congruence with the Commission's other risk-informed regulatory requirements, in particular the 
maintenance rule risk management requirements of 1 0  CFR 50.65(a)(4) .  

In itiat ive 4b," Risk-lnformed CTs, use of a configuration risk management program 
(CRMP) 
Current technical specifications (TS) contain equipment-specific outage times; known as TS 
completion times (CTs) and also referred to as allowed outage times (AOTs). The TS contain 
limiting conditions for operation (LCO) action statements and associated CTs (e.g . ,  if the diesel 
generator is inoperable, restore within 7 days; if not restored, take actions to proceed to plant 
shutdown within 24 hours). Current TS address systems independently, and do not generally 
account for the combined risk impact of multiple concurrent equipment out of service conditions. 
The maintenance rule configuration risk assessment requirement was added to address this 
consideration, but does not obviate compliance with current TS requirements. These current TS 
requirements may present inconsistencies with the maintenance rule requirements, and may 
require plant shutdown, or other actions, that are not the most risk-effective actions given the 
specific plant configuration. The proposal involves a combination of the current TS CTs, a 
quantified (a)(4) based risk assessment to determine CT extension feasibility, and CT backstop 
limits. The CT backstop limits ensure that low risk safety functions are not permitted to be 
inoperable for an indefinite period of time. This initiative would permit, contingent upon the results 
of a plant configuration risk assessment , temporary revision of the existing CT within an LCO 
using a quantitative implementation of 50.65(a)(4 ). 

In itiative Sb, "SR Frequency Control P rogram in  TS 
Current technical specifications provide specific surveillance requirements and surveillance test 
intervals (frequencies). Compliance with these requirements are necessary to retain operability of 
the equipment, and avoid entrance into action requirements. The goal of this initiative is to 
develop a risk-informed process that would establish surveillance frequencies based on risk 
insights, equipment availability and reliability factors, performance history, etc. , to determine an 
"optimum" SR frequency. The intent is to retain the existing surveillance requirements in the 
technical specifications, but to remove the equipment-specific surveillance frequencies. 
Surveillance frequencies would be controlled through an NRC approved process that is defined in 
the Administrative Controls Section of TS , and contained in a licensee controlled document. 

How Will This Affect You---The Inspector? 
"South Texas and Ft. Calhoun are the two pilot plants selected for the 4b completion time 
initiative,"  said Bob Tjader, project manager for the RMTS. The goal is to grant a license 
amendment for each plant by the end of the year. Present plans are to perform a plant readiness 
inspection in June and July '06 for the respective plants. This inspection will ensure that the 
licensees have an adequate PRA in place as well as the risk management program to implement 
changes to the completion times and manage the risk. An inspection procedure is being written in 
headquarters to implement the site readiness inspection. Headquarters personnel will lead the 
teams. Inspectors and branch chiefs at the affected plants have been involved in advising 
headquarters on implementation. 
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Initiative 5b for surveillance frequency changes also has a pilot plant - Limerick. Granting a 
license amendment for this plant is planned for th is year. Initiative 5b is not expected to have a 
significant effect upon the Resident Inspectors. 

What about inspector training? 
When a license amendment is granted to a plant to adopt one of these initiatives, inspectors will 
need to understand what the new processes involve and inspect. So when a licensee implements 
a risk-informed completion time or surveillance frequency - what can an inspector do? Good 
question! !  Dave Allsopp who leads the inspector training prog ram and Paul Bonnet an SRA in 
IRIS got involved. Paul said "The desire is to train but also to provide scenarios that simulate what 
an inspector might really get involved with." The learning objectives were developed with the input 
of the inspectors at the pilot plants. In his feedback John Hanna, SRI at Ft. Calhoun, noted "We 
need very specific guidance to show how an inspector can independently validate that the 
extended AOT is valid ... how do we verify assumptions made?" This was some great input for the 
learning objectives that was incorporated and sent to the IMC 1 245 working group for comment. 
These learning objectives will provide the basis for training to be developed by the Technical 
Specifications Branch. 

How can you get more information? 
Stay tuned for more updates. About once a month there will be an update on RMTS on the Friday 
ROP call lead by Fiona Tobler. In the mean time,  the project contact is Bob Tjader at 30 1 -4 1 5-
1 187. As an alternative, inspectors can call Mark Tonacci at 30 1 -4 1 5-4045. Information is also 
available on the Technical Specification Branch Web site. 

Temporary Assignment i n  the Office of the 
Executive D irector for Operations (OEDO) 

On January 9,  2006, I started a three-month rotation in 
the OEDO. There are two sections in the office : the 
Technical and Regional Programs Section (TRPS) of 
which I was a member, and the Corporate 
Management and Infrastructure Section (CM IS). My 
primary role was to serve as the EDO staff contact for 
the Division of Preparedness and Emergency 
Response (DPR). I also served as the backup 
coordinator for NSIR. 

A typical day in the office consisted of arriving around 
6:30 a. m. and reviewing the Daily and Security event 
reports, the EDO daily notes and any correspondence/ 
e-mails that had been sent to me overnight. It was important to read such materials so Bill Kane 
could be kept aware of issues that occurred in areas that he was responsible for before the 8:00 
a.m. E DO events brief that was chaired by Luis Reyes. 

At the EDO events brief, which was attended by all three Deputy Executive Directors (DEDO)s, 
and the heads of the various NRC offices such as NSIR and Research, Luis was briefed by a 
member of the TRPS staff on the events that had occurred overnight, and other issues that may 
be of concern. If you ever wondered why resident inspectors got urgent calls from E DO staff 
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members at 7 :00 a .m .  asking for more information, it was because of this 8 a .m .  meeting !  The 
events b rief lasted no more than 30 minutes since Luis had a meeti ng with the chairman at 08:30. 
At 9:00, Luis conducted a short 1 5  minute meeting with members of the EDO staff where he 
establ ished n ew staff priorities based upon information from the chairman . 

The various EDO staffs then cond ucted the i r  assignments . I n  TRPS, th i s  involved a wide variety 
of tasks including coord inating meetings between various staff offices and the DEDOS, the 
Commissioners and the staff, and the staff and Commission techn ica l  assistants (T/A)s. The 
TRPS staff also reviewed correspondence between the Commission and the staff to ensure 
information was consistent with agency pol icy and balanced recommendations were presented . 

My rotation was a valuable learn ing experience because it allowed me to work with issues and 
offices that I would not normal ly encounter in my current assignment. I now have an improved 
understand ing of how the agency works and obtained several "take aways' including  the fol lowing:  

The EDO and h is d i rect reports do a good job insulating the Regions, and especial ly the 
s ites ,  from outside distractions that could adversely d isrupt the inspection program. 

The new reactor program, and how it may impact staffing levels and the agency workload 
is an area of h igh focus .  

The emerg ing agency focus on n ew reactor l icensi ng/construction should not take away 
from the importance of the operating reactor inspection program. 

Since a large portion of the issues that headquarters deals with are policy re lated , issues 
must be coordinated with several different offices,  and as a result, are resolved much more 
s lowly. Therefore, good communication and coordination ski l ls a re essentia l .  

Article provided by Ke n Ko laczyk , Region I ,  SRI G inna. Got questions-contact Ken. 

Inspection Checkl ists for the Boric Acid 
Corrosion Control (BACC) Program 

Implementation for IP 71 1 1 1 .0BP 

FYI-This checklist was sent to  the program office v ia a feed back form . The feedback form lead , 
Pat Sekerak had enough sense to recogn ize the immed iate value of th is checkl ist for all i nspectors 
so we sent th e list out to your tech nica l support leads last month . We received feedback from two 

Reg ion I inspectors: J o e  S ch o p py and J av ier  B rand. Their  feedback was forwarded 
directly to Pat and is not includ ed below .  These tips and others will be posted under Dig ital City, 

I nspection Checklist Tips. M e l  Ho l m berg developed the awesome l ist! ! !  Remember this is not 
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official ROP guidance-see the disclaimer on the top of the newsletter. M E L-thanks tons! 

1 ) Resident Inspector Observations of Licensee BACC Exam ination Methods 

The following checklist is provided to aid the resident inspector to assess the licensee's 
performance during observation of the licensee's boric acid walkdown/examination which 
normally occurs in Mode 3 just prior to the outage. The resident inspector should record 
the dates of his/her observation of this walkdown and record the names of the licensee 
staff observed or interviewed in conducting this inspection. It is suggested that the 
Resident use this checklist during his observation and then interview the licensee staff a fter 
the observation period to avoid bias. The Region based ISi inspector will use this 
information and the results of this checklist towards completion of the boric acid program 
review required by IP 71 1 1 1 .08P. 

Licensee Inspector Name(s) & Date(s) & Plant Location(s) Examined _______ _ 

Do the licensee inspectors: 

□ use procedures during the inspection and if so what was the procedure number(s) 
and how was/were they used? (e.g. reference use, step by step etc)? 

D consider bolted joints, gasket and flanged connections, valve packing, and seal 
welds as potential leak locations and know the specific joints/areas which have had 
prior leakage indications? 

D focus special attention or use bare metal examinations on areas in the RCS with 
lnconel Alloy 600 and lnconel Alloy 82/182 welds and Alloy 600 RPVH penetration 
tubes on the vessel head? 

D know the weld locations that have had extensive/recent field modifications and do 
they focus special attention on these areas? (Sensitization, Weld Heat Affected 
Zones) 

D know that martensitic stainless steels (e.g. fasteners) are susceptible to BAC, and 
are these materials included in the inspection scope? (e.g. Alloy 4 1 0) 

□ knowledgeable of the various forms of boric acid and the meaning of the deposit 
types? (White powdery, brownish boric acid crystals, or reddish rusty deposits) 
Brown, red ,  and pink colored deposits may be indicative of carbon steel corrosion. 
Although these types of deposits may appear to be d ry and the result of old leakage 
during system walk-downs, they may be indicative of active leakage during plant 
operation. 

D investigate each possible indication of leakage such as surface streaks, boric acid 
residue at insulation seams, or bulges in insulation for the areas examined? 

□ use a checklist, P&ID, or compartment drawings to aid in tracking the completion of 
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their examinations? 

D request removal of i nsulation when there is reason to suspect leakage? 

D make use of ladders, binoculars, mirrors or other remote viewing devices to 
examine areas/components not readily visible a nd accessible for general 
examination? 

D use flashlights, lanterns, or rely on in-plant lighting a nd was this lighting sufficient 
for the examination? 

D verify adequate illumination level by use of VT-2 cards or light meters? 

D perform a check of visual resolution  under existing illumination or supplemental 
illumination (e.g. flashlights) at the maximum examination distances and did the 
maximum examination distance exceed 6 feet? 

D examine component surfaces at an angle of more than 30 degrees to the surface 
examined? 

D document boric acid leaks or component corrosion on a standard report tracking 
form? 

D miss documenting any potential areas of leakage or corrosion which the NRC 
inspectors observed? 

D measure or estimate the component corrosion induced material loss or leakage 
rates? if so was this done accurately? 

2)  Inspection Procedures (Resident or Region Based Inspectors) :  

Does the inspection procedure(s): ____________________ _ 

D provide guidance for cleaning the boric acid crystals, a nd does it provide a definition 
of what a clean surface is? 

D contain instruction for the evaluation of the effects of boric acid leakage on carbon 
steel components including measuring corrosion loss? 

D require a bare metal examination of l nconel Alloy 600 welds or components? 

D provide proper written guidance on how to document evidence of boric acid leakage 
and does this include: 
D Photographs or digital images of leak location? 
D Size and physical appearance of deposit? 
D Assessment to determine if leak is active? 
D Color and chemical composition assessment of deposit? 
D Radiochemistry assessment of the age of the deposit? 
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□ require maintaining a database or log of all boric acid leak locations (active or 
inactive)? 

□ require that BAG inspection records be treated as quality records? 

□ specify inspections to verify that the following equipment is free of boric acid 
residue or deposits indicative of RCS leakage: 
□ CROM shroud fans? 
□ Containment air recirculation (CAR) fan coils? 
□ Containment fan cooler units (CFCU)? 
□ Airborne Filters? 

□ include instructions to assess the collective significance of alternate inspections and 
monitoring devices? Such as ... Changes in containment ventilation equipment, 
fans, atmospheric radiation monitors, and changes in containment temperature and 
humidity monitors. Specifically changes in the following parameters: 
□ Airborne particulate radioactivity? 
□ Airborne gaseous radioactivity? 
□ Humidity? 
□ Temperature? 
D RCS water inventory? 
□ Containment air cooler thermal performance? 

□ provide guidance for how to complete an  engineering evaluation to leave a leak in 
service? 

□ provide specific frequencies or conditions for performing boric acid walk-downs? 

□ require the source of any boric acid deposit be tracked until the leak source is 
positively identified and evaluated? 

3) BACC Evaluations and Corrective Actions (Region Based ISi Inspector): 

Did the BACC evaluation/ corrective action No(s): ______________ _ 

□ do an in itially evaluation of each leakage source/cause prior to cleaning?. 

□ include the location, a nd whether the leak has degraded other material a round it? 

□ document if it was wet or dry and if wet quantify the leakage rate? 

□ identify the quantity and color of corrosion products or boric acid deposit? 

□ identify all carbon steel components contacted by boric acid and was this condition 
entered into the site's corrective action program? 

□ include  a significance assessment and appropriate actions (e.g. immediate 
corrective action needed, no action required, need to document and follow / monitor 
with an established monitoring frequency supported by an engineering evaluation)  

- 1 4-
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D document minor corrosion to track this condition for future reference? 

D get a review by the BACCP owner? 

D require input from design engineering, ISi engineer, operations, maintenance, and 
health physics? 

□ include adverse trend evaluation for locations which have required repeated boric 
acid cleanings? 

D include a bare metal inspection to characterize the extent of corrosion? 

D for components and bolted joints that experience repeated leaks, consider 
replacement? 

□ apply Section XI corrective actions for boric acid leakage at bolted connections 
which includes removal and VT-3 inspection of affected fasteners ( IWA- 5250)? 
Alternatively, the bolts do not need removal if they evaluate fasteners iaw approved 
Code Case N-61 6 Alternative Requirements for VT-2 Visual Examination of Class 
1 ,2 or 3 Bolted connections (approved in RG 1 . 1 4  7) with the following restrictions: 

- Insulation must be removed for type 4 1 0, type 1 7-4 ph or A-286 stainless steel 
type studs or bolt materials. 
- 1 0  minute hold at pressure prior to inspection of uninsulated systems. 
- 4 hour hold at pressure prior to inspection of insulated systems. 

D apply Code Section XI acceptance criteria and corrective actions for corrosion 
resulting in loss of thickness affecting Code pressure retaining boundary material -

5% for fasteners ---, iaw IWB-
35 1 7  and 1 0% for valve 
bodies iaw IWB- 351 9. 

- 1 5-
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I N S PECTO R N EWSLETTER 
A U G U ST 2006 

Our goal is to provide useful information to inspectors 

The material presented in this newsletter is for i nformational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect 
official agency guidance or policy. Approved ROP guidance is promu lgated in NRC's i nspection manuals. 

MAY INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER CONTRIBUTORS 
The inspectors listed below received awards, in the form of NRC logo shirts, for their 
contributions to the May Inspector Newsletter: 
RI Glenn Dentel 
RI Ken Kolaczyk 
RI Mark Marshfie Id 

RIi i  Mel Holmberg 
RIi i  Rob Ru iz 
NSIR Jeff Lau ghlin 

Table of Contents 
Ground-Water Contamination at Reactor Sites 
ROP Safety Culture In itiative-Update 
Pl Program-What's New and FAQs? 
Region l's H RMS Policy 
Construction Inspection Program Website 
Supervisory Excellence Group 
Book Review on Human Error by James Reason 
VAF-Temporary Alteration Fails to met Design Analysis 
Assumption-Indian Point 2 
NSIR Training Update 
Field Observation Best Practice "Food for Thought" 

NEWSLETTER ED ITORIAL BOARD 
We want feedback and articles ! 
Jim Trapp, RI 
Joe Schoppy, RI 
Paul Fredrickson, RII 

Contact any one of us! 
Pat Louden, RIi i  
Louis Carson, RIV 
Fiona Tobler, IRIB 

Opps , we forgot say "tha n k  you" to J usti n Fu ll e r, DRS Reactor Engineer Inspector, 
RI I ,  for his contributions to the Inspection Checklist for the Boric Acid Corrosion Control 
Program Implementation for IP 71 1 1 1 .0BP in the May 2006, Inspector Newsletter. 
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G ROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION AT REACTOR 
SITES DUE TO UNDETECTED LEAKAGE OF 

RADIOACTIVE WATER 
Louis Carson, Stephen Klementowicz, Adam Nielsen , and Stacie Sakai 

TH E ISS U E  

Radioactive contamination of ground-water has 
occurred at multiple facilities in areas that were 
not expected due to undetected leakage from 
facility structures, systems, and components 
that contain or transport radioactive fluids. The 
primary contaminant is tritium. Specific events 
that have been evaluated by Regional 
Inspectors have occurred at the following 
plants: 

Braidwood, Byron, Dresden, Haddam Neck 
(decommission ed), Indian Point, Callaway, 
Three Mile Island, Salem, Palo Verde, and 

One of 11  vacuum breaker valves and pit located on the Watts Bar. 
effluent d ischarge line at Braidwood Nuclear Power Plant. 
These valves have had recent a nd historical leakage 
resulting in 3 m ill ion gallons of water spilled duri ng one We are concerned about these abnormal 
event. discharges because radioactive effluents from 

reactor operations can have environmental 
impacts - on man, animals, plants ,  and sea life. To mitigate the impact, the NRC verifies during 
the licensing process and throughout the operation of the nuclear power plant, that facility 
operation does not have a significant impact to plant workers, members of the public, and the 
environment. NRC accomplishes this by requiring that releases of radioactive effluents to 
unrestricted areas be As Low As is Reasonably Achievable (ALARA). To date, all of these events 
resulted in little to no dose impact to members of the public. However, there was and continues 
to be concern voiced by the public, state, and local governmental officials. This resulted in 
significant interaction by the NRC with these groups. In some cases, NRC Reg ional staff is still 
engaged with public and governmental stakeholders on the events. 

N RC RESPO N S E  

In response to these events , NRR and Regional DRS staff have taken the following actions; 
issued two Information Notices (IN 2004-05, SPENT FUEL POOL LEAKAGE TO ONSITE 
GROUNDWATER and IN 2006- 1 3, GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION DUE TO 
UNDETECTED LEAKAGE OF RADIOACTIVE WATER), revised Inspection Procedure 71 1 22.0 1 ,  
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Radioactive Gaseous and Liquid Effluent Treatment and Monitoring Systems, and chartered a 
Lessons Learned Task Force. 

In order to have a complete 
and thorough review of the 
inadvertent liquid release 
events and NRC's regulations, 
the EDO chartered a Task 
Force for the purposes of 
conducting a lessons-learned 
review of all the relevant 
information. Although the 
levels of tritium and other 
radionuclides measured thus 
far do not present a health 
hazard to the public , the Task 
Force members, (comprised of 
representatives from all major 
NRC offices, as well as the 
state of Illinois), have been 
asked to ident ify and Region Ill Health Physics Inspector, John Cassidy inspects the indoor fixed rear 
r e c o m m e n d  a re a s  for  axle collector (FRAC) tan ks at  Braidwood Nuclear Power Plant. The licensee 
improvement applicable to the had up to seven tanks located in thi s area during maximum storage. These are 

NRC and to industry b 20, 000 gallon storage tanks that prov ided temporary storage for contaminated 
' Y water that was spilled due to undetected leakage from vacuum breaker valves. 

reviewing and evaluating the 
following :  industry experience; health impacts; the regulatory framework; NRC inspection, 
enforcement and reporting aspects; industry actions ;  international perspectives; and 
communications with external stakeholders. The Task Force will issue its report to the E DO on 
August 31 , 2006. 

H OW WE I N SPECT 

The NRC inspection program i n  this area is directed a t  inspecting the adequacy and effectiveness 
of a licensee's evaluation and control of radioactive material released to the environment, that 
could result in potential doses to the public. The inspectors review implementation of regulatory 
requirements contained within the station's Technical Specifications and its Offsite Dose 
Calculation Manual, as well as associated guidance documents (e.g . ,  Branch Technical Positions 
and Regulatory Guides). 

The inspection consists of direct observations and reviews of documentation. The inspector 
conducts walk-downs of gaseous and liquid release systems to observe material conditions and 
confirm the system configuration is found as specified in the Final Safety Analysis Report. The 
inspection provides for observation of routine processing and release of radioactive liquid and 
gaseous effluents as well as a review of projected radiation doses to members of the public. Also 
included is a review of dose calculations to ensure monthly, quarterly, and annual dose 
calculations to members of the public were properly calculated. The inspection procedure 
provides for review of abnormal releases or releases made with inoperable radiation monitors to 
verify appropriate compensatory sampling and radiological analyses were conducted, consistent 
with requirements and to verify appropriate public dose projections were made. The inspection 
program provides for review and verifications of changes in systems or the ODCM. Special 
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emphasis is placed on understanding h istorical changes in projected doses. The inspection 
inc ludes reviews of instrument cal ibrations for both laboratory counting instrumentation and 
effluent rad iation monitoring instrumentation and reviews of the adequacy of the quality assurance 
of the effluent sampling and 
analysis program, including inter- laboratory comparisons. The onsite segment a lso includes a 
review of a l icensee's problem identification and resolution program to ensure associated 
problems are identified , characterized , p rioritized , entered i nto the prog ram, and resolved . 

HP inspectors also conduct a review of the l icensee's Rad iolog ical Environmental Monitoring 
Program (REMP) bienn ia lly during 
performance of inspection procedu re 
7 1 1 22 .03 .  This consists of a 
comprehensive aud it of offs ite monitoring 
capabil ities such as air samplers ,  water 
samplers, and vegetable garden 
locations. The purpose of the licensee's 
REMP is to verify that their effl uents 
program is conservative in its estimates of 
dose to the public. No changes to 
inspection procedure 71 1 22.03 were 
made as a result of the groundwater 
contamination issue. 

13  outdoor FRAC tanks at Braidwood. As of  July 28 , 2006, the CON C L  US 10 N 
l i censee had about 1 .5 ful l  FRAC tanks of the 20 that were once The issue of inadvertent and/or 
used . Other tanks were process�d to reactor prim ary water undetected re leases of radioactive 
standards and transferred to the primary water storage tanks t . t· t t •t • th t con amina I0n a reac or sI es Is  one a 

the agency wi l l  contin ue to fol low to ensure that licensees exercise strict control over their 
radioactive effluents from al l  sources. We also expect that there wi l l  be changes in NRC's 
requ irements related to radio logical effluent and environmental monitoring , based on 
forthcoming recommendations in the Lessons Learned Task Force Report. 

MORE I N FORMATION 

For more information visit the Groundwater Contamination website at: 
http://www.nrc .gov/reactors/operating/ops-experience/g rndwtr-contam-tritium .html 

OR 
Contact Stacie S. Sakai, NRR/D IRS, (30 1 ) 4 1 5-1 884. 

A tritium fact sheet has a lso been developed and can be accessed at: 
http : //www. n re. gov /readi ng-rm/doc-co I lections/fa ct-sheets/triti um-rad i ation-f s. pdf 
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ROP SAFETY CU LT U RE I N IT IATIVE 

STAT U S  U PDAT E  
Article provided by Bob Gramm and June Cai 

On July 1 ,  2006, the safety culture changes arrived in the Reactor Oversight Process. With 
the issuance of Change Notice 06-015, the following Inspection Manual Chapters ( IMCs) and 
Inspection Procedures ( IPs) were revised to incorporate safety culture aspects: 

IMC 0305, Operating Reactor Assessment Program (John Thompson - lead) 
IMC 06 1 2, Power Reactor Inspection Reports (Jim Isom - lead for all 06 1 2) 
IMC 06 1 2, App D ,  Guidance for Documenting Inspection Procedure 71 1 52,  
Identification and Resolution of  Problems 
IMC 06 1 2, App E ,  Examples of Minor Issues 
IMC 061 2 ,  App F, Examples of Cross-Cutting Aspects 
IP 71 1 52,  Identification and Resolution of Problems (Serita Sanders - lead) 
IP 71 1 53, Event Followup (Don Norkin - lead) 
IP 93800, Augmented Inspection Team (Don Norkin - lead) 
IP 938 1 2, Special Inspection (Don Norkin - lead) 
IP 9500 1 ,  Inspection For One Or Two White Inputs In A Strategic Performance Area 
(Serita Sanders - lead ) 
IP 95002, Inspection For One Degraded Cornerstone Or Any Three White Inputs In a 
Strategic Performance Area (Serita Sanders - lead) 

H OW HAS TH E REACTOR OVERS IGHT P RO G RAM C H AN G E D ?  

For starters, there are new terms for you to become familiar with, like the 1 3  safety culture 
components. A list of the new terms and their definitions are available on the ROP Digital City 
webpage. Some other changes include : 

(1 ) IMC0305 has been structured to provide a graded agency response in the safety 
culture area. 
(2) Under certain circumstances, the NRC has the option of requesting a licensee to 
perform a safety culture assessment, and the NRC can perform its own assessment of 
a licensee's safety culture. 
(3) Safety culture components have been aligned with the cross-cutting areas. 
(4) The inspection report documentation for findings related to cross-cutting areas has 
been modified in IMC 061 2 to better support the assessment process. 

There is one last IP ( IP95003) that needs to be finalized to incorporate safety culture changes, 
the IP is currently out for regional review. 

WHAT'S H APP EN ING NEXT AS PART OF  THE 1 8  M O NTH IN ITIAL 
I M PLEMENTATION PER IOD ROLL-OUT? 

Phasing in a change to the ROP can lead to a number of transition implementation issues. 
Regulatory Issues Summary 2006- 1 3 ,  " Information On The Changes Made To the Reactor 
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Oversight Process To More Ful ly Add ress Safety Culture" was issued on Ju ly 31 , 2006 
(ML06 1 880341 ) and outlines how the staff will handle a number of implementation transition 
issues. These transition detai ls h ave already been worked out with the reg ional offices. The 
ROP Dig ita l City web page is going to be updated in August to include a set of safety cu lture 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) that came out of the safety cu ltu re tra i ning d u ring the 
Spring 2006 res ident counterpart meetings .  The plan is to keep the FAQs a living document 
as questions continue to come in. Also, the new safety culture terminology has been added to 
the ROP D igital City webpage. A Safety Culture ROP Focus Team is going to be establ ished 
to help ensure un iform implementation of the safety cultu re changes across reg ional 
boundaries .  So far , Scott Schaeffer (RI I  DRP branch chief) and Marvin Sykes (RI DRS branch 
chief) will be two of the focus team regional members, the others are TBD .  The new focus 
team wi l l  a lso review findings with potentia l  cross-cutting aspects in the Safety Conscious 
Work Environment (SCWE) cross-cutting area before issuance in an inspection report. 

In addition to discussing safety cultu re during the month ly ROP public meetings, the staff is 
preparing to meet with the industry in upcoming nationa l  and reg ional uti l ity group meetings to 
discuss the changes to the ROP re lative to safety cu lture and receive feedback from the 
industry. And fina lly ,  efforts are underway to enhance inspector train ing classes to include 
safety culture topics and to modify the MC1 245 qual ification p rogram to ensure new inspectors 
receive appropriate training on  safety cu ltu re. 

I f  you want to obta in more information on safety culture (such as related Commission papers ,  
Staff Requirements Memoranda, publ ic meeting materials, and  other relevant documents) ,  a 
good place to start is the NRG safety culture publ ic webpage at: 
http ://www. nrc .gov/what-we-do/regu latory/enforce ment/safety-culture.html 

C ONT ACTS : The NRR Performance Assessment Branch point of contact for safety cu ltu re 
is Bob Gramm (rag@nrc.gov, 30 1 -41 5-1 0 1 0) and the NRR Operator Licensing and Human 
Performance Branch safety culture techn ical po int of contact is  June Cai Uxc1 1 @nrc .gov, 301 -
41 5-51 92). 

P l  P rogram - What's New ? 
Arti cle provided by Mark Tonacci, IPAB 

We have eliminated the old Unavai labi l ity Ind icators replacing them with MSPI (Mitigating 
Systems Pe rformance Index). 

There's m ore news ! !  A new Pl, U np lanned Scram s  with C o m p l icat ions , i s  under 
development! This Pl wi l l  replace the cu rrent Unplan ned Scrams with Loss of Normal Heat 
Removal .  Jim Trapp (RI) ,  Russ Bywater (RIV) and  Don Hickman (HQ) h ave been negotiati ng 
the details of th is P l  with an industry working group for about a year. J im Trapp noted in a 
recent conversatio n, "This P l  shou ld have more greate r-than-green results than the old Pl ." 
The cu rrent d raft now includes not on ly loss of main feedwater, but a lso stuck rod s, fai lu re of a 
turbine trip ,  loss of power to a n  ESF bus, safety i njectio n, and entry into EOPs tha t  a re 
considered compl ications from a s imple trip .  Russ Bywater, when d iscussing the Pl with 
industry at the last meeting noted that, "For each complex trip or scram, MD 8 .3 is reviewed to 
determine if a reactive inspection is needed . The inspection g ives the staff a look at the 
licensee for that specific challenge.  However, from a broader perspective, we are looking for a 
P l  that can identify l icensees that are having a nu mber of chal lenging scrams". Right on Russ 
- We are currently d iscussing th resholds and more negotiations with industry are needed to 
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finalize the details. Implementation is currently targeted for next year. If you want more 
details on this new Pl contact: 

J i m  Trapp  
Russ  Byw ater 
Mark Tonacci  
Don H ickman 

6 1 0-337-51 86 
81 7-860-81 82 
3 01 -41 5-4045 
3 01 -41 5-8541 

C h ec k o ut the Pl FAQs 

The approved Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) have been updated. Several new FAQs 
were posted last month, predominantly for emergency planning (EP) and MSPI. To review 
FAQs go to http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIG HT/ASSESS/index.html#section6 
Don't forget to check the draft FAQs! These are FAQs the licensee has submitted and will be 

presented and discussed at the next ROP meeting. Each month licensees have an 
opportunity to draft a FAQ that an industry working group screens. If the FAQ has merit it will 
be presented at the monthly Reactor Oversight Program (ROP) meeting with the staff, NEI, 
and industry. 

INVITATION! 
I f  you are involved in a draft FAQ you are invited to either call in or come to the ROP meeting. 
Mark will provide you with conference call information. At the meeting the FAQ will be 
presented to NE I and NRC staff by industry. So call in and hear first hand what goes on-we 
would love to have you participate ! !  

WHY DO W E  N E ED A PO L ICY FOR H U M AN 

RESOURC S MANAG M T SYST M S? 
(This was extracted from Region l's "Read and Sign" training) 

Everyone knows that it's important to charge time accurately, but you may not be 
aware of all the reasons that it's important. Licensees are billed for inspection 
activities, so it is important th at you charge time to the correct docket and report 
number. Regional management uses HRMS data to monitor our performance at 
meeting program requirements, and analyzes the data to identify program refinements 
and support budget formulation. 

The guidance available for charging time had not been updated for some time so two 
Region I staffers, Tracy Walker and $hri Iyer, took the lead. They shared this information 

with their regional counterparts (Binoy Desi, RII ,  Hollis Turner, RI I, Tom Kozak, RI i i ,  Rebecca 
Nease R IV and Loretta Williams, RIV), RPS folks and Armando Masciantonio, IPAP, all of 
whom reviewed the draft and provided input (G REAT EXCHAN G E  OF I N F O RM ATION 
A D SHARING OF- KNOWLE D G  ) .  

NOTE TO I N S P ECTORS:  This guidance was developed for Region I by 
Region I. The other regional contacts are u sing this guidance as a basis to create their 
own region-specific guidance which should be available to you soon. 
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REGION I 'S READ AN D S IG N  TRAI N IN G  AN D P O LICY G U  0£: 
Region I i s  requiring their technical staff complete "Read and Sign, " posted on the 
DRP page on the RI web site at http://r 1 ntweb.nrc.gov/drs/policies/hrmsreadsign.pdf 
Region l's new policy can be found on their DRP web page at 
http : //r 1 ntweb. n rc.gov/drp/D RP%20Policy/HRMSgu ida nee. pdf. 

Co nstru ction  I ns pectio n P rogram Lau n ches 

We bsite 
A website has been estab l ished to hel p  keep Regional  staff informed on the latest and 
greatest in the development of the Construction I nspection Program(CIP) .  On this site 
you ' l l  find a brief description of the C IP  with l i nks to h istorical i nformation , resou rces 
avai lab le to the fol ks who are revis ing and writing the i nspection procedu res we' l l  be 
us ing ,  Des ign  Control Documents for the AP1 000 and ABWR designs ,  and most 
importantly a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section .  If you don't get an answer to 
your question from the existi ng website i nformation ,  feel free to ask by ema i l i ng :  
Construction Questions@nrc.gov 

Check out the website by cl icking http://n rr 1 0 .n rc .gov/C IP/i ndex.html .  This l ink can 
a lso be found on the NRR homepage . Got a topic you want covered in the next 
article? Send me (Jason Jenn ings) an emai l  (JRJ3@nrc.gov) or  give me a cal l !  
(301 )41 5-3297. 

N EW S U P  RVI SORY XC ELLENC G ROU P 
Article provided by Ken Kolaczyk, SRI, Ginna 

Are you a new supervisor, or team leader? Do you have questions regarding your roles and 
responsibilities and would like to discuss them with peers? Do you want to improve your 
coaching skills? If you answered yes to these questions, then you may want to become part 
of COINS - the Community of Interest for New Supervisors. 

COINS was formed in February 2006 by a group of newly-minted supervisors and team 
leaders from headquarters and regional offices, for the purpose of discussing mutual items of 
concern and sharing effective leadership tools and techniques. The group meets once a 
month for an hour in headquarters, with regional and site personnel members tied in via 
conference bridge. The discussion topics are varied and have ranged from how to prepare 
for mid-cycle performance reviews with direct reports, to effective approaches for knowledge 
management transfer. 

Membership is open to any supervisor/team leader, however, the COINS target audience is 
for individuals with less than five years of supervisory experience. If you are interested in 
joining COINS, and wish to be informed of the next meeting annou ncement simply e-mail Tom 
Blount, Chief Operations Branch, Division of Preparedness and Respon se,  Susan Daniels, 
Team Leader, Standards and Quality Assurance Team or Mary Jane Ross-Lee, Chief 
Operating Experience Branch, Division of Inspection and Regional Support. 
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HAVE YOU H U G G ED A BOOK 

LAT E LY? 

Mike Kunowski , RI i i ,  DRP/PE sure has-----He provided us with his 
summer book report on H u man Error by James Reason. 
Here's what Mike had to say about the book : 

I first became aware of this book during Problem Identification and 
Resolution (Pl&R) inspections when I noticed it was often referenced in licensee cause 
evaluation guidelines and support documents,  particularly for definitions of skil l-based, rule­
based, and knowledge-based errors. 
The book itself consists of a textbook-type description of basic concepts in human error, from 
an occasionally wordy, abstruse social science perspective, and a review of American and 
European past and current (current as of the late 1 980s) research. Reason makes frequent 
reference to the U .S. nuclear power industry for examples, including, of course, Three Mile 
Island Unit 2 ( 1 979), a 1 982 event at Ginna involving a stuck-open power-operated relief 
valve, and the 1 985 loss of feedwater at Davis-Besse. But he also discusses examples of 
human error where people actually died: Bhopal, Challenger, Chernobyl, and Zeebrugge. 

I was initially interested in the three types of errors (skil l-based, rule-based, and knowledge­
based errors) that are explained in Chapter 3 "Performance Levels and Error Types". I read 
this chapter and most of the book in the evenings in Chattanooga during two weeks of 
simulator requalification training at TTC in June. During the days, my very experienced 
instructors, Phil Finegan, Gary Callaway, Roy Hickock, and Bobby Eaton, provided me with 
numerous opportunities to reinforce what I had read, and in the spirit of learning I regularly 
committed all three types of errors, numerous times, and in various combinations and 
permutations. 

m ru A n  
- il - i, liiliiiiiiiiii,  

[1!7['},Dl""YJ � 

Also of interest in the book was Reason's discussion of latent errors. 
In contrast to active errors, whose effects occur immediately , such as 
when an operator turns off a pump in one train instead of the other train 
and causes a reactor trip, latent errors can remain un-manifested for 
years until the right combination of circumstances occurs. These errors 
are caused by people removed from actual front-line operation of a 
system or plant, such as high-level decision making managers, 
construction workers, and design engineers. Reason argues that latent 
errors pose more of a threat to safety in complex systems than active 
errors. 

James Reason is a professor of psychology at the University of 
Manchester, England. And is well published in the research area of human error, with an 
emphasis on errors that occur by trained operators of complex control systems, such as 
nuclear power and chemical plants. WANT TO READ THE BOOK? Contact Mike Kunowski 
at MAK3@nrc.gov -he will lend you a copy! 
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Tem porary Alteration Fai ls  to Meet Des ign 
Analysis Assumptions 

Article provided by Tom Setzer, RI 

TH E ISS U E  
During a baseline inspection sample of an emergent work item, the inspectors identified that a 
modification was performed contrary to the modification instructions, which failed to preserve the 
structural integrity of a steam generator feedwater regulating valve, and resulted in the valve 
being declared inoperable. 

TH E STORY 
FCV-447, the 24 steam generator feedwater regulating 
valve, h ad a history of packing leaks which ,  as a remedy, 
required adjustments to the gland packing follower. 
Further adjustments of the gland packing follower were 
becoming impossible as the cap screws holding the valve 
actuator onto the valve body were physically inh ibiting its 
movement (see Figure 1). To provide for further 
adjustments, clearance between the cap screws and the 
gland follower was achieved through a modification 
package which instructed maintenance to grind the cap - Before cap screws were ground 

screws at an angle (see Figure 2). A specific amount of material to be ground was prescribed 
in the modification package. FCV-447 is a seismically-qualified component which has a safety­
related function to isolate its associated feedwater line following a feed or steam line break inside 

-

containment in order to minimize peak containment 
pressure. 

While reviewing the work instructions in the 
modification package, the inspectors identified that 
more material had been ground from the cap 
screws than had been allowed, and that the 
licensee's's structural integrity evaluation failed to 
consider seismic stresses. Based on the inspectors' 
observations, The licensee declared the valve 
inoperable and entered a 72 hour action statement 

�._..__. as required by Technical Specifications. The 
- After cap screws were ground licensee later showed that the cap screws on FCV-

44 7 would remain operable under design conditions 
in the as-left condition, and exited the action statement. 

In addition to the cap screw grinding modification ,  the licensee created a temporary alteration 
package to cut out portions of the gland packing follower in order to remove the area of 
interference. The licensee's engineering justification for this modification was based on a finite 
element model and analysis performed by the vendor for a new gland packing follower that was 
shaped to remove the interference area. The inspectors reviewed this package and found 
significant differences between The licensee's and the valve's vendor calculations and 
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assumptions. The inspectors raised these differences to engineering management and as a 
result, the licensee elected not to perform the alteration until it was reviewed by the vendor. The 
vendor performed the review and calculated that had the alteration been performed, the 
allowable stresses of the component would have been exceeded based on the material 
properties of the gland packing follower. This could have resulted in failure of the gland packing 
follower and gross leakage of feedwater out of the valve. 

TH E LESSON 
This finding shows the importance of walking down modifications in the field and a careful review 
of all assumptions made in an engineering analysis to ensure they are consistent with as-built 
conditions. The inspectors were instrumental in preventing a condition that could have adversely 
impacted plant and personnel safety. 

THAN K YOU TO Indian Point Unit 2 Senior Resident Inspector Mark C ox and Resident 
Inspector Greg B ow m an.  Contact either Mark or Greg for additional information. 

SI R TRAIN NG U P DATE 
Provided by Ralph Coste llo 

Regional DRS representatives, TIC representatives ,  and NSIR staff are sched uled this week 
to begin discussions and work on review of MC 1 245 C4 improvements. The ultimate objective 
will be to evaluate current requirements and work toward requirement improvements and training 
availability improvements that meet the needs of the inspection staff. 

F IELD OBSERVATION BEST PRACTICE 
"FOOD FOR THOUGHT" 

" Intellectuals solve problems, geniuses prevent them." 
(Albert Einstein reminding us to use the Field Observation Best Practices guidance to find 
problems during walkdowns before they find the licensee during events.) 

" It's not that I'm so smart, it's just that I stay with problems longer." 
(Albert Einstein on how he manages to identify so many value added findings. ) 

INSPECTION REPORT AUDIT FORM 
Some of you have asked for a copy of the audit form the program office used to conduct their 
annual assessment audit----the audit form has been placed on Digital City under ROP 
Program Guidance. 

- 1 1 -
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Our goal i s  to provide useful information to inspectors 

The material presented in this newsletter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily reflect 
official agency guidance or pol icy. Approved ROP guidance is promulgated in NRC's i nspection manuals. 

NS I R  U P DATE 
Provided by Ralph Costello 

NSIR staff are working closely with all four Regions in developing a presentation on security 
principles and requirements for the upcoming Residents counterpart meetings. If an inspector 
has a specific topic area they would like covered during this presentation please pass that on to 
your Regional meeting point of contact or James Vaughn at NSIR (telephone number 301 -4 1 5-
7653) 

INSPECTOR INTERNAL ROP SURVEY 2006 
The Agency is seeking feedback from the staff responsible for implementing the ROP (that's 
you )  as an approach of continuous improvement. The survey runs until November 1 7  2006, 
and can be accessed from the link below. Your participation is greatly appreciated. We want to 
hear from you! http://nrr1 O. nrc.gov/survey/rop2006/rop-survey.cfm 

Table of Contents 

Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel Oil Article 
ROP Safety Culture Chit Chat 
RI I  Contruction Program Update 
Farewell From the Editor 
NRC Inspector Field Observation Best 
Practices 

Community of Practice for Risk­
Informed Regulation 
RII Triennial Fire Inspection Finding 
Human Factors Information System 
SRI CNN Interview 



FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

N ew U ltra-Low S u lfu r D iesel  Fue l  O i l  Cou ld Adverse ly Im pact 

D iese l  E n g ine  Performance 
Article provided by Ph i l N iebaum , DRP , Project Engi neer, RI I 

Synopsis: New ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel oil (ULSD) has different lubricity characteristics, 
may be incompatible with the existing lubricating oils, has a lower energy content, may degrade 
seals, and may react with fuel additives and result in increased particulates. This could impact 
Emergency Diesel Generators (EOG ) ,  Diesel Driven Fire Pumps, Diesel Driven Auxiliary 
Feedwater Pumps. See NRC Information Notice 2006-22, dated October 1 2, 2006 
(ML0627 1 0079). 

RI I  DRP Talk :  During Rll's DRP August 
23rd daily safety meeting, a short 
presentation was given regarding the new 
ultra low sulfur diesel fuel oil (U LSD). This 
presentation was based on a recent OpE 
article by Timothy Mitts, Reactor Systems 
Engineer, OpE 

Th is picture shows evidence of abnormal piston and 
cylinder wear on a diesel engine. 

WHAT'S HAPPENED SO FAR IN RI I -­
The presentation was sent to all the Region 
II resident inspectors. Although additional 

responses are expected, the first came from Crystal River. In early September, the Senior 
Resident Inspector (SRI) asked the licensee about the new ULSD. He was assured that their 
corporate engineering group (Progress Energy) was developing a process to evaluate the long 
term use of the new fuel for all of its nuclear sites. Additionally, the licensee stated that internal 
stops existed that would prevent a delivery of ULSD until their engineering evaluation was 
complete. In spite of these assurances, ULSD was delivered the very next day. It was later 
determined that approximately 1 500 gallons were added to all three of the diesel fuel oil storage 
tanks (2 of which are safety related). The licensee and the residents performed an operability 
inspection and found the E DG's remained operable. Additionally, the diesel storage tanks had 
acceptable sample results. However, the non-safety related tank , which is about one third the 
size of the other tanks ,  did have higher particulates and will be recirculated through a filter to 
reduce the level of particulates. There is no impact to the EOG, but filter D/P will be monitored 
more closely. The licensee has taken action to write a Nuclear Condition Report (NCR) to 
address the change management and any potential long term effects to the EDG's. The 
Crystal River licensee staff will also inform the other Progress Energy sites of this issue. The 
SRI also communicated this issue with other Progress Energy resident inspectors. 

Concurrently, the resident inspectors at the Hatch Nuclear Plant questioned the licensee about 
ULSD. It was discovered that earlier this year, the Hatch EOG owner's group hired a consultant 
to evaluate the impact of U LSD. However, their results of this evaluation were inconclusive. At 
this time, the licensee is pursuing more detailed evaluation of ULSD before it actually arrives 
on-site. 
WHAT'S HAPPENED SO FAR IN Rl--ln September 2006, Millstone Units 2 and 3 found that 
the rate of particulate in the diesel fuel storage tank increased. It was found that the primary 



FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

supplier of diesel fuel for Millstone uses a lubricity additive for ULSO. This is necessary since 
the sulfur content aids lubricity characteristics of diesel fuel. According to several laboratory 
fuels specialist, escalating fuel costs are driving refineries to use wider qualities of fuel and 
introduce additives to supplement the fuel quality. These additives are sometimes incompatible 
and can cause compounds to come out of solution. Newer diesel fuels may also be more 
susceptible to instability as a result of refineries using a chemical cracking process vs. the more 
traditional distillation process. The licensee initial action was increasing the sample frequency 
and recirculating the diesel fuel through a filter arrangement. Most recently they decided to 
drain and refill the alpha and bravo fuel oil day tanks. This requires a 72 hour  LCO for each 
drain and refill. 

In August 2006, Nine Mile Point's initial diesel fuel oil test results were satisfactory, but 
subsequent testing by an offsite laboratory showed the diesel fuel was actually a blend of Low 
Sulfur and Ultra-Low Sulfur diesel fuel with a sulfur concentration of 45 ppm. The licensee did 
not have an analysis of the acceptability of the Ultra-Low Sulfur diesel fuel (below 500 ppm). 
Potential  Nuclear Safety Concern :  Refiners also su pply this u ltra-low sulfu r  diesel 
(U LSD) fuel oil to licensees that gets used i n  safety applications (e.g., EDGs). Many EOG 
engines were designed to run on No. 2 low sulfur diesel fuel oil (500 ppm sulfur fuel) , or No. 2 
diesel fuel oil (5000 ppm sulfur prior to 1 993). These EOGs can use the new ULSO No. 2 fuel, 
and will actually run cleaner using the new fuel. However, the sulfur was part of the overall 
lubricity package. Many fuel components (injector pumps and injectors) rely on the lubricity of 
the fuel to keep them operating properly. The reduction in sulfur definitely reduces the lubricity 
of the fuel. Licensees should be aware of this imminent change in diesel fuel oil and evaluate it 
to ensure no adverse impact on EOG availability, reliability, and/or capability. Also, certain 
engine seals are subject to failure due, in part to the lower aromatics of the new U LSO. 
Aromatics normally absorbed in seals will cause them to swell. However, certain seals have 
been shown to shrink when exposed to fuel with lower aromatics such as ULSO. Failure occurs 
due to the reduced elasticity of seals that have been in service for longer periods. 

INSPECTOR TIPS: 
1 .  Has the licensee applied adequate engineering rigor to evaluate this permanent plant change 
to ensure no adverse impact on E OG performance and capability and other diesel engines? 
2. Verify the cetane rating for the new fuel will be maintained at or above that of the current fuel. 
The minimum value for diesel fuel is 40. The new fuel may not meet engine manufacturer 
recommended cetane rating. Higher cetane results in more power and quicker starts and may 
also impact the fuel consumption rate. 
3. Based on industry OpE (see NRC Information Notice 96-67 highlights below), what changes, 
if any, is the licensee making to its diesel engine maintenance and monitoring program 
(including PMs)? 
4. What about availability? Has the licensee verified that their supplier can continue to meet 
their delivery requirements (including any U FSAR and/or licensing bases commitments needed 
for long-term diesel engine operation)? 
5. What about microbe growth? The new fuel will still support microbe growth. In fact, early 
reports indicate that the microbe colonies may grow even faster in the new fuel than they did in 
the old. 
6. What about water contamination? Water contamination will remain the principal contaminate 
of the new fuel. 
7. What about long term storage? There have been some questions about long term storage of 
the new ULSO. 
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LOTS OF OTHER HAPPEN INGS REGARDING U LSD CAN B E  FOU ND 
AT: 
http://nrr1 0.nrc.gov/forum/forumtopic.cfm?selectedForum=03&forumld=EDG&topicld= 1 267 

Acknowledgments : 
Special thanks to Haywood Anderson (Calvert Cliffs CDBI  mechanical contractor) who informed 
NRC Region I and to Joe Schoppy & Karl Diederich (6 1 0) 337-5342 (NRC Region I, DRS 
Engineering Branch 1 )  for sharing this Region I OpE Moment. 

RO P Safety C u ltu re C H IT C HAT ! 
W h at about  tra i n i n g ?  Did you miss the Spring 2006 counterpart training on safety 
culture? If so, check out the ROP Digital City webpage for links to the training that was 
provided at Region IV. Alternatively, check with your regional Safety Culture Focus Team 
representative to find out how you can borrow a DVD of the counterpart training. 

Someth i n g  new and  i nte rest i n g  for you -----Added to ROP's Digital City 
webpage is a set of safety culture Frequently Asked Questions and Answers. 

Some new deve lopme nts--workshops were recently held at the industry 
Regional Utility Group (RUG) meetings for Regions I I  and IV. The workshops were very well 
received by the industry and served as a forum to explain how the ROP changes would affect 
licensees. The RI and RI i i  workshops will be held in November, 2006. 

I M  C -O 61 2 and  I M  C -O 3 0 5 Stu ff-----As a reminder, remember that when you hold 
an exit (and pre-exit) meeting and a finding is identified that has a cross-cutting aspect, that the 
licensee should be informed of the associated cross-cutting aspect. If circumstances change 
following the exit with the cross-cutting aspects, Residents and B ranch Chiefs should 
communicate with their licensees so that there are no surprises when the inspection reports are 
issued. In addition, you should also follow the new IMC 06 1 2 , "Power Reactor Inspection 
Reports" guidance (section 06.03.c (5))  which directs that for findings that have with a cross­
cutting aspect, the reasons why that cross-cutting aspect is a significant contributor to the 
finding should be documented using language that parallels the descriptions of cross-cutting 
aspects in IMC 0305, "Operating Reactor Assessment Program" (section 06.07.c) . 

The Safety C u ltu re Focus Team m e m be rs a re :  
Marvin Sykes (RI) ,  
Scott Shaeffer (RI I ) ,  
Ken O'Brien (RI i i ) , and 
Linda Smith (RIV). 

H ead q u a rters Contacts : 
Bob Gramm (rag@nrc.gov, 301 -41 5-1 010) , NRR, Performance Assessment B r. 
June Cai (jxc1 1@nrc.gov, 301 -41 5-51 92) , NRR, Operator Licensing & Human Pert. Br. 
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I N S PECTO R N EWS LETTE R CONTR I B UTO RS 
The inspectors l isted below received awards, i n  the form of NRC logo shirts , for the i r  
contributions to the August I nspector Newsletter: 
Tracy Walker, RI 
Shri lyver, RI 
Greg Bowman, RI 
Mark Cox, RI 
Adam Nielson, RII 
Justin Fuller, RII 
Mike Kunowski, RIii 
Lou is Carson, RIV 

Reg ion II Construction Inspection Organ ization 

By  now you've probably heard that the new plant construction i nspection organization 
wi l l  be based in Region I I .  Wel l that organization wi l l  become effective on October 1 ,  
2006. An I nterna l  Com munication Plan was issued to support th is group .  It includes 
such information as a Q&A section and i nformation on the staffing plans for 
construction i nspectors. Check it out by cl icki ng here and let us  know if there's anyth ing 
else you want to know about th is  or other construction related items for the next article. 
Submit your questions to: 

Construction Questions@nrc.gov 

Farewell from the Inspector Newsletter Ed itor 

I am leaving the Reactor I nspector Branch and moving on to the New Reactor Office . 
This is  my last newsletter. I wi l l  truly m iss working with you and with a l l  the great people 
in the regional offices .  I t  has been an honor to work on the I nspector Newsletter s ince 
it's inception on January, 2003. I am leaving you i n  good hands-Ron Frahm,  Senior 
Reactor Eng ineer and Brian Sm ith ,  Reactor Eng ineer, both of the Pe rformance 
Assessment Branch , wi l l  take my place (yes, it takes two guys to replace me : )---- 1 j ust 
could not res ist! I wish everyone much joy! 

S incerely, 

Fiona 



WH ERE CAN I 
FI ND THIS 
BOOKLET? 

GO TO ROP'S 
DIGITAL CITY 
OR 
CLICK ON : 

http://nrr1 0.nrc.gov/rop 
-digital-city/newsletter/ 
nrc-inspector-best-prac 
tices.pdf 

"Keep on  go ing and  the chances a re you wi l l  stu m b le on  someth ing ,  
perh aps when  you a re least expect ing  it. I h ave never heard o f  a nyone 

stumb l i ng  on  someth ing sitt i ng  down . " 

C ha r les F .  Kette ri ng ( E n g ineer  and I nve ntor) on  gett i ng  out  a n d  d o i n g  th orough 
wal kdowns  us ing the  F ie ld  O bse rvat ion Best P ractices .  

"The key to wisdom is kn owing  a l l  the r ight questions ."  

John  A .  S imone J r . (theate r ,  fi l m ,  m us ic ,  & book  cr it ic) on  fi n d ing  the t ime to 
review the F ie ld  O bservation Best P ractices for i n s ig hts on  many  of the right  
q u estio n s  to ask. 

Quote and l inks to the Field Observation Best Practices Booklet submitted by Joe 
$choppy, RI , DRS Inspector and one of the contributors to the Booklet. Thank 
you , Joe! 
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"CO M M U N ITY O F  P RACTIC E" FO R RIS K-I N FO RM E D  

REG U LAT IO N "  
It 's brand new-- Be the first to chat and we'll feature you in the next newsletter-How can 
you refuse? : ) 
Who developed th is and why-----Staff in NRR's Division of Risk Assessment 
developed this to give YOU another resource when you have questions about risk-informed 
regulation. As part of an overall effort to enhance NRR staff knowledge of risk-informed 
regulation, they created the new @Risk-lnformedCommunity website 
(http://nrr 1 O .n rc.gov/forum/index.cfm?selectedForum=08). This site is a web-based bulletin 
board for Q&A on risk-informed activities. 

Feel free to post questions when you'd like an NRR risk expert's perspective on the 
significance determination process, safety-significant systems, or other risk-related 
topics. (You'll need to fill out a brief registration form and log in before you post, although no 
login is needed to read previous posts. )  You can also use the archived posts on the web forum 
as a resource. No question is too simple - if you're confused, many other inspectors probably 
are as well ! The forum administrators will ensure that the right person answers the question 
and that the answer is posted to the website for future use. 

This new "community of practice" is an excellent tool for both knowledge exchange and 
knowledge management for the future. We look forward to seeing your questions! For more 
information, contact Theresa Valentine Clark, NRR/DRS (TXV, x4048). 

RII TFPI INSPECTS BAS CS, GETS FINDINGS 
by 

Paul J. Fillion, Fire Protection Team Leader/Division of Reactor Safety, RII 

A triennial fire protection inspection (TFPI) was performed at Surry Power Station in June 2006. 
This inspection provided evidence of how independent checking of the most basic 
system attributes can uncover long standing design problems and how knowledge of the 
design basis can erode over time. 

The TFP I  team selected three fire areas for review. Two of these fire areas, a switchgear room 
and a cable vault, are protected by a low-pressure total flooding carbon dioxide (CO2 ) fire 
extinguishing system. Design calculations for the CO

2 
systems were not available, however 

documents existed which identified the room volumes and quantity of CO2 that the systems 
would inject into the rooms. 

A discrepancy was identified during the in-office preparation week when Brian Melly, the fire 
protection engineer on the inspection team, calculated the volume of the switchgear room from 
drawings obtained during the information gathering visit. Brian recognized that the volume of 
the switchgear room is about 50 percent larger than volume the licensee's documents 
indicated. Using Brian's estimate of the true room volume and the quantity of CO

2 
shown in the 

documents, the concentration of CO2 would be significantly less than the 50 percent required to 

I 
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extinguish "deep seated" cable fires. The licensee was informed of this finding. They performed 
an independent calculation that confirmed our finding,  declared the system inoperable, posted 
fire watches and took other precautions against fire initiation. 

Later, Brian identified that the cable vault also had significantly more volume than indicated on 
the documents, which again translated to less than required CO

2 
concentration. By the end of 

the inspection, the licensee had reviewed all 1 0  fire areas protected by a total flooding CO
2 

system. The CO
2 

concentration in five of the ten areas was calculated to be less than 50 
percent. A major contributing cause, if not the root cause, of this situation was errors in the 
calculation of the room volume, a critical parameter in designing a CO

2 
system. 

The team found that the licensee's knowledge of the CO
2 

system design basis had eroded over 
time due to staff turn over, inadequate CO

2 system discharge testing and misplaced records. 
Since initial plant startup, only one of the ten CO

2 
rooms received a complete discharge test to 

confirm the system capability. Over time the test data sheets were misplaced, and all that 
remained of the testing records was a signed document stating that CO

2 
testing had been 

completed. Until the test records were recently retrieved, current engineers optimistically 
assumed that all the CO

2 
areas had received and passed a discharge test. 

Another example of how the design basis for the CO
2 

systems degraded over time was a modification to the 
switchgear room dampers. The design basis documents 
stated that all ventilation dampers at the envelope of an 
area protected by CO

2 
would automatically close upon 

initiation of the CO
2 

system. However, the switchgear roo 
fire dampers did not have any CO

2 
initiated automatic close 

feature. The licensee had previously evaluated this issue 
and determined that other ventilation dampers located 
upstream in the ductwork (and in another room) were 
designed to automatically close upon initiation of the CO

2 

system. However, the team found that the motor on these 
damper actuators had been removed. As a result, 

(b)(6) 

whenever these manually operated dampers were open, a large leakage path was created for 
CO

2 
to exhaust from the fire area. We later learned that the licensee removed the damper 

motors 10 years ago as part of a modification to increase the cooling capacity the HVAC 
system. Records indicate that the field change may not have been reviewed by the fire 
protection engineer. The inspection team noted that even if the damper had worked, design 
calculations did not take into account that having a remote isolation damper effectively 
increased the room volume by the volume of the ductwork involved. 

HERE'S THE BIG LESSON:  The Surry TFPI illustrated how 
independent checking of basic attributes can reveal long standing design problems and how 
knowledge of the design basis can erode over time. Region l l's evaluation of the significance of 
these findings is ongoing. 

For additional information go to IR2006009 or contact Paul Fillion. 

m 

Brian Melly 
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Human Factors Information System 
WHAT IS  T H  IS?  The Human Factors I nformation System (HF IS)  i s  a database 
managed by OLHPF?/NRR to track and trend i nformation about human performance 
problems/issues at nuclear power plants. The i nformation sources for HF IS  are 
I nspection Reports ( IR's) and Licensee Event Reports (LERs) (exclud ing any reports 
with security/safeguards information) .  Descriptions of human performance 
problems/issues from the reports a re coded and recorded on several d imensions ,  
i ncl ud ing type of problem/issue, the work being performed , and the personnel 
involved . Data is ava i lable from 1 997 and added to the system approximately three 
months after reports are entered into ADAMS. The main HF IS data categories are :  1 )  
tra in ing ,  2)  procedure and reference documents, 3) fitness for duty, 4 )  oversight, 5)  
problem identification and resol ution ,  6 )  communication ,  7) human system i nterface 
and envi ronment,  and 8) work planning and practices. Each of these categories is  
furthe r divided i nto areas and deta i ls. 

HOW CAN T H IS H E LP YOU-TH E I N S P E CTO R? HF IS has several 
report functions which can generate a variety of reports and analysis .  For example ,  if 
you are interested in knowing which IR's  and LERs over a certain period of time have 
human performance problems/issues documented , HFIS can produce such a l i st for 
the i nspector's review. HFIS can a lso provide a variety of reports on various trends 
and comparisons of site's human performance problems/issues. Two example reports 
are shown below. 

Trend fo r  Davis Besse 

400 

300 ::c 
"o -+- Davis Besse .. 200 Q) 
..c ------- National Average 
E 100 ::::, 
z 

0 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Year 

Example 1 :  This graph shows the number of "h its" (problems/issues) documented for 
Davis Besse compared to the national average for 200 1 -2005. 

j 
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2005 Top Contributors 

Code Number of Hits Percentage of Total 

1 88 Work .practice or craft less 034 1 8% 
th..i adequate (Work P1..ining 
and P,r�tices) 
1 90 Failu re to stop worklnorr 564 1 0% 
conservatwe decision macing 
(Work P1..ining and Practices) 
1 1 1  Prncedure/reference 497 8% 
document technical content 
less than adequate (Procedure 
and Reference Documents) 
144 Audit/self- 337 6% 
assessment/effectiveness 
review less than adequate 
(Problem ldertification and 
Resolution) 
148 No action planne<i 305 5% 
(Problem ldertification and 
Resolution) 

Example 2: This tab le shows the deta i l  codes which has the most number of "h its" 
(problems/issues) across the industry for 2005. 

HOW CAN I G ET T H IS RESO U RC E? HF IS  is ava i lable i nternal ly to a l l  
NRC employees. To ga in access to the system or to obta in more i nformation ,  please 
contact June  Cai (41 5-5 1 92, jxc1 1 @n rc.gov). 

I F  I DO N 'T HAVE TH E TIM E ,  HOW CAN I GET 

I N FO RMATIO N ?  I f  you are interested i n  seeing any data o r  analysis from HFIS,  
p lease contact June,  and she wi l l  be glad to produce customized reports for you .  

H E R E 'S WHAT C H U C K  CASTO, D I R ECTOR, D R P , R I I  HAS T O  SAY ABOUT 
H FIS-" HFIS has provided me with invaluable insights on human performance. I t  can give you 
a perspective on human performance at both the site and industry levels." 

1 

I 
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NEWSLETTER EDITORIAL BOARD 

We want feedback and articles! 
Jim Trapp, RI 

Joe Schoppy, RI 
Paul Fredrickson, RII 

Contact any one of us! 
Pat Louden, RI i i  
Mike Hay, RIV 

Brian Smith, HQ's 
Ron Frahm, HQ's 

Senior Resident .Interviewed by CNN 

Finally reaching television, the much and long anticipated 

broadcast of Mike Hay's interview with CNN at Waterford's nuclear facility 
hit the airwaves on August 1 Th. After being bumped from schedule twice, the 
second time by President Bush's press conference discussing the most recent 
terrorist plot on British airliners, CNN aired Mike 's  interview with reporter 
Jonathan Freed focused on nuclear security at commercial power plants. 

Mike discussed with CNN an overview of recent enhancements to nuclear 
security at Waterford which included additional guard towers added and 
improvements to security training. Mike highlighted that NRC is doing all 
they can to ensure safety in a post 9/ 1 1 world. 

Want to see the video, click on What' s New on Region IV' s web page. 

Check o,,t 1'like Hay•s lntervwia, 1a,ith C.l\W"s Jonathan Preed on Region IV"s Website 
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Revised IMC 061 0, 
" Inspection Reports" 

Background 

In April 1 995, the Inspection Program Branch 
(PIPB) began a major revision to Inspection 
Manual Chapter (IMC) 06 10, "Inspection 
Reports . "  This effort included a thorough review 
of regional and headquarters reporting practices, 
including variations in report content, format, and 
style. A May 30, 1 995 Federal Register notice 
solicited public comment on NRC inspection 
reports and the reporting process. Meetings were 
held in each region to discuss the proposed scope 
and content of IMC 06 1 0, and to engender 
discussion and achieve consensus on report­
related issues. Various headquarters offices, 
including the Office of Nuclear Material Safety 

1 

April 9, 1996 
and Safeguards (NMSS), the Office of 
Enforcement (OE), and several groups within 

NRR, also provided essential input. After an 
extensive review and comment period, PIPB 
released the new revision to IMC 06 10, 
"Inspection Reports," on February 2, 1 996. 

Scope of Changes : Report Content 

"Observations, Findings, and Conclusions": the 
revised IMC 06 10  introduces these three terms as 
a way of referring to the logic of developing and 
presenting inspection information. Observations 
are the basic issues, the bare facts gathered during 
the inspection ( e.g., the pump failed, or the 
procedure wasn't followed). Findings are 
observations placed in context and assessed for 
significance :  that is, who found the issue, what 
was the root cause, what corrective actions were 
taken, etc. Conclusions involve integration-­
relating one finding to another, or relating several 
findings to the larger context of a Systematic 
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) 
functional area or sub-area. 

"Thresholds of Significance": this term refers to 
making judgments on what details merit inclusion 
in the inspection report. In the enforcement arena, 
PIPB worked extensively with OE to develop a 
set of questions that would differentiate between 
Severity Level (SL) IV violations and "minor" 
violations (previous ly c lassified at SL V). These 
concepts are also applied to non-enforcement­
related issues. 



"Level of Detail": this section discusses 
identifying the report reader, writing concisely, 
and deleting useless boilerplate. The intent of this 
revised guidance is to focus the report details on 
the more significant inspection findings, and to 
avoid inflating the report with unnecessary 
discussions of inspector activities . IMC 06 10  also 
gives specific criteria for determining the level of 
detail when discussing licensee event reports 
(LERs), audits, and self-assessments. 

"Documenting Performance-Based Inspection" : 
several difficult topics are discussed here, 
including ( 1 )  documenting strengths and 
weaknesses, (2) documenting licensee 
management issues, and (3) documenting issues 
in areas not covered by regulatory requirements. 
The latter subject is especially sensitive; in 
seeking to identify clear standards of expected 
performance, inspectors must be careful not to 
create new requirements or unintentional backfits. 

Scope of Changes: Report Format 

Since current report formats vary considerably 
across the agency, the format changes presented 
in IMC 06 10  will impact some inspectors more 
than others. Three format changes will 
significantly increase the consistency of report 
appearance and presentation: first, the use of a 
standardized method of presenting the details of 
each issue or specific inspection area, in terms of 
inspection scope, observations and findings, and 
conclusions; second, the use of a standardized 
report outline for arranging and presenting those 
individual issues; and third, the use of a 
standardized executive summary approach. 

This guidance should result in presenting report 
details in a clear, consistent, and useful manner. 
In addition, these format changes should lead 
naturally into report computerization and new 
software development (see the discussion of the 
Automated Inspection Report System (AIRS) 
project, p. 7). 

Scope of Changes: Report Style 

2 

The revised IMC 06 1 0  expands the guidance on 
writing style, including discussions of purple 
language, clear organization methods, and 
effective. revision practices. 

Implementation 

The goal for implementing this IMC 06 10  
revision is June 1 ,  1 996. While some offices will 
begin earlier, all inspection reports issued after 
that date should reflect the new guidance. 

The first phase of implementation is the training 
that accompanies this revision--a combination of 
lecture and interactive workshop designed for 
both report writers (inspectors) and reviewers 
(supervisors/managers). The report writing course 
is 1 ½ days, with a separate ½-day course for 
reviewers. 

PIPB and the regions have compiled an 
aggressive training schedule that should result in 
all reactor-related personnel receiving the training 
by mid-May. (A separate course will be presented 
for individuals who write and review inspection 
reports for NMSS licensees.) This schedule 
reflects the view that everyone involved with the 
reporting process should make this transition in 
practice at more-or-less the same time. 

The second phase of implementing IMC 06 10  
will be inspection report review and monitoring. 
PIPB already reviews reports ;  what will change-­
for some undefined period as the new IMC 06 10  
concepts are put in place--is that PIPB will 
choose a few reports each month for comment, 
and will return the comments to the associated 
branch chief The goal of this monitoring is not to 
grade reports or create an ongoing audit, but to 
provide centralized guidance and assistance as 
changes are implemented and problems are 
encountered. 

Finally, PIPB plans to include short, excerpted 
examples of good report writing in upcoming 
issues of this newsletter. 



Questions and comments on IMC 06 10  and 
related topics should be directed to Laban L. 
Coblentz via e-mail (LLCl )  or by calling (30 1 )  
4 1 5-26 1 9. 
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PPR Process Update 

The last issue of this newsletter (95-02) presented 
the status of the plant performance review (PPR) 
process. At that time, the Inspection Program 
Branch (PIPB) was generating standard PPR 
guidance, incorporating good practices that had 
been developed through regional PPR experience. 
This guidance was reviewed and commented on 
by the regions, and discussed during the January 
1 996 Senior Management Meeting (SMM). 

Based on these discussions and reviews, a draft 
IMC was issued for immediate implementation on 
February 9, 1 996. Among other concepts, this 
draft IMC standardized the use of a historical list 
of plant issues (sometimes referred to as a site 
issues matrix) as raw assessment data for PPR 
analyses. PIPB has asked the regions to comment 
on their experience with implementing the draft 
IMC after the Spring 1 996 NRR screening 
meetings. After incorporating these comments 
and any lessons learned, PIPB plans to finalize 
and issue the IMC during the summer of 1 996. 

Questions and comments on the PPR program 
should be directed to Robert C. Haag via e-mail 
(RCH) or by calling (30 1 )4 1 5- 1 245. 

IG Audit of the I nspection Program 

Background 

On December 27, 1 995, the NRC Office of the 
Inspector General (IG) issued OIG/95A-04, 
"Factors Contributing to Inconsistency in the 
Operating Reactor Inspection Program." This 
audit sought to address factors in the reactor 
inspection program that contribute to a perception 
of inconsistent implementation. 

Discussion of Findings 

The IG identified several factors that contribute to 
perceived or real inconsistency. First, the degree 
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of interpretation inherent in some regulations, 
when combined with provisions for enforcement 
discretion and placed in the context of plant-to­
plant variations (in licensing commitments, 
design, etc.), creates considerable flexibility in 
how the inspection program is applied. The 
complexity of the regulatory environment may 
require this flexibility; however, to avoid a 
resulting inconsistency of application, the 
inspection program needs well-developed 
training, clear management expectations for 
inspectors, and an efficient organizational 
structure. 

Regarding inspector training, the IG found that 
standards were inconsistent to ensure an equal 
and consistent knowledge base. The audit stated 
that, in particular, the focus and adequacy of on­
the-job-training (OJT) were dependent on the 
specific priorities of the inspector's direct 
supervisor. In addition, some inspectors felt that 
they were often asked to evaluate licensee 
management performance without being trained 
in this area. 

Regarding clear management expectations, the IG 
found that inspectors had difficulty in reconciling 
the concept of "performance-based" inspection 
with perceived pressure to emphasize compliance 
by citing violations. 

Finally, the IG audit stated that the NRC's 
decentralized organizational structure (i.e., 
regional jurisdiction over most of the inspection 
staff), combined with the program flexibility 
described above, had resulted in "significant 
differences" in regional implementation. In 
particular, the audit pointed out differences in 
various applications of NRC enforcement. 

To resolve these issues, the IG recommended that 
NRC management ( 1 )  reevaluate the inspector 
training program, (2) clarify management 
expectations on fundamental aspects of 
inspection, and (3) consider shifting inspection 



program implementation responsibility from the 
regions to headquarters . 
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Staff Response 

A December 1 5, 1 995 memorandum from the 
Deputy Executive Director for Operations (for 
reactors) (DEDR) provided the staffs response to 
the draft audit. In that memo, the DEDR agreed 
with the IG's first two recommendations. The 
memo stated that a review of IMC 1245, 
"Inspector Qualifications," was intended ( 1 )  to 
consolidate the total number of inspector types, 
(2) to standardize qualification requirements, and 
(3) to evaluate the mix between classroom 
training and OJT. 

The memo also reaffirmed management's 
commitment to achieving clear communication 
with the staff Various initiatives were discussed, 
including changes to the Enforcement Policy, the 
revision to IMC 06 10, follow-up on the Towers­
Perrin review, and action to develop situational 
training on performance-based inspection 
techniques. 

The DEDR disagreed, however, with the general 
idea of shifting inspection responsibilities from 
the regions to headquarters . The memo cited a 
possible reduction in regional safety focus and a 
potential adverse effect on current checks and 
balances as two reasons not to make this change. 
The memo noted, however, that the current NRC 
strategic assessment and rebaselining effort would 
review the inspection program. 

A copy of this IG Audit (including the DEDR 
response to the draft audit) may be obtained by 
calling (30 1 )4 1 5-59 1 5 .  

GAO Audit of 
South Texas Nuclear Plant (STP) 

Background 

In October 1 995, the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) released GAO/RCED-96- 1 0, 
"Weaknesses in NRC's Inspection Program at a 
South Texas Nuclear Power Plant." This May 
1 994 to September 1 995 GAO study was 
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conducted at the request of Representative John 
Dingell, the Ranking Minority Member of the 
House Committee on Commerce. The study 
focused on the February 1 993 STP shutdown, the 
events and conditions that led to the shutdown, 
and the NRC's monitoring of STP. 

Discussion of Findings 

In presenting the GAO's findings, the report 
repeatedly referred to the NRC self-assessment 
conducted from June 1994 to March 1995--the 
South Texas Project Task Force (STPTF). A 
discussion of the STPTF findings was presented 
in Issue 95-0 1 of this newsletter. 

The GAO report stated that the NRC was not 
fully aware of the equipment problems related to 
the February 1 993 STP shutdown, and not aware 
of the magnitude of licensee performance 
problems until after the shutdown. The NRC's 
self-assessment, as presented in the GAO report, 
focused on inadequate NRC integration of 
findings, failure. to follow up on licensee 
corrective actions, inadequate inspection presence 
(insufficient and inexperienced inspectors), and 
inconsistent pursuit of enforcement actions. The 
GAO made no recommendations in its report. 

A copy of the GAO report can be obtained by 
calling (202)5 12-6000. 

PRA Appl ications Corner 

A portion of this newsletter will be devoted to 
sharing inspection experience gained using 
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) concepts and 
methods. This column is intended to be an 
inspectors' forum for both positive and negative 
experiences with PRA. Inputs should be 
submitted to Douglas H. Coe via e-mail (DHC) or 
by calling (30 1 )4 1 5- 1 244. 

Case 1 

An NRC inspector noticed that an instrument 
technician was performing channel calibrations 



sequentially, one channel immediately after 
another. This practice increases the likelihood that 
a human error, procedure error, or calibration 
equipment error could be propagated through all 
instrument channels . The inspector questioned 
how calibration methodology was addressed in 
the licensee's individual plant examination (IPE). 
He determined that "preinitiating" human errors 
had not been considered, and the licensee could 
not calculate the associated risk impact. While the 
inspector was discussing this issue with licensee 
management, an instrument technician 
miscalibrated both trains of core spray. The 
licensee is now converting their instrument 
calibration procedure to a method less susceptible 
to common cause failure. 

Common mode failure of redundant equipment is 
a significant factor in most PRAs. In this case the 
original calibration method did not violate any 
regulation; however, it was not risk-informed or 
in accord with methods used by other licensees to 
reduce the likelihood of similar failures. The 
absence of a numerical model for the specific 
item of interest did not preclude the use of risk 
concepts in focusing the inspection effort. For 
further details, contact Melvyn N. Leach via e­
mail (MNL) or by calling (708)829-9705. 

Case 2 

One of the roots of PRA is statistics, which may 
provide insights into inspection observations. For 
example, if an I&C calibration on all four RPS 
channels reveals as-found setpoint voltages 
generally higher than a 250 millivolt (mv) 
nominal setpoint (say 25 1 .6mv, 253.6mv, 
253 .8mv, and 254.9mv), the inspector might 
j ustifiably state to the licensee that there is a less 
than 1 per cent chance that the data would look 
like this if the equipment is performing with 
random variability around the 250mv setpoint. In 
other words, convincing statistical evidence 
indicates that non-random (common-cause) 
factors are at work. 
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If you wish to pursue this example or others like 
it, a useful reference is NUREG 1475, "Applying 
Statistics" (to order, call (202)5 1 2-2409). A one­
week NRC training course of the same name is 
also offered periodically at HQ. In addition, a 
simple calculational method needed to arrive at 
the above conclusion can be obtained by request 
from Douglas H. Coe via e-mail (DHC). 

Case 3 

An error in an IPE model resulted in licensed 
operators receiving erroneous guidance regarding 
the risk due to an emergency switchgear 
ventilation (ESV) system. While reviewing IPE 
results during an Integrated Performance 
Assessment Process (IP AP), an NRC inspector 
questioned why one train of ESV was 
substantially more risk significant than the 
redundant train. The licensee then identified that 
only one train of ESV was modeled, so that when 
this train was unavailable the IPE results 
indicated an erroneously high risk. This illustrates 
the value of applying a questioning attitude and 
common sense to the use of PRA results. For 
further details, contact Melvin C. Shannon via e­
mail (MXS 1 )  or by calling (30 1 )4 1 5- 129 1 .  

Faci l ity Changes Performed Under 
1 0  CFR 50.59 

Background 

In an October 27, 1 995 memorandum to the 
Executive Director for Operations (EDO), NRC 
Chairman Shirley A. Jackson asked for 
reconsideration of staff practices related to 
licensee actions under 1 0  CFR 50.59. The 
Chairman's request focused on better integration 
of information, incorporation of risk perspectives, 
consideration of cumulative safety impact, and 
consistency in practice. 

Status 



The staff responded in a December 1 5, 1 995 
memorandum from the EDO to the Chairman, 
agreeing that a reevaluation in this area would be 
beneficial . Plans were outlined for reviewing all 
guidance related to implementing 1 0  CFR 50. 59, 
focusing on internal consistency, areas for 
improvement, review of the past year of licensee 
50.59 changes, and development of an action 
plan. This memorandum also discussed plans for 
endorsing existing industry guidance ( or 
developing new guidance) on this topic. 

Most recently, a February 1 5, 1 996 memorandum 
from the NRR Division of Reactor Program 
Management requested regional input on what 
aspects of 50.59 implementation would benefit 
from clarification ( e.g., the meaning of "change" 
as used in 1 0  CFR 50.59, treatment of "as-found" 
conditions under the rule, quality of licensee 
documentation, etc.) .  Comments or questions on 
this topic should be addressed to Eileen M. 
McKenna via e-mail (EMM) or by calling 
(30 1 )4 1 5-2 1 89. 

New Draft IMC 0620, "Inspection 
Documents and Records" 

Background 

The Inspection Program Branch (PIPB) has been 
developing a new IMC 0620, "Inspection 
Documents and Records." This new guidance 
establishes the NRC policy for requesting, 
controlling, and dispositioning NRC inspection 
documents and records during all phases of the 
inspection program. PIPB has solicited and 
received comments on two draft versions of this 
guidance, and plans to release the final IMC 0620 
soon. 

Focus of the New Guidance 

A fundamental concept underlying this guidance 
is the consideration of future retrievability for 
documents that support inspection findings . 
Some of these documents are licensee-controlled, 
and some NRC-controlled. Some documents are 
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required to be made publicly available (or 
available via requests made under the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA)); others are not. IMC 
0620 specifies the guidelines for making these 
distinctions. 

For example, regarding licensee documents 
requested to prepare for an upcoming inspection, 
the draft IMC 0620 states :  "As a minimum a list 
of all the documents and records reviewed during 
an inspection shall be made publicly available by 
including it in the inspection report either as an 
attachment or within the body of the inspection 
report, or by sending it to the PDR [public 
document room] under a separate cover letter." 

Changes in practice such as this will make the 
new manual chapter essential reading material for 
most reactor inspectors. Nuances of FOIA policy 
and public availability can be especially intricate; 
among other topics, the draft IMC 0620 covers 
what to do with handwritten notes and licensee 
forms, when it's okay to provide written lists of 
significant issues to licensees, differences that 
apply when licensee documents are received as 
personal mail (rather than being processed as 
NRC records), and when documents may be 
retained by the NRC but not placed in the PDR. 

Comments or questions about the new IMC 0620 
should be directed to John A. Nakoski via e-mail 
(JANI )  or by calling (30 1 )4 1 5- 1 278.  

Job Task Analys is to be Performed 

Background 

During the senior resident inspector (SRI) 
counterpart meeting held September 12- 1 3, 1995, 
several issues were raised bearing directly on the 
scope and nature of the SRI and resident inspector 
(RI) positions. Differences of opinion were 
apparent on such matters as ( 1 )  the relevant 
importance of various tasks, (2) the impact of 
administrative processes on actual inspection 
time, (3) the need for additional training to meet 
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job demands, and (4) the clarity of management 
expectations. 

The Inspection Program Branch (PIPB) found that 
several other issues, in addition to those raised at 
the SRI counterpart meeting, indicated the need 
for a job task analysis (JT A). Recent streamlining 
has eliminated one layer of regional supervision, 
reassigning those tasks to the residents or branch 
chiefs . Increased emphasis on integrating licensee 
performance information have expanded the 
associated tasks. The budget model for 
determining inspection resources is outdated and 
based on assumptions no longer valid. Each of 
these factors have been considered in planning the 
JTA. 

JTA Focus and Scope 

Although still in its early stages, this study is 
intended to focus on regional personnel from the 
Division of Reactor Projects (DRP)--SRis, Rls, 
project engineers, and branch chiefs (a similar 
analysis of DRS positions may follow). These 
jobs will be systematically analyzed; individual 
tasks will be identified, characterized, and 
prioritized. This information will be compiled, 
validated, and then used ( 1 )  to develop job 
descriptions, (2) to diagnose job design 
deficiencies, (3) to identify needed skills, 
knowledge, training, and experience, ( 4) to update 
and clarify management expectations for job 
performance, and (5) to revise time reporting 
procedures and budget formulae. 

A variety of methods and approaches have been 
considered for the JTA. PIPB is currently working 
with an outside contractor to weigh the merits of 
these approaches. Based on current inclinations, 
the JT A will likely use a combination of focus 
groups, surveys, and on-site observations. 
Regardless of approach, the scope of the study 
must be broad enough to account for variability 
caused by regional differences, by plant size and 
operational mode, and by differences in licensee 
performance. 
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Updates on the JT A will be provided in future 
issues of this newsletter. Comments or questions 
on this subject should be directed to Laban L. 
Coblentz via e-mail (LLCl )  or by calling 
(30 1 )4 1 5-26 1 9. 

Automated Inspection Report System 
(AIRS) 

Background 

In the summer of 1 995, NRR's Division of 
Inspection and Support Programs began a project 
to automate the development, review, and 
issuance of inspection reports for operating 
reactor plant inspections. This project became 
known as "AIRS"--the Automated Inspection 
Report System. Under a contract with The 
Centech Group, Inc. ,  this project is well into the 
design phase, and is on schedule to install a 
prototype in Region II by October 1 996. 

The most efficient of current NRC inspection 
reports (other than the field notes and Form 591 
summaries issued to NMSS licensees) are still 
based on WordPerfect and electronic mail. Plant 
performance data is captured in disparate 
information systems such as IFS (the Inspection 
Follow-up System), SIMDB (the Site Issues 
Matrix Data Base), and various WordPerfect files. 
These systems do not effectively share data, 
which results in the double entry of information. 

In addition, the desired information is not always 
readily available in a useable format, resulting in 
excessive preparation time for PPRs, SALPs, 
IP APs, and other assessment efforts that depend 
on integrating large volumes of information. 
These inefficiencies, in turn, adversely affect the 
efficiency of inspectors, managers, and support 
staff. 

AIRS Functional Description 

As a primary goal, the AIRS creators hope to 
eliminate or minimize current inspection report 
process inefficiencies, and to add capabilities 
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currently unavailable for data integration and 
retrieval .  As currently designed, the system will 
operate in the NRC local- and wide-area-network 
(LAN/WAN) environments, with remote users 
occasionally connected and periodically updated 
to the LAN, and roaming users operating via 
notebook computers . Although AIRS will support 
a wide range of inspections, it adheres to the 
standardized formats described in the new IMC 
06 1 0  (see the discussion on pp. 1 -2). 

Within this format, inspectors will be able to 
prepare inspection plans; retrieve information 
from the Master Inspection Planning System 
(MIPS2), the Text Retrieval System (TRS), 
NUDOCS, and the Inspection and Enforcement 
Manuals; store, classify, and retrieve inspection 
findings; convert inspection notes to readily 
organized inspection narratives;  refer to 
references and examples; create, update, and close 
all types of open items; prepare cover letters and 
Notices of Violation; and automatically enter 
findings and conclusions, as appropriate, into 
report executive summaries and plant 
performance matrices .  Supervisors and other 
users will also have access to AIRS for report 
review, approval, issuance, and distribution, as 
well as for basic information retrieval and 
analysis. 

Status of the Project 

Having completed all early milestones (including 
thorough reviews of existing NRC programs, 
extensive mapping of system requirements, 
creating and validating the AIRS data model, 
purchasing appropriate software tools, and 
configuring the development workstations and 
server), the AIRS creators are currently designing 
a navigational model and conceptual prototype of 
the inspection report system. These preliminary 
structures will serve as the basis for joint 
administrative design sessions (involving actual 
end-users), which will in turn lead to the final 
stages of development for the October 1 996 
working prototype. 
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Additional information on  the AIRS project will 
be provided in future issues of this newsletter. For 
more information or comments on this topic, 
contact Mike Kaltman via e-mail (MXK2) or by 
calling (30 1)4 1 5-2905 . 

Vacancy Schedule for Rls and SRls 

To facilitate improved planning, this newsletter 
will periodically list anticipated RI and SRI 
vacancies. The list below shows RI/SRis who will 
complete their scheduled rotations in 1 996 and 
1 997. Note that projected vacancy dates change 
frequently as the result of promotions and 
reassignments .  Inquiries about a particular site or 
position should be addressed to the applicable 
regional DRP personnel and the RI/SRI involved. 

Plant Position Rotation (mo/yr) 

Beaver Valley RI 02/97 
Beaver Valley SRI 02/97 
Browns Ferry RI 03/97 
Brunswick RI 1 0/96 
Byron RI 03/96 
D.C. Cook RI 07/97 
Ginna RI 1 0/96 
Haddam Neck RI 02/97 
Haddam Neck SRI 07/97 
Hatch RI 1 0/97 
Maine Yankee RI 05/96 
Millstone SRI(U2) 08/97 
Millstone RI(U2) 04/97 
North Anna RI 1 0/96 
Oconee SRI 07/96 
Peach Bottom RI 06/97 
River Bend SRI 09/97 
San Onofre RI 1 1/96 
Sequoyah SRI 07/96 
Surry SRI 04196 

Vmt. Yankee SRI 06/96 
WNP-2 SRI 1 2/97 

Avai !abi l ity of Headquarters Positions 

Due to ongoing streamlining efforts throughout 
the agency, positions frequently open up in NRR 



and other headquarters offices. These positions 
are often filled by lateral transfers from existing 
personnel in other offices, without competition or 
posting. As a result, regional and resident 
personnel are sometimes unaware that such 
opportunities exist. Residents or regional 
personnel who are interested in a transfer to 
headquarters should feel free to contact the 
division(s) or branch(es) of their choice to inquire 
about upcoming openings. 

About this Newsletter 

This electronic newsletter is a way of 
communicating current inspection program issues 
and changes to the reactor inspection staff. The 
intent of this newsletter is to help inspectors 
understand current program direction, 
management expectations, inspection trends, and 
lessons learned. The newsletter will communicate 
changes to inspection program procedures and 
policies. 

The NRR Inspection Program Branch (PIPB) will 
prepare the reactor inspection program newsletter 
on an as-needed basis. The newsletter will be 
distributed via e-mail to maximize the timeliness 
of communication and to allow fast and direct 
feedback from inspectors and managers. Send 
comments on the newsletter and 
recommendations for discussion or improvement 
to Laban L. Coblentz via e-mail (LLCl )  or by 
calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-26 19. Proposed topics and 
articles may also be submitted. 
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Offi ce  of Nucl ear Rea c t or Regul a t i on 
U . S .  Nuclear Regul a t ory Commi ssi on 

Reactor Inspection Program 
Newsletter 

Is sue 9 6- 02 De cember 1 9 9 6  

About This Newsletter 

Thi s  new s l etter  i s  a way of  
c o m m u n i c a - t i n g  c u r r e n t  
i n spect ion  program i s su e s  and 
change s to  t he reactor 
inspect ion staf f . The intent of  
this  news let t e r  i s  t o  help 
i n spect ors  understan d  cu r-rent 
program d i re ct i o n ,  management 
e x - p e c t at i o n s , i n s p e c t i o n  
t rends , program and po l i cy 
changes ,  and le ssons  learned . 

Wit h  this i ss u e ,  the  news letter 
f o rmat has been changed t o  make 
it  more r ead-

abl e  on- s c reen . In the futur e ,  
we  p lan t o  make it  ava i l ab l e  on­
l ine via  the  NRR home page . 

The NRR Inspect ion P rogram 
Branch ( P I P B )  prepa res  the  
new s l e t t e r  o n  an a s-needed 
bas i s . I f  you have c omment s or  
recommendations , please  send 
t hem to  Ron a l d  Frahm ,  Jr . vi a e ­
mai l  ( RKF ) o r  by c a l l i ng ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5 - 2 9 8 6 .  P roposed t op i c s  and 
art icles  may al s o  be sub-mi tted . 

Contents of this Newsletter 

♦ P ropo sed Revi s ion t o  IP  7 1 7 0 7  
♦ Summary of M i l l stone  
Act ivit i e s  
♦ Revi s ions  to  IP  4 0 5 0 0  and 
4 0 5 0 1  
♦ Q&A on  t he Rev i s ed IMC 0 6 1 0  
♦ Keys on Implement ing IMC 0 62 0  

♦ Upda t e  o n  DRP Job Tas k  
Analys i s  
♦ PRA App l i cations  C o rner 
♦ Li censee T S  I nt e rpretat i ons  
♦ SRI  Count e rpa rt Mee t ing 
♦ Rotat i on S chedu le  for Ri s and 
S Ri s  

Proposed Revision to IP 7 1 7 0 7 

The NRR I n spe ct ion  P rogram 
Branch ( P IP B )  is working on a 
rev i s i o n t o  I n- s p e ct i o n  
P rocedu re ( I P )  7 1 7 0 7 ,  " P lant 
Operat ions , "  t o  be  i s sued in  
early  1 9 9 7 . The proposed 

r ev i s ion i ncorp or-ate s a more  
performance-based approach with  
appropriate f ocus on s afet y and  
r i s k . The requ i rement s are  
con c i s e  and less  prescript ive , 
t hus  a l lowing in-spectors  more 



j udgement in adapt ing inspection 
focus  t o  a p a rt i cu lar l i censee ' s  
performance . I n  addit i o n ,  
periodi c i t i es a r e  bet t e r  defined 
in  relation to inspec t i on and 
SALP per iods , and ve ri f i cat ion  
o f  l i ce n s ee comp l iance with  the  
plant li cens ing  and des ign bas i s  
is  emphas i z e d .  

Regi o n a l  o f f i ces  have revi ewed 
the draft revis ion,  and the 
proposed changes have been 
p r e s e n t e d  t o  r e s i - d e n t  
i n spect o r s  a t  regi onal  re s i dent 
mee t i n g s . S ev e r a l  p i l o t  
inspections are being planned 
for the f irst  quar-ter  of 1 9 97 
before i s s u i ng the  new revi s i on 
fo r general use . 

F o r  more i n fo rmat i o n  on  this  
t opi c ,  cont act  Maitri  Bane r j ee 
via e-ma i l  (MXB ) o r  by cal ling 
( 3 0 1 )  4 1 5 - 12 9 1 . 



Summary of Mill stone Activities 

Background 

I n  Octobe r 1 9 93 ,  Northea st 
Ut i l it ie s  ( NU )  s ubmitted  a 
licensee event report (LER) for 
Mi l l stone  Unit  1 indi cat ing that 
the unit  h a d  ope rated out s i de o f  
its  des ign b a s i s  dur ing 
re fue l ing out-ages . The LER 
di s cussed ( 1 )  how much of the 
reactor core the l i ce n s ee moved 
f rom the ves s e l  to the spent 
fue l  p o o l  dur i n g  re fuel ing ,  and 
( 2 ) the assump- t i ons  used in  the 
Updated Final S a fety  Ana l ys i s  
Report ( UF SAR ) and i n  a pre­
vious related l icense amendment . 

From Apri l  1 9 9 4 t o  S eptembe r 
1 9 9 5 ,  t he NRC fo l l owed this  
i s sue through t he i n spect ion 
program . By July  1 9 9 5 ,  NU had 
submitt ed a license amendment 
re-quest t h at wou l d  a l l ow fu l l  
core o f f-l oad  a s  the  normal 
refueling pract i c e . A month 
later ,  the NRC received a 10  CFR 
2 . 2 0 6  petition a s k i ng t hat the  
l i-cense  amendment  be den ied . 
Thi s  pet i -t i o n ,  the  LER, and 
othe r informat i on prompt e d  an 
e s c a l at ing series  o f  re-v iews by 
the l i censee and  t he NRC , s ome 
o f  whi ch are s t i l l  ongoing . The 
insights result ing from the s e  
reviews have impl i cat ions , not 
only for NU fa-ci l it i es , but 
al so  fo r t he rest  of the 
indu s t ry . 

Timeline and Summary of 
Reviews 

I n  Decembe r  1 9 9 5 ,  the NRC i s sued 
a 10 CFR 5 0 . 54 (f )  letter to  
Mi l l stone  Unit  1 ( s imilar  
l etters  were  i s sued in  Mar c h  
1 9 9 6 t o  M i l l st one Un i t s  2 & 3 
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and to  Haddam Neck ) The s e  
letters no-ted that the 
l i c e n s e e ' s  f u e l  o f f l o a d  
pra ct i ces  did not match 
l i ce n s i n g  re-qu i rement s ,  and 
t hat the l i c ensee ' s  int ernal 
reviews had found added prob­
l ems with con f i gu ra t i on cont ro l 
and t he l icen s i ng bas i s . The 
letters  a s ked  that t he l i censee 
dete rmine the range of  thes e  
prob lems , and  exp l a in what 
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co rrect ive act ion  would  be t aken 
to ensure  t hat fut ure p lant 
operation would be conducted  in  
accordance with  the  ope rating 
l i cense , NRC regu l a t ions , and 
the UFSAR . 

I n  January 1 9 9 6 ,  based  on Senior 
Man-agement Meeting ( SMM) 
di s cu s s ion s ,  M i l l stone was  
placed on the NRC Wat ch Li st  
(note  that Mill s t one had  been a 
d i s cu s s ion plant  at  n i ne 
cons e cut ive SMMs ) . I n  March 
1 9 9 6 ,  Time Magazine ran a cover 
story on  Mi l l stone whi s ­
t l eb l owers , ment i o n i ng t h e  fue l  
o f f- l oad  i s sue and crit i c a l  of  
NRC ' s  over- s i ght o f  the 
fac i l ity . 

The Special Inspection Team 
(SIT) was formed unde r Marty 

Vi rgi l i o ,  NRR, in  January 1 9 9 6  
t o  conduct a n  i n-depth review of  
enginee r i ng and  l ic en s i ng 
act ivities  at Mi l lstone . The S I T  
char-ter  focused primari l y  on 
how we l l  P l ant Engineering  had 
been mai nt a i n i ng the l icens ing  
bas i s . As  the SIT  pro-gres sed,  
it s focus was expanded to  
i n c lude Haddam Neck . 

The Millstone Independent Review 
Group (MIRG) was subs equent ly 
f o rmed in  March 1 9 9 6 . The MI RG 
f o cused on NU ' s  hand l ing of  
empl oyee concerns and the 
app ropr i at ene s s  o f  NRC ' s  
me c h a n i sms f o r  man a g i n g  
a l l egat ions  and prot e ct - i ng 
al legers from ret a l i at ion . 

I n  addi t i on to  these  t eams , the  
NRC ' s  O f f i ce of  General Cou n s e l  
(OGC ) , O f f i ce o f  Inve s t igat ions  
(OI ) , and Offi c e  of  Inspector 
Gene ra l ( O I G )  have a l so 
inve s t i gat ed spe c i f i c  a reas . The 
NRC a l s o  held numerous meet ings 
with the l i censee and the 
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pub l i c ,  b r ie fed congre s s i ona l 
del egat i o n s  and ove r - s i ght 
commit tees ,  appointed an S E S  
manage r f o r  Mi l l stone ove rs ight , 
expanded the res ident s t a f f ,  and 
took the gener i c  act ions 
des c ribed below . 

Generic Activities 

Soon after  init i at ing the 
various  re-view teams , t he NRC 
began examin ing  the broade r  
impl i c a t i o n s  of  Mi l l st one 
finding s ,  as foll ows : 

1 .  Regional  and  res ident 
inspect o r s  were a sked t o  p l ace 
spe c i f i c  emphasis , in  inspect ion 
and documentat i on ,  on whether 
the l i censee ' s  fac i l it y ,  in t he 
areas  reviewed,  matched the cor­
responding de s cript ions  in t he 
UF SAR . S e v e r a l  h un d r e d 
di s c repan c i e s  wer e  i dent i f ied  i n  
the e a r l y  st ages o f  this  e f fort , 
although o n l y  about 1 2  o f  thes e  
di s c repancies  were f ound to  be 
of  s ign i f i cance . 

2 .  An indust ry-wide spent fuel 
pool licensing survey was 
p e r f o rmed . S ix-teen react ors  ( at 
nine  s i t e s ) we re found  t o  have 
per formed fue l  o ffloads in s ome 
way i n c o n s i s t ent with the i r  
l i cens ing bases . 

3 .  Mi l l s t one ins i ght s were 
incorpora-ted into  an ongo ing 
analysis of 10  CFR 5 0 . 5 9 .  Thi s  
ana lys i s  ( a l so d i s cu s sed  i n  
Newsletter  9 6- 0 1 ) examined both 
NRC and li censee pract ices  for 
5 0 . 5 9 re-vi ews . The ana lys i s  
focused o n  bet t e r  integrat i o n  o f  
informat ion , incorpora-t ion o f  
r i s k  pe rspective s , cons i dera­
t i on  of  cumu l a t ive s a fety  
impact , and  cons i s t en cy i n  
practice . 
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4 .  NRR P ro j e ct s  has  been 
conduct ing a study of internal 
licensing processes . Thi s study 
include s a review o f  t he pro j e ct 
manager handbook , gu idance on 
proce s s ing T IAs , and commitment 
tracking practi ces . 

5 .  NRR a l s o  f o rmed the Millstone 
Lessons Learned Task Group, w i t h  
part i cipat ion from AEOD and 
Reg i on I I I . This group examined 
the fi ndings of the other  review 
groups and  i nvest i gat i on s ,  to  
understand the impl i c at ions of  
thos e  findings on NRC programs 
and  proce s se s . The les sons 
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l ea rned focu s  was divided int o 
four general  area s : inspect ion , 
l i censing ,  enforcement , and 
l i censee report ing . 

Results of the Reviews 

Whi le the S I T  t eam found many  
di s crep-ancies  i n  the  Mi l l st one 
des ign b a s i s  and p lant 
configurat ion cont rol , none o f  
t he i s sue s  were individua l l y  
con-sidered s igni f i c ant enough 
to mandat e shutdown . At Haddam 
N e c k ,  h o w e v e r ,  s e v e r a l 
ope r abi l i t y  conce rns were 
i denti f i e d  by the t eam whi ch 
resu lt ed in pl ant shut down i n  
Jul y  1 9 9 6  ( e . g . , 2 -phase f l ow o r  
n o - f l o w c o n d i t i o n s  i n  
containment s e rvice  wat e r ,  whi ch 
l ed to ope rab i l ity  prob lems with  
t h e  c o n t a i n m e n t  a i r  
r e c i r cu l at i ng fans ) . The 
l i censee ' s  concurrent reviews 
ident i fied s imi l a r  probl ems . 

As an overal l  result of  the  
t e chni cal i s sues ident i fied,  t he 
NRC i s su ed a Con f i rmat ory Order 
in  Augus t  1 9 9 6 ,  es-tabl i shing  a n  
Independent C orrect ive Act ion 
Ver i fi cation P rogram ( ICAVP ) for 
Mi l l st one 1 ,  2 ,  & 3 .  The orde r  
requ i red the l i censee  t o  
contract with a t h i rd part y 
ove r s i ght group t o  audit and 
i n s p e c t  t h e  l i c e n s e e ' s  
ident i fica-t i o n  and correct io n  
of  problem areas . 

The NRC i s sued a second 
Con f i rmat o ry Orde r i n  Octobe r 
1 9 9 6  based on  the MIRG t eam 
findings . Thi s order re -qui red 
NU t o  e s t ab l i sh an  independent 
thi rd party for ove r s i ght o f  
Mi l l st one employee conce rns 
practices . 

In  Novembe r 1 9 9 6 ,  
P r o j ec t s  O f f i c e  

t h e  Spe c i a l  
( SP O )  was 
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establ i shed w i t h i n  NRR to  
consol idat e the  a foreme n t i o n ed 
e f forts  and t o  ensure cons i stent 
NRC overs i ght and inspect ion at 
Mi l l stone and Haddam Neck . Thi s  
o f fi c e ,  headed b y  B i l l  Travers , 
cons i sts  of  three branche s : the 
NRR P r o j e c t s  ( l i cens ing ) 
po rt i o n ,  the  Region I DRP 
( i nspect ion ) port io n ,  and a 
group to  f ocus on ICAVP 
ove r s i ght . 

I n  addi t i o n  to  these  act ions , 
the NRC i s  st i l l  de l i be rat ing  on  
va r i ou s  rela-ted e n f o rcement 
act ions , additional generic  
recommendat i ons , pol i cy chan­
ge s ,  and l e s so n s  l e a rned . NU has 
made s ign i f i c a n t  management  
changes at  Mi l lstone , inc luding 
a " re cove ry t e am"  for each unit . 
F o l l owing t he June 1 9 9 6  SMM ,  
Mi l l stone was  designated as a 
Category 3 Wat ch List  plant , 
requi ring 

Commi s s ion  approva l for restart . 
I n  January 1 9  97 , the SPO w i l l  
begin b r i e fing  the C ommi ss ion on 
ove ral l restart e ffort s of t he 
var i ou s  NU u n i t s . 

For  more information on 
Mi l l st one activit i e s , contact 
Loren P l i sco  v i a  e-ma i l  ( LRP ) o r  
b y  c a l l ing ( 3 0 1 )  4 1 5 - 1 2 3 1 .  

Recent Revisions to IP 4 05 0 0  and 4 0 5 0 1  

I P  4 0 5 0 0 ,  " E f fe ct ivene s s  o f  
L i c e n s e e  C o n t r o l s  i n  
I dent i fying ,  Re solving,  and 
Prevent ing P robl ems , " and IP 
4 0 5 0 1 ,  " L i c e n s e e S e l f ­
As sessment s Related to Team 
Inspection , "  we re re- cent l y  
revi sed  t o  correct prob lems 
i dent i f i ed dur i n g  an I n spect i on 
Pro-gram Branch audit of  IP 
4 0 5 0 0 . The audit ident i fied 
i n st ances  where IP  4 0 5 0 0  did not 
a c comp l i s h  a compre-hens ive 
evaluation o f  the e f fe ct ive-ne s s  
o f  l i censee cont r o l s  and 
concern s with mu l t i p l e  u s age of 
IP 4 0 5 0 1  in l ieu of cert a i n  core 
inspect ions  within one SALP 
cycle . 

Reactor Inspe ct ion Program News letter 

6 

NRC ' s  eva luat i on o f  the 
l i censee ' s  abi l ity  to  dete ct 
problems early and res olve t hem 
be fore  they re s u l t  i n  
s igni f i cant performance c o n cerns  
forms the bas i s  fo r important 
dec i s i ons , s u ch as the future  
l eve l of  i n spect ion  r e s ou rc e  
a l l ocation  and whet her  t o  permit 
a l i censee t o  c onduct  a s e l f­
a s s e s sment in  other areas . IP  
4 0 5 0 0  provides the  NRC ' s  pr imary 
i n spect i o n  in  the a rea o f  
l i censee safety asses s-ment and 
correct ive act ion . As such , IP  
4 0 5 0 0  is  intended to  be 
c o nducted a s  a s ystemat i c  and 
comprehens ive in- spec t i on t hat 
considers , in  part , the resul t s  
o f  othe r i nspect ions  performed 
over the p revi ous  1 2 -2 4  months . 
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Thi s  p r o cedure shou ld not  be  
pe rformed as a rout i n e ,  
pieceme a l  i n spe ct ion . 
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For example , resident inspector 
fol l owup o f  a l icensee ' s  
corrective act ion  i n  response t o  
an equipment problem would be 
per formed as  a reactive 
i n spect ion  and a l o n e  doe s  not 
meet the  ob j ect ives o f  IP 4 0 5 0 0 . 
Howeve r ,  the resul t s  o f  t h i s  
reactive i n spect i on would be 
con s i dered dur i ng  t he IP 4 0 5 0 0  
inspect ion  that a s se s s e s  the 
ove r a l l  e ff e ct ivene s s  o f  
l i censee  c ontrol s .  

IP  4 0 5 0 0  wi l l  not  be pe r f o rmed 
as a l i censee  s e l f-as s e s sment 
inspec t i on due t o  the 
fundament a l  imp ortance  of the 
NRC ' s  evaluat i o n  o f  l i censee  
s e l f-as s e s sment and p r ob l em 
resolut ion capab i lit i e s . 

In  summary,  IP  4 0 5 0 0  was revi sed 
to  c l ar i fy its ob j ect ive as  a 
s y s t emat i c  and compre hens ive 
inspe c t i o n  that cons i de rs , i n  
part , t he resu l t s  o f  other  
inspect ions  performed over the 
previous  1 2 - 2 4  months . IP 4 0 5 0 1  
was revi sed t o  preclude I P  4 0 5 0 0  
from be ing  p e r f o rmed a s  a 
l i censee  s e l f- a s s e s sment in  l ieu 
of  NRC inspect ion . Thi s g u i dance 
was previou s l y  i s sued in a 
memo r a n d u m  t o  r e g i o n a l 
administ rat-ors  in  May 1 9 9 6 . 

For more i n f o rmat ion on I P  4 0 5 0 0  
o r  4 0 5 0 1 ,  cont act Dave Al l s opp 
via e-ma i l  ( OKA) or  by call ing  
( 3 0 1 ) 4 1 5 - 3 0 7 3 . 
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Questions and Answers on the Revised IMC 
0 61 0  

I n  F ebruary 1 9 9 6 ,  P IPB i ssued an 
ex-t ens ive revis ion to  IMC 0 6 1 0 ,  
" I nspec-t ion Report s . "  Mu lt iple  
t ra i n i n g  s e s - s i o n s  we re held  in  
each region and in  Headquart ers . 
Whi l e  s ome inspecto r s  reported 
i n i t i a l  awkwardn e s s  i n  imp l e­
ment ing  cert a i n  IMC 0 6 1 0  
guidance ,  gene ral response  has 
been strongly po s itive . Certain  
que s t i o n s  cont i nu e  t o  a r i s e , 
howeve r ;  what  fol lows i s  s everal 
of the mo st  common ques t i ons , 
with answers provided . 

Q :  I wan t  t o  document t h i s  
i ssue,  but  i t  doesn ' t  seem t o  
fi t anywhere in t h e  s t an da rdi zed 
react or inspect i on report 
ou t l i ne . Wha t  do I do ? 

A :  Whenever thi s que stion 
a r i se s , a c o ro l la ry que s t ion 
shou ld be  asked : " I f t h i s  were 
SALP or  PPR time , whe re would I 
want thi s i s sue to  be consid­
ered? " An swer i n g  this  que s t ion 
u s ua l ly provides an  indi cat ion 
of where the write-up best fit s  
into the standard- i zed outline . 

F o r  examp l e , when the  init i a l  
increase in  F SAR inspe ct ions  
o c curred,  P I P B  r e - ce ived 
f re quent ca l l s  a s k ing  where to  
put the resulting  f i nd ings . We 
asked the coro l l ary que st ion : 
" I f  this  we re SALP time , whe re 
would you want to cons ider  the  
F SAR i s su e s ? "  The  a n swer ,  f o r  
mo st  cal lers , was " under 
Engineer-ing . "  As a result , 
except when a spe-ci  f i e  top i c  
demands putt ing  the i ssue  
el s ewhe re , most  report writers  
place  F SAR i s sue s under " E 2 , 
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E n g i n e e r i n g  S upp o r t  o f  
Faci lit i e s  and Equipment . "  

O n  ra re o c ca s i ons , 
may be " Th i s  i s  not a 
we intend to  cons ider 
or SALP " ( e . g . , 

the answer 
topi c that 
during PPR 
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data  that i s  o n l y  b e i n g  reported 
i n  respo n s e  to  an  i n format ion­
g a t h e r i n g  t e m p o r a r y  
inst ruction ) . In  such ca-se s ,  
the writ e-up may s imply be 
i n clu-ded as a repo rt enclosure . 

Q :  Wha t  i s  the  proper forma t for 
the  l i s t s  a t  the  end of the  
report ? 

A :  S ome flexib i l i t y  exi s t s  here ; 
the intent  of  IMC 0 6 1 0  i s  o n l y  
t o  spe c i fy whi ch l i s t s  should b e  
used,  and when . I MC 0 6 1 0  doe s  
n o t  a t  t empt to  spec i fy ( 1 )  
whether each l i st appears  on  a 
separate page o r  s imply at  t he 
end o f  the repo rt narrat ive ; ( 2 ) 
whether the l i s t s  s hould be 
c a l l e d  out as a t t a ch-ment s ;  or 
( 3 )  whet her  the l is t s  shou ld  be 
included in  t he Tab l e  of 
Cont ent s . These  que st ions  are 
l e ft to the d i s -cret ion  of the 
writer  or reviewer . 

Q :  Shoul d t he report 
gi ve t racki ng n umbers 
and/or l i st NCVs in  
i t ems l i s t ? 

n a rra t i ve 
for NCVs, 
the  open 

A :  Aga i n ,  IMC 0 6 1 0  does not ru l e  
on  t h i s  quest ion . NCVs cannot 
no rmal l y  be i s sued for a 
repet itive occurrence ,  so  s ome 
s o rt o f  t ra ck i n g  would  seem log­
i cal  i n  o rder to  meet this  
enforceme nt standard . Alt hough 
not current l y  re-qui red,  the 
t racking  of NCVs u s ing  t he 
I n spect ion F o l lowup Syst em i s  
be l i eved to  b e  g o o d  pract i ce . In  
fact , IMC 0 3 0 3 ,  " Inspection 
F o l l owup System, " i s  currently  
be ing  revised  t o  incorporate 
thi s  requi rement . I n  the 
interim, be sure to  fo l l ow your  
regi o n a l  pol i cy . 

Additional  questions  or  comment s 
on  IMC 0 6 1 0  o r  rel ated i s sues 
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can be di re cted t o  Mike John son 
via e -mai l ( MRJl ) or by ca l l ing 
( 3 0 1 ) 4 1 5 - 1 2 4 1 . 
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Keys on Implementing IMC 0 62 0  

Background 

I n  July  1 9 9 6 ,  P IP B  i s sued I MC 
0 62 0 ,  " Inspect ion Documents and 
Re cords . "  Thi s  new gu ida n ce 
estab l i s h e s  NRC pol - i cy for  
request ing ,  cont ro l ling ,  and 
di spositioning NRC inspection 
docu-ments  and  records dur ing 
a l l  pha s e s  of the i n spect ion  
program . A primary con­
side rat ion in deve l oping I MC 
0 6 2 0  w a s  t h e  f u t u r e  
retri evab i l ity  o f  documents  that 
support inspection  findings . 
Among other  i ssue s , the guidance 
d i s-t ingui shes between  those  
do cuments  that are requ i red to  
b e  made pub l i c l y  avai labl e  (or  
avai l ab l e  via  request s made 
under  t he Freedom o f  I nf o rmat ion 
Act ( FOIA )  ) and those that are  
not . 

Keys for Implementation 

Whi l e  I MC O 6 2  0 should be read 
and un-derstood in  i t s  ent i rety , 
awaren e s s  o f  seve r a l  key 
concept s w i l l  be e sp e c i a l - l y  
he lpful to  inspe ct ors  in  day-to­
day u s e . The re are two 
fundament a l  ques-t ions  that need 
t o  be answered regard- ing  rec o rd 
retent ion . First , was the 
informat ion u s ed to support an 
i n spec- t i o n  f i nding?  If  not , it  
is  not neces-s a ry t o  ret a i n  this  
informat ion . S econd,  can t he 
informat ion  be readily  ret r i eved 
f rom the l icensee  in t he future ? 
I f  s o ,  it  i s  aga i n  not  neces­
sary to  retain this  informat ion . 
Only that  informa t i on n ecessary 
t o  s upport inspect i on findings 
t h a t  i s  n ot read-i ly ret ri evabl e 
from the l i censee n eeds t o  be 
re t ained by the inspect or as  an 
NRC record subj ect  to p l a cemen t 
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i n  the P ubl i c  Documen t Room 
(PDR) . 

For examp l e , an  o ff i c i a l  
l i c e n s e e  p r o - c e du r e  i s  
considered a qual ity  record ,  
must  there fore  be retained by  
the l i- c e n s ee , a nd should rema in  
readi ly re-t r ievab l e . On the 
other hand, a " back-of-t he­
envelope " c a l culat ion  pe rformed 
by the l i censee  i n  response  t o  
inspec- t o r  quest i o n s  may not  be 
con s i dered a qua l i t y  reco rd--and 
if not , must  be p l aced in  the 
PDR ( e ither  d i re ct ly with a 
cover  letter  and  a re ference i n  
t he inspect ion report o r  a s  an 
attach-ment to  the inspection 
report ) . 

Another key concept i s  the 
di stinction on  when an 
inspector ' s  n ote s become a n  
o f f i c i a l  NRC record . I n  general , 
these  not es are c ons i de red 
personal re cords as  l ong as  t he y  
a r e  n o t  d i s t r ibuted,  s hown , o r  
quot ed to  o t h e r  individual s 
( including other  inspectors ) . In  
ad-dit ion , to  prevent thes e  
not es  f rom b e i n g  c o n s i de red 
agency  records , they may not be 
mixed or  st ored with other NRC 
records . S imil a r l y ,  e l e c t ro n i c  
not es  mus t  be ma inta ined i n  a 
separate  subdi rectory ( o r  
separat e  di s k )  i n  order t o  be 
cons idered personal rec-ords and 
not NRC records . 

F u r t h e r ,  a n y  w r i t t e n  
correspondence from an inspector  
to  the  l ic en s e e ,  with  l imited 
except i on s ,  i s  an NRC record 
sub j e ct to placement in  t he P DR . 
Al l inspect o r s  ( and al l agency 
t echn i ca l  s t a f f )  shoul d  a l s o  be 
aware  that  prede c i s iona l 
informat i on o f  any kind,  
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i n cluding dra ft  i n spect ion  re­
port s o r  port ions  thereo f ,  may 
not be shown to o r  given to  
l i cens ee s  or  any  other  person 
ext e r n a l  to the NRC be- f o re 
f o rma l i s suance o f  t he 
inspect ion report , without 
expl i cit permi s s ion from t he 
EDO . Thi s  a l s o  app l i e s  t o  draft 
ve rs i o n s  of  reports  prepared by 
t h e  N RC ' s  O f f i c e  o f  
Invest igat ion . 

I n  addi t i on to  these  t op i c s ,  IMC 
0 62 0  provide s  guidanc e  on  
c e rtain  FOIA re-qui rement s ,  
i n spect o r  requests  f o r  l i- ce n s ee 
do cument s ,  handwritten  notes  
from an inspect o r  to  a l icense e ,  
cau-t ions on fi l l ing out 
l i censee  f o rms , and  the u se of  
audio  or  vide o  rec o rd- i ng 
equipment during an inspection . 

F o r  more i n fo rmat ion  on  IMC 
0 6 2 0 ,  c o n t a ct John  Nako s k i  via 
e-mail  ( JAN! )  or  by cal ling 
( 3 0 1 )  4 1 5 - 12 7 8 . 
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Update on the Job Task Analysis for 
Regional DRPs  

Background 

I n  June 1 9 9 6 ,  P I PB began a Job 
Task  and  Fun c t i onal  Ana l ys i s  
( JTA ) o f  Re-gio n a l  D ivi s i on s  o f  
Reactor P r o j e ct s ( DRP s ) .  Led by 
Lo s Alamos Nati onal Labo ratory 
( LANL ) , the JTA i s  inten-ded : 
( 1 )  t o  systema t i ca l l y  ana lyze  
each DRP t echnical  posit i on ;  ( 2 )  
t o  discern the e ffects  o f  
management change s ;  ( 3 )  t o  
c o mp a r e r e g i o n - t o - r e g i o n  
pract ic e s ; ( 4 )  t o  e nhance 
awarene s s  o f  j ob condit ions  and 
re-qu i reme nt s ;  ( 5 )  to unde rstand 
t ra i n i n g  needs ; ( 6 ) to ident i fy 
any areas  o f  i n e f f i c i ency o r  
inapprop r i ate t as k  o r  function  
d i s t r ibut i o n ;  and, ( 7 )  whe re 
p o s s i b l e , t o  p r o p o s e  
improveme n t s . 

The fi rst  JTA t a s k  i nvo lved a 
meet ing  of  s ub j e ct matter  
experts ( SMEs ) --repre s entat ives 
from e ac h  region and e ac h  DRP 
po s i t ion--to det erm i n e  e x ­
haust ive ly a l l  the  t a s k s  and 
f u n c t i o n s  p e r f o rm e d  b y  
individual s  i n  those  posi t i ons . 
LANL then c onve rted the s e  master  
t a sk l is t s  int o surveys ( one for  
each posi t i on ) . T he surveys  
asked  DRP personnel t o  rate--for  
each t a s k--the t ime spent , 
f r e q u e n c y ,  i m p o r t a n c e , 
di f f i cult y ,  and s at i s faction  
( i . e . ,  sat i s fact ion  t hat the 
t a s k ,  a s  pe rformed,  meet s i t s  
ob j ect ive ) 

Based on  the survey re sult s ,  
LANL com-p i led a l i st o f  t as k s  
that may requ i re t ra i n i n g . In  
October 1 9 9 6 ,  a s ec ond  SME panel 
convened in  Region  I I I  t o  
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val i date  t h i s  t ra i n i n g  l is t  by 
identi - fying t he knowledge , 
s k i l l s , and abi l - i t i e s  ( KSAs ) 
n ee ded t o  per f o rm each t a sk . As 
bef o re , t h i s  SME panel i n c l  u-ded 
represent atives from each region  
( and  NRR and  TTC ) ; however ,  
div i s ion  di rectors  were not 
inc luded i n  the t ra i n ing  
analysi s .  

Status and Current Focus 

Current JTA tasks  involve 
extensive stat is t i cal  anal ys i s : 
LANL has  been reviewing the 
survey resu l t s  t o  i dent i fy 
s igni fi cant region-to-region  
di f fe rence s ,  as  well  as  
s t at i st i c a l  " gaps " -- areas  i n  
wh i ch ,  f o r  examp l e ,  DRP b ranch 
c h i e f s  rated a t a s k  as  be- ing 
very important o r  very 
di f f i cult , but were di s s at i s f ied 
with  the way the t a s k  i s  be ing  
performe d . T h i s  ana l ys i s  was 
u s e d  t o  ident i fy areas for  
furthe r  d i s cu s s i o n ,  and  provided 
t he ba s i s  for  the t h i rd set  o f  
S ME mee t i ng s ,  held in Reg i on I 
on  December  1 7 -1 8 . The re-sult s 
o f  that  meet ing  a re s t i l l  be ing  
c omp i l ed and  ana l y zed . P IPB  
intends t o  pre sent and d i s c u s s  
t hese  results  a t  the upc oming 
D R P D i v i s i o n D i r e c t o r  
counterpart meet i ng . 

I n  January 1 9  97 , LANL and NRR 
w i l l  t a ck le the next JTA t a s k : 
act ivity-based observat i o n . Thi s  
w i l l  involve 1 -day vi s its  t o  1 2  
s it es ( 3  per re-g i on ,  with 
var iat ion  from s i ngle- to mu l t i ­
u n i t  s it e s  and h i gh t o  l o w  SALP 
rat ings ) Thes e  v i s it s  wil l  be 
used  to  furthe r val i date the 
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s urvey resu l t s ,  a s  we l l  as to  
ga in  addit i onal  i n s i ght s into  
re s i dent and s en i o r  re s i dent in­
spector tasks  and funct ions . 

F i na l ly ,  one mo re SME meet ing 
wi l l  be held ( l i ke l y  in  e arly  
February ) before  LANL compiles  
its  final  rep o rt . Th i s  l as t  
meet ing  w i l l  u s e  the  SME panel  
to  trans late the KSAs into 
training ob- ject ive s  and s e l e ct 
approp r i at e  t r a i n ing  methods 
( e . g . ,  c l a s s room,  s e l f-study , or 
on-the- j ob t raining ) . 

Based  on d i s cu s s i o n s  with the  
former D i re c t o r ,  NRR, the 
Chai rman asked t hat a s imilar  
JTA be performed for the NRR 
D ivi s ion  o f  React o r  P ro j e ct s . 
NRR i s  current ly pu rsu ing 
cont ract negotia-tions with  
LANL , with  the int ent t o  begin  
this  second JTA in  early  1 9 9 7 . 

For  mo re i n fo rmat ion on thi s 
topi c ,  contact Mike Johnson via  
e-ma i l  (MRJl ) or  by  cal l i ng 
( 3 0 1 )  4 1 5 - 12 4 1 . 
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PRA Applications Corner 

Thi s  port ion of the news lette r 
i s  de-voted  to  sharing 
inspection experience gained 
u s ing  P robab i l i st i c  Ri s k  As­
s e s sment  ( P RA )  concept s  and 
met hods . It  is int ende d to  be an 
inspector s '  forum fo r both  
p o s i t i v e  a n d  n e g a t i v e  
expe r iences  w ith PRA . Inpu t s  are  
we l -come ,  and should be  
submitted to  Dougl as C o e  via  e­
ma i l  ( DHC )  or  by ca l l ing  ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5- 1 2 4 4 . 

Case 1 : Maintenance Rule Example 

A l i censee  s chedu l ed prevent ive 
main-tenance ( PM )  t o  cal ibrat e a 
pre s s ure t ransmitter that 
provided an MOV in-t e r l o ck 
funct ion . The MOV a l l owed the  
"A"  t rain RHR pump dis charge 
flow to be aligned to the "A"  
HP S I  pump suc-t ion  for  
" piggybac k "  operat ion  i n  t he 
rec i r culat ion mode following a 
LOCA . Both "A "  t rain RHR and S I  
systems wer e  dec l a red  inoperab l e  
( 7 2 -hou r LCO ) . T h e  l icensee  u s ed 
thi s  oppo rtun i t y  to  ex-pand t he 
wo rk scope and ac comp l i sh ad­
d i t i o n a l  PMs , i n c luding pump 
breaker PMs t h at s imu l t a n eou s l y  
removed powe r from b o t h  the RHR 
and HP S I  pumps . A l icensee­
devel oped r i s k  mat r ix had 
i dent i f ied  t h i s  c o n f i gu ra t i on 
( removal o f  RHR and HP S I  pumps ) 
to  be r i s k- s i gni ficant ; however ,  
this  mat r i x  w a s  n o t  u se d  when 
s chedu l ing the se  PMs . Although 
both pumps were ini t i al l y  
de c l ared inoperable , t he ri sk  
i n cre a s e  wou ld  have been sma l l e r  
h a d  t he bre a k e r s  n o t  bee n  
di sabled . 

The Ma int enance Ru l e  ( 1 0  CFR 
5 0 . 6 5 )  e xpects  l i ce n s e e s  to  
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a s s e s s  the impact o n  s a fety  
functions  when removing plant 
equipment from serv i ce for 
mon ito r i ng or PMs . Nei ther  the 
Rul e nor rel a t ed NRC s t a ff 
gui dance  impose any speci fi c 
ri sk threshol d or cri t e-ri a for 
det ermin i ng wh en an equipmen t 
c o n f i g u r a t i o n c r e a t e s  
una cceptabl e ri sk . The l i censee 
must  demonst rate a rat ional 
app ro a ch t o  maki ng this as­
ses sment and t ake approp r i at e  
act ion . To  pe rform thi s  
a s se s sment , l i censees  may 
deve l op a r i s k  mat rix  t hat 
ident i - f i e s  r i s k- s i gn i f i cant 
equipment con- figurat i ons . When 
s u ch c o n f i g u rat i on s  a r e  
ident i f i ed ,  the  l i ce n s ee may 
rese-qu e n ce PM a ct ivit ies  o r  
take compensa-t ory measures t o  
mit igate the r i s k . 

Some l i c e n s e e s  may fol l ow the 
EPRI P SA Appl icat ion  Gui de (EPRI 
TR- 1 0 5 3 9 6 )  c rite r i a  o f  1 0 -6 

change i n  c o r e  damage 
probab i l it y  ( �CDP ) . �CDP  is the 
change in  core damage frequency  
( CDF ) mult i -plied by  the 
equ ipment out-o f - s e rvice ( OOS ) 
t ime : 

�CDP = ( �CDF ) x ( OOS time ) 

For e x amp l e ,  i f  the  equ i pment 
OOS CDF is  4 x 1 0 -4 / yr for an OOS 
t ime o f  3 da7s ,  and the basel ine 
CDF is  l x l 0 - /yr,  then �CDP would  
be about 2 xl 0 - 6 and  wou l d  exceed 
t he EPRI c rite ri a . The EPRI 
Guide recommends that , in  
addit ion t o  �CDP , the  impact o n  
cont a i nment f a i l-ure probabi l ity  
a l s o  be as s e s s ed . Thi s i s  done 
us ing the change in  large early  
rel ea s e  probabi l i ty ( �LERP ) i n  
p l a ce o f  �CDP , with  a sugge s t ed 
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�LERP t hresho ld o f  1 0 -7

• LERP i s  
part i cu la rly import ant when 
cont a i nment equ ipment ( e . g . , 
cont ainment spra y )  i s  a ffected,  
since  CDP does not account for 
c o n - t a i nme n t  p e r f o rma n c e . 
F i nal l y ,  the EPRI Gu ide caut i o n s  
that , with proper planning and 
cont rol , total CDF should not 
exceed 1 0 -3 / yr regardle s s  o f  CDP . 

Although the staff  has not 
endorsed the above EPRI Guide ,  a 
s ign i f i cant e f f o rt i s  bein g  made 
to p rodu ce a s tandard revi ew 
plan and regu l atory  guide to  
de fine the qual ity  needed for  
PRA res u l t s  t o  be u s e d  i n  
regulatory dec i s i on -mak ing . I n  
the meantime , in-specto r s  should 
be come fami l i ar with methods 
( such a s  t hat given above ) now 
i n  use  by l i censees . 

--cont ributed by Mar c  Dapas 
( e-ma i l  MLDl , phone ( 7 0 8 )  82 9-
9 6 2 8 )  and  Doug Coe . 
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Case 2 :  Failure Probability of 
SRVs During Repeated Cycling 

Thi s  examp le demons t rates how an 
in-spector might gai n  ins i ght 
from a sim-ple appl i cat ion  of 
the binomial  theo-rem . 

A BWR s crams from 1 0 0 % powe r due 
to c losure o f  al l MS IVs . The 
li censee maintains  reactor 
pre s s u re by manua l  operat ion  of  
s a fety rel i e f  va lves ( SRVs ) for  
3 6  hours  whi l e  making re-pairs . 
The li censee  doe s not operat e  
RC IC  ( t u rbine-dr iven reac t o r  
c o re i so - l at ion  coo l i ng pump ) 
and doe s  not pro-ceed  to  
shutdown cool ing ( RHR ) mode . As 
reactor  pre s sure i nc reases  to  
the  t op o f  an  adm i n i s t rat ive 
cont rol band, operators s e l e ct 
one SRV and open it , allowing 
reactor  pres sure to re l i eve to 
the suppres s ion  poo l  unt i l  it i s  
lowe red t o  the bottom o f  the 
cont rol band . SRVs are s e l e ct ed 
sequent i a l l y  t o  di st ribute  heat 
load within t he s uppres s ion 
pool . A t otal  o f  8 5  S RV 
operations  are requi red ove r the 
3 6  h o u r s ,  with approx imat e l y  4 
operat ions  per  SRV . What i s  t he 
t o t a l  probabi l ity  t hat an S RV 
wi l l  stick  open? 

The l i censee ' s  IPE ana lys i s  u sed 
an SRV gene r i c  fai l ure ( stick 
open ) prob-abi l ity  of  1 .  6 x 1 0 -2 

per demand, based on  NUREG 1 1 5 0 
data . Assuming that t he 
p robab i l ity o f  f a i lure f o r  any 
given SRV ope rat ion is not 
influenced by any previous S RV 
ope rat ion  ( i ndependent demands ) , 
the correct ca l c u l at ion o f  
probabil i t i e s  i s : 

no f a i lures  
in  1 demand 1 - 1 . 6x 1 0 -2 
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no f a i l u re s  
in  8 5  demands = ( 1  - 1 . 6xl0 -2

)
8 5  

1 or more f a i lu re s  
i n  8 5 demands 1 

1 .  6x 1 0 -2 ) 8 5  

= 0 . 7 5 

( 1  

The s en s i t ivity o f  t h i s  result  
c an be seen by reducing the 
probab i l ity  of  fai lure by a 
factor  o f  4 .  The t o t a l  
probab i l ity  of  fai lu re then  
becomes about 0 . 3 . The speci fi c 
n umeri cal re -s u l t here i s  not  a s  
import an t a s  t h e  i deas  t h a t  
repea t ed demands, even for 
s e em i n gl y  l o w fa i l u r e 
probabi l i t i e s  per demand, can 
resul t in a si gni fi -can t  t otal  
probabi l i ty of fai l ure . Note  
t hat thi s s imple reasoning says 
nothing about such t hings as  the 
se-verity  of the c o n s equence o f  
fai lu re o r  a ccuracy o f  the 
a s s umpt ion of inde-pendence . 
Thus , te chniques such as this  
shou l d  be used  a s  part of  a more 
i n t e g r a t e d a pp r o a c h  t o  
a s s e s s me n t  o f  i n s p e c t o r  
obs e rvat ions . 

Th i s  i s  a spe c i a l  c a s e  o f  t he 
b i n omial theo rem, which  states  
t hat the  p r oba-b i lity  of  " x "  
fai lu res  i n  " n "  demands , give n  
a n  i ndependent f a i l u re prob abi l ­
i t y  " p , " i s  equal to : 

n !  

x !  ( n-x ) ! 
( p }  x ( 1 -p }  n-x 

whe re x = 0 ,  n = 8 5 ,  and p = 
1 .  6 x 1 0 -2

• I nspect o r s  may find  
t e chniques such as  thi s u s e fu l  
as  a n  input to  h e l p  e stab-l i s h  
r i s k  s i gn i f i cance . 
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--co n t r ibut ed by Me l Leach ( e­
ma i l  MNL ,  phone ( 7 0 8 )  8 2 9= 9 7 0 5 ) . 
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Licensee Technical Specification (TS )  
Interpretations 

On Augu s t  2 3 ,  1 9 9 6 ,  the D i re ctor  
o f  NRR ' s Divi s i on of  Inspection 
and Sup-po rt P rograms ( DI SP ) 
i s sued a memo t o  regi onal  
admi n i st rators  rega rding  TS  
int e rpretations that l icensees  
make without consent or  review 
by t he NRC . The memo c l a r i f i ed 
s evera l c o n cept s o f  whi ch a l l  
inspectors  should b e  aware : ( 1 )  
the NRC doe s not endorse or  rec-
o g n i z e l i c e n s e e  T S  
interpretat i o n s ; ( 2 )  such 
interpretat i on must  never 
cont radi ct or change the meaning 
or intent  of a TS requ i rement ;  
( 3 )  in-spect ion s t a f f  s h o u l d  

neve r concur or  become involved 
in  t he approval pro - c e s s  for 
such interp retat i on s ;  and ( 4 )  
l i censee TS i nt e rpretat i o n s  
should n o t  inc lude indicat ions  
o f  NRC approval . 

Whe n  the l ic e n see des i re s  
clari fi ca-tion of  a T S ,  t he 
pre ferred met hods o f  doing so  
inc lude : ( 1 )  submitt ing  a l i ­
cense amendment t o  change the T S  
word-ing;  ( 2 )  changing t he T S  
bases  via 1 0  CFR 5 0 . 5 9 o r  5 0 . 9 0 ;  
or ( 3 )  reques t i n g  a wr itten  
int e rpret at ion from NRR re­
garding the TS  intent . When an 
i n s p e c - t o r  de s i r e s  s u ch 
c l a r i f i ca t i o n ( e . g . , t o  
det ermine whether  a l i censee 
prac-t i ce is  in  comp l i ance with 
t he T S ) , it  s hould be  obt ained 
t h rough the T a s k  I nt e rface 
Agreement ( T IA )  p rocess . 

For more informat ion on  t h i s  
top i c ,  cont a ct Robert H a a g  v i a  
e-ma i l  ( RC H )  or b y  c a l l i ng ( 3 0 1 ) 
4 1 5 - 1 2 4 5 . 

Senior Resident Inspector Counterpart 
Meeting 

The next nat i onal Seni o r  
Re s i dent I nspect o r  counterpart 
meet ing  has been s chedu led for  
Apr i l  2 9 ,  3 0  and May 1 ,  1 9 9 7 . 
Future co rrespondence regarding 

a request  for di scus sion topi c s , 
hot e l  a c c ommodat i on s , and 
meet ing agenda wi l l  be provided 
to  the regi ons and the SRi s . 

Rotation Schedule for Ri s and SRi s 

To fac i l itate improved planning , 
t h i s  n e w s l e t t e r  w i l l  
peri o d i cal ly l i st a n -t i c ipated 
RI and SRI vacancies . The 
attached table give s a complete  
l i st- ing  of  plant s ,  current  Ri s 
and  SRi s ,  and the i r  p ro j e cted 
rotat ion comple-t i on dat e s . Note 
that the as s i gnment s and 
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pro j ected complet ion  date s  
change f re quently  as a re s u lt o f  
promot i ons 
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and  rea s s i gnment s . I nqu i r i e s  
about a p a rt i cu l ar s it e  o r  
po s ition  should be addres sed  to  
the  appli cable regi onal DRP 
pe rsonnel  and  the RI / SRI 
i nvolved . 
Please submit any revis ions to  
the  attached rotation s chedule 
t o  Robert Haag via e-ma i l  ( RC H )  
o r  b y  ca l l ing  ( 3 0 1 )  4 1 5- 1 2 4 5 . 
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RE SIDENT ROTATI ON DATE S 

PLANT NAME ROTAT ION 

MONTH/YEAR 

ANO 1 & 2 BURTON STEVE 1 1  
2 0 0 1  

ANO 1 & 2 KENNEDY KRI S S  ( SRI ) 1 
2 0 0 0 

ANO 1 & 2 MELF I JIM 1 1  
1 9 98 

BABCOCK & WILCOX HUGHEY C .  ( SRI ) 2 
2 0 0 1 

BEAVER VALLEY LYON CARL 3 2 0 0 1  
BEAVER VALLEY DENTEL GLENN 9 

2 0 0 1 
BEAVER VALLEY KERN DAVE ( S RI ) 9 

2 0 0 1  
BIG  ROCK P OINT BROWN C .  E .  9 

1 9 9 8 
BIG  ROCK POINT LEEMON R .  ( SRI ) 3 

1 9 98 
BRAI DWOOD ADAMS JOHN 9 2 0 0 1  
BRAIDWOOD P H I LLIPS  C .  ( SRI ) 1 

2 0 0 1 
BRAI DWOOD RI CH DAN I E L  1 0  2 0 0 1  
BROWNS FERRY STAREFOS JOELLE 9 2 0 0 1  
BROWNS FERRY MORGAN MIKE 4 

2 0 0 0 
BROWNS FERRY WERT L .  ( SRI ) 6 

1 9 9 9  
BRUNSWICK PATTERSON C .  ( SRI ) 7 

1 9 9 9  
BRUNSWICK JANUS M .  7 

1 9 98 
BRUNSWICK  
BYRON HI LTON N .  7 

2 0 0 0 
BYRON BURGES S  s .  ( SRI ) 8 

2 0 0 1 
CALLAWAY BRUSH F .  5 

2 0 0 0 
CALLAWAY PAS SEHL D .  ( SRI ) 1 1  

2 0 0 0 
CALVERT CLIFFS  STEWARD s .  ( SRI ) 1 2  

2 0 0 0 
CALVERT CLIFFS  LATHROP KIRKE 5 

1 9 9 8 
CALVERT CL IFF S BOWER FRED 6 2 0 0 1  
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1 9 98  

1 9 9 9  

2 0 0 0 

1 9 97 

2 0 0 0 

1 9 9 9  

2 0 0 0 

1 9 9 9  

2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 

CATAWBA 

CATAWBA 

CATAWBA 

CLINTON 

CL INTON 

COMANCHE PEAK 

COMANCHE PEAK 

COMANCHE PEAK 

COOPER 

COOPER 

1 0  1 9 9 8  
CRYS TAL RIVER 

2 0 0 1  

2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 1  

2 0 0 0 

1 9 9 8  

2 0 0 1  

2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 

D . C .  COOK 
8 2 0 0 1 

D . C .  COOK 

D . C .  COOK 

DAV I S -BES SE 
1 9 9 7 

DAVI S-BE S S E  
D IABLO CANYON 

D IABLO CANYON 

DRESDEN 

DRESDEN 

DRESDEN 

FREUDENBERGER 

BALMAIN 

FRANOVICH 

MI LLER 

STOEDTER 

ORDAZ 

FREEMAN 

GODY 

MILLER  

SKINNER 
CRYS TAL RIVER 

R .  

P .  

R 

M .  

K .  

VONNA 

HARRY 

TONY 

MARY 

CHRI S 
COOPER 

( SRI ) 

( SRI ) 

( S RI ) 

( SRI ) 

T .  

CAHILL  

FULLER 

BARLETT 

MAYNEN 

S TEVE ( SRI ) 

B .  

B .  ( SRI ) 

JOE 

S TASEK S TANLEY 

ZELLERS KEVIN 
BOYNTON SCOT T  

T SCHI LTZ 

ROTH 

HANSEN 

VANDERNIET  

MIKE 

DAVID 

J .  

C .  

3 2 0 0 0 

( SRI ) 

( SRI ) 

6 

9 

7 

3 

3 

8 

3 

9 

3 

8 

8 

1 2  

1 0  

7 

7 

1 

1 0  

1 0  
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Page No . 2 

RES I DENT ROTATION DATES 

P LANT NAME 
ROTATION 

MONTH/YEAR 

DUANE ARNOLD RI EMER KEN ( S RI ) 6 
2 0 0 0 

DUANE ARNOLD L I PA C .  5 
1 9 9 9 

FARLEY CALDWELL BOB 1 0  2 0 0 1  
FARLEY ROSS T .  ( SRI ) 1 0  

1 9 98 
FARLEY BARTLEY JONATHAN 3 

2 0 0 1 
FERMI O ' KEEFE N .  7 

2 0 0 0 
FERMI HARRIS  GARRY ( SRI ) 

2 2 0 0 2  
F I TZPATRI CK FERNANDE Z RI CK 8 

1 9 9 9 
F I TZPATRICK HUNEGS GORDON ( SRI ) 6 

2 0 0 0 
FORT CALHOUN WALKER WAYNE ( SRI ) 6 

2 0 0 0 
FORT CALHOUN GADDY VINCENT 7 

2 0 0 0 
GINNA DRYSDALE PETER ( SRI ) 8 

2 0 0 0 
GINNA OSTERHOLTZ CLYDE 
GRAND GULF WEAVER K .  2 

2 0 0 0 
GRAND GULF TEDROW J .  ( SRI ) 9 

1 9 9 9 
HADDAM NECK HAB IGHORST PETER 2 

1 9 9 7 
HADDAM NECK RAYMOND W I LL IAM ( SRI ) 7 

1 9 97 
HARRI S BRADY JOE ( SRI ) 3 

2 0 0 1 
HARRI S  ROBERTS D .  2 

1 9 98 
HATCH CANADY J .  9 

1 9 9 9  
HATCH HOLBROOK B .  ( SRI ) 6 

1 9 9 9  
HATCH CHR I S TNOT E .  1 0  

1 9 9 7 
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HOPE  CREEK SUMMERS ROBERT ( SRI ) 8 
1 9 9 9 

HOPE CREEK MORRI S SCOTT 8 
1 9 9 9  

IND IAN POINT 2 WES TRE I CH BARRY 2 
1 9 9 9 

IND IAN POINT 2 TEMPS ROBERT ( SRI ) 5 
2 0 0 0 

IND IAN POINT 3 FRYE T IMOTHY 2 
1 9 9 9 

INDIAN POINT 3 LEW DAVID ( SRI ) 1 1  
1 9 9 9  

IND IAN POINT 3 RASMUS SEN RICK 1 2  
1 9 98 

KEWAUNEE GADZALA J .  7 
1 9 9 9  

KEWAUNEE HELLER  J .  ( SRI ) 5 
1 9 9 8 

LA SALLE HUBER MARC ( SRI ) 8 
2 0 0 1 

LA SALLE S IMONS HEATHER 1 
1 9 97 

LA SALLE IHNEN K .  3 
1 9 9 9  

LIMERICK PERRY NE I L  ( SRI ) 3 
1 9 98 

LIMERICK BONNETT PAUL 8 2 0 0 1  
MAINE YANKEE YEROKUN JIMI ( SRI ) 8 

1 9 98 
MAINE YANKEE OLSEN B I LL 5 

1 9 9 6  
MCGUIRE 
MCGUI RE SHAEFFER SCOTT ( SRI ) 6 

2 0 0 1  
MCGUI RE SYKE S M .  5 

1 9 9 9  
MILLSTONE EASLICK T .  ( SRI  Ul ) 5 

2 0 0 1  
MILLSTONE ( SRI U2 ) 
M I LLS TONE CERNE TONY ( SRI U 3 )  2 

2 0 0 1  
MILLSTONE BURRITT  ART 8 

1 9 9 9  
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Page No . 3 

RES I DENT ROTATI ON DATES 

P LANT NAME 
ROTATI ON 

MONTH/YEAR 

MILLSTONE BEAULIEU DAVI D 7 
1 9 9 9  

MILLS TONE ARRIGH I  RUS S  4 
1 9 97 

MONT I CE LLO S TONE A .  ( SRI ) 1 1  
2 0 0 0 

MONT I CELLO LARA J .  1 
2 0 0 1  

NINE M I LE POINT BELTZ TERRY 6 2 0 0 1  
NINE MILE POINT NORRI S BARRY ( SRI ) 

9 1 9 98 
NINE M I LE POINT SKOKOWSKI RICHARD 8 

2 0 0 0 
NORTH ANNA GIBBS RUS SEL 9 2 0 0 1  
NORTH ANNA MCWHORTER R .  ( SRI ) 1 0  

1 9 98 
OCONEE HUMP HREY G .  1 1  

1 9 9 8 
OCONEE SALGADO N .  1 0  

2 0 0 0 
OCONEE SCOTT MIKE ( SRI ) 7 

2 0 0 1 
OCONEE BILLINGS DANNY 1 0  2 0 0 1  
OYSTER CREEK P I NDALE S TEVE 5 

1 9 98 
OYSTER CREEK BRI GGS LARRY ( SRI ) 1 0  

1 9 9 8 
PADUCAH DIFFUS I ON O ' BRIEN K .  ( SRI ) 5 

1 9 9 9  
PADUCAH DIFFUS ION 
PAL I SADE S  PARKER M .  ( SRI ) 7 

1 9 98 
PAL I SADE S  PRESCOTT p .  9 

2 0 0 0 
PALO VERDE CARTER DANIEL  4 2 0 0 1  

PALO VERDE KRAMER JOHN 1 1  
1 9 9 8 

PALO VERDE JOHNSTON KEN ( SRI ) 1 2  
1 9 98 

PALO VERDE GARC IA DENI SE 5 
2 0 0 0 

PEACH BOTTOM BUCKLEY MICHAEL 
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PEACH BOTTOM LORSON RAY 5 
1 9 98  

P EACH BOTTOM SCHMIDT  WAYNE ( SRI ) 9 
1 9 9 8 

PERRY KOSLOFF D .  ( SRI ) 3 
1 9 98 

PERRY TWIGG R .  6 
1 9 9 9  

P I LGRIM LAURA RICH ( SRI ) 4 
2 0 0 0 

P ILGRIM KORONA BETH 8 
2 0 0 0 

POINT BEACH MCMURTRAY T .  ( SRI ) 2 
1 9 9 9 

POINT BEACH KELLER CHARLES 9 
2 0 0 1 

PORTSMOUTH 
P ORTSMOUTH cox C .  ( SRI ) 5 

1 9 9 9  
PRAIRI E I SLAND BYWATER R .  5 

1 9 98  
PRAIRIE I S LAND RAY s .  ( SRI ) 1 1  

2 0 0 0 
QUAD C I T IE S  COLLINS L .  1 

2 0 0 1  
QUAD C I T I E S  WALTON K .  9 

1 9 98 
QUAD C I T IE S  MILLER C .  ( SRI ) 2 

1 9 9 9 
RIVER BEND SMI TH WARD ( SRI ) 9 

1 9 9 7 
RIVER BEND PROULX DAVE 9 

2 0 0 0 
ROBINSON DESAI B I NOY ( S RI ) 

2 0 0 1 
ROBINSON Z E L I ER JOHN 9 

2 0 0 0 
SALEM MARSCHALL C .  ( SRI ) 9 

1 9 9 8 
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Page No . 4 

P LANT 
ROTATION 

MONTH/YEAR 

1 9 9 8 

1 9 98 

1 9 98 

1 9 9 6  

1 9 9 8 

2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 1  

2 0 0 0 

1 9 9 9 

SALEM 

SALEM 

SAN ONOFRE 

SAN ONOFRE 

SAN ONOFRE 

SEABROOK 

S EABROOK 

S EQUOYAH 

S EQUOYAH 

SEQUOYAH 

S OUTH TEXAS 
2 0 0 0 

SOUTH TEXAS 
1 9 9 8 

SOUTH TEXAS 
1 9 9 8 

ST  LUC I E  
2 0 0 1  

S T . LUC IE  
6 2 0 0 1  

S T . LUC I E  
1 9 98 

2 0 0 0 

1 9 98 

2 0 0 0 

8 2 0 0 1  

SUMMER 

S UMMER 

S URRY 

SURRY 

S URRY 

RES I DENT ROTAT ION DATES 

NAME 

F I SH 

SCHOPPY 

SLOAN 

SOLORIO 

RUS SELL 

MACDONALD 

MANNA! 

SHANNON 

SEYMOUR 

S TARKEY 

S IFRE 

LOVELE S S  

KEETON 

LANYI 

MUNDAY 

MI LLER 

BONSER 

FARNHOLTZ 

BYRON 

POERTNER 

MUS SER 

TODD 

JOE 

JIM ( S RI ) 

DAVID 

JOHN 

JOHN ( SRI ) 

DAVID 

MEL ( SRI ) 

D .  

D .  

WAYNE 

DAV I D  ( SRI ) 

JACK 

DAVID 

JOEL 

M .  ( SRI ) 

BRIAN ( SRI ) 

T .  

PAUL 

K .  

RANDY ( SRI ) 

4 

3 

1 2  

1 1  

4 

4 

4 

7 

9 

6 

5 

7 

6 

9 

8 

9 

9 

9 2 0 0 1  

7 
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SUSQUEHANNA MCDERMOTT BRIAN 4 
2 0 0 0 

SUSQUEHANNA JENI S ON KEN ( SRI ) 7 
2 0 0 1 THREE M I LE I S LAND HANSELL SAM 

6 1 9 9 9  
THREE M I LE I S LAND EVANS MI CHELLE ( SRI ) 5 

1 9 9 8 
TURKEY POINT REYES  ROGAR 

2 0 0 1  
TURKEY POINT JOHNSON TOM ( SRI ) 9 

1 9 98 
VERMONT YANKEE COOK W I LL IAM ( SRI ) 6 

1 9 9 6 
VERMONT YANKEE KNUTSON ED 6 

2 0 0 1 VOGTLE OGLE C .  
( SRI ) 7 2 0 0 0 

VOGTLE O ' DONOHUE KATHLEEN 8 
2 0 0 1  

VOGTLE WIDMANN M .  6 
1 9 9 9  

WATERFORD PRUETT TROY 8 
1 9 9 9 

WATERFORD KELLER L .  ( SRI ) 2 
2 0 0 1 

WATTS BAR VANDOORN K .  ( SRI ) 8 
1 9 98 

WATTS BAR 
WNP -2 REP LOGLE G .  1 

2 0 0 1  
WNP- 2  BARR ROB ( SRI ) 1 2  

1 9 9 7 
WOLF CREEK RINGWALD FRED ( SRI ) 9 

1 9 98 
WOLF CREEK DIXON-HERRITY JENNI FER 9 

1 9 9 9  
Z I ON VEGEL ANTON ( SRI ) 1 

2 0 02 
Z ION CALHOUN DES IREE 1 

2 0 0 0 
Z ION COBEY E .  9 

2 0 0 1  
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Offi ce  of Nucl ear Rea c t or Regul a t i on 
U . S .  Nuclear Regul a t ory Commi ssi on 

Reactor Inspection Program 
Newsletter 

Is s ue 9 7-01  

The React o r  I n spect ion  P rogram 
News -letter  provide s  a fo rum to 
communicate  current inspection 
program i s sues  and act ivi t i e s  to  
the  reacto r  i n spect i o n  s t a f f . 
The intent i s  to  ensure that in­
spectors  are aware of current 
program di re ct i o n ,  management 
expectat ion s ,  inspect ion t rends , 
program and policy  change s ,  and 
l e s sons l earned . 

Anothe r import ant ob j ect ive of  
thi s  new s l et t e r  i s  t o  share 
useful inspec-t ion information  
between o f f i ce s ,  regi o n s ,  and  
i n spect o r s  t o  promot e  e f f i c ient 
and c o n s i s t ent inspect ion  
act ivitie s .  I nspecto r s  and 
management a re e n couraged to 
submit  p roposed t op i c s  of  
inte rest they ' d  l ike to  know 

Spring 1 99 7  

more about , and/ or  proposed 
art i cl e s  summa r i zing recent 
experience s ,  for pub l icat ion in 
t h i s  news lett e r . 

The news letter i s  now avai labl e  
to  a l l  NRC employe e s  through the  
R :  \NEWSLTTR directory . I n  the  
fut u re , we  also  plan  t o  make the  
news letters  ava i l ab l e  on-l ine  
via the NRR home page . 

The NRR Inspect ion P rogram 
Branch ( P I P B }  prepares the 
newsletter  on  an  as-neede d  
bas is . I f  y o u  h ave c omment s ,  
recommendat i o n s , o r  p ropo sed 
top i c s  or  art i c le s ,  p l e a s e  s end  
them t o  Ronald F r ahm, Jr . via e­
mai l  ( RKF ) o r  by c a l l i ng ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5- 2 9 8 6 .  

Contents of this Newsletter 

♦ SRI Counterp a rt Mee t i ng ♦ I MC 1 2 4 5  I n sp e c t o r  
P o stponed Qual i fi cat i ons 
♦ Maintenance Rule  Inspect ions ♦ Mi l l stone Les sons Learned 
♦ Des i gn Bas i s  ( AE )  I n spect i o n s  ♦ PRA App l i cat i ons C o rner 
♦ F i re P rotect ion  I n spe ct i on s  

National SRI Counterpart Meeting Postponed 

The Nat i onal S enior Re s i dent 
I n spect o r  ( SRI ) Count erpart 
Meet i ng ,  o r i gi n a l l y  s chedu l ed 
from April  2 9  through May 1 ,  has 

been postpone d . The workload o f  
t he resident  inspe ctor  s t a f f  has 
been i n creased  to  meet the 
demands o f  many agency  



init i at ives whi ch require  the i r  
supp o rt a n d  i nvolvement . I n  
l ight o f  these  workl oad 
c o n s i d e r at i on s , NRR h a s  
po stponed the SRI  Counte rpart 
Meet ing  and plans  to reschedu l e  
t h e  mee t i ng f o r  t h e  spring o r  
summer o f  1 9 9 8 . 

An impo rtant goa l o f  the  
Nat i o n a l  SRI  Count e rpart Meet ing 
is  to  provide S R i s  with an 
opportunity  to  di s cus s chal ­
lenges and  provide feedback to  
the  program o f f i ce . The  SRi s 
wi l l  be give n  the opportunity to  
provide feed-back in  r e sponse  to  
an  upcoming letter  f rom t he 
Deputy EDO . NRR wi l l  a l so 
provide the forum to  di s cu s s  
current res ident inspect o r  
i s sues  and  s o l i ci t  feedbac k  in  
the  regi onal  re s i dent i n spect o r  
count erpart meet ings . 



Maintenance Rule Inspections 

Background 

The ma intenance  ru l e ,  1 0  CFR 
5 0 . 6 5 ,  " Re qu i reme nt s  f o r  
Monit oring t h e  E ffectiveness o f  
Maint enance at Nuc le a r  Power 
P l ant s , "  wa s i ssued on  Ju ly 1 0 ,  
1 9 9 1 ,  t o  be e f fect ive on 
Ju ly 1 0 ,  1 9 9 6 . The t e xt of the  
rule  is  brie f ,  containing the 
bas i c  requirement s for the 
activities  that l icensees  need 
to a c c omp l i s h  t o  mon itor  
maintenance e ffect ivene s s . Thi s  
approac h  af fords f l exib i l ity  t o  
l i censees  in  implement ing this  
performan ce-based rule . 

Implementat i on guidance was 
devel oped by the Nuc l ea r  Energy 
I n st itut e  ( NEI , aka  NUMARC ) ,  re­
sult ing in NUMARC 9 3 - 0 1 ,  
" I ndust ry Guideline  fo r Moni­
t o r i n g  t he E ffect iveness  of  
Ma i n t en an ce at Nu c l e a r  Powe r 
Plant s . "  The s t a f f  en-dorsed 
thi s  gui de l ine in Regulat o ry 
Gu ide ( RG )  1 . 1 6 0 . The u s e  o f  
NUMARC 9 3 - 0 1 with  RG 1 . 1 6 0 i s  
one accept abl e  method for 
implement ing the rul e ,  al­
though a l t e rnate methods may 
a l so be a ccept ab l e . 

Inspect ion pro cedure ( IP )  6 2 7 0 6  
wa s deve l oped to  ver i fy 
ma int e n a n ce rule  imp l ementat ion 
through the base l ine inspection 
proces s .  Thi s  inspection 
approach provide s both a 
" hori zonta l " look  at  the  
li censee ' s  maintenance rul e  
program and a " ve rt i cal " s l i ce 
o f  s e l ected systems , s t ructure s ,  
and  components  to  ver i fy 
impl ementat i on . 
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A typi cal  inspection team 
con s i s t s  o f  a team l eader ,  three 
regional inspec-tors , a PRA 
spec i a l i st ,  and an NRR s t a f f  
s uppo rt member  ( S SM )  . The S SM ' s 
funct ion i s  t o  help ensure 
con s i st ency in  inspect ion 
approaches  between re-gions  and 
l i cens ees . To further en-sure 
consistency ,  two  e n fo rcement 
guidanc e  memo randums were 
i s sued . EGM 9 6- 0 0 1  e s t abl i s he d  
a Maint e n an ce Ru le  En f o rcement 
Review Panel  t o  review 
enforcement i ssues t hat are  
d i s c l osed du ring  t he per formance 
of  ma intenance ru l e  i n spect ions . 
EGM 9 6- 0 0 2  was is-sue d  t o  
provide guidance and examples  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  c o n s i s t e n t  
cat e go r i z a-t i on o f  s eve r i t y  
leve l s  of  violat i ons . 

I n  addi t i o n , IP  6 2 7 0 7  was 
deve l oped t o  incorporate the 
requirements of the maintenance 
rule and provi de an on-going  
performance-based review o f  
m a i n t e n a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s . 
E f fect ive Jul y  1 0 ,  1 9 9 6 ,  IP  
6 2 7 0 7  replaced IP  6 2 7 0 3 as  the 
core ma i n t e n ance inspe c-t ion  
procedu re . 

Inspection Findings and 
Lessons 

Learned 

As o f  early March 1 9 9 7 ,  2 0  
maintenance rule  bas e l ine 
inspect i o n s  (MRBi s )  have been 
completed, appr oximat ely five in 
each regi on . In  addit ion,  3 
l i m i t e d - s c o p e  r e a c t i v e 
inspections  have been conducted  
based on  spe c i f i c  reque s t s . 

I ssue 9 7 - 0 1  



I n  g e n e r a l ,  l i c e n s e e s ' 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  
maintenance rule has been ade­
quat e . Al l l i censees  to date 
have imp l emented  the ru le u s ing 
RG 1 . 1 6 0 and  NUMARC 9 3- 0 1  
guidance ,  h owever ,  each l i censee  
has deve loped a unique s ite­
spe c i f i c  program . Although l i­
censees  have had f ive years  to  
imple-ment the rul e ,  some 
li censees  have waited unt i l  the 
l a st yea r t o  a gg re s - s ive ly 
pursue impl ement a t i o n , o ften  
resulting in program or  
impl ementat i on weaknes s e s . 

Two common i s sues  h ave been 
ident i fi ed at most  s it e s  
concerning l ic ensee s ' fai lure to  
demonstrate  that  the goa l s  
and/ o r  performance c r i t e r i a  were 
e s t ablished commensurate with  
safet y : ( 1 ) l i censees  us ing a 
s t a n da r d  c r i - t e r i a  f o r  
re l iabi l i t y  ( e . g . , func-t i o n a l  
fai lure s  p e r  unit t ime ) without 
c o n s i d e r i n g  d e m a n ds o r  
demonstrat i n g  that t he c r i t e r i a  
preserved t he a s -sumpt ions  used  
in  the PRA; and  ( 2 )  l ic ensees  
fai l ing to  e stab l i s h  both a 
re l iabi l i t y  and  ava i labi l ity 
c r i t e r i a  for  s a fety s ign i f i cant 
systems or fai l ing to  e stab l i s h  
adequate crite r i a  t o  ensure 
ba l an cing of  re l i ab i l it y  and 
u n ava i labi l ity . 

Several s coping i s sues  have al so  
been ident i f ied ,  i nc luding : ( 1 )  
f a i l u re t o  inc lude a coo l i ng 
towe r  s ys t em within s cope even 
though the system ' s fai lure 
resu lted in a reactor  s cr am on 
one  o c ca s i on and a n e a r  s cram on 
anoth e r ,  and ( 2 )  fai lure to 
include communi ca-t ions and 
emergen cy l i ght ing ( used in EOP s 
and  rel ied on  t o  mit i gate  a cc i ­
dent s )  within t h e  s cope . 
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Other  f indings  h ave i n c l uded : 
wea k  5 0 . 6 5 ( a )  ( 3 )  s a fety 
a s s essments ,  failure to ident i fy 
m a i n t e n a n c e  p r e - v e n t a b l e  
funct ion a l  f a i lu res , f a i l u re t o  
p e r f o rm a de qu a t e  c a u s e  
dete rmina-t i ons , failure t o  s et 
adequate goa l s  for ( a )  ( 1 )  S S C s , 
wea k  struct u r a l  mon - i t o ring 
programs , and procedu r a l  non­
compliances . 

Enforcement has  been comp leted 
and the i n spect ion reports  
i s sued for 1 1  base-line 
inspect ions . Al l but two o f  the  
inspe ct i ons have resulted i n  
enfor ce -ment a ct io n s  a ssoc iated 
with rul e  im-plementat ion . One 
l i c ensee re ceived a S ever i t y  
Leve l I I I  v i o l at ion  ( with  no  
c iv i l  pena l t y )  , and the  e i ght 
other l i censees  rece ived one or  
multiple  Seve rity Level IV 
vio l at ions . 

Regu l a t o ry Gui de 1 . 1 6 0 has  been 
re-vis ed to  c l a r i fy the NUMARC 
93 - 0 1  guidance t o  re flect  the  
s t a f f ' s  p o s i - t i on on  cert a i n  
i s sues  and to  i n co r-porate  
les sons  l earned from the ini­
t ial  basel ine inspe ct ions . 
C l a r i f i ca-t i o n  t op i c s  i n cluded 
s coping i s sues , adequ a cy o f  
reliab i l ity  c r i t e r i a ,  structural 
monitoring , manual versus  
unp l anned automa t i c  s cr ams , the  
def i -n i t io n  o f  "ma intenance , "  
and others . 

In  e a r l y  Mar ch 1 9 9 7 ,  the st a f f  
i s sued a Commi ss ion  paper ,  SECY-
9 7 - 0 5 5 ,  de-

I ssue 9 7 - 0 1  



s crib ing  t he statu s ,  resu lt s ,  
and  l e s - s on s  learned from the 
maint enance rule inspec t i ons . A 
Commis s ion meet ing was held on 
Ma rch 1 0 ,  1 9 97 ,  at whi ch t ime 
the SECY (with  Revi s ion  2 t o  RG 
1 . 1 6 0  att ached ) was  made 
pub l i cly  available . 

L i ce n s ee rea c t i o n s  to  t he ru l e  
and i n - spect i on of  t he rule have 
been mixed . Mo st  l i censee s  have 
i ndi c at ed t hat the NRC i s  b e i ng 
con s i stent i n  the inspe c-t ion 
and enforcement of the mainten­
ance rule ,  whi le others have 
e ither  conte sted or s tated that 
they wou ld contest  i dent i fied  
violations . 

Future Activities 

The s t a f f ' s  goa l  is to comp let e 
a bas el ine inspe ction o f  each 
l i cens ee ' s  maintenance rule  
program impl ement a-t i o n  by Ju ly 
1 0 ,  1 9 98 . To meet this goa l ,  
MRBi s  are s cheduled  t o  be com­
pleted at a rate of  
approximate ly one per  month per 
region . 

The s t a f f  i s  devel oping an 
i n f o r m a t i o n  n o t i c e t o  
commu n i cate the resu l t s  and 
le s s ons  learned from the initial  
base-line inspect ions . The 
st a f f  i s  a l s o  deve loping a home 
page t o  provide a comprehens ive 
resourc e of  maintenance rule­
re lated document s in  a 
s ea rchab l e  f o rmat . The intent 
i s  to  make t h i s  home page 
publ icly  a c ce s s ib l e  on the world 
wide web . 

The s t a f f  plans  t o  revi se I P  
62 7 0 6  and t he a s s o c i ated 
enforcement guidance to refle ct 
l e s s on s  l ea rned . I n  addit i o n ,  
the t ra i ni n g  respon s i bi l i t i e s  
fo r t h e  maint enance rule wil l  be  
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t rans fe rred f rom the program 
o ff ice  ( NRR/ HQMB ) to  the  
Techn i cal  Training D ivi s i on for  
cont inuing training programs . 

For  more  i n f o rmat i o n  on 
maintenance rule-related issue s ,  
contact Richard Corre ia via e ­
mai l  ( RPC ) o r  by c a l l i ng ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5 - 1 0 0 9 .  
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Status of Design 
Engineering) 

Background 

NRC re cent ly cont racted with 
Stone & Webster  and S argent & 
Lundy t o  provide two pre s s u r i zed 
wate r  reactor ( PWR ) t eams and 
one boiling  wat er react or  ( BWR ) 
team with architect-enginee r 
de s i gn expert i s e  f o r  performing 
de s i gn inspect i ons . The purp o s e  
o f  thes e  inspections i s  to  
dete rmine if  the plants meet 
the i r  o r i gi n a l  de s i gn and 
l icen s i n g  bases . 

Each team con s i st s  o f  a team 
leader from NRR and f ive 
cont ractor des i gn e xpert s . The 
des ign inspe ct ions  are performed 
in accordance with appli- c able  
p o rt i o n s  of  IP  9 3 8 0 1 ,  " Sa fety 
System Funct ional  I n spect ion " . 

The inspe ct ion  cycle  includes 3 
weeks  i n-of f ice  p repara t i o n , 4 
weeks  on- s it e ,  and 2 weeks of  
do cumentat ion . The inspection 
involves a vertical  s li ce review 
of two s a fety  systems s e l e cted 
based on  PRA and other con s i ­
derat ions . The t e ams review the 
F SAR , des i gn bas i s  document s , 
d r a w i n g s , c a l c u l a t i o n s , 
modi f i cat ion packages , surve i l­
lance procedures ,  and othe r 
de s ign do cument s .  

Findings to Date 

As o f  March 2 7 ,  s i x  design 
i n spect ions  ( St . Luc ie , WNP 2 , 
TMI , ANO- 1 ,  F a r l e y ,  and  P e rry ) 
have been completed . Sample  
systems revi ewed include makeup 
and  pu r i f i ca t i o n ,  decay heat  
removal ,  AFW , CCW , automat i c  
depre s s u r i z at i on ,  RHR ,  and 
standby s e rvice wat er . 
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(Architectural 
Inspections 

The i n spect ion  t e ams have 
identi f i ed findings t hat 
involved operat i onal c oncerns , 
including : ( 1 )  inadequate 
ana lys i s  f o r  swit chove r of  ECCS 
pumps suction from the borate d  
wat er storage tank t o  the 
reactor bu i ldi ng  sump unde r  
post -accide nt condi t i on s ; ( 2 )  
lack  o f  ope rating procedures  and 
c i r-cuit breake r t est ing for 
t ra n s fer of DC c o n t r o l  powe r t o  
t he t u rbi ne-driven AFW pump ; and 
(3 )  a des ign modi f i ca-t i on error 

whereby t he automat i c  de-pres­
s ur i zat i on system va lves woul d  
n o t  manua l ly operate  a s  a group . 

I n  addit ion,  the inspect ion 
teams ident i f ied de s i gn cont rol 
weaknesses  for  c a l cu l a t ions  
including mi s s ing calculat ions , 
non-conservat ive o r  in- correct 
a s sumpt ion s ,  incorre ct i nput s ,  
and incons i s tency  with  test  
acceptance criteri a .  There were 
a l s o  a number of  incons i s t enc ies  
between F SARs and  the  p l a n t ' s  
actu a l  con f i gu rat i o n . 

Future Activities 

Three addi t i ona l de s i gn i n spec­
t io n s  ( Ve rmont Yankee , HB 
Robinson , and Davi s -Be s s e ) w i l l  
start in  April  and May . Each 
team i s  expected t o  pe rform four 
inspect ions  annu a l l y ,  so the  
three  teams will  perform a total  
of  24  inspect i ons  over the 
current two-year cont ract 
per iod ,  and potent i a l l y  4 8  i f  
t he s t a f f  exe rcises  it s opt ion 
to  ex-tend the c ont ract s for  up 
to  two addi-t i ona l years . 

Regions  
fact o r s  

s e l e c t  plants based on 
such as SALP rat ings , 
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p l ant age , i n-spect ion  f indi ngs , 
a n d  d e s i g n  d o c u m e n t  
re const itut ion status . I n s i ght s 
may a l s o  be provided a fter  
revi ewi n g  t he l i ce n s ee s ' 
responses  t o  the 1 0  CFR 5 0 . 5 4  ( f ) 
letter  concerning adequacy and 
ava i l abil ity of des ign bases  
i n format ion . 

The s t a f f  wi l l  continue to  
review the  inspection findings 
to i dent i fy pote nt i a l  gene r i c  
i s su e s  and  wi l l  i ssue  appro­
pri ate gener i c  commun i c at ions to  
address those  i s sues . 

F o r  more i n fo rmat ion  on  this  
topi c ,  contact Donald Norkin via  
e-mail  ( DP N )  or  by  calling  ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5 - 2 9 5 4 . 
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New Fire Protection Functional Inspection 
Program 

Background 

I n  August 1 9 9 2 , the s t a f f  
i n formed t h e  Commi s s i on t hat it  
would develop and  implement a 
program to  inspect l i ce n s ee ' s  
Thermo-Lag corre ct ive action 
programs . However ,  based  on t he 
wide range o f  Thermo- Lag  cor­
rect ive act ions  propo s e d  by the 
l i c ensee s ,  the staff  concluded 
that an  i n spect ion  of broader  
s cope t han  that proposed  in  t he 
Thermo-Lag Act ion  Plan was 
neede d . 

I n  1 9 9 5 ,  the s t a f f  i n formed the  
Commiss ion t hat it  was 
cons i de ring i n i t i at ing a fire  
protect ion  functional  inspect ion 
( F PF I ) program ,  whi ch wou ld  
cover  a l l  aspec t s  of  nuclear 
power plant fire  safety and 
provide for  more e f f i cient , 
comprehe n s ive and e f fect ive 
inspections . The benefit s we re 
expected to  be ( 1 )  f o c u s ing NRC 
f i re prot ect ion and s uppo rt 
s t a f f  r e s ou r ce s  on the f i re 
prote ction  i s sues  o f  mo st  
import ance ( such as  li censee  
cont r o l  o f  the f i re protect ion 
de s i gn and l icens ing  bas i s ) ,  ( 2 )  

providing clear  g u i dance to  t he 
sta f f  and the nuclear indust ry 
regarding NRC ove r s i ght of  
l i ce n s ee reacto r  f ire  p ro t e ct ion  
programs , ( 3 ) improving the 
cons i stency of  inte rnal NRC 
ove r s i ght of the program, and 
( 4 ) providing an  immediate  
safety benefit  ari s ing from 
renewed indust r y  att ent i on to  
nu c l e a r  powe r p lant f ire  safety . 

Des cript ion 
Program 

of FPF I 
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The F i re P rotect ion  Funct ional  
Inspect i on Program w i l l  cons i s t  
of  four to  e i ght headquarte r s ­
based a nnounced i nspect i o n s  per 
yea r ,  w i t h  f o u r  p i  l ot 
inspect ions ( one in each  region ) 
from Apri l ,  1 9 9 7  through the 
fi rst  qua rt e r  of  1 9 9 8 . The 
p i l ot p l a nt s  a re Rive r  Bend 
( June , 1 9 97 ) , Clinton (August / 
S ept emb e r ,  1 9 9 7 ) , Susquehanna 
( Octo -ber /  November ,  1 9 9 7 ) , and 
St . Luc i e  ( fi rs t  qua rt e r ,  1 9 9 8 ) . 
A t yp i c a l  FPFI t e am wi l l  cons i s t  
of  a t e am l eader and four 
inspector s . The t e am leade r  
wi l l  b e  a s e n i o r  f i re p r o t e ct i o n  
engineer  o r  equivalent . The 
t eam will cons i s t  of a f i re pro­
tect ion engi nee r ,  an  e le ct r i ca l  
engi-nee r ,  a pl ant systems 
enginee r ,  and a regional 
inspector . A P RA spec i a l i s t  
wi l l  he lp with i nspect i o n  
preparation  by deve l op i n g  
plant-spec i fi c  risk-informed 
informat i on fo r the t eam to  help 
focus the FPF i s  on  t hose  areas  
most import ant to  s a fety . 

Each FPFI wi ll  involve 2 t o  3 
weeks  o f  preparat ion  e f fo rt , 2 
weeks  on- s it e ,  and about 2 weeks 
of  documentat i on . The prin c i ­
p a l  fo cus o f  t he inspections 
wi l l  be on t he p l a nt f i re 
prot ect ion and post - f i re s afe 
s hutdown design and l i c ens ing  
bases  and tho s e  fire  protec-t ion 
program e l emen t s  t hat  are  
covered by exist ing NRC 
regulat ions and guide l ine s . 
Examples  include safe  s hutdown 
per fo rman ce ob j e c t i ves , safe  
shutdown systems and  equ ipment , 
f i r e  pro t e ct ion systems and 
barriers , eme rgency lighting , 
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reactor  c o o l ant pump o i l  col lec­
t ion system s ,  qua l i t y  contr o l  
and qual ity  assuran c e ,  con fig­
urat ion cont ro l and management , 
admin i st rat ive cont ro l s  and 
procedu re s ,  and t ra i n ing . 
The pi lot inspect ions w i l l ,  in  
addi -tion , include a review of  
f i re s a fety con s i derat ions  that 
a re not e xpre s s l y  addres sed by 
the fire pro t e ct ion regulat i on ,  
but b y  othe r  regulat ory p r o ­
gram s ,  i n cluding  Gener i c  Letter 
8 8 -2 0 ,  Supplement 4 ,  " I ndividual 
Plant Exam-inat i ons of  Exte rnal 
Events ( IP EEE } fo r Seve re 
A c c i d e n t  Vu l n e r a b i l i t i e s ,  
1 0  CFR 5 0 . 5 4 ( f ) , "  dated  June 
2 8 ,  1 9 9 1 . S u ch inspect i on areas  
include , for examp l e ,  event 
i n i t i ated fi res , f i re i nduced 
reacto r  t ra n s i e nt s ,  and po­
t e n  t i  a l  s e i s m i c f i r e 
inte ra ctions . 

The FPF I program w i l l  provide 
useful informat i on regarding 
broader aspec t s  o f  nuclear power 
p lant f i re s a fet y . The s t a f f  
w i l l  use  this  i n f o rmat i o n  to  
ident i fy t he st rengths and 
weakne s s e s  o f  the overall NRC 
reactor  f i re p ro t e ct ion  program 
and  t o  deve lop and  s upport 
re commendat i ons for  program 
improveme nt , as necessary . 

The f i n a l  F P F I  p ro cedu re w i l l  be 
" modu l a r "  in  that s e c t i ons  of 
the procedure that addr e s s  
dis crete i n spect ion  t op i c s  cou ld  
be conducted by i ndividual  
inspectors  independent o f  a 
ful l- s cale  t e am inspe ct ion . 
Li censee s e l f-ass e s sment s cou ld  
a l so be  an impo rt ant  e l ement of  
the  permanent FPFI program . 
Aft e r  t h e  fo u r  p i l o t 
i n spect i on s ,  the s t a f f  w i l l  
a s se s s  the l e s s o n s  l ea rned and 
modi fy t he dra ft FPF I  procedure 
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and gu i dance  a s  needed . Thi s  
rev i s ed dra ft FPFI procedu re 
w i l l  be is sued approximately 4 
months a ft e r  the s t a f f  c ompletes  
t he final  p i lot  i nspe ct i on . 
The s t a f f  wi l l  then conduct a 
pub l i c  workshop to  pre sent t he 
resul t s  o f  the pi lot program and 
s eek  pub l i c  and  i n-du s t ry i nput . 
The F P F I  pro cedu re and gu idance 
w i l l  t hen be  fina l i zed,  the  need 
to  t rain addit ional F P F I  
inspect-ors 
and the 
protect ion 
du res  will  
nece s s a ry . 

wi l l  be eva l u ated ,  
exi s t - ing  f i re 

inspe ct ion  proce­
be  revi s e d  as  

For  more informat ion  on  t he FPFI  
P rogram, c ontact Leon Whitney 
via e -mai l ( LEWl ) or by ca l l ing 
( 3 0 1 ) 4 1 5 -3 0 8 1 . 

I ssue 9 7 - 0 1  



Revised IMC 12 4 5  Inspector Qualifications 

The l at e s t  rev i s ion  of  IMC 1 2 4 5 ,  
along with its  Appendix A ,  was 
is sued in  Decembe r  1 9 9 6  for 
impl ementat i on . The manual 
chapter de s c r ibes  the current 
po l i cy and requ i rements  for NRC 
sta f f  to  become qua l i fied 
inspect o r s  to  implement the 
i n s pe c t i o n  p r o g r am f o r  
operat i n g ,  non-ope rat i n g ,  and 
non-power react ors . Appendix A, 
" T raining Requi rement s For  
I n spector  C l as s i f i ca-t i o n s , "  
l i s t s  1 3  dist i n ct c l as s i f i ca­
tions along  with the i r  as soci­
ated training requi rement s .  

One o f  the ma j o r  change s  t o  t he 
IMC was  the e stab l i s hment of  
" generic " inspe ct o r  c la s s i ­
f i cat i on s . No di s - t i n c t i o n  i s  
now made between whether  the 
pe r s on qual i fying for an 
inspector c la s s i ficat ion  is  
l o cat ed i n  the region , o n s i t e ,  
o r  in  headqu art ers . 

Another ma j o r  change involved 
the addi t i on of three new 
i n specto r  c l a s s i fi cat ion s ,  these 
are : ( 1 )  Reactor T e c hnical  
Spe c i al i s t / Te am Member,  ( 2 )  
Reactor  Emergency P repa redness  
o r  H e a l t h  P h y s i c s 
Spe c i a l i s t / Te am Memb e r ,  and ( 3 )  
R e a c t o r  D e c o mm i s s i o n i n g 
I n spect o r . The f i rst t wo n ew 
c lass i - f icat ions  addres s  t he 
individual who i s  not a ful l­
time inspect o r ,  but perfo rms 
i n spect ions as requ i red ( on a 
part-t ime ba s i s ) . P ersonnel  
qual i fy-ing under these  two 
c l a s s i f i c at i ons  could  be  
t e chn i c a l  spe c i a l i s t s  and/ o r  
pro j ect  manage rs . The t h i rd n ew 
clas-si f i c at i on i s  fo r personne l  
performing inspect ions a t  power 
reactors  that w i l l  no longer 
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operat e ,  f rom permanent s hutdown 
through t ra n s fer t o  NMSS . 

Appendix B t o  IMC 1 2 4 5 ,  the  
qual i f i -cat ion  j ourn a l s ,  has 
been drafted by TTD and w i l l  be 
i s sued for formal comment in 
March 1 9 9 7 . No ma j or revi sions 
have been made to  the qua l i f i ca­
t i o n  j o u r n a l s .  N e w  
qua l i fi cat i on j ournal s f o r  t he 
t h r e e  n e w  i n s p e c t o r  
c l as s i f i cat ions  have been added,  
with  mi nor updat ing  for the 
remainde r of t he qua l i f i cat ion 
j ournal s . 

I t  i s  the goa l  o f  NRR, with  
these new  changes t o  IMC 1 2 4 5  
and it s appendi ces , t o  ensure 
t hat al l personne l who perform 
inspect ions a re qua l i f i ed u n-de r  
a n  inspector c l a s s i fi cat i on . 

For  more i n f o rmat ion on IMC 
1 2 4 5 ,  cont act Gerald  K l i ng l e r  
via  e-ma i l  ( GRKl ) or  b y  call ing 
( 3 0 1 ) 4 1 5-3 0 7 7 .  
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Millstone Lessons Learned 

Background 

I n  Novembe r 1 9 9 5 ,  the  Chai rman 
a sked t he staff  t o  prepare a 
report on  t h e  lessons  that could 
b e  learned from t he s it uation  
a r i s ing  f rom M i l l st o ne ' s 
r e f u e l i n g p r a c t i c e s . 
Speci f ic a l l y ,  she a s k e d  t h e  
s t a f f  t o  "expl ore whether 
exi s t in g  ove rs i ght  processes  
need improvement or n ew 
processes need t o  be devel oped 
whi ch would h a ve produced 
earl i er NRC recogni t i on of and 
a ct i on on Mi l l st one  Un i t  1 
noncompl i ance wi th i t s  FSAR . " 

The s t a f f  unde rt ook  the review 
i n  two part s . I n  P a rt 1 ,  the  
s t a f f  revi ewed the resu lts  f rom 
other NRC reviews , inspect i ons , 
and inves tigations . It  made 
recommendat i on s  t o  imp rove 
s ev e r a l  age n cy ove r s i ght 
p r o c e s s e s : l i c e n s i n g , 
i n s p e c t i o n ,  e n f o r c e m e n t , 
l i censee  rep o rt ing ,  management 
overs ight o f  NRC proces se s ,  and 
li cense renewal . The s t a f f  al s o  
rai s ed  s everal que s tions  o f  
po l i cy r e l at ed t o  l icens ing 
ba s i s ,  de-s ign base s ,  FSARs , and 
1 0  CFR 5 0 . 5 9 .  " Mi l l s tone 
Le s s ons Learned T a s k  Group 
Rep o rt Part 1 :  Review and F ind­
i ngs " was  i s sued in  September  
1 9 9 6  and is  a pub l i c l y  ava i l ab l e  
do cument . 

I n  Februa ry 1 9 9 7 ,  the s t a f f  sent 
t o  the C ommi s s ion  the " Mi l l s tone 
Le s s ons Learned Report Part 2 :  
P o l i cy I s sue s "  and a s s o c i at ed 
Commi s s ion  pape r ,  SECY- 9 7 -0 3 6 . 
A Commi s s i on meeting  was he ld on  
February 1 9 ,  1 9 9 7 ,  at whi ch t ime 
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both do cument s were 
publ icly  available . 

made 

Lessons Learned, Part 2 

For  P a r t  2 ,  agency senior  
m a n a ge r s  r e - v i e w e d  t h e  
recommendat ions  and  po l i cy 
quest i o n s  f rom P a rt 1 t o  make 
further recommendat ions  for  t he 
Commi s s i on ' s cons iderat ion . The 
Part 2 report de - s c r ibed the 
var ious  NRC processes  t hat 
relate  t o  the NRC ' s  regu l at io n  
and ove r s i ght o f  nuclear power 
react o r s  and how t h o s e  proce s s e s  
provide reasonable  as surance f o r  
t he i r  s a f e  operat i on . The 
di s cus s ion  is based  on  re-views 
and a n a l y s e s  p e r f o rmed f o r  p rom­
u l gat ion  o f  t he l i cense  renewa l 
rul e ,  1 0  CFR P art 5 4 . 

A s h o rt des c r ipt i o n  o f  the 
problems i dent i fied by the 
agency at Mil lstone ,  Maine 
Yankee , and o t he r  plants f o l ­
l owed t h e  di scus s i on o f  t h e  
age n cy proce s se s . T h e  problems 
were pre-sented from t he 
perspect ive o f  the de f init ion  o f  
"curren t l i cen sing basi s " i n  1 0  
CFR P a rt 5 4 . The ad h o c  
catego r i es for  current li cens ing 
ba s i s  in  t he Part 54  de f init ion  
are : ru les  and regu l at ions , 
l i cense  and te chn i c a l  speci f i ca­
t i ons , F SAR and requi red pro­
gram p l an s , and o t h e r  
commitment s .  The report furt h e r  
del i neated between c om-mitment s 
made in respon s e  t o  noti ces  o f  
v i olat ion  and other  c ommitment s .  

The report then presented a 
s e r i e s  o f  act ions  t he agency can 
and has t aken that addre s s  t he 
problems i dent i fied i n  the 
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report . The act ions  a re d i s­
cu ssed  in  t h ree broad a re a s ,  
whi ch represent the areas o f  
po l i cy that the Commi ss ion needs 
to con s i de r : l i ce n s ing  b a s i s  
( the broadest  a re a  that en-
compasses  the other two areas ) , 
de s i gn bases  ( wh i ch are  defined 
i n  P a rt 5 0  and requ i red to  be in 
the FSAR) , and F SARs ( wh i ch 
represent a large part o f  t he 
li censing bas i s ) . The act ions  
were  further  catego r i zed a s  
short-term a n d  l ong-term .  

Short-Term Actions 

The s ho rt - t e rm a ct i o n s  were 
those t hat the agency can t a k e ,  
and in  some c a s e s  has al ready 
taken,  t hat do not requ i re 
Comm i s s ion  approval . The 
a c t i o n s  a re a l so forward 
looking . That i s ,  they change 
the way we and l icensees  do 
bu s iness  f o r  future a ct io n s , but 
do not addres s  the l arge vo lume 
o f  inf  or-mat ion a l re ady in  
docket fi les . 

The short-term a c t i o n s  i n c luded : 
( 1 )  h a v i n g l i c e n s e e s  
spe c i fically  ident i fy l icensing 
bas i s  commitments and des ign 
b a s e s  in future s ubmi tt a l s ,  ( 2 ) 
t r a c k - i n g  a n d  v e r i f y i n g  
commitment s made as  part of  
l i ce n s i ng a ct ion s ,  ( 3 )  con t i n­
u i ng our des i gn i nspe ct ions  and 
ve ri f-icat i on of  F SARs through 
inspect i o n ,  
( 4 )  c l a r i fy ing how w e  e xpect 
l i censee s to  imp l ement  the F SAR 
update rule ( 5 0 . 7 l ( e ) ) ,  and ( 5 )  
cont inuing t o  implement the 
a ct ions  on t he proce ss  im­
provement plan  deve loped by t he 
As- s ociat e Di rect o r  for P r o j ect s 
in NRR . 

Long-Term Actions 
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The long-term act i ons  are tho s e  
that m o s t  dire c t l y  re lat e t o  
age ncy po l i cy and genera l ly deal 
with rulemaking ; e ither c hanging 
exi sting rules  or  c reat ing new 
requ i rement s .  The l ong-t erm 
act i o n s  a l s o  are  the rea rward 
loo king actions that could  
impose  new requ i rements on 
exi st ing i n format i o n  i n  docket 
f i l e s  and, theref ore , wou l d  have 
t he l arge s t  e f fects  on  
l i censee s . 
These a c t i o n s  i n clude : ( 1 )  
recons ide r ing a def i n i t ion  i n  
Part 5 0  fo r " c urrent li censing 
bas is " and whether l i- censees  or  
the NRC shou l d  comp i le it , ( 2 )  
r e c o n s i de r i n g  e s t ab l i s h i n g  
regulatory cont rols for com­
mitment s not now control led by  
regu la t i on s ,  ( 3 )  re cons idering  
new requ i rements  f rom the po l i cy 
statement on the adequacy and 
ava i l ab i l ity  of des ign bases , 
( 4 )  re-qui r ing l i censees  t o  
ident i fy des ign bases  not w it h i n  
t he i r  FSARs and incorporat e  t hem 
int o the FSARs , and ( 5 )  revis ing 
Regu l a t o ry Gu i de 1 . 7 0 ( standard 
format and content  of F SARs ) t o  
include FSAR updates . 

In  the p aper ,  the s t a f f  advised  
the Commi ss ion  t h at t he l o ng­
term act i ons  may not meet the 
r e g u l a t o r y  t h r e s h o l d s  
e s t ab l i shed i n  1 0  CFR 5 0 . 1 0 9  for  
b a c k - f i t t i n g  requi reme n t s .  
There fo re , fur-ther analyses  may 
find  t hat spec i f i c  act ions may 
not produce a s i gn i f i ca nt 
increase  in  pub l i c  hea lth  and 
safety i f  the Commi ss ion 
e ndorsed pursuing the l ong-te rm 
a c t i o n s . 

The e ffects o f  the prop os ed 
act i ons  on agency re sources was 
an  import ant con- ce rn to  the 
age ncy managers  who p a rt i ­
c ipated i n  deve l op ing t he Part 2 
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re-p o rt . Al though the  report 
did not i n cl ude a det a i le d  
ana l y s i s  o f  re-sources , it  
recogni z ed that adding respons i­
b i l it ies  and redi re ct ing  staff  
e f fo rt s  could  adver s e ly a f fe ct 
the focus on  safety fo r certain 
groups of  employees such as  
i n spectors  and p ro j ect  managers . 

Staff Recommendations 

The s t a f f  recommended that : ( 1 )  
the Commi ss ion  approve the 
s t a f f ' s  ove ra l l  app roach of 
using the short-term ac-t ions  to 
deve l op addit ional informa-tion 
and  i n s i ght s be fore proceeding 
with  the long-term a ct i o n s ,  ( 2 )  

the Commi s s ion  di rect the staff  
to  con-tinue implement ing the  
short -t erm act ions  i n  each  of  
the  a re a s  of  l i ce n s - i n g  bas i s ,  
de s i gn bas es , and F SARs , and ( 3 )  
the Commi s s ion  di rect the staff  
t o  deve lop a coordi nated,  i nt e­
grate d  act ion  plan  that 
cons i ders  toget h e r  a l l  of the 
long-term act ions  fol lowing 
addit i o n a l  st a f f  review . 

The po l i cy i s sues di s cu s s ed in  
the  Part 2 report are di rect ly 
l i nked to  i s sues  on  impl ement ing 
1 0  CFR 5 0 . 5 9 ,  whi ch a re 
di s cu s s ed in  a s eparate Com­
mi s s ion pap e r ,  SECY- 9 7 - 0 3 5 . At 
the F eb ruary 1 9  Commi s s i on 
meet i n g ,  t h e  C ommi s s i on 
indi cated that it would addre s s  
the broad  po l i cy is sues  fo l­
lowi ng  a meet ing  on  10  CFR 5 0 . 5 9 
b e c a u s e o f t h e 
interre l at i onships . The meeting 
fo r SECY- 9 7 - 0 3 5  was held Marc h  
1 0 ,  1 9 9 7 . 

F o r  more information on thi s  
topi c ,  contact S t even Stein  via 
e-ma i l  ( SRS ) o r  by ca l l ing  ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5- 1 2 9 6 . 
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PRA Applications Corner 

Thi s  port ion of the news lette r 
i s  devoted to  sharing inspection 
exp e r - i ence  gained u s ing 
P robabi l i s t i c  Ri sk As s e s sment 
( P RA )  concept s and met hods . It 
is intended to  be  an inspe ct ors ' 
fo rum for both p o s i t ive and 
negat ive experi ences  with  PRA . 

Inputs are wel come , and s hould 
b e  submitted to Dougl as Coe via 
e-ma i l  ( DHC )  o r  by ca l l ing  ( 3 0 1 )  
4 1 5- 1 2 4 4 . 

M a i n t e n a n c e  R u l e  
Inspection Findings 

He re are s ome recent Maintenance 
Rul e  inspe ct ion  findings whi c h  
might help in  your own 
i n spect ion  a ct ivit i e s : 
(not e :  see rel a t ed a rt i cl e  
en t i t l ed "Ma i n t enance R u l e  
Inspect i on s " )  

Plant ope rators  and maintenance 
sched-ulers  u s e d  a r i s k  
a s s e s sment mat r i x  to  s chedu l e  
on-l ine prevent ive maint en-ance , 
but mi stakenly bel ieved that the 
mat rix included a l l  PRA ri sk  
s igni f i - cant S SC s . Act ua l ly ,  
the r i s k  mat r i x  i n c l uded o n l y  1 2  
o f  the 4 4  PRA risk  s igni fi cant 
systems . This l ack of 
understanding  o f  the l imitat ions  
of  the mat r i x  cont r ibuted to  
underesti-mating t he ri sk  
a s s o c iate d with  cer-tain  
equ ipment out -of-servi ce config­
u rat ion s . L i censee PRA 
spe c i a l i s t s  were not act i vely  
involved in this  de ci sion 
proce s s . 

S y s t em performance monitoring 
crit eria were not always 
consi stent wit h the rel iabi l ity 

Reactor Inspe ct ion Program News letter 

1 5  

a s s umpt ions  made by the PRA, 
such as reactor p r otect ion 
s ystem performance whi ch would  
be cons i dered sat i s factory with  
up to  two maint e-nance 
preventable  func t i onal fai lures 
( MPFF s )  per 1 2  month pe ri od . I n  
fact , no fai l u res  o f  t he RP S 
s hould have been allowed . 

S ome r i sk - s i gn i f i cant systems 
did not have any performan ce 
c riteria  e stab- l i s hed . Other 
s y s t em s  h a d  i n a d e qu a t e  
per fo rman ce criteri a ,  such a s  
reactor coo lant system code 
safety valves a s s i gned a 
c r i t eria  o f  less  than two 
unp l anned power redu ct i ons  
greater  than 1 0 %  and n o  MPF F s  
within  3 6  months ,  which doe s  not 
monitor  for set-p oint dri ft . 

Other weaknes s e s  inc luded 
fai lure to  use  the most  recent 
PRA to  perform the risk  ranking , 
not u s i ng PRA i ns ights to  
develop funct ion a l  equ i pment 
groups used  by  maint enance 
s chedu l e r s ,  and n ot obtaining 
management approval a s  requ i red 
by l i censee  i ns t ruct i on s  for 
highe r r i s k  configurat i ons  of  
equip-ment out -of-service . 

-- contributed by Peter Wi l son 
( e -ma i 1 P RW 1 ) , ( 3 0 1 ) 4 15 -

1 1 1 4 . 

Overcoming Prejudice 

" Th e  goal  of sci ence i s  not  the  
revel -a t i on of  un i versal  t ru t h ,  
whi ch in  any cas e  i s  h idden from 
us in the  quan t um sha dows . 
Ra ther, t h e  modest but  re ­
l en t l ess goal  of s ci ence i s  the  
grad-u a l  removal o f  pre j u di ces . " 
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Thus wrote D r . Nie l s  Bohr in  
1 9 5 8 . I t s  under lying  t ruth  i s  
j u s t  a s  relevant to  PRA as  it  i s  
t o  s c i ent i fi c  inqui ry in 
genera l .  The goa l of P RA cannot 
be t o  c a l cu late an abs o lute r i sk 
numb e r ;  i t s  re sults carry 
probabili s t i c  uncer-tainty  just  
a s  doe s  quantum phys ics . 

In  my view,  the modest but 
relent l e s s  goal of PRA is the 
gradu a l  remova l of the p re j ud i ce 
i n  how and where we look for  
plant safety is sues  and how we 
as- s e s s  their  s igni f i cance . Our 
i n spec-t ions  are  nat u r a l l y  
bi ased  by ou r i n-dividu a l  
backgrounds , what we know o r  
don ' t  know, and what has given 
us past  succes s .  Extending our  
thinking  be-yond these biases  
involves cont inuous learning,  
whi c h  can be aided by unde r­
standi ng  a p lant PRA .  
F o r  examp l e ,  cons ider the 
fo l lowing s ituational que st ions  
and responses :  

At  i ts bes t ,  PRA i s  a team 
effort t o  iden t i fy many 
di fferen t core mel t a cci den t 
sequences, and to det ermine  
whi ch o f  th ese is  more l ikely to  
occur . Howe ver, wi l l  a mul t i ­
di scip-l i n a ry t eam of analyst s, 
opera t ors, and engineers t h i nk 
of a l l  possible core damage 
sequen ces ? No , there are s imply 
too  many  p o s s ibi l itie s ,  whic h  i s  
why t radit i o n a l  s a fety analyses  
( F SARs ) take a " bound i n g "  
approach . 

Wi l l  they examine a cci den t 
sequences n ot consi dered by the  
l i censing safety analys i s ? Yes , 
fo r examp l e ,  PRAs are  not 
l imited t o  s in g l e  f a i lures . 

Coul d an inspect or i den t i fy 
equipmen t fai l ure modes or even 
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en t i re a cci den t sequences not  
con s i dered by th e PRA t eam ? 
Very  possibly ,  and i f  s o ,  it  may 
be possible  t o  gauge the s i gn i f ­
i ca n ce of  such  i n spect i o n  
f i ndings a g a i n s t  t he exist ing 
PRA analy s i s . 

Is the  PRA analysi s a ri gi d  
yards t i ck ?  N o ,  i n spectors  may 
even chal lenge im-portant 
a s s umpt i ons made in  a PRA and 
pot ent i a l l y  reveal  cert a i n  
systems , comp onent s , o r  operator  
act ions  as  mo re ( or l e s s ) 
imp ort ant than o rigin-a l l y  
t hought . 

Can an inspect or use PRA res ul t s  
t o  "l e verage " hi s o r  her own 
knowl edge of pl ant  des i gn and 
opera t i on wi th  t h a t  of t h e  
l i censee ' s  PRA t eam a n d  there ­
fore increase the chan ces for 
inspec-t i on findi n gs in  a reas of  
i n creased risk  s i gni fi cance ? 
Yes , and  such fi ndings c ou l d  
carry more weight ( i . e .  enhanced 
c re dib i l ity ) at  the exit  meet ing 
t abl e . 

Is every risk-ba sed inspect i on 
fin di n g  going  t o  be a regul a t ory 
vi ol a t i on ?  No , but r i s k  
ins i ght s c a n  he lp i dent i-fy  
areas where more intense  inspec­
t ions are  warrant ed . 
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Wh a t  i s  a ri sk insigh t ? A r i sk 
in-s i ght may be a s  s imp l e  as 
knowing that a P WR plant trip 
along with  loss  o f  al l AFW 
fo l l owed by a l o s s  o f  PORVs 
( l ack  o f  adequate  b l eed p a t h )  i s  
an important c o re damage 
sequence (probab i l i st i cal l y ) . 

How does an  inspector "get " 
these insi gh t s ? Bas i c  ri sk  
i n s i ght s ,  l ike the above , are  
o ften  be st obt a ined through 
d i s cu s s i on with PRA spe c i a l - i s t s  
( NRC or  l i censee ) fami l iar  with 
a spe c i f i c  p l ant . They s hould 
a lways be i n t egrated with 
knowledge of  Te ch Spec s , t he 
UF SAR, and plant des i gn and 
operation . In  all c a s e s ,  P RA 
i n s i ghts  should make sense  
be fore they a re rel ied upon . 

How can they h elp t o  focus an  
inspec-t i on ? I f  i n spect ions  
i d e n t i f y c o n c u r - r e n t  
de fi ciencies  with  s ys t ems , com­
ponent s ,  and/or  operator  act ions  
l i nk-ed by  imp o rtant  core damage 
sequences  ( e . g .  such as 
simultaneous is sues  with AFW , HP 
in j ection ,  and PORV ope rabi l­
ity ) , the ove ra l l  s ign i f ic a n ce 
o f  t he f i ndi ngs  can be 
increased . 

The gradua l remova l  o f  any type 
of p re j ud i ce a lways requ ires 
s igni fi cant e ffort to  l ook  at 
things di f fe rently than we 
n o rmal ly do . Whe n  inspect ing ,  
l ook  f o r  de f i ci e n c i e s  l i nked 
through important PRA a c c i dent 
s equence s ,  and seek to  
underst and  how i n spect i on 
f indings  might be r e l ated to  
each othe r through the P RA .  

Remember ,  PRA re s u l t s  do not 
provide "pat " answers  and  do not 
absolve us  from the nee d  to  
integrate a l l  other  ava i l ab l e  
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s ou rces  o f  in forma t i o n , but t hey 
can act  a s  a spri ngboard t o  ex­
pined our thinking and insight 
int o a plant ' s  de s ign and 
operat ion , and help us  i de nt i fy 
s ign i f i cant s a fety  i s sues . 

-- c ont r ibuted by  D ouglas Coe 
( e -mai l DHC ) , ( 3 0 1 ) 4 1 5 -

1 2 4 4 . 
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GAO Audit of Nuclear Reactor Oversight 

The Un ited States General Accounting Office 
(GAO) publ ished a report of the N RC's overs ight 
of the nuclear power industry i n  May 1 997 enti­
tled Nuclear Regulation :  Preventing Problem 
Plants Requi res More Effective NRG Action 
(GAO/RCE D-97-1 45) . The objectives of the 
review were to determ ine how the NRG (1 ) 
defines nuclear safety, (2) measures and mon i­
tors the safety condition of nuclear plants, and 
(3) uses its knowledge of  safety conditions to 
ensure the safety of nuclear plants. The review 
focused on three plants with long-standing 
h istories of uncorrected safety concerns ;  Salem , 
M i l lstone, and Cooper. 

GAO's F indi ngs and Conclusions 

The report concluded that there were a num­
ber of i nstances i n  which the NRG had not 
taken aggressive enforcement action nor 

held l icensees accountable for correcting thei r  
problems on a timely basis .  NRC's practice of 
giving l icensees extensive t ime to fix the i r  prob­
lems al lows n uclear plants to contin ue to operate 
and the problems to g row worse. F ines levied 
aga inst l icensees for violations of regulations 
often occu r long after problems are first identi­
fied . 

For the specific p lants examined ,  the GAO fou nd 
that the NRC forced the l icensees to cor-rect 
their problems only after they had voluntari ly shut 
down thei r  plants . I n  addition , by not evaluati ng 
the competency of l icensees' p lant management 
as part of the on-going i nspection process , the 
NRC is m issing an opportunity to act on the 
plant's safety performance problems at an early 
stage , when problems are easier and cheaper to 
add ress . F inal ly, the NRC's process to focus 
attention on those plants with decl i n ing safety 
performance ,  the Sen ior Management Meeti ng 
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(SMM ), needs substantial revisions to achieve its 
goal of an early warning tool .  

The GAO stated that by interven ing early and 
taking aggressive enforcement action when 
warranted, the NRC can prevent decl ines in 
nuclear plants '  long-term performance and better 
assu re itself that the p lants are meeting high 
safety standards .  Ensuring that l icensees fix 
their safety deficiencies promptly and have h igh­
qua l ity management in p lace is the key for the 
NRG to fulfi l l  its m ission of adequately protecting 
the publ ic's health and safety from the dangers 
inherent in  nuclear power p lants. 

GAO's Recommendations 

To enhance l icensees' accountabi l ity, the 
GAO recommended that the NRC develop 
strategies to more aggressively act on 

safety deficiencies when they are discovered . To 
achieve this goa l ,  the NRG shou ld : ( 1 ) requ ire 
inspection reports to fu l ly  document for a l l  plants 
the status of the l icensees' actions to address 
identified problems u nder NRC's corrective 
action requ i rements, including timetables for the 
completion of corrective actions and how the 
NRC wi l l  respond to nonconformances with 
p lanned act ions , (2)  make l icensees'  
responsiveness to identified problems a major 
feature of the information provided to the 
participants of the SMMs,  i ncluding how the NRC 
wil l respond if the problems go uncorrected , and 
(3) requ ire that the assessment of management's 
competency and performance be a mandatory 
component of the NRC's inspection process. 

Staff Response to GAO's Concerns 

The NRG expla ined in its response to the GAO 
that the p lants cited in the report were indeed 
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operating with adequate but reduced safety 
marg ins, but we had reasonable assurance that 
there was no undue risk  to pub l ic health and 
safety because of the bui lt-i n conservatism and 
protection afforded by the defense-in-depth 
ph i losophy. 

Regard ing the specific recommendations in the 
report, the staff agreed with the basic th rust of 
each and mentioned a number of actions under­
way which address some of the issues raised by 
the GAO. These actions included : ( 1 ) clarifica­
tions on the use of i nformation conta ined in the 
FSAR du ring inspections and requ i rements to 
update the FSAR, (2) clarification of responsib i l i­
ties and tra in ing requi rements for project manag­
ers ,  (3) p i loting a program to manage l icensee 
commitments wh ich a re rel ied upon for approval 
of l icensing actions by NRR. 

Enhancements have a lso been in itiated for the 
SMM process, includ ing (1 ) to use a template 
that provides add it ional structu re and d iscip l i ne 
to enhance the objectivity of the watchl ist p lant 
identification ,  (2) to more clearly define the safety 
performance attri buted used 

in the SMM p rocess ,  (3) to ensu re that each 
SMM plant performance assessment is based on 
standard criteria, and ( 4) to improve the rigor and 
order of the screening meetings (at which plants 
a re selected for SMM discuss ion) and the SM Ms. 

In the area of assess ing management compe­
tency, we agreed that l icensee management has 
a s ign ificant effect on p lant operations and 
safety, but this is a d ifficult area to quantify and 
assess. The staff intends to continue to work on 
the development of better tools to assist our 
assessment of management-related issues. 

GAO's comments on our response, and our 
response itself, are included in the appendix to 
the final report. Copies of this report may be 
obta ined by cal l ing the GAO at (202) 5 1 2-6000. 

Integrated Review of the NRC 

Assessment Process for Operating Reactors 

The N RC staff has begun an i nteg rated 
review of the various assessment pro­
cesses u sed to evaluate l icensees as out­

l i ned in Commiss ion paper SECY-97-1 22 dated 
June 6 ,  1 997. Th is review and evaluation wil l  
encompass a l l  processes from inspection report 
outputs to the senior management meeti ng 
(SMM), includ ing the p lant performance review 
(PPR) and systematic assessment of l icensee 
performance (SALP) p rocesses. The goal of the 
effort is to maxim ize the efficiency and objectivity 
of the overa l l  assessment process and to m in i­
m ize redundancy and subjectivity. This review 
wi l l  be integrated with other  ongoing efforts which 
a re cu rrently being developed , such as the 
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The review team assembled for this effort wi l l  be 
led by N RR with participation by each regional 
office and other headquarters offices .  The 
kickoff meeting is currently scheduled to be held 
in the Region I l l  office in Lisle , I l l inois , from 
September 29 to October 1 ,  1 997. 

Thoughts and suggestions on improvi ng the 
assessment process are welcome and should be 
forwarded to the review team through one of the 
fol lowing primary points of contact: Dave 
Gamberon i ,  NRR; Tim Frye, NRR; Larry 
N icholson ,  Reg ion I ;  Mark Lesser, Reg ion 1 1 ,  
Bruce Burgess ,  Region I l l ;  and B i l l  Johnson ,  
Region IV. Updates on the progress of this 
review and assessment wi l l  be presented i n  
future editions of th i s  newsletter .  
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Senior Management Meeting 

Process Improvements 

The Commission has issued severa l staff re­
qu irements memoranda (SRM) d i rected 
toward improvi ng the credib i l ity, scrutab i l ity, 

and consistency of the SMM. I n  June of 1 996, 
the Commission d i rected the staff to assess the 
SMM process and evaluate the development of 
indicators that could provide a basis for j udg ing 
whether a plant should be placed on or deleted 
from the watch l ist. I n  res ponse to this request, 
the staff contracted with Arthur Andersen Con­
sult ing to do an assessment of the SMM process. 

Arthu r  Andersen issued their report on December 
30, 1 996 , and the staff briefed the Commission 
of the results on February 1 8, 1 997. Concerns 
with the SMM process i ncluded but were not 
l im ited to: ( 1 ) the subjectiveness of the process, 
(2) the rel iance on lagging i nd icators i n  the 
decision process, (3) the i nformation for making 
performance as-sessments was inconsistent, 
and (4) the presentation of information was not 
balanced and structured . 

Fol lowing the b riefing , the Commission issued an 
SRM requiring the staff to submit recommenda­
tions for improvements to the SMM pro-cess, 
includ ing its p lans to address the recommenda­
tions of the Arthur Andersen report. The staff 
repl ied to the Commiss ion request by issu ing 
SECY-97-072 on April 2, 1 997.  

The current process at a glance: 

The sen ior management meeting (SMM) 
continues to be an important aspect of the 
NRG process for eval uating l icensee per­

formance. SMMs are held approximately every 
six months to review l icensees' individual perfor­
mance on a national basis and bring to the 
attention of the h ighest level of NRG manage-
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ment those p lants whose operational safety 
performance is of most concern . The SMM 
process is descri bed in NRG Management 
Directive 8 . 1 4 ,  "Sen ior Management Meeting." 
The three key elements of the process are 
d iscussed below: 

( 1 ) Screen ing Meeting - Within approximately two 
months of the SMM a screen ing meeting is held 
to decide which plants are to be d iscussed at the 
SMM.  The screening meetings,  which last about 
eight hours per reg ion , a re attended by each 
reg ions' Regional Administrator (RA), the Di rec­
tor NRR,  and other senior mangers. I nformation 
from the latest Plant Performance Reviews 
(PPRs), Plant Issues Matrix (PIMs) ,  perfor­
mance trends, and enforcement history are 
d iscussed with emphasis on adverse trends and 
the effectiveness of l icensee self-assessments. 

(2) SMM - At the SMM, the Di rector of NRR 
faci l itates p lant performance d iscussions and 
assu res that the relevant views of al l  participants 
a re el icited and considered in the decision pro­
cess. From the review of performance informa­
tion for ind ividua l  p lants, sen ior managers may 
take actions such as p lacing or removing p lants 
from the watch l ist or issu ing trending letters. 

(3) Commission Briefing - Fol lowing the SMM the 
staff b riefs the Commission on the SMM resu lts 
in a pub l ic meeting . 

What the future holds: 

M 
any changes have a l ready taken place to 
improve the SMM process. At the April 
1 997 screen ing meetings, PPR summa­

ries , P IMs ,  enforcement summaries, AEOD 
performance ind icator trend charts, Arthur  
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Andersen trend plots, and economic i nd icators 
were provided to a l l  participants .  I n  add ition ,  
Management Directive 8 . 1 4, which was issued in  
March 1 997, i ncl uded the use of a "plant perfor­
mance template ." The template was designed to 
p rovide a consistent set of categories for assess­
ing plant performance .  Pro/con charts that 
summarize faci l ity performance information in 
terms of reasons for and aga inst taking action on 
a facil ity were first used at the January 1 997 
SMM. The pro/con charts are now being struc­
tured u sing the five assessment categories found 
in the plant performance template . 

Other in itiatives that a re cu rrently under devel­
opment by AEOD i nclude: (1 ) uti l ization of perfor­
mance ind icators for the development of a val i­
dated trending methodology (trend plots) to 
identify candidate p lants for d iscussion at the 
SMM,  (2) improvement in the exist ing p lant 
performance template to provide a structure for 
future p lant evaluations ,  (3) defi n ing a 

set of objective criteria associated with the 
template categories, (4) developing a process to 
assess leading ind icators, such as management 
and operational effectiveness , and (5) identifying 
a set of economic indicators. 

The staff p lans to have pre l iminary sets of the 
revised template, criteria , and ind icators ava i l­
able for the next SMM screening meetings, 
schedu led for late October and early November 
1 997. The next SMM is schedu led for January 6 
& 7,  1 998 in Reg ion I I .  I nformation regarding the 
latest SMM (June 1 997) can be fou nd in the 
News and I nformation window of the NRC exter­
nal  Home Page under "Documents : Watch List . "  
For more information on the SMM p rocess and 
related improvements, contact Donald Taylor via 
e-mai l  (ORT) or by cal l ing (30 1 ) 41 5-84 72. 

Public Release of the Plant Issues Matrix 

The Plant Issues Matrix (PIM)  is a concise 
chronolog ica l  l isti ng of i nspection findings 
and issues at a s ite , serving as a useful tool 

d u ring the plant performance review (PPR), 
sen ior management meeti ng (SMM), and sys­
tematic assessment of l icensee performance 
(SALP) processes. The P IM  is also avai lable to 
the staff to help prepare for inspections and as­
sess l icensee performance trends .  

I n  an August 1 997 memorandum  to the Commis­
sion ,  the staff provided its plans for making the 
PIM a lso avai lable to l icensees and the publ ic. 
Fol lowing the Spring 1 998 PPR meetings, P IMs 
wi l l  be i ncluded as an attachment to the PPR 
letters issued to each l icensee 

every six months .  The first publ icly-avai lab le 
Pl Ms should contain  information for a six month 
time period (September 1 997 - February 1 998) 
and should only inc lude items previously dock­
eted such as N RC inspection reports , l icensee 
event reports, etc. Subsequent P IMs that a re 
released wi l l  contain  additional information ,  u p  to 
a maximum of 1 8  months of data . To min imize 
the review and revision effort prior to releasing 
the PIM, information incl uded in  the PIM beg in­
n ing September 1 997 shou ld meet the standard 
for publ ic release. Uti l izing the gu idance in I n­
spection Manual  Chapter 0304 , "Plant Perfor­
mance Reviews," wil l  aid in  achieving P IM  con­
sistency. 

PRA Appl ications Corner 
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This portion of the newsletter is devoted to 
shar ing i nspection experience gained using 
Probabi l istic Risk Assessment (PRA) con­

cepts and methods. It is intended to be an 
inspectors' forum for both posit ive and negative 
experiences with PRA. 
"PRA Appl ications  Corner" wil l  not be featured i n  
th is issue , but wi l l  return as a standard feature i n  
future issues of  the newsletter. I nputs are wel­
come,  and should be subm itted to Doug las Coe 
via e-mai l  (DHC) or by cal l ing (30 1 ) 4 1 5-1 244 . 
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Inspector Success Stories 

The intent of this art icle is  to showcase and 
share notable i nspection experiences and find­
ings between offices, regions,  and i nspectors. 
The goal is to make th is article a regu lar  feature 
in  the newsletter, but this wil l not be possib le 
without consistent input and feedback from 
management and the i nspection staff. Please 
submit future nom inations for this article to Ron 
Frahm,  Jr via e-mai l  (RKF) or by cal l i ng  (30 1 )  
4 1 5-2986. 

Example 97-01 

As part of a review of the RHR system,  the 
inspector reviewed the l icensee's procedu res for 
transit ion from the injection mode to the cold leg 
recirculation mode fol lowing a loss of primary 
coolant. The review i ncluded Section 6 .3  of the 
UFSAR and EOP E-1 . 3 , "Transfer to Cold Leg 
Reci rculation . "  

The UFSAR described the changeover of ECCS 
from inject ion mode to reci rculation mode after a 
loss of primary coolant. It was described that 
u pon recei pt of the refuel ing water storage tank  
(RWST) low level alarm,  a signal was provided to 
tri p both RHR pumps .  The remai nder of the 
changeover sequence was accompl ished manu­
al ly by the operator from the control room .  The 
total t ime estimated in the UFSAR to perform th is 
evolution was 1 0  minutes (time avai lable before 
RWST reached the low-low level alarm was 
l isted as 22 min-utes) .  The inspector noted the 
staffs acceptance of the manual switchover was 
conditional in that it requ i red the l icensee to more 
ful ly automate the switchover process. The 
l icensee was unable to locate documentation 
regard ing any fu rther action on this matter. 

EOP E-1 .3  was the cu rrent implementing pro­
cedure for the transit ion of ECCS from the in­
jection mode to the cold leg reci rcu lation .  A 
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review of EOP E-1 .3  found that it d iffered in  
content and sequence from the procedure de­
scribed in the UFSAR. Review of the procedure 
h istory sheets, associated with the orig inal ver­
s ion of EOP E-1 .3  and its 1 4  subsequent revi­
sions,  indicated that eva luations of the changes 
were requ i red in accordance with 1 0  CFR 50.59, 
a lthough none had been performed . 

The s ignificance of the l icensee's fai lure to 
evaluate the changes against the l icensing ba-sis 
in the UFSAR is that several of the changes 
increased the time it wou ld take operators to 
complete the switchover from injection to 
recirculation fol lowing a LOCA. This reduced the 
time margin ava i lable before the ECCS pumps 
would lose suction from a low-low water level 
condition in the RWST (4% level). That time 
marg in was ,  in part ,  the basis for the NRC's 
acceptance of the manual switch-over procedure 
as documented in SSER 9 .  

The inspector questioned the l icensee on the 
impact of the changes to EOP E-1 .3 upon the 
times l isted in the UFSAR. The l icensee per­
formed a prompt operabi l ity assessment that 
evaluated the d ifferences between the UFSAR 
and EOP and analyzed the time ava i lable to the 
operator to complete the switchover. The 
evaluation noted that changes had been made 
which added steps to the EOP and changed the 
step sequence .  It was determ i ned that with the 
conservatisms in the UFSAR removed , it would 
take 1 6.2 minutes to empty the usable volume of 
the RWST fol lowing the automatic trip of the 
RHR pumps .  The l icensee noted that gas 
binding of the CCP, conta inment spray pumps, 
and safety injection pumps wou ld occu r if  the 
RWST were to empty before the transfer to cold 
leg recirculation was completed . Th is cond ition 
could potentia l ly damage the pumps and would 
necessitate venting of the pump's suction p ip ing.  
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This find ing was identified at D iablo Canyon by 
Scott Boynton . This is a good example of the 
importance of reviewi ng a safety related system 
and comparing exist ing procedu res and 
equi pment with what is descri bed in the p lant 
UFSAR. 

Reference i nspection report number50-275;323/ 
96-2 1 or contact Larry Yandel l  (e-mai l  LAY, (8 1 7) 
860-8 1 82) for more deta i ls  on this inspection 
finding .  

Example 97-02 

0 n October 1 0, 1 996, during performance 
of the 1ST procedure for the standby 
service water A loop quarterly pump and 

valve operabi l ity test, the inspectors noted that 
certa in steps requ ired the user to obta in  pump 
vibration readi ngs at  the locations ind icated on 
Attachment 4 for SSW Pumps 1 SWP-P2A and 
-P2C, respective ly. Attachment 4 to the 1ST 
procedu re provided a d rawing that requ ired the 
vibration readi ngs to be taken axially on top of 
the upper pump motor cover, u pper motor cover 
para l lel to the pump d ischarge flow, and upper 
motor cover orthogonal to the pump d ischarge 
flow. However, the eng ineers took the vibration 
data in three orthogonal d i rect ions on l ift ing lugs 
that were welded to the lower s ides of the motor 
cover. 

The i nspectors questioned why the eng ineers did 
not take the pump vib ration data at the locations 
shown in Attachment 4 of the 1ST procedu re.  
The operators d i recti ng the procedure stated that 
the vi bration data was taken on the motor l ift ing 
lugs for approximately 1 year, and the pump 
vibration data had been basel i ned at these new 
locations. However, the procedu re had not yet 
been revised to reflect the current practice. 

The inspectors reviewed the l icensee's locations 
of record ing vibration data actual ly used by the 
eng ineers during performance of the 1ST 
procedure.  The inspectors compared these 
locations for record ing v ibration to the 

Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter 
- 9 -

requ irements of the l icensee's 1ST prog ram.  The 
inspectors noted that the l icensee requested and 
received rel ief from the IWP sections of ASME 
Section XI but were approved to use 
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ASME/ANSI OMa-1 988 , Part 6 ,  " l nservice 
Testing of Pum ps i n  Light-Water Reactor Power 
Plants," for 1ST of safety-related pumps. Section 
4.6.4 of ASME/ ANSI OMa-1 988 requ i res, for 
vertical l ine shaft pumps ( i nclud ing Pum ps 
1 SWP-P2A and -P2G) ,  that the v ibration velocity 
be taken on the upper motor bearing housings i n  
th ree orthogonal d i rections with one  i n  the axial 
d i rection .  Because the l icensee was not taki ng 
vibration velocity read ings on the u pper motor 
bearing housings, the inspectors noted that the 
l icensee was not in compl iance with the 1ST pro­
gram.  The fai lure to com ply with the procedure 
and to properly implement the 1ST progra m  is a 
violation of TS 5.5.6.  

The i nspectors informed the 1ST engineers ,  who 
in itiated a condition report to enter th is issue into 
the l icensee's corrective action prog ram.  The 
l icensee's i nvestigation noted that vibration 
velocity readi ngs were taken in unapproved 
locations for fou r  add itional  SSW pumps and 
three fuel oi l  transfer pumps for the EDGs. 

The inspectors noted that p revious examples 
existed in which the l icensee's procedures for 
1ST were u nclear or incorrect for performance as 
d iscussed i n  a previous NRG i nspection report. 
I n  addition , two previous NRG i nspection reports 
described problems with drawings for taking 
pump vibration data. Therefore , the i nspectors 
concluded that the l icensee has not effectively 
corrected problems with 1ST procedu res. 

This find ing was identified at River Bend by Dave 
Proulx. Th is is a good 1ST progra m  find ing and 
an example of the benefits of reviewing l icensee 
procedu res before or duri ng the performance of 
a survei l lance activity and having a question ing 
attitude . 

Reference i nspection report number 50-458/96-
1 5(2) or contact Larry Yandel l  (e-mai l  LAY, (8 1 7) 
860-8 1 82) for more deta i ls  on th is inspection 
find ing .  
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Staff Attendance at Industry Meetings 

F
ield Policy Manual (FPM) No. 20 provides 
pol icy and gu idance for staff participation i n  
i ndustry-sponsored sem inars and techn ical 

conferences. I n  genera l ,  the staff should 
participate in i ndustry sem inars or techn ical 
conferences to facil itate pub l ic awareness and 
understandi ng of NRC programs, provided the 
seminar  or conference :  ( 1 ) Supports the ex­
change of information or education ,  (2) Perm its 
the NRC to demonstrate a position of leadership ,  
(3) Provides an opportunity for the staff to 
estab l ish  appropriate contacts, or (4) Discusses 
subjects where it wou ld be considered beneficial 
for the NRC mission to exh ib it regu latory i nterest. 

W hen determin ing whether or not to partici pate, 
the staff shou ld consider the fol lowing factors: 
a re sessions open to the publ ic? ;  do attendees 
represent a broad range of entities or interests?; 
is the agenda balanced and expected to present 
all of the important aspects of a part icu lar topic?; 
is there not predominance of a particular 
sponsor? ; and are the sessions not related to an 
associated vendor demonstration fair or  
exposit ion? 

Attendance at any sem inar or conference that 
does not meet al l  of these factors should be 
reviewed with management, up to the DEDR i n  
h igh ly  visible cases o r  where our attendance 
could be perceived as an endorsement of a 
particu lar position.  

The NRC genera lly should not participate in 
conferences where the primary purpose appears 
to be for the financial o r  business benefit of the 
sponsori ng entity or the conference is 
promotional  in content. S ince the NRC cannot 
control the subject matter d iscussed du ring an 
i n d us t ry-sponsored conference , i f  the 
d iscussions approach issues that m ight lead to a 
specific regu latory decision or action ,  and the 
meeting is closed to the publ ic, then the NRC 
attendee should leave the conference . 

Related gu idance on NRC-control led meetings 
can be fou nd in Management Directive 3.5, 
"Publ ic Attendance at Certain  Meetings I nvolving 
the NRC Staff." Specific questions on meeting 
attendance shou ld be directed to management. 

Recommending Third Party Assistance 

O
n occasion ,  l icensees ask i nspectors or 
other NRC employees for recommen­
dations for obta in ing assistance when 

attempting to solve programmatic problems. 
I nspectors are rem inded that they are not 
permitted to recommend the services of one or 
more people or organ izations for any project 
under NRC regu latory j u risdiction .  Federa l  
employees are proh ib ited under 5 CFR 2635.702 
from using 
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pub l ic office for endorsement of any product, 
service, or enterprise. I MC 251 5 is in the 
process of being revised to emphasize that third 
party assistance is strictly proh ibited .  

For additional NRC-specific gu idance, refer to 
EDO Field Pol icy Manual Number 1 9, "Gu idance 
for Recommend ing Thi rd Party Assistance to 
Licensees". 
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Enforcement Guidance : Severity Level IV 

Non-Cited Violations 

Enforcement Guidance Memo 97-01 2 

The Office of Enforcement (OE)  issued 
enforcement g u idance memorandum 
(EGM) 97-0 1 2 ,  "Additional Gu idance for 

Severity Level IV Non-Cited Violations (NCVs)," 
in June 1 997 to provide additional guidance on 
the use of NCVs for Severity Level IV violations. 
This gu idance addresses: 

( 1 ) Section VI I . B . 1 .a of the Enforcement Pol icy 
was modified by deleti ng the reference to 
identification through an event to clarify that use 
of the NCV discretion for Severity Level IV 
violations is not automatic if the vio lation is 
identified through a self-d isclosing event. 

(2) If a Severity Level IV violat ion is l icensee­
identified , corrected , and non-repetitive, treat­
ment as an NCV may be warranted . The new 
standard language to be u sed in inspection re­
ports for both non-wi l lful and wi l lfu l NCVs is 
intended to act as a rem inder to inspectors that 
Severity Level IV violations may be d ispositioned 
as NCVs provided that they are not repetitive 
issues. Section 05.04.a .3 of I MC 06 1 0, 
" I nspection Reports ," has been revised to 
incorporate the new standard language. 

(3) The expectation is that violations involvi ng 
potential programmatic issues not be disposi­
tioned as NCVs . Programmatic is used here to 
mean that broad corrective actions are needed to 
address the root cause, consistent with the 
current guidance in Section 6.3. 1 .3 of the 
Enforcement Manual .  

(4) Duration and prior opportun it ies to identify 
a re issues that are not normal ly considered i n  
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determ ining whether to d isposition a Severity 
Level IV violation as an NCV. However, where a 
long-sta nd i ng violation exists and clear 
opportun ities existed that indicate a current 
problem in identifying and preventing violations 
of a programmatic nature ,  it may be appropriate 
to cite the violation in an NOV. 

These issues wi l l  be addressed in  an upcoming 
Change Notice to the Enforcement Manual .  I n  
addition ,  EGM 97-0 1 2a ,  "Addendum to EGM 97-
0 1 2 on Severity Level IV NCVs,"  was issued later 
in June which included a flow chart to summarize 
the decisional points that should be considered 
in determ in ing whether a Severity Level IV viola­
tion should be d ispositioned as an NCV as wel l  
as a key to add ressing each decisional point. 

Additional Enforcement Gu idance 

A
dd itional recent enforcement gu idance 
memoranda related to the reactor 
inspection program include: 

♦ EGM 97-003 "Open Predecisional 
Enforcement Conferences, Commission 
Consultation ,  Risk Sign ificant Violations and 
Non-Cited Violations" 

♦ EGM 97-004 "Changes in  the 
Implementation of the Maintenance Rule 
Enforcement Review Panel" 

♦ EGM 97-008 "Recent Changes to the En­
forcement Pol icy" 

♦ EGM 97-0 1 1 "Consideration of Risk in  En­
forcement Actions" 

+ EGM 97-0 1 3 " Compl iance with Tech-nical 
Specification Limiting Conditions for 
Operation and Action Statements" 
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Copies of the EGMs, and other  enforcement 
guidance documents, are avai lable th rough the 
internet on the OE homepage through the 
internal or external NRC servers (location http: 
//www.nrc.gov/OE/rpr/oehome3. htm ). For more 
information on EGM 97-0 1 2  or related 
enforcement issues, p lease contact Renee 
Pedersen via e-ma i l  (RMP)  or by cal l i ng (30 1 ) 
4 1 5-2742. 
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Safety and Compl iance 

I 
n Staff Requ i rements Memorandum dated 
August 25, 1 997, the Commission approved 
the fol lowing d iscussion of safety and compl i-

ance . Th is gu idance wi l l  be incorpo rated in the 
Enforcement Pol icy, I nspection Manuals ,  and 
Project Managers Handbook. 

As commonly u nderstood , safety means freedom 
from exposure to danger, or protection from 
harm .  I n  a practical sense, an activity is deemed 
to be safe if the perceived risks a re j udged to be 
acceptable . The Atomic Energy Act of 1 954, as 
amended , establ ishes "adequate protection" as 
the standard of safety on which N RC regu lation 
is based . In the context of N RC regulation ,  
safety means avoid ing u ndue risk  or, stated 
another way, providing reasonable assurance of 
adequate protection for the pub l ic in connection 
with the use of sou rce , byproduct and specia l  
n uclear materials . 

The definition of compl iance is much s impler. 
Compl iance s imply means meeting appl icable 
regu latory requ irements. 

W hat is the nexus between compl iance and 
safety? 

( 1 ) Safety is  the fundamental regulatory 
objective , and compl iance with N RC requ ire­
ments plays a fundamental role i n  g iving the 
NRC confidence that safety is being mainta i ned . 
N RC requ i re ments ,  i nc lud i n g  techn ica l  
specifications, other l icense cond it ions, orders, 
and regulations,  have been designed to ensure 
adequate protection--wh ich corresponds to "no 
undue risk  to pub l ic health a nd safety"--through 
acceptable design ,  construction ,  operation ,  
ma i ntenance , mod if icat i o n ,  and qua l ity 
assurance measures. In the context of risk­
informed regulation ,  compl iance plays a very im­
portant role i n  ensuring that key assumptions 
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used in underlying risk and engineering analyses 
remain val id .  

(2) Adequate protection is presumptively 
assu red by compl iance with NRC requ i rements. 
Circumstances may arise, however, where new 
information reveals ,  for example , that an 
u nforeseen hazard exists or that there is a 
substantia l ly greater potential for a known hazard 
to occur. I n  such s ituations ,  the NRC has the 
statutory authority to require l icensee action 
above and beyond existing regu lations to 
mainta in  the level of protection necessary to 
avoid undue risk to publ ic health and safety. 

(3) The NRC has the authority to exercise 
d iscretion to permit continued operations-­
despite the existence of a noncompl iance--where 
the noncompl iance is not sign ificant from a risk 
perspective and does not, i n  the particular 
circumstances , pose an undue r isk to publ ic 
health and safety. When non-compl iances 
occur, the NRC must evaluate the degree of risk 
posed by that non-compl iance to determine if 
specific immediate action is requ i red . Where 
needed to ensure adequate protection of publ ic 
health and safety, the N RC may demand 
immediate l icensee action , up to and including a 
shutdown or cessation of l icensed activities. 

I n  addition ,  in determining the appropriate action 
to be taken ,  the NRC must evaluate the non­
compl iance both in terms of its d i rect safety and 
regu latory significance and by assessing whether 
it is part of a pattern of non-compl iance ( i .e . ,  the 
degree of pervasiveness) that can lead to the 
determination that l icensee control processes are 
no longer adequate to ensure protect ion of the 
publ ic health and safety. Based on the NRC's 
evaluation ,  the appropriate action could include 
refrain ing from taking any action, taking specific 
enforcement action,  issuing orders ,  or providing 
input to other regu latory actions or assessments, 
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such as i ncreased overs ight (e.g . ,  increased 
inspection). 

(4) W here requ i rements exist that the NRC 
concl udes have no safety benefit ,  the NRC can 
and should take action ,  as appropriate, to mod ify 
or remove such requ irements from the 
regu lations or l icenses. Requ i rements that are 
duplicative, unnecessary, or u nnecessari ly bur­
densome can actual ly have a negative safety 
impact. They also can tend to create an 
inappropriate NRC and l icensee focus on "safety 
ve rsus  comp l ia nce" debates . As the 
Commission states in its Pri nci ples of Good 
Regulation , "There should be a clear nexus 
between regulations and agency goa ls and 
objectives, whether expl icitly or impl icitly stated ." 

(5) S ince some requ irements are more important 
to safety than others ,  the Commission should 
use a risk-informed approach wherever possib le 
when add ing , removi ng ,  or mod ifying NRC 
regu lations,  as wel l as when applying 

NRC resources to the oversight of l icensed 
activities (th is includes enforcement). Based on 
the accumu lation of operating experience and 
the increasing sophistication of risk analysis ,  the 
NRC should cont inue to refine its regu latory 
approach in a manner that enhances and 
reaffi rms our fundamental safety objective . 

These princip les attempt to describe the nexus 
between compl iance and safety. The 
m isperception that compl iance and safety a re 
somehow incompatible or u n re lated arises when 
the pr incip les just outl ined are not understood or 
a re wrongly appl ied . When understood and ap­
plied correctly, the result shou ld be a consistent, 
cred ib le regulatory approach--as appl ied to 
l icensing , inspection ,  enforcement, performance 
assessment processes, and ru lemaking .  

I P  71707 Revision Status 

I 
nspection Procedure ( IP)  7 1 707 has been sig­
nificantly revised and reformatted , and is 
scheduled for release in mid September. Th is 

revision is to be implemented at the start of the 
first new inspection period after October 1 ,  1 997. 

The revis ion captu red some of the M i l lstone 
Lessons-Learned items includ ing emphasis on 
FSAR and 1 0  CFR 50.59 reviews as wel l  as use 
of the PRA/IPE results. I nspection for operator 
work-arounds, and observation of auxi l iary 
operator activities and s imulator tra in ing of 
control room operators are new requ i rements 
added to the procedure .  The gu idance sections 
have been streamli ned with most of the genera l  
guidance deleted i n  th is revision .  Maintenance 
Rule related i nspection requ irements are deleted 
as they are incorporated in IP  62707. Also 
deleted are the separate sections on outage 
inspection that is now add ressed via a genera l  
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requ i rement to choose inspection samples based 
on the mode of 
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plant operation .  Most of the specific references 
to plant systems are deleted in favor of 
inspection sample selection based on safety and 
risk s ign ificance of ongoi ng activit ies, structures, 
systems and components , and mode of p lant 
operation .  

The draft revision of the procedure was reviewed 
by the reg ions, and was appl ied at fou r  s ites ,  one 
at each region ,  by the resident i nspectors for an 
entire i nspection period . Lessons-learned from 
the pi lot appl ication and reg ional review were 
incorporated i nto this revis ion . Appendix A to I P  
25 1 5  has also been revised to reflect increased 
a l located i nspection hou rs for I P  7 1 707. 
Although tra in ing has occu rred on the revised 
procedu re,  addit ional tra in ing wil l be provided as 
requested by regional and resident staff. 

For more i nformation on the revisions to I P  
7 1 707, contact Maitri Banerjee via e-mai l  (MXB) 
or by cal l i ng (301 ) 4 1 5-2277. 
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Reactor Inspection Program 

NEWSLETTER 

Issue 98-01 

T
he Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter 
provides a forum to communicate current in­
spection program issues and activities to the 

reactor inspection staff. The intent is to ensure that 
inspectors are aware of current program direction, 
management expectations, inspection trends, pro­
gram and policy changes, and lessons learned. 
Another important objective of this newsletter is to 
share useful inspection information between offices, 
regions, and inspectors to promote efficient and 
consistent inspection activities. 

The current issue of the newsletter, as well as previ­
ous issues, is available to all N RC employees through 
the R:\NEWSL TTR directory. This issue is the first to 
be formatted solely in Word Perfect 6. 1 for Windows 
and is best viewed using the "margin-width" zoom 
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option or after printing. Those files without a ".wpd" 
suffix are formatted in WordPerfect 5 . 1  and are best 
viewed after printing. Hard copies of this newsletter 
have also been distributed to each NRC resident 
inspector's office. In addition,  our goal is to make the 
newsletters available on-line via the NRR home page 
within the next few months. 

The NRR Inspection Program Branch (PIPB) pre­
pares this newsletter on an as-needed basis. Com­
ments, recommendations, or proposed topics or 
articles are encouraged and appreciated. Please 
direct them to Ronald Frahm, Jr. via e-mail (RKF) or 
by calling (30 1 )  41 5-2986. 

I nside this Newsletter . • • 

"Performance-Based" Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Resident Demographics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

Suspension of the 5-Year Relocation Policy . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

Guidance to Ensure PIM Consistency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

Whatever Happened to the JTA ?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Cancellation of the SRI Counterpart Meeting . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Inspector Success Stories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 

PRA Applications Comer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 O 

-------------------------------------·----------------·---------------------------



"Performance-Based" Discussion 

Background 

T
he concept of performance-based inspection 
was first introduced to the NRC staff in 1 987 
with SECY-87-220, "Assurance of Quality, "  and 

temporary instruction (Tl) 251 5/78, " Inspection of 
Quality Verification Functions." NUREG/CR-5 1 5 1 ,  
"Performance-Based Inspections ,"  was issued i n  
1 988 t o  further describe the inspection approach and 
its implementation, and to introduce the training 
course "Inspecting for Performance." 

In late 1 995, the Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) conducted an audit of the NRC's operating 
reactor inspection program. The OIG found, in part, 
that although NRC's policy prescribes that inspectors 
use direct observation and focus on issues with 
greater safety significance, inspectors and supervi­
sors lacked a clear concept of how to do this. The 
staff took several actions to address the OIG's 
findings, including: (1 ) rewriting IMC 251 5  and IMC 
061 0,  (2) developing the "Field Techniques and 
Regulatory Processes" course, and (3) reemphasiz­
ing the performance-based inspection approach to 
the inspection staff through this newsletter (reference 
the "Performance-Based Inspection" article in issue 
95-01 ) and the inspector counterpart meetings. 

In March 1 997, the Commission issued an SRM 
requesting that the staff ensure that inspection 
guidance and training were consistent on how to 
inspect for performance, and that the distinction 
between inspecting for performance and inspecting 
against a performance-based rule is understood by 
inspectors. The staff's response was presented in 
SECY-97-231 dated October 8, 1 997. In general, the 
staff found that the inspection guidance and training 
were consistent, but additional actions were taken to 
clarify management's expectations for performance­
based inspection and inspecting against a perform­
ance-based rule, including :  (1 ) revising the " Inspect­
ing for Performance" course, (2) making the "Field 
Techniques and Regulatory Processes" course an  
IMC 1 245 inspector qualification requirement , and 
(3) providing a clarifying discussion in a future news­
letter a rticle . . . 
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Discussion 

T
he intent of NRC performance-based inspec­
tions is to concentrate on licensee activities that 
most significantly affect plant safety. IMC 061 O 

provides a concise working definition for 
performance-based inspection; "inspection that 
focuses on issues of safety and reliability, with an  
emphasis on field observation rather than in-office 
procedural record reviews." The inspections typically 
start by observing work activities ,  and then discrepan­
cies or uncertainties lead inspectors to other areas, 
such as quality verification, training adequacy, and 
procedural controls. This inspection approach 
departed from past NRC inspection practices (pre 
1 987) which emphasized documentation and program 
review as a means to measure operational safety (a 
more compliance-based approach). 

Once the licensee's program and documentation 
structure have been established and accepted, the 
licensee's ability to perform program activities safely 
and reliably becomes the principal concern . 
Performance-based inspection tends to focus more 
on results (i.e. , does the valve work?) than on pro­
cess (i .e., was the procedure adequate?). Perfor­
mance problems then lead inspectors into evaluating 
root causes and potential programmatic issues. 

Unlike the traditional prescriptive NRC rules , a 
performance-based rule (i.e., the maintenance rule) 
describes the general processes to be followed and 
the results expected by licensees. This approach 
gives licensees greater flexibility in developing and 
adjusting implementation activities to most efficiently 
utilize and/or merge with their existing programs and 
policies, allowing them to concentrate their resources 
on the most safety significant issues. 

Regardless of whether a rule is performance based 
or prescriptive in nature, the preferred method of 
inspection is performance based. In order to effec­
tively inspect against a performance-based rule, you 
must first verify that a comprehensive program is in 
place and is being implemented to ensure that 
performance can be evaluated. Once the program 
has been baselined ,  subsequent inspections should 
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be more performance based in nature. 

Available Guidance and Train ing 

S ubstantial gu idance and train ing are avai lable 
and recommended for those inspectors , super­
visors ,  and other N RC staff who would l ike to 

clarify their understanding of th is important inspection 
phi losophy. 

Formal Inspection Guidance. The following gu idance 
exists in the NRC I nspection Manual : 

♦ IMC 251 5  establ ishes the pol icy for the reactor 
inspection program and emphasizes the use of 
performance-based inspection techniques. 

♦ Relevant inspection procedu res incorporate the 
performance-based approach into the inspection 
process ( i .e . ,  IP 7 1 707 "Plant Operations," IP 62707 
"Maintenance Observation ,"  IP 61 726 "Surveil lance 
Observations") .  

♦ IMC 061 0 further discusses performance-based 
inspection and provides guidance on documenting 
performance-based inspection findings. 

♦ IP  62706 (maintenance ru le  basel ine procedure) 
and IP 62707 provide gu idance for inspecting against 
the maintenance rule. 

Formal Training. These courses are requ i red for 
init ial inspector qual ification per I MC 1 245: 

♦" I nspecting for Performance" (G-303) provides an 
understanding of performance-based inspection 
tools and techniques, and insights on how to apply 
these inspection tools and techniques effective ly. 
This cou rse was recently revised to include the 
guidance from IMC 06 1 0  and an overview of the 
maintenance rule. (2.5  days, offered June 2-4 in 
Headquarters) 

♦"Field Techniques and Regulatory Processes" (G-
1 03) al lows students to apply the knowledge and 
principles of performance-based inspection through 
case studies to simulate the day-to-day activities of a 
resident inspector in carrying out the responsibilities 
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of the position. (5 days, offered May 18-22 and 
August 24-28 at the TTC) 

♦"Fundamentals of I nspection" (G-1 01 ) provides an 
understanding of the NRC inspection program, 
including inspector conduct, legal aspects, prepara­
t ion,  communication, inspection techniques, docu­
mentat ion,  handl ing a l legations, enforcement, and 
other inspection issues ( including performance-based 
inspection). (4 days, offered April 13-16, 1999 in 
Headquarters) 

♦"Fundamentals of I nspection Refresher" (G-1 02) 
reinforces performance-based inspection ski l ls and 
techniques, covers lessons learned, and communi­
cates management's expectations to inspectors. This 
course is requ i red every three years to maintain IMC 
1 245 qualification. (1 day, scheduled by request) 

NOTE: Additional sessions of these courses may be 
made available as needed. Contact your training 
coordinator. 

Other Sources/References: 

♦ Background information in SECY-87-220, "Assur­
ance of Qual ity," Tl 25 1 5/78, " Inspection of Quality 
Verification Functions ,"  and NU REG/CR-5 1 51 , 
"Performance-Based I nspections." 

♦Announcement Number 1 1 4, "Discussion of Safety 
and Compl iance,"  which forwarded to al l  NRC em­
ployees the Commission-approved discussion of 
safety and compliance. 

♦ Previous newsletter articles, incl uding "Perform­
ance-Based I nspection" ( issue 95-01 ), " IG  Audit of 
the I nspection Program" (96-01 ), "Revised IMC 061 0, 
' I nspection Reports" (96-0 1 ), "Q & A on the Revised 
I MC 061 0" (96-02), "Maintenance Rule Inspections" 
(97-01 ) ,  and "Safety and Compliance" (97-02). 

♦Open d iscussions with other inspectors , manage­
ment, and the program office (NRR/PIPB) through 
counterpart meetings and other forums. 

For additional q uestions on performance-based 
inspection,  contact Ron Frahm ,  Jr. via e-mai l (RKF) 
or by cal l ing (30 1 ) 4 1 5-2986. 
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Resident Demographics 

Background 

T
he RI program was initiated in 1 978 to improve 
the NRC's inspection program by providing 
increased knowledge of conditions at licensed 

facilities, improved ability to independently verify 
licensee performance, and improved incident re­
sponse capability. The program has evolved over the 
years, making adjustments as necessary to ensure 
that sites are adequately staffed with qualified and 
experienced resident inspection staff in order to meet 
the program goals. 

In March 1 997, the Commission issued an SRM 
directing the staff to develop data regarding the past 
and present demographics of the NRG RI population 
with respect to experience and qualifications. The 
resultant data is summarized below and was pre­
sented to the Commission in SECY-97-285 on 
December 1 0, 1 997. SECY-97-285 also includes a 
discussion of the balance between expertise and 
objectivity, and the attachment provides a summary 
of the origin and evolution of the RI program. 

Resident Experience 

A
resident site-time study was performed in 
spring 1 994 to determine average experience 
levels for Rls and S Rls as part of a review of 

the RI program (reference SECY-94-1 81 ). A similar 
study was performed in November 1 997, 3.5 years 
later, to compare the results and to look for possible 
trends. 

Resident Experience Levels (in Years) 

April Nov. Percent 
1 994 1 997 change 

Rls - NRC time 5.37 5 . 1 3  - 4.5% 
- Resident time 3.0 1 2 .66 -1 1 .6% 
- Current site time 1 .79 1 .36 -24.0% 

SRls - NRC time 1 0.31 9.84 - 4.6% 
- Resident time 7.46 6.88 - 7.8% 
- Current site time 2.33 2 . 1 3  - 8.6% 
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The November 1 997 data indicated that the average 
experience level for Rls and SRls had declined since 
April 1 994. On the average, the Rls and SRls had 
less NRG time, less total resident time, and less 
current site time than they had in 1 994. The average 
current site time for Rls is 24% less (approximately 
5. 1 months ) than it was 3.5 years earlier, while the 
SRls have an average of 8.6% less experience 
(approximately 2 .4 months) at their current sites. 

Past experience indicates that the current RI Devel­
opment Program resource level is insufficient to meet 
the current or future demand to fill RI vacancies. The 
regions ,  working with HR, have needed to rely on 
additional recruiting efforts to fill vacant resident 
positions. 

Resident Attrition 

A
ttrition rates of resident staff over the past four 
years were compiled and assessed (see the 
table below). External losses refer to staff 

departing from the NRC (i.e., those resigning or 
retiring from the NRG), and internal losses refer to 
resident inspection staff departing from the NRC RI  
program (i.e., reassignments or  promotions within the 
NRC). Resident attrition rates are based on the 
average number of resident inspection staff in a given 
fiscal year, typically around 1 70 - 1 75 inspectors. 

Resident Attrition Rate 

NRC RI/SRI RI/SRI Total 
ext. ext. int. 

RI/SRI 
losses losses losses losses 

FY94 5.5% 2.3% 8.7% 1 1 .0% 
FY95 5.7% 4.5% 9.0% 1 3.5% 
FY96 4.6% 4.6% 1 1 .0% 1 5.5% 
FY97 5.2% 9.7% 1 2.6% 22.3% 

The average agency-wide external attrition rate has 
remained relatively stable over the 4-year period. 
The average attrition rate for resident inspection staff 
moving to other NRC positions was found to be 
steadily increasing. The average attrition rate for 
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resident inspection staff leaving the NRC has signifi­
cantly increased over the past four years, more than 
doubling in the past year. The resident attrition rate 
for external losses was previously at or below the 
agency average attrition rate until FY 1 997. 

The majority of nuclear sites in the country have lost 
one or more NRC resident inspection staff members 
during the past fiscal year. A total of 39 inspectors 
left the NRC RI program in FY 1 997. Seventeen of 
these 39 resident inspection program losses were 
departures from the NRC, including 1 0  SRls. A total 
of 20 resident inspection staff, including 7 SRls, 
resigned or retired from the NRC from FY 1 994 
through FY 1 996. More SRls (1 0) left the NRC in FY 
1 997 than in the previous three years combined (7). 

Future Program Considerations 

The NRC is planning several actions to evaluate and 
address the increased attrition rate from the RI 
program, including: (1 ) commencing the pilot pro­
gram for a 7-year resident relocation policy (see 
related article entitled "Suspension of the 5-Year 
Relocation Policy") ,  (2) evaluating the results of the 
job task analysis (JTA) of regional DRP positions to 
gain additional insights into potential changes to the 
RI program (see related article entitled "Whatever 
Happened to the JTA") ,  and (3) beginning a compre­
hensive management review of the RI program's 
resource and career planning goals and objectives. 

The staff committed to completing its review by June 
30, 1 998, and then preparing a Commission paper 

which addressed the RI program issues and made 
recommendations, as appropriate. In addition, the 
Agency Labor-Management Partnership Committee 
has established a subcommittee to consider issues 
associated with the RI program. 

The Commission issued a related SRM in April 1 998, 
directing the staff to revise and resubmit the demo­
graphic data (to include both the median and average 
values for resident time, site time, NRC experience, 
qualified resident time, and relevant non-NRC experi­
ence, sorted by each region and all regions com­
bined),  and provide a trend analysis of relevant new 
hire experience covering the last five years. In 
addition, the Commission directed the staff to provide 
recommendations to address the high resident 
attrition rate on an expedited basis (by June 30, 
1 998), track the reasons inspectors are leaving the R I  
program, and consider the significant process 
changes expected following completion of the Inte­
grated Review of the NRC Assessment Processes, 
the Regional DRP Job Task Analysis, and the results 
of the OIG's Safety Culture Survey. The Commission 
also requested that the staff provide annual updates 
of the demographics data and any recommendations 
warranted by the updated data. 

The updated data, issues, recommendations, and 
potential changes to the RI program will also be 
discussed in future newsletter articles. For more 
information on the resident demographic study or 
related RI program issues, contact Ron Frahm, Jr. via 
e-mail (RKF) or by calling (301 ) 41 5-2986. 

Temporary Suspension of the 5-Year Relocation Policy 

The Commission approved the FY 1 999 - 200 1 
Budget Proposal for NRC Salaries and Expenses 
Appropriation in a memorandum dated August 20, 
1 997. One of the proposed budget reductions was to 
suspend the resident inspection (RI) staff 5-year 
relocation policy for two years beginning in FY 1 999. 
The associated footnote stated that "the two-year 
suspension of the five-year relocation policy could 
serve as a pilot program to determine whether a 
longer residence period would be appropriate." 

NRC management has decided to implement the 
suspension of the 5-year relocation policy effective 
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January 1 ,  1 998. This suspension will serve as a 
pilot program to determine whether a longer resident 
rotation period would be appropriate. This policy 
decision should not preclude RI staff from relocating 
for promotions or management-directed reassign­
ments. This suspension does not apply to resident 
inspectors who have received their official notification 
to relocate or have otherwise made relocation com­
mitments. 

The staff will evaluate the effectiveness of this pilot 
program and will consider alternate rotation policies 
to ensure that the RI staff maintains an appropriate 
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balance between objectivity and expertise. In addi­
tion, the upcoming Commission paper on recom-
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mended RI program improvements is expected to 
address this policy matter. 
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Guidance to Ensure PIM Consistency 

P lant Issues Matrices (PIMs) have become an 
integral part of NRC's licensee performance 
assessment process. Therefore, the accuracy 

and consistency of the information contained in the 
PIM are increasingly important. In response to an 
SRM,  NRR informed the Commission that PIMs will 
be made available to the public coincident with the 
Spring 1 998 PPRs ,  while recognizing that continued 
improvements in PIM consistency were warranted 
across the regions. 

To accomplish this goal, NRR provided initial guid­
ance on PIMs in a memorandum to the Regional 
Administrators dated October 20, 1 997, and provided 
more detailed guidance in a memorandum dated 
March 22, 1 998. In addition, separate memoranda 
were issued on March 1 1  and March 1 2 , 1 998, 
providing guidance on applying PIM template codes 
for presenting licensee data during Senior Manage­
ment Meetings. 

The memorandum dated March 22, 1 998 provided 
guidance on 2 1  issues for consistent treatment of 
items from inspection reports that are placed in Pl Ms 
and inspection report executive summaries. The 
guidance was based on a review of current regional 
practices, discussions with the regions, and discus­
sions with the Office of Enforcement. It was intended 
to be consistent with both the Automated Inspection 
Report System (AIRS) and the Inspection Followup 
System ( IFS). In addition , as part of the integrated 
review currently being conducted of the NRC's 
licensee assessment processes, the guidance in 
these memoranda is expected to be incorporated in 
future revisions to pertinent regulatory guidance, such 
as IMC 061 O ( Inspection Reports) ,  IMC 0304 (PPRs), 
and IMC 0303 (IFS). 

Several principles were used in the development of 
these guidelines :  

1 .  Wording for PIM entries should be as close as 
possible to the Conclusions section of inspection 
reports and the respective Executive Summaries. 

2. There should be consistency in treatment and 
thresholds for regulatory items (such as NOVs, URls, 
NCVs, etc. ) across sites and regions. 
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3. Only items previously documented in the public 
forum should be in the P IM. Also, there should be no 
new NRC assessments on PIM entries not previously 
documented in the public forum. 

4. The emphasis in PIM entries should be on the 
assessment of licensee performance rather than on 
events. For example, although a declared emer­
gency may be significant to reflect what happened at 
a site, it does not provide sufficient information in and 
of itself to assess how well the licensee performed 
during the event. 

5. P IMs should be scrutable to licensees and the 
public. For example, the PIM format was standard­
ized, some acronyms were spelled out, and a legend 
was added for the SOURCE, ID, TYPE, and SFA 
columns of the PIM. 

A particularly difficult issue was the treatment of open 
items in the PIM,  such as EEis and URls, since the 
NRC has not arrived at final conclusions on these 
issues. Nonetheless, these items should be included 
in the PIM since the issues were already documented 
in inspection reports, placed on the docket, and the 
NRC was aware of them when assessing licensee 
performance. To help alleviate confusion , the PIM 
should include an explanation with the legend denot­
ing that the NRC had not arrived at a final conclusion 
on these items. 

The guidance improved the format and appearance 
of PIMs by specifying the use of standardized col­
umns, a standard PIM start date (Oct. 1 ,  1 997), 
elimination of the "Comment" column, and standard­
ized sorting of PIM entries by SALP functional area in 
reverse chronological order. In addition, the guid­
ance improved the content of the PIM by specifying 
guidelines for consistent treatment and thresholds for 
regulatory items in the PIM, such as NOVs, URls, 
NCVs, etc. 

Guidelines for consistent treatment of the following 
items were also established by the guidance: 
Escalated Enforcement Issue (EEi ) ,  Notice of Viola­
tion (VIO),  Unresolved Item (URI), Non-cited Violation 
(NCV), Notice of Deviation (DEV), Enforcement 
Discretion (ED), Licensee Event Report (LER), 
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Positive finding ,  Negative finding ,  Program strength, 
Program weakness, Licensing issue, and Miscella­
neous (M ISC, includes emergency preparedness 
findings, declared emergencies , etc. ) 

The use of "positive" and "negative" for individual 
"findings" supersedes previous g uidance to ensure 
consistency with I MC 061 0,  which discusses that 
"strengths" and "weaknesses" should be used where 

broader conclusions on l icensee programs have been 
drawn from several individual find ings. However, the 
terms "Observation" and "Finding"  still should not be 
used in the P IM.  

For more information on the P IM and related issues, 
please contact Tom Boyce via e-mai l  (THB) or by 
cal l ing (301 ) 41 5-1 1 30.  

Whatever Happened to the JTA? 

P eople have asked me some variation of that 
question about once a week over the past 
several months, so I am sure many of you are 

interested in the answer. The short answer is (in my 
boss' words) "The JTA is under way but not making 
way." Actually, the JTA has g reatly affected the 
future of NRC's assessing power reactors and we 
anticipate even more changes in the future. 

But first, before I go into more deta i ls ,  I would l ike to 
thank all of you that participated in the JT A of re­
gional DRP jobs. We had an overwhelming response 
to the orig inal questionnaire ,  with a total response of 
72 percent. Seventy-five percent of the senior 
residents and a whopping 85 percent of residents 
returned a questionnaire. It was the information on 
those questionnaires that provided the basic informa­
tion on which the contractor (Los Alamos National 
Labs, LANL) based the rest of the analysis .  Those of 
you that came to the meetings as subject matter 
experts provided excel lent, expert knowledge that 
added clarity and perspective to the tasks performed 
by regional DRP personnel. The 1 2  resident offices 
that sponsored LANL's "shadowing" of inspectors 
gave our contractors invaluable real-world insights 
into your jobs. Again ,  thank you al l .  

One of LANL's major recommendations was to 
"reengineer" the performance assessment process, 
and that is exactly what a task force of regional and 
headquarters people is doing r ight now. We con-

tracted with LAN L to help us review and redesign our 
basic processes for assessing l icensees' safety 
performance. The effort is called the Integrated 
Review of the N RC's Assessment Processes, which 
should be well underway this coming summer. 

Another recommendation was to reeng ineer the 
escalated enforcement process. Although not related 
to the JTA, the Office of Enforcement made changes 
to the process that get OE involved earlier and 
reduce OE's later reviews. 

Other recommendations from LANL's JTA are on 
hold (but not forgotten). We established a g roup to 
review LAN L's final report and to make recommenda­
tions to management on which actions the agency 
should take. Unfortunately, l imited resources and 
other h igher priority work, such as office and regional 
operating plans, has postponed that review right in 
the m iddle of the group's efforts. 

So, stay tuned; we remain committed to using the 
JTA results in improving the effectiveness and effi­
ciency of our inspection and inspection-related 
processes and intend to complete the JT A effort in 
1 998. Feel free to contact me with additional com­
ments or questions on the JTA via e-mai l  (SRS) or by 
cal l ing (301 ) 4 1 5- 1 296. 

-- Steven Stein ,  NRR/D ISP 

Cancellation of the National SRI Counterpart Meeting 

A
fter serious consideration, it has been decided 
to cancel plans for future National Senior 
Resident Inspector (SR I) Counterpart Meetings 
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due to workload considerations of the resident staff. 
Although management recognizes the value of these 
meetings, the impact on site coverage is deemed too 
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sign ificant. NRR and regional management wil l 
continue to communicate current issues which affect 
the resident program during the regional inspector 
counterpart meetings, through this newsletter, and 

through routine interface with the res ident staff. SRls 
are encouraged to provide feedback and share 
lessons learned with management and their peers 
through each of these communication mediums. 

Inspector Success Stories 

The intent of th i s  article is to showcase and share 
notable inspection experiences and findings 
between offices, reg ions, and inspectors. The 

goa l  is to make this article a regu lar feature in the 
newsletter, but th is wi l l  not be possible without con­
sistent input and feedback from management and the 
inspection staff. Please submit future nominations for 
this article to Ron Frahm ,  Jr. via e-mai l (RKF) or by 
cal l ing (301 ) 4 1 5-2986. 

Example 98-01 U pon entering the Emergency D iesel Generator 
A room following a maintenance outage, the 
inspector observed a d ifferentia l pressure 

gauge lying on the floor near the generator. Attached 
to the gauge were two 1 /4 inch tygon tube sensing 
lines . One l ine was connected j ust downstream of a 
dra in valve on the intercooler heat exchanger. The 
dra in valve was danger-tagged open. The second 
line was connected downstream of a dra in valve on 
the lube oil cooler. This valve was also tagged open. 
The inspector wrote down the valve and tag numbers 
and informed the control room .  

The inspector determined that the d ifferentia l pres­
sure gauge had been instal led to allow performance 
of a preventive maintenance task during the diesel 
generator outage. The task was to record essential 
service water d ifferential pressure across the diesel 
generator engine during post maintenance surveil­
lance testing . After performing the task, workers 
should have removed the tags ,  closed and capped 
the drain valves , and removed the gauge and tubing . 

The inspector reviewed the diesel generator piping 
and instrument drawings and the outage work docu­
ments. The drawings showed the piping downstream 
of the heat exchanger drain valves as non-seismic. 
Contrary to the instructions on the preventive mainte­
nance task sheet, the preventive maintenance was 
signed off as completed without the d ifferential 
pressure gauge being removed and without closing 
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and capping the drain valves. 

The inspector discussed his observations with the 
sh ift supervisor, who directed proper restoration of 
the system and initiated a corrective action document. 
The inspector reviewed the control room logs and 
concluded that the differential pressure gauge had 
remained insta l led with the heat exchanger dra in 
valves open for approximately 1 4.5 hours after the 
licensee had declared the diesel generator operable. 
Subsequently ,  the licensee issued a Licensee Event 
Report documenting that the diesel generator had 
been inoperable due to the credib le potential for 
eq u ipment damage as a result of water spray on 
adjacent e lectrical equipment. 

During further d iscussions with the l icensee, the 
resident inspector identified another concern with the 
licensee's control of test gauges. This concern 
involved the use of test gauges in genera l ,  such as 
at vents , d rains, orifice pressure taps, and pressure 
points. More specifically, the residents were ques­
tioning whether the l icensee may have al lowed test 
gauges to be left unattended and in service, without 
a requ i red impact review and/or formal safety evalua­
tion. The licensee developed an action plan to 
address the possible ramifications of this issue. 

This finding was identified at Cal laway by David 
Passehl .  This is an excellent example of applying 
performance-based inspection techniques by focus­
ing on the performance of safety-sign ificant activities 
and letting discrepancies or uncerta inties lead to the 
Assessment of root causes and potential program­
matic issues. Reference inspection report 50-483/97-
20 or contact Larry Yandell (e-mail LAY, (81 7) 860-
8 1 82) for more details on this inspection finding . 

Example 98-02 

O n November 1 2, 1 997, with the plant in opera­
tional condition 5 (reactor vessel head re­
moved), control room operators began a core 
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shutdown margin demonstration . This test involved 
the fu l l  withdrawal of twenty control rods ( of 1 85 total )  
selected by the reactor engineering staff. Operators 
invoked "special test exception" TS 3 . 1 0 .3  to permit 
conduct of th is infrequently performed evolution since 
the test required the mode switch to be placed in the 
"startup" position, defeating the one-rod-out interlock 
normally required in operational condition 5. The 
inspectors verified that a l l  associated TS-required 
conditions were satisfied during performance of the 
test. 

Operators experienced d ifficu lty withdrawing several 
of the test-designated control rods.  As such , early in 
the evolution during an in it ial observation, the inspec­
tors noted that operators appropriately implemented 
step 4.6 of the stuck control rod procedure, which 
requires that control rod drive (CRD) hydraulic system 
drive water pressure be "ra ised in 50 psi increments" 
until the rod(s) were freed during single notch at­
tempts, at which t ime the pressure "should be imme­
diately restored to the normal range" (260-270 psi). 
However, later in the evolution during a subsequent 
observation, the inspectors noted that one control rod 
appeared to withdraw from the core abnormal ly fast, 
and determined that d rive water pressure was st i l l  at 
an elevated level (approximately 400 psi ) ,  indicating 
that drive pressure was not returned to the normal 
range following successful init ial movement. 

Additional ly, operators did not return the drive water 
pressure to the normal range prior to select ing and 
withdrawing the next rod in sequence. This latter 
observation indicated that operators inappropriately 
remained in the stuck rod procedure without first 
meet ing the prerequisite of unsuccessful control rod 
movement with normal drive water pressure.  The 
inspectors questioned this practice because it ap­
peared to be contrary to the noted procedure guid­
ance, and because continuous rod withdrawals from 
position 00 to 48 were being performed. In addition, 
no log entries were made describ ing the basis for 
departing from the specific requirements of the 
abnormal operating procedure. 

The inspectors judged that operators acted non­
conservatively when they elected not to adhere to the 
requ irements of the stuck control rod abnormal 
operating procedure, in that they permitted reactivity 
additions at potentially unknown or uncontrolled rates. 
Specifica l ly, operators performed an infrequent 
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evolution which added positive reactivity to an essen­
t ia l ly new, untested reactor core with several new 
control rod blades using CRD mechanisms and 
hydraulic control units which had undergone either 
complete replacements or  large scale maintenance, 
with their operabil ity not yet fully demonstrated . 

Defense-in-depth from a potential fission product 
release was reduced since one of the principal 
barriers was degraded ( i .e . ,  the vessel head was 
removed) .  The one-rod-out interlock was defeated 
because the reactor mode switch was in "startup" to 
support performance of the test. Moderator tempera­
ture was below 1 00 degrees F, increasing core 
reactivity. The rod worth min imizer was inoperable 
and was being compensated by additional human 
oversight. Collectively, the inspectors judged that 
these conditions should have warranted increased 
vigi lance by reactor operators add ing reactivity to the 
core, especially during an evolution that is designed 
to verify that the reactor wi l l  remain sufficiently 
subcritical with twenty rods fu l ly withdrawn. 

The inspectors shared their concerns with the senior 
reactor operator, the on-duty operations superinten­
dent, the reactor engineering department supervisor, 
and the qual ity assurance inspector. Unt i l  the inspec­
tors d iscussed their observations with senior site 
management on November 1 3, 1 997, the significance 
of the noted issues went unrecognized by station 
personnel . Station management demonstrated an 
appropriate response and took several corrective 
actions to address the issues, which fortunately d id 
not result in any actual safety consequences. 

This finding was identified at Hope Creek by Scott 
Morris. This effort demonstrated sensitivity to reactiv­
ity management and close scrut iny of the abnormal 
operating procedure, coupled with insistence by the 
inspector that the issue be addressed at all levels in 
the organization to get an appropriate response. 
Reference inspection report 50-354/97-09 or contact 
J im L invi l le ( e-mai l  JCL, (61 0)337-51 29) for more 
detai ls on this inspection finding . 

Example 98-03 

The inspector observed a fast start of an emer­
gency diesel generator, performed to satisfy a 
survei l lance requirement, from the diesel room.  

Shortly after the d iesel started , local annunciation for 
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high fuel fi lter differential pressure i l luminated and 
reflashed , indicative of a condition that was present 
and then cleared. The inspector alerted the licensee 
equipment operator monitoring the diesel local ly to 
the annunciation . The operator cleared the reflash ing 
annunciator, but did not check the local gauge for fuel 
filter d ifferential pressure. The inspector checked this 
gauge and observed that the differential pressure 
was 63 psid. The annunciation set point was 48 psid 
and the operations log specification was less than 50 
psid. The inspector a lerted the operator to the high 

differential pressure, and the operator placed a 
different fuel  fi lter in service, lowering differential 
pressure to 36 psid . 

Equipment operators were required to complete a set 
of local d iesel operating logs about an hour after 
diesel start, but d id not monitor most parameters until 
then . In the instance described above, in which the 
local annunciation failed to alert the operator to the 
off normal condition, diesel fa i lure or automatic 
shutdown could have resulted without the operators 
being alerted to the condition in time to correct it . 

Based on the inspector's find ings, the l icensee 
in itiated maintenance to investigate the fai lure of the 
local annunciation to remain i l luminated and to 

replace the fuel  filter with the high differential pres­
sure. During the course of an investigation con­
ducted after the end of the inspection period, the 
licensee determined that the fuel filters for this diesel 
were exhibiting a high rate of increase in d ifferential 
pressure. Fuel oil particulate analysis, performed on 
site , showed practical ly no particulate in the fuel .  The 
licensee sent some fuel  samples offsite for analysis, 
and results were about 3 times the technical specifi­
cation l imit for particulate. The licensee then had a 
contractor perform fi ltration on the affected fuel oil 
storage tank to bring the particulate down below 
technica l specification l imits , and investigated the 
reasons why the l icensee's own analytical results for 
particulate were d ifferent from the lab results. 

This find ing was identified at San Onofre by John 
Russell. This is a good example of the importance of 
checking various indications when inspecting opera­
tions, independent of what the operators may be 
checking, and of trying to recognize conditions that 
are not normal for a g iven equipment or plant config­
uration. Reference inspection report 50-361 ;362/97-
27 or contact Larry Yandel l (e-mai l LAY, (81 7) 860-
8 1 82) for more detai ls on this inspection finding . 

PRA Applications Corner 

This portion of the newsletter is devoted to sharing 
inspection experience gained using Probabil istic Risk 
Assessment (PRA) concepts and methods. Inputs 
and comments are welcome, and should be submit­
ted to Douglas Coe via e-mail (DHC) or by cal l ing 
(30 1 )  4 1 5-1 244. 

Common Complaints About PRA by 
N RC Inspectors 

T
his is a short l ist of complaints I have heard over 
the past couple of years. If you have others 
that are not l isted here and would l ike to see 

them addressed in a future column, please send 
them to me via E-mai l  at DHC. 

Complaint #1 : "/ can 't understand these PRA guys, 
they speak a different language!" The concepts used 
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in developing PRA models and the interpretation of 
their results are a particularly d ifficult chal lenge for 
the PRA analyst to convey to others. However, when 
pressed, most analysts are capable of explaining 
PRA results in understandable terms. An inspector 
should insist on getting understandable interpreta­
tions of why certain SSCs are important and others 
are not. This may require the PRA analyst to delve 
more deeply into the details of the PRA and to work 
harder to understand the important influences on the 
results, but they are far better equipped to do this 
than the average inspector and fundamentally it is an 
important part of  their job. 

Complaint #2: "PRA is so flexible that you can get 
any answer you want!" This complaint generally 
assumes that the "answer" is the core damage 
frequency (CDF). This is NOT the answer of g reatest 
value to the inspector. A more accurate observation 
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is: PRA is flexible enough to be useful in helping to 
understand the risk importance of many assumptions 
that we make about a plant's design and operation. 
Trying out different assumptions develops an under­
standing of which of these are most influential to plant 
risk. Furthermore, the uncertainty of certain assump­
tions (e.g. , component failure probabilities) can be 
included in the analysis, allowing CDF to be ex­
pressed as a distribution of possible values. While 
this distribution gives a rough indication of the CDF, 
the real strength of a PRA is its ability to evaluate the 
changing importances of the contributors to plant risk 
as assumptions are changed. The bottom line for 
inspectors? The PRA "answer" that is most useful to 
you is an understanding of the accident sequences 
(i . e . ,  com binat ions  of in i tia t ing  even�s, 
component/system failure, and human errors) consid­
ered more likely than others, and the associated 
influential assumptions. 

Complaint #3: "I don't have time to sit down and 
study the PRA!" Gaining risk insig hts is a lot like 
learning a plant's design basis. Every inspector gains 
plant-specific design basis knowledge as an ongo�ng 
part of the questioning process that occurs during 
inspections. The same is true of gaining risk insi��ts. 
Side-by-side with the question " Is this event/cond1t1on 
bounded by the licensing basis?" is the question 
"How do these events/conditions change the balance 
of risk contributors to this plant and why?". This latter 
question may be put to a PRA analyst familiar with 
the PRA in question. The answer, of course, should 
be understandable (refer to Complaint #1 ). Rou­
tinely asking this simple risk question will , over time, 
help develop your risk insights. 

Complaint #4: "Why should I bother with PRA since 
I can 't write a violation against it!" It is true that PRA 
cannot be used as a yardstick against which to 
measure compliance. Furthermore, there is no 
absolute risk threshold above which you should 
pursue an issue and below which you should not. 
Instead , the usefulness of PRA is to expand your 
perspective beyond your regular instinct and judge­
ment on what is important. More importantly, it can 
offer reasons WHY some issues are important. So 
what do you inspect against? If certain combinations 
of initiating events, system/component failures, and 
human errors are more likely contributors to core 
damage, you can inspect against the design basis 
and regulatory requirements associated with those 
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defense-in-depth features that must fail to allow these 
accident sequences to occur. It doesn't matter that 
PRA "goes beyond the design basis."  If it helps us 
understand what is important and why, then we can 
ensure the associated design basis is met and is 
adequate in both depth and scope. 

An Integrated Approach for Improving 
PRA Use by Inspectors 

0 ne of the stated objectives of the N RC inspec­
tion program is to _i�entify and ensure resolu­
tion of plant-specIf1c safety concerns. PRA 

insights can be exploited to improve meeting the 
inspection program objective of finding and focusing 
on issues of greatest significance. Accomplishing 
this programmatically requires improvement in each 
of the following four areas: 

EXPERTISE - PRA information and results are not 
systematically or consistently documented , as is the 
UFSAR. Therefore, Senior Reactor Analysts (SRAs) 
function as "translators" to help you interpret PRA 
results and use them for ( 1 ) inspection focus, (2) 
evaluation of events and inspection findings ,  and (3) 
assessments of licensee use of PRA. SRAs have 
both senior inspection experience and extensive PRA 
training. There are two SRAs in each region and two 
at headquarters. They are your resource and link to 
the agency's PRA resources. 

GUIDANCE - Inspection Manual Chapter 251 5 
Appendix C was recently rewritten to provide updated 
guidance on the use of PRA in the inspection pro­
gram. It includes discussions on the relationship of 
PRA to defense-in-depth, the integration of PRA with 
traditional engineering insights , and how to communi­
cate the risk significance of inspection findings to 
licensees. 

TRAINING - A two-week training course in the use of 
PRA for inspectors is now a requirement in I MC 1 245, 
applicable to all current inspectors as well as a new 
requirement for inspector qualification. This course 
(P-1 1 1 )  is designed to provide background and 
"hands-on" training through exercises and integrated 
workshops in the application of risk insights in the 
inspection program. It is currently being offered four 
times each year. 
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FEEDBACK - The dissemination of current PRA 
experience in the inspection program,  through this 
newsletter, presentations by the regional SRAs at 
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inspector counterpart meetings, and other means, 
provides opportun ities to share successes and good 
ideas, and to avoid pitfalls. 
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Reactor Inspection Program 

NEWSLETTER 
------------------------------------------------------

Issue 98-02 -------------

The Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter provides 
a forum to communicate current inspection program 
issues and activities to the reactor inspection staff. 

The intent is to ensure that inspectors are aware of current 
program direction, management expectations, inspection 
trends, program and policy changes, and lessons learned. 
Another important objective of this newsletter is to share 
useful inspection information between offices, regions, and 
inspectors to promote efficient and consistent inspection 
activities. 

Hard copies of this newsletter have been distributed to 
each NRC resident inspector' s  office. The current issue of 
the newsletter, as well as previous issues, is also available 
to all NRC employees through the R:\NEWSLTTR 
directory. 

Within the next few weeks, the newsletters will be avail­
able on-line via the NRC internal web site. From the 
NRC internal homepage, select the fourth bullet entitled 

September 1998 

"NRC Newsletters," and then select the first bullet entitled 
"Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter." The newsletter 
homepage allows users to access the latest newsletter as 
well as previous releases. Hyperlinks are provided to 
access referenced NRC websites, including SECY papers, 
Inspection Manual Chapters, Inspection Procedures, and e­
mail. 

This issue of the newsletter will be last one placed in the 
R:\newslttr directory. Future newsletters will be available 
only through the internet or by requesting electronic or 
bard copies from NRR/PIPB directly. 

The NRR Inspection Program Branch (PIPB) prepares this 
newsletter on an as-needed basis. Comments, recommenda­
tions, or proposed topics or articles are encouraged and 
appreciated. Please direct them to Ronald Frahm, Jr. via e­
mail (RKF) or by calling (30 1 )  4 15-2986. 

Inside this Newsletter . . .  

Suspension of the SALP Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Implementation of the 7-Year Relocation Policy . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Recommended Improvements to the RI Program . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

Inspection and Assessment Program Improvement Plans . . . . . .  5 

Year 2000 (Y2K) Readiness Program Audits . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

Reactor Program System (RPS) Status . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

P RA Applications Corner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Inspector Success Stories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 





Suspension of the SALP Program 

In a staff requirements memorandum (SRM) dated Sep­
tember 1 5 , 1 998, the Commission approved the staff's 
proposed suspension of the Systematic Assessment of 

Licensee Performance (SALP) process as discussed in 
COMSECY-98-024, "Response to Issues Raised Within 
the Senate Authorization Context and July 1 7, 1 998 
Stakeholder Meeting." The Commission noted that the 
staff needs to ensure that the Plant Perfonnance Reviews 
(PPRs) effectively monitor and describe NRC assessment 
of licensees and allocate NRC inspection resources 
appropriately. 

A press release was issued on September 1 6, 1 998, an­
nouncing that the SALP program had been suspended. On 
September 2 1 ,  1 998, the staff issued a SECY paper to 
inform the Commission of its plans to suspend the SALP 
program for an interim period until a new integrated 
assessment process has been implemented. The staff 
presented the following implementation plans: 

SALP: Suspend the SALP program for an interim period. 
SALP boards that have convened will complete the SALP 
process as described in Management Directive 8 .6, includ­
ing issuing SALP reports and holding public meetings. 

PPRs: Continue to perform Plant Performance Reviews 
(PPRs) for each plant at approximately six-month intervals 
and forward the results to licensees in a letter with the 
updated Plant Issues Matrix (PIM) and inspection schedule 
attached that is placed in the Public Document Room. In 
addition, we need to ensure that licensee performance 
assessment information is provided consistently in PPR 

cover letters by issuing more detai led guidance than is  
currently avai lable in Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 
0304, "Plant Performance Review." A public meeting will 
be held at those sites where a public meeting on NRC 's 
assessment of licensee performance has not been held 
within the last two years. The purpose of the public 
meeting will be to discuss the results of the most recent 
PPR. Public meetings will continue to be held for most 
plants at approximately two year intervals ( depending on 
the timing of the PPRs). More frequent meetings may be 
held at the discretion of the Regional Administrator based 
on licensee performance as documented in PIMs, inspec­
tion reports, and other publicly available information. 

SMM: Perform Senior Management Meetings (SMMs) 
and the associated screening meetings annually versus 
semi-annually as directed by the SRM for SECY 98-045 
dated June 30, 1 998. Accordingly, the first annual SMM 
will be performed in April 1 999. 

Implementation guidance was provided to the regions via 
memorandum dated September 24, 1 998. An administra­
tive letter will also be issued to all power reactor licensees 
notifying them of the suspension of the SALP program. 
Final recommendations on the SALP program will be 
provided to the Commission as part of broader recommen­
dations on the new assessment process in early 1 999. 

For more information on the suspension of the SALP 
program, contact Tom Boyce via e-mail (THB) or by 
calling 301 -4 1 5- 1 1 30 .  

Implementation of the 7-Year Relocation Policy 

S ECY-98- 1 52 was issued on June 29, 1 998, to present 
the staffs approach to address attrition from the 
Resident Inspector (RI) Program and other related 

issues. An Agency Labor-Management Partnership 
Committee (ALMPC) subcommittee was formed to 
develop the issues and potential improvements associated 
with the current RI Program. Item 7 of the ALMPC 
Subcommittee report noted that it was unclear whether all 
employees in the RI Program as of January 1 ,  1 998, would 
go from a 5-year to a 7-year tour limit or just those whose 
tours would have expired during the pilot period from 
fiscal year (FY) 1 998 through FY 1 999. 
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A memorandum was issued on September 2 1 ,  1 998 which 
stated that all current Rls are now considered to have the 
option of a seven-year versus a five-year maximum tour 
length (for their current tour). New RI assignments will 
stipulate a seven-year maximum tour length. This policy 
decision should not preclude RI staff from relocating for 
promotions, voluntary reassignments, or management­
directed reassignments. EDO Field Policy Manual Num­
ber 8, "Resident Inspector Relocation Policy," is being 
revised to reflect this change in policy. Copies of the 
September 2 1  memorandum should have also been dis­
persed to all affected staff. 

Issue 98-02 
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Recommended Improvements to the RI Program 

Background In March 1 997, the Commission issued a staff 
requirements memorandum (SRM) directing the staff 
to develop data regarding the past and present demo­

graphics of the NRC resident inspector (RI) population 
with respect to experience and qualifications. The resul­
tant data was presented to the Commission in SECY-97-
285 in December 1 997. The data indicated an increase in 
resident attrition and a decrease in resident experience in 
the past few years (see "Resident Demographics" article in 
issue 98-0 1 for more details). The staff also notified the 
Commission of its plans to conduct a comprehensive 
review of the RI Program and recommend necessary 
improvements in a future paper. SECY-97-285 also 
included a discussion of the balance between expertise and 
objectivity, and the attachment provided a summary of the 
origin and evolution of the RI Program. 

In April 1 998, the Commission issued a second SRM with 
three distinct requirements : ( 1 )  revise and resubmit the 
demographic data (to include both the median and average 
values for resident time, site time, NRC experience, 
qualified resident time, and relevant non-NRC experience, 
sorted by each region and all regions combined) and 
provide a trend analysis of relevant new-hire experience 
covering the last 5 years; (2) provide recommendations to 
address the high attrition rate of inspectors from the RI 
Program, track the reasons inspectors are leaving the RI 
Program, and consider the significant process changes 
expected following completion of the IR.AP, the Regional 
DRP JTA, and the results of the OIG's Safety Culture and 
Climate Survey; and (3) provide annual updates of the 
demographics data and any recommendations warranted by 
the updated data. 

Discussion 

S ECY-98- 152, "Summary of Issues and Recom­
mended �pro�ements_ to the Resident Inspector 
Program, was issued rn June 1 998 to address the 

second part of the SRM described above. The staff stated 
that the RI Program and the recommended improvements 
to the program should focus on maintaining the quality and 
effectiveness of the Rl staff in addition to minimizing 
excessive attrition from the program. Exit interviews with 
inspectors leaving the R1 Program indicated that the 
primary factors influencing the inspectors ' decisions to 
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leave include issues associated with management and 
organization, quality of life, and compensation. The 
common reasons that were unique to the RI Program 
included the 5-year relocation policy and the impact of 
locality pay on the 3-step pay incentive for RI staff. 
Attrition data through the first 8 months of FY 1 998 
seemed to indicate that the rate of external losses from the 
RI Program is returning to a level consistent with the 
external attrition rate for the agency as a whole. Annual 
updates and analysis of the demographic and attrition data 
will be provided to the Commission, including impacts on 
the RI Program resulting from changes in the NRC budget 
and significant changes following completion of the 
rebaselining of the inspection and assessment programs. 

SECY-98- 1 83 was issued in July 1 998 to present the 
revised RI demographic data and analysis as requested by 
paragraph 1 of the April 1 998 SRM. The revised demo­
graphic data was consistent with the findings of SECY-97-
285 in that the experience level for RI staff is less than it 
had been in the past. Although the qualified resident time 
for Ris showed a drop between 1 994 and 1 997, the rele­
vant non-NRC experience showed a significant increase. 
The staff concluded that the revised demographic data 
further supported the recommended RI Program improve­
ments presented to the Commission in SECY-98- 1 52 but 
had no additional recommendations as a result of the 
revised data. 

Recommended Improvements 

The ALMPC Subcommittee on Resident Issues, with 
representatives from both labor and management, 
made several recommendations to improve the RI 

Program in a April 1 998 memorandum ( attached to SECY-
98- 1 52). A summary of the Subcommittee's recommended 
improvements is included below, along with the staff's 
plans and/or recommendations for addressing each of the 
identified concerns. In a third SRM in August 1 998, the 
Commission approved the staffs recommendations subject 
to a few specific comments (which have been incorporated 
into the discussion below). 

1 .  Agency expectations and requirements need to be 
clearly defined and commonly understood through issu­
ance of program guidance documents. 

A memorandum will be issued by September 30, 1 998, to 

Issue 98-02 



clarify and summarize management ' s  expectations for the 
RI Program, particularly for those issues discussed below. 
New guidance will be developed, or existing guidance 
revised, as necessary to clarify management's expectations 
for the RI Program, by November 1 998. In addition, 
position descriptions and performance elements and 
standards for Ris and SRis will be reviewed and adjusted 
to ensure that they are consistent with management's 
expectations and will be implemented by October 1 999. 

2. Management needs to assure that adequate numbers of 
properly trained and qualified response personnel (includ­
ing resident inspectors) are available. 

Carrying pagers or cellular phones does not add any 
responsibility or restriction for the individual. Further, Ris 
are not required to establish residence within any specific 
distance of the site, nor is there a specific requirement 
regarding response time to a site that would affect the 
choice of personal residence. 

3. Site coverage guidance in IMC 2515 should be re­
viewed and revised to clarify management 's expectations. 

The staff is revising IMC 25 1 5  to clarify the purpose of 
site coverage and define the qualification requirements to 
provide the necessary coverage. 

4. The efficiency and reliability of telecommunications for 
resident sites should be brought up to a level commensu­
rate with their program needs. 

The staff recommended that the efficiency and reliability 
of telecommunications for RI sites receive a higher priority 
for upgrading, to the greatest extent practical within the 
constraints of financial management and information 
technology. The Commission reemphasized in the August 
SRM that funds should be made available from lower 
priority activities within the Agency. The Office of the 
Chief Information Officer has lead responsibility to 
respond to this request, and progress in this area will be 
presented in a future newsletter article. 

5. IMC 0227 should be revised to clarify the positive 
aspects of RI experience with respect to career advance­
ment, while not providing false hopes or expectations. 
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IMC 0227 will either be removed from the NRC Inspection 
Manual or revised to clarify the positive aspects of RI 
experience and realistic expectations for career advance­
ment opportunities. 

6. There should be no restrictions on the number of site 
assignments or overall time in the RI Program (this is a 
continuation of the current practice). 

Ris and management should maintain the flexibility to 
make job assignments and career decisions in the best 
interest of both the NRC and the individual, with no 
restrictions on the number of site assignments or overall 
time in the RI Program. 

7. The implementation of the 7 -year relocation policy pilot 
program needs to be clarified so that residents and 
management can plan effectively. 

A memorandum was issued to the regional administrators 
in September 1 998 noting that all current Rls are now 
considered to have the option of a seven-year vice five­
year maximum tour length. See article entitled "Imple­
mentation of the 7-Y ear Relocation Policy" for more 
details. 

8. There should be sufficient incentives offered to recruit 
and retain the highest quality individuals to the RI Pro­
gram. 

The A L M P C  S ub commit tee  made s evera l  
recommendations regarding RI compensation, including 
proposed changes in pay policy which would provide full 
locality pay in addition to the 3-step pay incentive, to 
provide a 2-step equivalent pay adjustment for promotion 
to higher graded positions outside the RI program, allow 
saved pay after 8 years of RI service instead of 4, and 
provide compensation for time and travel in connection 
with event response. The staff is evaluating these compen­
sation issues and will provide a SECY paper in October 
1 998 with its recommendations. Compensation issues and 
related improvements to the RI Program will be discussed 
in a future newsletter article. 

For more information on the resident demographic study or 
related RI Program issues, contact Ron Frahm, Jr. via e­
mail (RKF) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-2986. 
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I nspection and Assessment Program Improvement Plans 

Rebaselining the Inspection Program 0 ne of the more significant initiatives committed to 
by the EDO in his August 25, 1998, memorandum 
to the Commission is an effort to make the core 

inspection program more effective, efficient, and risk 
informed. A high level task action plan detailing the major 
steps to be taken in accomplishing this initiative has been 
provided to the Commission. The current plan is to use a 
team approach, including representatives from all major 
internal stakeholders (including NRR, Research, and the 
regions) to complete this effort. The effort is being 
managed by the Inspection Program Branch from NRR and 
will be overseen by a senior management panel consisting 
of regional administrators and office directors. The 
inspection initiative is also being closely coordinated with 
similar efforts ongoing for reactor assessment and enforce­
ment. 

In general, the team's approach will be to ( 1 )  determine the 
overall scope of the core inspection program based upon a 
risk ranking of inspection areas and comparison against 
available performance assessment indicators; (2) assess 
what specific inspection procedure changes would be 
required to implement the proposed program scope; and (3) 
propose program changes to the Commission. The staff 
will present the proposed program changes to the Commis­
sion sometime in January of 1 999. 

Input from stakeholders will be solicited throughout the 
process, and the task group will keep stakeholders in­
formed of progress and the potential impact of the resultant 
changes. For more information on the inspection program 
rebaselining efforts, contact Jeffrey Jacobson via e-mail 
(JBJ) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-2977. 

Assessment Program Improvements 

T
he NRC has scheduled a four-day public workshop 
(September 28 to October 1 ,  1 998) to discuss 
improvements to the NRC performance assessment 

process. Significant participation by both the industry and 
the NRC is expected, including senior resident inspectors, 
regional branch chiefs, DRP directors, and regional 
administrators. The workshop agenda included a discus­
sion of the following background information; concepts 
previously developed by the NRC (IR.AP), the industry 
(NEI) proposal for improving performance assessment, and 
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an integrated proposal to utilize a regulatory oversight 
framework that centers around cornerstones of safety. In 
addition, fundamental issues such as the appropriate 
threshold for NRC interaction with licensees and the 
means for maintaining independent regulatory oversight 
were to be discussed. Decisions reached on the fundamen­
tal issues were to establish the attributes against which the 
workshop participants would develop specific details for 
improvement to the performance assessment and regula­
tory oversight processes. 

Issue breakout sessions are to include: 

A. General Policy Issues: Safety Performance Expecta­
tions/ Regulatory Oversight Process 

B. Use of Risk Insights in Assessment 
C. Use of Performance Indicators and Integration with 

Inspection Results 
D. Role of Enforcement in Regulatory Oversight/ 

Range of NRC Actions/ Communications 

Detailed cornerstone development breakout sessions will 
detem1ine the objectives, building blocks, and performance 
measurement criteria for each cornerstone (i .e., perfor­
mance indicators and necessary inspection areas). 

For further information (including results of the work­
shop), please contact one of your regional representatives 
that participated in the workshop. Preregistrants include: 

Region 1 :  Hub Miller, Bill Axelson, Bill Hehl, Larry 
Doerflein, Glenn Meyer, Scott Morris 

Region 2: Jon Johnson, Bruce Mallett, Bob Haag, Bobby 
Holbrook 

Region 3: Jim Caldwell, Geoff Grant, Mel Leach, Tom 
Kozak, Charles Phillips 

Region 4: Jim Dyer, Ken Brockman, Bill Johnson, Bill 
Jones, Jim Sloan 

The staff plans to brief the Commission on the results of 
the workshop in October 1 99 8. The staff will then develop 
a proposed integrated assessment process and present it to 
the Commission in January 1 999. The current plan is to 
implement the new assessment process in June 1 999. 
Progress on the development and implementation of the 
integrated assessment process will be included in future 
editions to this newsletter. 
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Year 2000 (Y2K) Readiness Program Audits 

As follow-up to NRC Generic Letter 98-01 ,  "Year 
2000 Readiness of Computer Systems at Nuclear 
Power Plants," dated May 1 1 , 1 998, the members 

of the Instrumentation and Controls Branch (HICB), NRR, 
will conduct sample audits at 1 2  plant sites of the 
licensee's plant-specific Y2K readiness program 
implementation. The audits are expected to take 3 to 4 
days and are scheduled to be completed between 
September 1 998 and January 1 999. The objectives ofthese 
audits are: 

( I )  To assess the effectiveness of licensee programs for 
achieving Y2K readiness and addressing the impact of the 
Y2K problem on compliance with the terms and conditions 
of their license and NRC regulations and continued safe 
operation of the plant. 

(2) To evaluate program implementation activities in 
order to assure that licensees are on schedule to achieve 
Y2K readiness in accordance with GL 98-01 guidelines. 

(3) To assess licensee contingency planning for addressing 
risks and unanticipated problems associated with events 
resulting from Y2K concerns. 

The audits will include a review of relevant documentation 
and interviews with selected utility personnel. Examples 
of relevant documentation are : facility specific Y2K 

program plan, assessment plan, inventory listing/database 
(including possibly separate inventories of embedded 
systems), project tracking, reviews and evaluations of 
regulatory considerations including 1 0  CFR 50.59 changes, 
and QA procedures related to the Y2K program. Where 
possible, direct observation of testing and validation of 
remediated systems and equipment will be included. 

Plants selected for the audits were determined based on 
their initial response to GL 98-0 1 ,  input received from 
resident inspectors in response to Y2K program status 
survey, 3 plants in each region, nuclear steam supply 
system vendor type, age of the plant, and use of computers 
at the facility. The plants selected for the audits are: 
Monticello, Seabrook, Brunswick, Davis Besse, Hope 
Creek, Limerick, Wolf Creek, Watts Bar, Waterford, North 
Anna, WNP-2, and Braidwood. 

The audits will be conducted by two HICB staff members 
and a member of the regional Division of Reactor Safety 
staff may provide additional assistance. The licensee, 
region, and resident inspector will be notified of the audit 
at least a month in advance. The audit reports will be 
made publicly available within 30 days of completion of 
the audit. 
For more information on the Y2K audits, contact Matt 
Chiramal via e-mail (MXC) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-2845. 

Reactor Program System (RPS) Status 

The Reactor Program System (RPS) was initiated in 
1 995, when NRR recognized the need to gain 
regulatory and admini strative program 

improvements and efficiencies. NRR initiated the program 
with OCIO and the regions to integrate ten antiquated 
mainframe systems, serving the reactor program in 
headquarters and regions, into one integrated system using 
modem client/server technology. Many of these older 
systems did not effectively interface or share infom1ation 
resulting in inefficiencies that impede effective program 
management. RPS will collect information once, at the 
source, and integrate information in one data base which 
can be correlated and analyzed. 

The RPS project provides an integrated methodology for 
planning, scheduling, conducting, reporting and analyzing 
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most of the functions performed by the staff involved with 
NRR programs in headquarters and the regions. This 
includes all inspection, licensing and regulatory activities. 
RPS can be accessed through an agency standard personal 
computer or via modem dial-in. The RPS modules are 
being developed and deployed incrementally. RPS training 
was conducted in the regions before each of the 
implementation phases. User feedback from the training 
sessions and from system use has been and will continue 
to be used to enhance the system. Supplemental training 
will be provided in the future as necessary to support the 
deployment of additional modules. 

Inspection Planning (IP), Inspection Reports Tracking 
System (IRTS), Inspection Procedure Authority System 
(IPAS), Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance 
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(SALP), REPORTS, and the Staff file were deployed in the 
regions on the client/server platform in March 1 998. 
These modules incorporated and streamlined the functions 
previously performed by the Master Inspection Planning 
System (MIPS) and the mainframe versions of the IRTS, 
IPAS, and SALP systems. The replacement of MIPS by 
RPS/IP simplified the ability to manage inspection 
resources. New reports have been developed to assist in 
planning, scheduling and monitoring inspection activity. 

The second RPS deployment was originally going to be the 
Automated Inspection Reporting System (AIRS). AIRS, as 
originally designed, has been put on hold until the site 
connectivity issue is resolved by the OCIO and has been 
replaced by the Item Reporting (IR) and Analysis Module 
(AM). IR and AM (a.k.a. IRAM) incorporate three of the 
main functions in AIRS: item reporting, analysis 
capability, and the closeout of inspection procedures. 

The first phase of IR was deployed on September 28, 1 998, 
and is now the central repository for inspection reports and 
independent items for Part 50 power reactors. Users can 
create Plant Issues Matrices (PIMs), item lists, and open 
item reports, as well as close out inspection procedures and 
Tis. All Part 50 power reactor items entered into the 
Inspection Follow-up System (IFS) since it became 
operational on October 1 ,  1 992, and all open items 
irrespective of their opening date, were downloaded into 
IR. Current PIM information in WordPerfect documents 
and MS Access databases will not be back fitted into IR. 
IFS will continue to be used for all other inspection items 
related to non-power reactors and vendors until the 
completion of phase two of IR in early 1 999. The use of 
IR will significantly decrease the effort required to enter 
IFS items and maintain the PIM, and eliminate 
discrepancies between the two since they will both use the 
same data fields in a single database. In most cases this 
data will be entered from the sites. 

AM provides both standard reports and graphs, and ad hoc 
query and report generation capability. Starting this 
month, the NRR staff will be working with the regions to 
identify and develop additional standard reports to support 
regional and headquarters requirements as well as reports 
that will support the Operating Plan process. 

The development of RPS was a large contributor in the 
decision to decommission SINET. NRR will be working 
with the OCIO staff to ensure a smooth transition of the 
remaining SINET functions to the client/server 
environment, including the deployment of PCRITS in the 
regions in FY 1 999. PCRITS will provide for on-line 
submission of actual hours worked. PCRITS will use the 
RPS database to provide an on-screen RITS sheet which 
contains the procedures and T ACS assigned to an 
individual for the reporting period. Eventually this 
function will be incorporated into ST ARFIRE. 

The Licensing and Other Planning module (LOP) and 
PCRITS will be deployed during 1 999. These modules 
will replace the Workload Information and Scheduling 
System (WISP), Safety Issues Management System 
(SIMS), as well as the mainframe version of Technical 
Assignment Control System (TACS) and Regulatory 
Information Tracking System (RITS). RPS will also 
interface with other agency-standard systems, such as 
Allegation Management System (AMS), and the 
Enforcement Action Tracking System (EATS), ADAMS 
and STARFIRE. 

For more information on the uses and status of RPS, 
contact your regional RPS counterpart, Janet Lanning, 
Region I; Steve Vias, Region II; Paul Pelke, Region ill; or 
Larry Yandell, Region IV; or Mike MacWilliams, NRR, 
via e-mail (MLM4) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5- 1 877. 

PRA Applications Corner 

This portion of  the newsletter i s  devoted to  sharing 
inspection experience gained using Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment (PRA) concepts and methods. Inputs and 
comments are welcome, and should be submitted to 
Douglas Coe via E-mail (DHC) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-
1 244. 

Risk-Significance of Engineering and Maintenance 
Backlogs - An Inspection Approach 
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The Inspection Program Branch ofNRR (PIPB) was 
recently asked by Region I management if an 
assessment could be made of the risk-significance of 

the engineering and maintenance backlog for both units of 
the then shutdown Beaver Valley Power Station. This task 
also provided an opportunity for PIPB to explore new ways 
of using risk insights for inspection. The approach taken 
was to assign each backlog item to the PRA-modeled 
system(s) it could potentially influence and to rate its 
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potential for affecting the system reliability (high, medium, 
low) . During the one-week inspection period, more than 
540 individual backlog item summaries were examined and 
cataloged on a computer-based spreadsheet for those items 
not scheduled for completion before plant restarts. Those 
systems that ranked high in both risk importance and 
potential for adverse effect on system reliability were 
examined in greater detail .  The ability to list all items 
from the various backlogs for each system, grouped by 
their potential impact, provided insight into the 
accumulation of problems and issues with the most risk­
significant of these systems. Even more important, 
although a quantitative risk impact cannot be determined, 

Reliability Study - Auxiliary/Emergency Feedwater 
System: 1987-1995 (NUREG/CR-5500, Vol. 1 )  

T
his recently issued AEOD report notes several useful 
insights for inspectors based on a review of more 
than 1 1 00 unplanned auxiliary/emergency feedwater 

(AFW) demands. First, a loss of AFW suction sources, 
though rare, is a contributor to total system failure that is 
often not modeled in PRAs. During the period reviewed, 
one such event occurred. During this event, the suction 
shifted to the service water system due to an isolated 
condensate storage tank. The AFW flow control valves 
then became fouled with sludge and clams, causing 
significant flow reduction to the steam generators. A more 
recent 1 998 occurrence is also noted involving a 
condensate controller failure that allowed high temperature 
condensate into the surge tanks that serve as the primary 
suction source for the AFW system, causing a potential 
loss of NPSH. The report recommends being particularly 
sensitive to plant activities that could affect AFW suction 
sources, especially for common suction path and shared 
water source designs. Second, most inspectors are aware 
of the historically higher expected failure potential of 
turbine-driven AFW pumps, relative to other designs. The 
report itemizes some of the most important contributors to 
turbine start failures. These were listed as overspeed trips 
caused by worn, loose, or misaligned trip linkages; water 
accumulation in the supply lines; and contaminated 
governor hydraulic oil. It is also emphasized that 
inspectors should recognize that adequate reliability also 
includes the means (e.g., training and procedures) to 
recover from such trips, whether recovery is from the 
pump or control room. Finally, the report notes that little 
data exists on failures during longer run times because 
such failures ( during shutdown conditions or surveillance 
testing) are often not reportable in LERs. Therefore, 
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inspection techniques such as this can better show the 
cumulative influence of multiple system design and 
reliability issues. Then inspectors can better use their plant 
systems knowledge and understanding of the plant's PRA 
dominant accident sequences to determine how these 
various issues might be contributing to an increased 
likelihood of certain of these sequences. This is another 
example of how to apply the guidance in IMC 25 1 5  
Appendix C to get valuable risk insights for inspection 
planning and focus. See inspection report 50-334/98-03, 
50-41 2/98-03 or contact Douglas Coe at (3 1 0) 4 1 5- 1244/ 
DHC for further information. 

inspectors should be alert for any history of such failures 
that might indicate a greater AFW system unreliability 
than estimated by the licensee, and possibly used for 
setting performance criteria under 1 0CFR50.65 
(Maintenance Rule). Copies of this report can be obtained 
by calling the NRC publications order desk at (202) 5 1 2-
2409. 

Today's quote for risk-informed thinking - from the late 
Dr. Richard Feynman, then a member of the President's 
Commission investigating the Challenger disaster: "[It 
was] a kind of Russian roulette . . .  [the shuttle} flies [with 
O-ring erosion in its booster rockets} and nothing 
happens. Then it is suggested therefore, that the risk is no 
longer so high for the next flights. We can lower our 
standards a little bit because we got away with it last time. 
You got away with it, but it shouldn 't be done over and 
over again like that. " Translation for reactor inspectors: 
Don' t  feel comfortable that something has a low 
probability of failure j ust because it hasn't failed yet. 
Degraded conditions that have not actually caused a 
functional failure can, over time, increase the total 
probability of failure dramatically as the number of 
demands ( or operating time) increase. Reactors have 
greater defense-in-depth than the space shuttle, therefore 
significant reactor risk increases often come from either 
common cause failure potentials or an accumulation of 
individual increases in the likelihoods of system failures, 
initiating events, and operator errors . IMC 25 15  
Appendix C recommends looking for issues linked to each 
other by accident sequences that could lead to core 
damage. Reflecting on the above quote should help us 
realize that anyone dealing with a complex and potentially 
hazardous technology must constantly guard against 
complacency born of past success. 
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Inspector Success Stories 
The intent of this article is to showcase and share notable 
inspection experiences and findings between offices, 
regions, and inspectors. The goal is to make this article a 
regular feature in the newsletter, but this will not be 
possible without consistent input and feedback from 
management and the inspection staff. Please submit future 
nominations for this article to Ron Frahm, Jr. via e-mail 
(RKF) or by calling (301 )  4 1 5-2986. 

Example 98-04 (BWR- GE 4) 

An NRC inspector performed a visual assessment of 
completed work activities shortly after an I&C 
technician replaced a hydraulic control unit (HCU) 

accumulator high water level switch that had failed during 
surveillance testing. The inspector identified a potential 
operability concern with the adjacent HCU. The solenoid 
housing on the directional control valve was positioned so 
that its electrical connector and cable would interfere with 
the limit switch actuator of the inlet scram valve. If the 
scram valve operated while this condition existed, the 
connector and/or cable of the directional control valve 
could be damaged, or worse, could impede the operation of 
the inlet scram valve. 

The inspector immediately discussed the issue with a 
licensed operator. The operator indicated that the 
solenoid housing was designed to pivot or swivel and was 
most likely bumped and swiveled forward while operations 
personnel worked to isolate the adjacent HCU. The 
licensed operator immediately swiveled the solenoid 
housing away from the limit switch actuator without any 
discussion with operations management or the system 
engineer on what effects this may have had on the 
equipment. Subsequently, operations management and the 
system engineer concluded that his actions were 
appropriate. 

The next morning the inspector visually inspected the 
remaining HCUs and identi fied three more examples of 
solenoid housings or cables that were in contact with the 
limit switch actuator of the inlet scram valve. Through 
interviews, the inspector identified that the operator had 
discussed the issue with the operations shift supervisor 
(OSS). The OSS concluded that the issue was isolated due 
to the work performed on the adjacent HCU, and did not 
question whether the HCU was operable in this condition. 
The inspector also identified through interviews that all 89 

HCUs were isolated during the Fall 1 996 refuel outage and 
concluded that the solenoid housings could potentially 
have been mispositioned since October 1 996. 

The system engineer, with the assistance of GE 
representatives, performed an operability determination 
and concluded that the four HCUs in question would have 
performed their safety function (scram) if required. The 
worst consequences would be: ( 1 )  the solenoid housing 
would be displaced when the scram valve actuated 
resulting in a small primary containment leak which could 
be manually isolated; and/or (2) the directional control 
valve wiring would be damaged causing a short in the 
directional control valve control system, thereby, disabling 
operators ability to insert or withdraw any of the control 
rods. The licensee identified that GE SIL No. 3, issued 
July 3 1 ,  1973, discussed the problem and recommended 
that the cables be secured to the frame leg of the HCU after 
the housing had been properly positioned. Subsequently, 
the licensee implemented the recommended actions of the 
SIL. 

Plant personnel demonstrated a lack of attention to detail 
by repositioning the solenoid housing during work 
activities and Operations personnel demonstrated a lack of 
attention to detail in not identifying this issue during their 
plant tours. The OSS also did not take a generic approach 
when presented with the issue, nor did he question whether 
the HCU was operable. Finally, the licensee did not 
respond to the GE SIL by taking the recommended actions. 

This finding was identified at Duane Arnold by Michael 
Kurth. This is an example of the importance of assessing 
the effects of work activities on adjacent equipment, 
assessing operations personnel ' s  actions and response to 
deficiencies found in the plant, and assessing the licensee's 
implementation of corrective actions for identified 
deficiencies. Reference Inspection Report No. 50-
33 1 /98003 or contact Roger Lanksbury ( e-mail RDL, ( 630) 
829-963 1 )  for more details on this inspection finding. 

Example 98-05 (PWR, Westinghouse 4-Loop) 

During the performance of an Engineering 
inspection, an error was found in the Net Positive 
Suction Head calculation for the ECCS Safety 

Injection Recirculation pumps, which are internal to the 
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containment. The inspector reviewed the Updated Final 
Safety Analysis Report and the Emergency Operating 
Procedure for transfer to long term recirculation. The 
design basis of the internal recirculation pumps, as stated 
in the UFSAR, was for one recirculation pump to be 
capable of achieving the flowrate essential to satisfy core 
cooling and containment spray requirements, via a system 
configuration internal to containment. 

The inspector noted that in 1 993 and again in 1 997, the 
licensee identified an instrument inaccuracy phenomena 
related to adverse conditions (high radiation or high 
pressure) in the containment during an accident. Vendor 
and licensee calculations showed that as much as a 30% 
error could exist with the indication from the recirculation 
flow transmitters, located inside containment. The EOP 
was revised to incorporate the potential effects of this error 
for the core and containment spray flow transmitters. 
Thus, the prior acceptable criteria of 600 gpm indicated 
core flow and 1 300 gpm indicated containment spray, were 
changed to 900 and 1 950 gpm respectively. These adverse 
errors however, could be in either direction (i.e. + or -
30%). 

The change had resulted in the operators establishing a 
higher pump flowrate in accordance with the EOP. An 
increased flowrate results in higher required NPSH. 
However, the inspector noted that a 50. 59 safety evaluation 
had not been performed to evaluate the effect of this 
change. Additionally, the NPSH calculation ofrecord did 
not evaluate the potential for the increased flowrate. The 
adverse containment instrument error had essentially 
created inconsistencies between the UFSAR, the 
calculation of record, and the implementing procedure 
(EOP). 

The inspector noted that if only one recirculation pump 
was available in response to the event, the adverse 
containment numbers would have directed the operators to 
bring the recirculation sump water external to containment 
to the suction of the Safety Injection pumps, due to NPSH 
considerations. However, this alignment was inconsistent 
with the design basis of the system. The Licensee 
acknowledged the inspector's finding, made a 50. 72 report, 
and performed an extent of condition analysis. 

An EOP review team was formed by the licensee and 
identified similar concerns: ( 1 )  very high errors in reactor 
coolant system pressure indication, resulting from adverse 
containment environment, could have prevented the 
operators from achieving the optimal goals of the EOP 

accident mitigation strategies, (2) when containment 
pressure channel errors were considered, achieving a post­
spray containment pressure of 2 psig may not have been 
possible, therefore, the previous containment spray 
termination criterion of 2 psig may not have been 
achievable, (3) pressurizer level control would not have 
been maintained in accordance with the EOP by automatic 
control, as the no-load Tavg setpoint was 37%, which was 
below the SI re-initiation criteria of 42% for adverse 
containment conditions. The licensee developed and 
implemented several physical hardware modifications and 
numerous procedural enhancements to ensure the 
capability of systems to function within the guidelines of 
the EOPs. 

This finding was identified at Indian Point 2 by Frank 
Amer, a DRS specialist inspector. This is a good example 
of the importance of considering the analyzed design basis 
when reviewing changes to system operating 
characteristics and EOPs; the licensee had only looked at 
potential instrument errors in one direction, which had 
prevented the identification that adverse environmental 
conditions had created challenges to the EOPs. Reference 
inspection report 50-24 7 /98-08 or contact Frank Amer ( e­
mail FJA, (6 1 0) 337-5 1 94) for more details on this 
inspection finding. 

Example 98-06 (PWR, Westinghouse 2-Loop) 

As part of routine inspections after a plant shutdown 
to repair a Reactor Coolant Pump (RCP) seal, the 
inspector performed radiological surveys of various 

areas in the auxiliary building. The inspections were 
performed shortly after the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) 
system was placed in service for cooldown. The inspector 
identified several areas with elevated radiation dose rates 
which were not posted as radiation or high radiation areas. 

Shortly after operators placed the RHR system in-service, 
the inspector questioned Radiation Protection (RP) 
personnel whether they would be performing radiological 
surveys due to the RHR system being in-service and/or any 
other changes in plant configuration. The inspector was 
informed that only the routine weekly surveys were 
planned and the next survey was scheduled to be 
performed 5 days later. The inspector was not satisfied 
with this response and was concerned that radiation levels 
in the plant could potentially change significantly between 
planned surveys . The inspector subsequently performed 
surveys using the NRC-issued RamGam in areas where 
RHR system piping traversed. 
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The following conditions were identified: 

• One containment piping penetration room (posted as less 
than 5 mrem/hr) was found to have readings of20 mrem/hr 
at the entry way and the highest reading RHR pipe was 
monitored at greater than 80 mrem/hr at 30 cm from the 
pipe. This area was subsequently posted as a high 
radiation area after more thorough licensee surveys 
confirmed the inspector's findings. Highest readings 
recorded in subsequent days were > 1 80 mrem/hr at 30 cm. 

• Several RHR pipes near the Containment Spray (CS) 
pumps, a general access area, were monitored at greater 
than 25 mrem/hr at 30 cm. Elevated readings were also 
identified on the CS piping due to RHR dead leg sections 
of piping which provide a suction path for the CS pumps 
in post-accident operation. Minor leakage past the 
normally closed RHR/CS isolation valve resulted in 
increased readings on the CS piping sections. This area 
was subsequently posted as a radiation area after more 
thorough licensee surveys confirmed the inspector's 
findings. 

• The RHR valve gallery which was posted as 4 mrem/hr 
at the entry gate was found to have readings of greater than 

14  mrem/hr at the gate. Inside the valve gallery, readings 
of > 1 00 mrem/hr were measured. This area was 
subsequently posted as a high radiation area after more 
thorough licensee surveys confirmed the inspector's 
findings. The highest readings recorded in subsequent 
days were >350 mrem/hr at 30 cm from one RHR pipe. 

The RP group's  failure to perform surveys following 
placing RHR in-service was apparently due to a false sense 
of security based on past outage experience. In past 
outages, injecting hydrogen peroxide into the RCS and 
keeping the RCPs running for a few days into an outage 
helped minimize the effects of crud bursts. Since this was 
a short 7-day outage, these actions were not taken and RP 
did not recognize that higher radiation levels could result. 

This finding was identified at Kewaunee by Julio Lara. 
This is an example of the importance of objective and 
independent follow-up, in this case doing independent 
confirmation of posted radiation levels in areas of the plant 
where RCS cooling system piping may traverse. Reference 
Inspection Report No. 50-305/98002 or contact Roger 
Lanksbury (e-mail RDL, (630) 829-963 1 )  for more details 
on this inspection finding. 
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Reactor Inspection Program 

NEWSLETTER 
Issue 99-01 

T
he Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter 
provides a forum to communicate current in­
spection program issues and activities to the 

reactor inspection staff. The intent is to ensure that 
inspectors are aware of current program direction, 
management expectations, inspection trends, pro­
gram and policy changes, and lessons learned. 
Another important objective of this newsletter is to 
share useful inspection information between offices, 
regions, and inspectors to promote efficient and 
consistent inspection activities. 

Hard copies of this newsletter have been distributed 
to each NRC resident inspector's office. The current 
issue of the newsletter, as well as previous issues, is 
also available to all NRC employees on-line via the 
NRC internal web site. From the NRC internal 
homepage, select the fourth bullet entitled "NRC 
Newsletters ,"  and then select the first bullet entitled 
"Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter." The 
newsletter homepage allows users to access the 

January 1999 

latest newsletter as well as previous releases. 
Hyperlinks are provided to access referenced NRC 
websites, including SECY papers, Inspection Manual 
Chapters, Inspection Procedures , and e-mail. 

The newsletters are also available in WordPerfect 
through the R:\newslttr directory, however, this issue 
of the newsletter will be last one placed in the 
R:\newslttr directory. Future newsletters will be 
available only through the internet or by requesting 
electronic or hard copies from NRR/PIPB directly. 

The NRR Inspection Program Branch (PIPS) pre­
pares this newsletter on an  as-needed basis. Com­
ments, recommendations , or proposed topics or 
articles are encouraged and appreciated. Please 
direct them to Ronald Frahm, Jr. via e-mail (RKF) or 
by calling (30 1 )  41 5-2986. 
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Clarification of Expectations for the RI Program 

I ssues related to the Resident Inspector (RI) Pro­
gram were addressed in SECY-98- 152, "Summary 
of Issues and Recommended Improvements to the 

Resident Inspector Program," dated June 29, 1 998 
(see "Recommended Improvements to the RI Pro­
gram" article in issue 98-02 for more details). The 
Commission approved the staff's recommendations, 
subject to specific comments, via staff requirements 
memorandum (SRM) dated August 21 , 1 998. As 
noted in the SRM, some issues require short-term 
action, such as a clear definition and common 
understanding of the Agency's expectations and 
requirements for the RI Program. To address this 
concern , a clarification memo was sent to the re­
gional administrators on October 1 3 , 1 998 entitled 
"Resolution of Long-standing Concerns Associated 
With the Resident Inspector Program." 

The following is a summary of the issues discussed 
in the memo: 

1 .  Although pagers or cellular phones are 
frequently made available to RI staff and others who 
may be designated to cover a site, carrying these 
devices does not impose additional responsibility or 
restrictions for the individual. There should be no 
restrictions on personal activity when off duty while 
carrying a pager or phone, except, if called upon by 
the region , the RI must make management aware of 
any fitness-for-duty limitations and response time 
capability. Although IMC 1 245 does not require 
inspectors to be respirator qualified, the region 
should maintain the status of inspection, radiological, 
and respirator qualifications for each inspector 
fulfilling the emergency response role. 

2. Resident inspectors are not required to establish 
residence within any specific distance of a site, nor is 
there a specific requirement regarding response 
time to a site that would reasonably affect the choice 
of personal residence. 

3. Site coverage by an IMC 1 245 qualified inspector 
should not be interrupted for more than 3 consecutive 
work days. Exceptions will be approved by the 
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Regional Administrator. Additionally, provisionally 
qualified inspectors may provide site coverage with 
regional approval. 

4. The Individual Development Plan and Career 
Counseling Program offered by the Office of Human 
Resources remain the processes used by NRC as 
aids for career advancement. I MC 0227, "Career 
Paths for Resident Inspectors ,"  has been deleted 
from the Inspection Manual to avoid ambiguity. 

5. There are no restrictions on the number of site 
assignments or overall time in the RI Program ,  
providing that RI  performance remains acceptable. 
Hence, Rls and management should maintain the 
flexibility to make job assignments and career deci­
sions in the best interest of both the NRC and the 
individual. 

6. As discussed in the memorandum to the regional 
administrators dated September 2 1 , 1 998, maximum 
RI tour lengths have been changed from five to 
seven years. 

It is important that NRR, NMSS, and regional man­
agement communicate their expectations to the Rls 
and reflect them in their program guidance and 
procedures. Regional practices should not conflict 
with RI Program guidelines and the clarifications 
noted in the October 1 3  memorandum. A significant 
revision of the RI Program guidance, which will clarify 
the aforementioned issues, will be completed in 
concert with the rebaselining of the inspection and 
assessment programs as discussed further in the 
article entitled "Regulatory Oversight Process Im­
provements." In addition , position descriptions and 
performance elements and standards for Rls and 
SR ls will be reviewed and adjusted to ensure consis­
tency with the program guidance by October 1 999. 

For more information regarding the clarity of manage­
ment expectations for the RI Program, contact Serita 
Sanders via e-mail (SXS5) or by calling (301 ) 415-2956. 
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Changes to Resident Inspector Compensation Policy 

T
he staff's evaluation and planned actions for 
resident inspector (RI )  compensation policy 
were presented to the Commission in SECY-98-

281 dated December 2, 1 998. The Commission 
approved the proposed staff actions in a staff require­
ments memorandum (SRM) dated February 2 ,  1 999. 

The planned actions include: 

(1 ) Modifying the current pay policy for Rls to provide 
for full locality pay in addition to the special salary 
schedule beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2001 .  

This change in policy will restore a consistent 3-step 
differential between RI pay and pay received by 
regional and headquarters counterparts. The 3-step 
pay incentive has eroded in recent years due to the 
advent of locality pay. In a nutshell, this policy 
change will increase pay for all Rls by an amount 
equal to the "rest of the US" rate, currently at 
5.42%. Although funding is not allotted for FY 2000, 
the staff will explore reprogramming options during 
the upcoming budget cycle which might allow earlier 
implementation of the revised RI pay policy. 

(2) Modifying the current policy related to eligibility for 
saved pay provisions when transferring out of the RI 
Program to require a total of 6 years versus 4 years 
in the RI Program. 

The current 4 year prov1s1on was developed to 
coincide with the 5-year RI relocation policy. Under 
those provisions an RI would have to complete one 
year less than a full tour in the RI Program in order to 
receive saved pay. In the August 2 1 ,  1 998 SRM, the 
Commission stated that all current Rls should have 
the option of a 7-year versus a 5-year maximum tour 
length and that new RI assignments will stipulate a 7-
year maximum tour length. Accordingly, the staff 
plans to modify the saved pay policy to require a 
minimum of 6 years of service in the RI Program in 
order to qualify for saved pay (for all new RI assign­
ments after the implementation date of the policy 
change). The other provisions of the saved pay 
policy would remain unchanged. 
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(3) Continuing the current policy related to relocation 
bonuses. 

NRC employees will continue to receive relocation 
bonuses when entering, transferring within, or leaving 
the RI Program consistent with the current provisions. 
Relocation bonuses vary by RI site location based on 
recruitment difficulty and geographic economic 
factors, ranging from 1 0  to 25 percent of base salary. 
The staff believes that the relocation bonus policy has 
effectively minimized the economic disincentives 
associated with relocation. 

( 4) Continuing the current policy regarding promo­
tions to positions outside the RI Program. 

When an employee is promoted from a position paid 
in accordance with the RI special salary schedule to 
an NRC position outside the RI Program paid in 
accordance with a different salary schedule, the rate 
of pay is set to either meet or exceed the rate of pay 
under the RI special salary schedule. Rls are not 
eligible for the 2-step pay equivalent increase af­
forded employees promoted to a h igher g raded 
position within the same salary schedule. Similarly, 
relocation bonuses are not paid to employees who 
elect to leave the RI Program for a promotion. The 
staff believes that there are sufficient pay incentives 
for RI staff who elect to leave the RI Program via 
competitive promotion. 

For background information on recent developments 
in the RI Program, see SECY-97-285, "Discussion of 
Resident Inspector Demographics and the Balance 
Between Expertise and Objectivity," SECY-98-1 52 ,  
"Summary of Issues and Recommended Improve­
ments to the Resident Inspector Program," and 
SECY-98-1 83, "Submittal and Analysis of Revised 
Resident Inspector Demographic Data." Several 
recent newsletter articles have also discussed R I  
Program issues. 

For more information regarding RI compensation or 
related changes to the RI Program and policy, con­
tact Ron Frahm, Jr. via e-mail (RKF) or by calling 
(30 1 ) 41 5-2986. 
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Communicating the Results of Plant Performance Reviews 

I n September 1 998, the Commission directed the 
staff to suspend the SALP program, and to ensure 
that information on licensee performance assess-

ment is provided to stakeholders consistently in Plant 
Performance Reviews (PPRs). Licensees and other 
stakeholders were informed of the suspension of the 
SALP program in the NRC's Administrative Letter 98-
07 of October 2 ,  1 998. In memorandums dated 
December 1 5 , 1 998 and January 29, 1 999, NRR 
provided detailed guidance to the regions to commu­
nicate the results of PPRs. The memoranda required 
that more of the assessment information currently 
prepared for PPRs be sent to licensees annually with 
the PPR letters . The purpose of including this infor­
mation is to increase confidence in the NRC by 
making its assessment processes more scrutable to 
licensees, the public, and other stakeholders. 

Timing and Conduct of Meetings. 

PPRs are held semi-annually in each region. The 
next PPRs are scheduled in early 1 999 to align with 
the annual Senior Management Meeting (SMM) 
process. Letters communicating the results of the 
PPRs will be issued to all licensees shortly after the 
1 999 SMM screening meetings. Public meetings will 
be scheduled for most plants approximately every 24 
months and will focus on the results of the PP Rs, so 
that public meetings will be held with approximately 
half of all licensees each year. Reg ional branch 
chiefs will conduct the public meetings for most 
plants, with additional regional management involve­
ment as appropriate based on licensee performance 
or the level of interest expressed by members of the 
public and other stakeholders. "Mid-cycle" PPRs will 
be held approximately six months after the Spring 
1 999 PP Rs and their primary purpose will be to adjust 
NRC inspection resources, if appropriate, based on 
licensee performance. 

Level of Detail of Assessment Information. 

In the SRM approving the suspension of the SALP 
program, the Commission d irected that PPR letters 
shall include performance trend information. This 
means that additional assessment information must 
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be provided beyond that previously contained in PPR 
letters. The PPR letters will be the primary means to 
communicate assessment information until a new 
assessment process is implemented; therefore , the 
level of detail must be sufficient for all NRC stake­
holders, including state and local officials and mem­
bers of the public, to understand licensee perfor­
mance. However, consistent with their purpose, the 
letters for the mid-cycle PPRs will only provide a level 
of detail of assessment information that is sufficient 
to make clear the reasons for any changes in inspec­
tion effort, similar to current PPR letters. For plan­
ning purposes, the new assessment process that is 
currently under development is also anticipated to 
communicate the information used to assess licensee 
performance on an annual basis. 

Format and Content of PPR Letters. 

A sample letter for communicating the results of the 
Spring 1 999 PPRs was provided in the NRR guid­
ance memorandum of December 1 5 , 1 998. The 
sample letter was revised based on regional com­
ments and reissued in the January 29 guidance. In 
general , PPR letters must include an examination of 
long term trends, particularly since the last SMM, with 
emphasis on performance trends during the most 
recent six months. Performance overviews should be 
provided as well as performance in each functional 
area (e.g. operations, maintenance, engineering, 
plant support), and the discussion should be sup­
ported by issues that are documented in a Plant 
Issues Matrix (PIM) that is attached to the letter. 
Changes to the NRC's inspection schedule should be 
consistent with the discussion in the PPR letter. As 
noted earlier, mid-cycle PPRs will only provide 
information focused on making clear the reasons for 
any changes in the NRC's inspection schedule in the 
appropriate functional areas. PIMs and the NRC's 
inspection schedule for the next 6-8 months are 
included as attachments to all PPR letters. 

For more information on the PPR program or the 
suspension of the SALP program, contact Tom Boyce 
via email (THB) or by calling 301 -41 5-1 1 30. 
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Regulatory Oversight Process Improvements 

SECY-99-007 was issued on January 8, 1 999, which 
forwarded to the Commission staff recommendations 
for reactor oversight process improvements. The 
paper presented recommendations for improving the 
inspection, assessment, and enforcement processes, 
and included a transition plan for implementing these 
recommended changes. The paper also informed the 
Commission of the staff's intention to continue the 
suspension of the systematic assessment of licensee 
performance (SALP) process until the new assess­
ment process had been successfully implemented. 
The staff briefed the Commission on the proposed 
reactor oversight process improvements on January 
20, 1 999. 

Background 

T
he concepts developed and presented in this 
Commission paper represent a culmination of 
staff effort to develop improvements to the 

assessment and inspection processes. This effort 
started in September 1 997 as the integrated review 
of the assessment process ( IRAP) ,  with the I RAP 
recommendations published in SECY-98-045. 
Following Commission, industry, public, and congres­
sional feedback on the IRAP recommendations, the 
staff undertook initiatives to develop additional 
improvements to the assessment process, and to 
develop recommendations for improvement to the 
inspection program. Staff commitments to develop 
and implement a risk-informed baseline inspection 
program and to improve the plant assessment pro­
cess were documented in the Chairman's Tasking 
Memorandum dated August 25, 1 998. 

A four-day public workshop was held from September 
28 to October 1 ,  1 998 to facilitate stakeholder feed­
back and input during the development of these 
process improvements. During this workshop, 
consensus was reached on a framework for regula­
tory oversight, which was based on seven corner­
stones of safety. The workshop participants also 
reached general agreement on defining principles 
which provided the rules for the continued develop­
ment of the details of the oversight processes .  

Following the public workshop, three task groups 
were organized to continue and complete the work 
started at the workshop. The technical framework, 

Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter - 5 -

inspection, and assessment task groups were formed 
with Headquarters and regional experts in inspection 
and assessment, including resident inspectors, 
regional branch chiefs, and senior reactor analysts. 
The activities of each group have been closely 
integrated and all g roups have interfaced frequently 
with the public and industry through a series of 
regularly conducted public meetings. These three 
task groups were also closely integrated with the 
Office of Enforcement, with recommended oversight 
process improvements consistent with enforcement 
policy revisions. 

Objectives and Concepts 

T
he overall objectives in developing changes to 
the reg ulatory oversight processes were to: ( 1 ) 
ensure that plants continued to be operated 

safely, (2) improve public confidence by increasing 
the predictability, consistency, and objectivity of the 
oversight processes, (3) increase the effectiveness 
and efficiency of reg ulatory oversight by focusing 
agency and licensee resources on those issues with 
the most risk significance, and (4) reduce unneces­
sary regulatory burden as the processes become 
more effective and efficient. 

As described in SECY-99-007, the staff developed 
the following concepts to meet these objectives: 

• A Reg ulatory Oversight Framework was devel­
oped as a hierarchical structure to which im­
provements to oversight processes such as 
inspection, assessment, and enforcement could 
be developed. Under this framework, corner­
stones of safety were identified that provide the 
foundation for ensuring that the NRC's overall 
mission of public health and safety is met. 

• For each cornerstone of safety, performance 
indicators were identified which provide reason­
able assurance that the cornerstone objectives 
are met. Overall, twenty performance indicators 
were recommended to cover the seven corner­
stones. 

• A risk-informed scale was developed (the Con­
ceptual Model for Evaluating Licensee Perfor­
mance Indications) to be applied to performance 
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indicator results . This scale was used to estab­
lish thresholds for the performance indicators 
(Pis) and define a l icensee response band, an 
increased regulatory response band, a required 
regulatory response band, and an unaccept­
able performance band . 

I n  addition to P is ,  a risk-informed basel ine 
inspection program wi l l  be performed for all 
plants, regardless of l icensee performance. 
The intent of th is basel ine inspection program 
is to obtain further information in those areas 

Transition Plan 

I 
n addition to the above recommendations for 
improvement to the regulatory oversight proces­
ses, the staff proposed a plan and schedule to 

transition from the current processes. H ighl ights of 
the transition plan include: 

January to February 1 999 - Thirty day comment 
period on the scope and concepts for improve­
ment to the oversight processes. 

where needed to supplement the insight ob- • March 31 , 1 999 - Requested final Commission 
approval to cont inue with process development 
and implementation. 

tained through the P is .  The basel ine inspection 
program wi l l  also periodically assess the l icens-
ees problem identification and resolution pro­
gram and verify the accuracy of the P is .  

A risk-informed approach was used to identify 
the necessary areas to inspect so that 

February to May 1 999 - Complete preparation of 
draft inspection and assessment program docu­
mentation and procedures. 

inspection findings, integrated with perfor- • June to December 1 999 - Perform a pilot pro­
gram of the new regulatory oversight processes 
at two sites per region. 

mance indicator information, could be used to 
evaluate whether the cornerstone objectives 
are met. The staff is continu ing to work on 
developing methods for applying a scale to 
inspection findings which would be equivalent 
to the performance indicator scale. 

A single assessment process was developed 
with in the framework approach . A review 
system was developed that provides for contin­
uous, quarterly, mid-cycle, and annual end-of­
cycle evaluations of the assessment informa­
tion generated by P i s  and the basel ine inspec­
tion program.  The process considers the P is  
and inspection results to arrive at  an overall 
conclusion regarding l icensee performance. 
Based on the conclusion, an action matrix wil l 
be appl ied to determine the appropriate 
regulatory response and level of communica­
tion with the licensees and the public. 

Changes to the enforcement pol icy wi l l  be 
made to reflect the recommended changes to 
the inspection and assessment processes. For 
example these changes may include revising 
the definitions and thresholds for severity levels 
to al ign them with the process and guidance 
developed for evaluating the safety significance 
of inspection findings. 
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January 2000 - Implement the new oversight 
processes for al l  plants. 

• April 2000 - Hold the final Senior Management 
Meeting. 

• April 2001 - Perform the first annual assessment 
for all plants under the new process. 

In addition , the transition plan contains several plan­
ned activities to train NRG staff on the concepts and 
detai ls of the revisions to the oversight processes. 
Members of the NRG staff, as wel l  as members of the 
publ ic and industry, are encouraged to submit com­
ments during the 30-day comment period . 

Progress on the continued development and imple­
mentation of improvements to the regulatory over­
sight processes wil l  be included in future editions to 
this newsletter. Copies of SECY-99-007 are available 
on the SECY I ndex on the NRG Internet homepage. 
For more information on the regulatory oversight 
process improvements, contact Michael Johnson via 
e-mai l (MRJ 1 ) or by cal l ing (301 ) 4 1 5-1 241 . 
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The Importance of Clear Writing 

As a Federal agency, it is our responsibility to write 
concise, honest, and easily understood documents. 
By doing this, we help to ensure the public's under­
standing of NRC goals, actions, policies, and regula­
tions. The NRC's plan to improve public communica­
tions, in response to Direction Setting Issue (OSI) 1 4  
"Public Communication Initiatives," was presented to 
the Commission in SECY-98-089. 

N RC's Commitment to Using 
Plain Language 

The NRC's commitment to using plain language 
in agency documents was reiterated to all NRC 
employees in Yellow Announcement No. 8 on 

January 22, 1 999. This com mitment stems from a 
memorandum from President Clinton to the heads of 
executive departments and agencies of June 1 ,  1 998, 
and applies to all new agency documents that "ex­
plain how to ... comply with a requirement you adminis­
ter or enforce." For the NRC, such documents 
should include all rulemaking documents, Commis­
sion papers, correspondence, memoranda, and other 
agency communications to licensees and others. 
Meeting this goal will be challenging given the techni­
cal nature of the nuclear industry. 

Vice President Gore sent a follow-up memorandum 
and implementation guidance to agencies on July 28, 
1 998. This memorandum contains guidance with 
examples for writing plain language documents, 
including --

✓ Organize your material to serve the needs of 
your reader. 

✓ Write sentences in the active voice and use 
"you" and other pronouns, especially in corre­
spondence. 

✓ Use common, everyday words in short sen­
tences (1 5-20 words). 

✓ Use easy-to-read design features like lists, 
tables, graphics, and "white space" to open up 
dense blocks of text. 

Additional Guidance 

To assist agency writers in complying with the 
Plain Language initiative and the goals of OSI 
1 4 , the NRC has established a comprehensive 

Plain Language Action Plan internal web site: 
(http://www.internal.nrc.gov/N RC/PLAIN/index. html1 
The site contains the memorandums from President 
Clinton and Vice President Gore, as well as a broad 
variety of agency guidance documents and links to 
external Plain Language web sites. The site also 
includes excerpts from the "Clear Writing" course, a 
3-day workshop which emphasizes the three steps in 
the writing process: planning , writing , and editing. 
Course participants will also learn how to write for a 
specific purpose; write for a specific audience; gather 
material in a logical manner; edit a document for 
style; and edit a document for grammar, punctuation, 
and mechanics. 

Results of Regulatory Impact Feedback 

How do licensees rate the effectiveness of NRG 
regulatory activities? Here's what they told us 
as part of our regulatory impact feedback 

process! 

• 63% of licensees rated the effectiveness of 
communications between NRG staff and licens­
ees as favorable. Resident inspectors and 
regional management received the highest 
percent (90%) of favorable comments regard­
ing their communication effectiveness. 
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87% of licensees rated inspector professionalism 
favorably. Resident inspectors received the 
highest percent (93%) of favorable ratings for 
professionalism. 

• The topics receiving the most comments from 
licensees were: professionalism of NRG inspec­
tors (20% ), effectiveness of communications 
(26%), timeliness of licensing actions (6%), 
SALP (5%),  and clarity of the 1 0  GFR 50.59 
process and design and licensing bases (2%). 
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As you can see, much of the feedback from utilities 
that we regulate has been positive. 

hat is the source of this information? The 
NRG actively solicits feedback and com­
ments from utility licensees regarding the 

impact on licensees operations caused by regulatory 
activities. This was performed as a one-time effort in 
1 98 1  and 1 989. After the 1 989 study, the Commis­
sion directed the staff to develop a process to obtain 
feedback on an ongoing basis and to report the 
results of this feedback to the Commission annually. 

The staff developed a process in use today whereby 
NRR and regional managers solicit comments from 
licensees during routine visits to reactor sites. This 
feedback is documented, evaluated annually, and 
used as the basis of a Commission paper. NRR has 
recently added a new source of feedback to the 

regulatory impact process. The Institute of Nuclear 
Power Operations now acts as a sponsor and coordi­
nates meetings between plant managers and the 
Chairman and the EDO to discuss regulatory issues. 
There was one such meeting at the end of 1 997 and 
two meetings in 1 998. NRR is currently documenting 
the process in a Management Directive. 

Open channels of communication between the NRG 
and utilities are particularly important during this time 
of significant change. More information on licensees' 
feedback may be found in the latest Commission 
paper on Regulatory Impact (SECY-98-270, Novem­
ber 1 998) and is available on the Internet (with other 
SECYs on NRC's internal server). 

For more information on the regulatory impact pro­
cess, contact Dave Allsopp via e-mail (OKA) or by 
calling (301 ) 4 1 5-3073. 

PRA Applications Corner 

This portion of  the newsletter is devoted to  sharing 
inspection experience gained using Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment (PRA) concepts and methods. Inputs 
and comments are welcome, and should be submit­
ted to Douglas Coe via E-mail (DHC) or by calling 
(30 1 ) 4 1 5- 1 244. 

An Example of Risk-Informing Inspection Scope 

T
he Individual Plant Examinations for External 
Events (IPEEEs ) are providing some useful 
insights into plant risk and should be considered 

when establishing the scope for an inspection. For 
example, the Three Mile Island IPEEE identified that 
the risk associated with an external flood is nearly 
twice that of all internal events (LOCAs, LOOPs, 
SGTRs, etc) combined . Three Mile Island is sited on 
a low-lying island in the middle of the Susquehanna 
River. The Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) 
describes several actions that must be implemented 
to mitigate the effects of the river flooding. 

The Resident Inspectors recently used the results of 
the licensee's IPEEE and conducted an extensive 
review of the licensee's external flooding prepara­
tions. The inspection identified that the licensee flood 
mitigation program was generally effective. However, 
concerns were identified with the condition of a flood 
seal located between the reactor building and tendon 
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gallery that could result in a common cause failure of 
the auxiliary feedwater system and required correc­
tive action. 

The resident inspectors did an excellent job using risk 
information to establish the inspection scope. Exter­
nal events such as fires, floods, and seismic events 
can be major risk contributors and should not be 
ignored when selecting "risk informed" inspection 
focus areas. Additional information regarding the 
findings of this inspection effort can be obtained in 
Inspection Report 50-289/98-03 or by calling Wayne 
Schmidt, Senior Resident Inspector, TMI, at 
7 1 7-948-1 1 65. 

Today's quote for risk-informed thinking -

M inimizing the shock - U.S. author James 
Baldwin (1 924-87) wrote "Most of us are 

about as eager to be changed as we were to 
be born, and go through our changes in a similar 
state of shock. " We are now expecting a period of 
change in the inspection program. Recognizing that 
change is most "shocking" to people when goals are 
not kept clearly in mind, we might ask:  what is the 
goal of the inspection program? One principal and 
lasting goal is to identify deficiencies that pose a 
significant risk to the public, if they exist. This can 
help reveal not only the level of public risk exposure, 
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but can also help us assess a l icensee's capabi l ity to 
self-identify and correct deficiencies commensurate 
with sign ificance. How can PRA help? In many 
cases, it can help by e levating our th inking of signifi­
cance into the log ical ly consistent framework of core 
damage accident sequences. It can help to increase 
the l ikelihood of finding sign ificant issues by improv­
ing our integrated-plant th inking , such as using 
accident sequences as an input to inspection plan­
n ing. W hen we find a deficiency, it can help to 
expand our inspection scope to other areas where 
further deficiencies may, collective ly, present a more 
sign ificant risk. It can help us to min imize the "shock" 
by staying focused on the goal. 

Another constant in the equation of change should be 
our use of the word "risk". The word risk should 
never be used loosely to mean whatever we want it to 
mean at the time. W hen something is cal led "risk­
sign ificant" we should always be prepared to state 
why, based on the accident sequences being af­
fected. Statistician S. Kaplan writes "When the words 
are used sloppily, concepts become fuzzy, thinking is 
muddled, communication is ambiguous, and deci­
sions and actions are suboptimal". If used with 
understanding ,  the word "risk" can carry meaning and 
substance. Otherwise, it can obscure and misinform. 
Use it wisely. Use it precisely. 

Inspector Success Stories 

The intent of th is article is to showcase and share 
notable inspection experiences and findings between 
offices, regions, and inspectors. The goal is to make 
this a rticle a regular feature in the newsletter, but this 
will not be possible without consistent input and 
feedback from management and the inspection staff. 
Please submit future nominations for th is article to 
Ron Frahm, Jr. via e-mail (RKF) or by cal l ing (30 1 ) 
4 1 5-2986. 

Example 99-01 (BWR- GE 6) 

A
review of the l icensee's molded case circuit 
breaker (MCCB) testing program was per­
formed to determine if the implementation of 

s ite procedures was consistent with industry and 
NRG standards.  During the review, several deficien­
cies were noted with the test methodology and 
identification of val id test fai lures. The inspector's 
review resulted in a suspension of al l  MCCB testing 
and redevelopment of the MCCB test program.  The 
more significant issues were as fol lows: 

► 

► 

The use of an incorrect test cable size resulted 
in faster trip times on the test stand than would 
occur if the MCCB was insta l led in the plant. 
This is of concern because the faster trip times 
could have masked breaker coordination issues 
between the load breaker and supply breaker. 

Fai lure to perform a low current trip test to 
ensure the MCCB does not prematurely open. 
This is of concern because in-rush current 
could open the breaker if the instantaneous trip 
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set point is too low. 

► Excessive current and pulse duration were noted 
during instantaneous trip testing . The l icensee 
pulsed MCCBs up to 2 seconds and at 200 
percent of the MCCB current rat ing. I ndustry 
gu idance recommends a pu lse duration of 0.083 
to O . 1 66 seconds at 1 25 percent of the MCCB 
current rating . This is of concern because exces­
sive duration and current could degrade the 
MCCB. 

► Fai lure to verify if a thermal or  instantaneous trip 
of the MCCB occurred during test ing. At the 
inspector's request, the licensee attempted to 
reset a MCCB fol lowing an instantaneous trip 
test. Had the MCCB tripped on instantaneous 
overcurrent, the MCCB would have immediately 
reset. However, the MCCB would not reset, 
indicating that the thermal trip device had opened 
the MCCB . This is of concern because the 
licensee's test program had not verified the 
capabil ity of the instantaneous trip mechanism. 

The l icensee did not regularly exercise MCCBs to 
increase re l iability. I nfrequent cycl ing of MCCBs 
could cause the breaker to fa i l  on demand due to 
hardened g rease. During testing, the inspectors 
noted val id test failures which were not recorded by 
the licensee. The l icensee believed that MCCB trips 
occurring while establishing the test current were not 
credible, even though the test parameters had been 
met. In some cases ,  the licensee cycled the MCCB 
numerous t imes (preconditioned) prior to recording 
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the test data. This is of concern because the li­
censee used the test results to modify the scope of 
the breaker test program. Since fewer failures were 
identified, less testing was scheduled to be per­
formed. 

This finding was identified at Clinton by Carey Brown. 
This significant finding reinforces the need to verify 
that procedures are reflective of industry standards 
committed to by the licensee and that test personnel 
are properly implementing the intent of the procedure. 
Reference Inspection Report No. 50-46 1 /98-01 1  or 
contact Roger Lanksbury (e-mail RDL, (630) 829-
9631 ) for more details on this inspection finding. 

Example 99-02 (PWR, West. 4-Loop) 

A
n NRG inspector was present in the control 
room during the shutdown of the unit and 
reviewed the licensee's control of maintenance 

activities and their consideration of the risk associ­
ated with the removal of equipment from service 
during the entry into a forced outage. The inspector 
focused on the equipment configuration which existed 
while the plant was in Mode 4 (Hot Shutdown) ,  noting 
that one of the two required off-site electrical sources 
had been declared inoperable prior to the initiation of 
the shutdown. 

About three hours after the plant had entered Mode 
4, operators had removed a service water (SW) 
system MOV from service to perform testing ; the 
MOV was a technical specification (TS) valve that 
automatically isolates the safety related SW heat 
loads from the non-safety related SW heat loads 
during an accident. The TS required that the condi­
tion be corrected within 24 hours or for the plant to be 
shut down within the next six hours .  The inspector 
subsequently identified that the licensed operators 
had not identified or entered the applicable TS Action 
Statement when the valve was removed from service. 
When the inspector brought the matter to the operat­
ing crew's attention, they administratively entered the 
correct Action Statement, and work on the valve was 
completed within the allowed time. 

Shortly after the plant had been shut down, the 
inspector reviewed the equipment configuration 
status while the plant had been in Mode 4 and ob-
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served that, in addition to the SW MOV, the licensee 
had removed the motor-driven emergency feedwater 
pump from service. The inspector noted that the 
licensee's forced outage plan had scheduled this 
equipment removal from service for Mode 5 (Cold 
Shutdown) performance, but personnel errors and 
work control process deficiencies resulted in the 
conduct of the activity during Mode 4. The inspector 
questioned the licensee concerning the risk associ­
ated with this unplanned Mode 4 configuration. 

Because the licensee did not have a risk model for 
specific Mode 4 configurations, they performed two 
separate risk assessments: one using software that 
was developed from an at-power PRA and the other 
using an outage risk model developed for Mode 5 
conditions. The at-power model was bounding for the 
Mode 4 condition and showed that the subject plant 
configuration would not have been allowed for 
planned maintenance due to the resultant risk in­
crease related to the preclusion of establishing suc­
cessful alternate reactor cooling. The Mode 5 risk 
model determined that the unplanned configuration 
did not result in an appreciable increase in risk. The 
inspector concluded that, although neither model was 
specifically developed for the observed Mode 4 condi­
tion and that the risk increase could not readily be 
quantified, an avoidable increase in risk had oc­
curred. 

In response to the inspector's findings, the licensee 
implemented several corrective actions, including 
increased training on the importance of the plant 
maintenance schedule, equipment operability, and 
the requirements for performing risk assessments for 
planned maintenance activities. Additionally, the 
licensee planned to incorporate general risk assess­
ment guidance into the work control procedure. 

This finding was identified by Ray Lorson at Seabrook 
Generating Station. It is a good example of an 
inspector being risk sensitive to different plant condi­
tions with irregular equipment configurations, and the 
importance of assuring that the licensee is properly 
planning , tracking, and performing work during those 
plant conditions. Reference Inspection Report 50-
443/98-09 or contact Ray Lorson (e-mail RKL, (603) 
474-3589) for more details on this inspection finding. 
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Reactor Inspection Program 

NEWSLETTER 

Issue 99-02 

The Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter provides 
a forum to communicate current inspection program 
issues and activities to the reactor inspection staff. 

The intent is to ensure that inspectors are aware of current 
program direction, management expectations, inspection 
trends, program and policy changes, and lessons learned. 
Another important objective of this newsletter is to share 
useful inspection information between offices, regions, and 
inspectors to promote efficient and consistent inspection 
activities. 

Hard copies of this newsletter have been distributed to 
each NRC resident inspector's office. The current issue of 
the newsletter, as well as previous issues, is also available 
to all NRC employees on-line via the NRC internal web 
site. From the NRC internal homepage, select the eighth 
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bullet entitled ''NRC Newsletters," and then select the first 
bullet entitled "Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter." 
The newsletter homepage allows users to access the latest 
newsletter as well as previous releases. Hyperlinks are 
provided to access referenced NRC websites, including 
SECY papers, Inspection Manual Chapters, Inspection 
Procedures, and e-mail. 

The NRR Inspection Program Branch (IIPB) prepares this 
newsletter on an as-needed basis .  Comments, recommenda­
tions, or proposed topics or articles are encouraged and 
appreciated. Please direct them to Serita Sanders via e­
mail (SXS5) or by calling (30 1 )  4 1 5-2956. 
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Message From The EDO 

My tenure thus far as EDO has been marked by 
change, some of which has directly impacted our 
regional offices. Over the past 1 8  months, we have 
developed incremental improvements to our existing 
processes for overseeing the performance of operat­
ing reactor plants. These changes include improving 
our process for carrying out Plant Performance 
Reviews, and also eliminating the Senior Manage­
ment Meeting Process ("Watchlist") and Superior 
Perfom1er recognition. In addition, as you know, we 
have just completed pilot testing a revised reactor 
oversight process that is intended to provide greater 
objectivity, clarity, and consistency to our activities 
in a manner that is more risk-informed and 
performance-based. Importantly, these changes have 
been developed and are being piloted with significant 
contributions and valuable feedback from inspectors 
and regional management. As we continue our 
improvement initiatives, effective communications 
among inspectors and managers will be critical, 
fundamental to our success and yet difficult to 
achieve. In order to communicate effectively, all 
parties need to listen as well as speak. As we con­
tinue to implement the new reactor oversight process, 
I commit on behalf of management to listen to your 
feedback. 

To-date, the results of these efforts have reinforced 
my opinion that the NRC possesses a superb staff 
whose abilities and accomplishments are among the 
finest in government. Our inspectors bring outstand­
ing knowledge, experience, and instincts to bear in 
accomplishing our public safety mission. It is my 
belief that the revised reactor oversight process will 
enable us to perform our primary mission with a 
better relationship to our outcome goals of maintain­
ing safety; enhancing public confidence; increasing 
effectiveness, efficiency, and realism of our pro­
cesses and decision making; and reducing unneces­
sary regulatory burden. 

There is a clear paradigm shift that is inextricably 
linked to the revised reactor oversight process. This 
involves increasing our focus on safety significant 
issues and a corresponding lessening of the NRC's  
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involvement in issues of minimal safety signifi­
cance. The new oversight process has been de­
signed to focus and apply agency resources on those 
issues that have a greater impact on public health 
and safety. To achieve this goal in a consistent and 
more objective manner, tools such as the Signifi­
cance Deteffilination Process and Risk Information 
Matrices have been developed to assist inspectors. 
Your input on the effectiveness of these tools is 
critical. And once agreed to, these tools should 
provide part of the structure for how you do your 
job. Training on the new reactor oversight process 
is being provided to all of our regional inspectors to 
enable them to better understand and implement the 
new process. 

As we conclude the pilot program and move towards 
the start of implementation at all sites, I would like 
to congratulate you on our considerable success thus 
far. As this process continues to evolve, and as we 
proceed in developing and implementing other 
important changes such as risk-informing Part 50, I 
challenge you to continue to provide feedback and 
remain engaged in helping define the direction in 
which the agency is moving. 

William Travers 

Reactor Oversight In 

Transition 

The reactor oversight process is currently undergo­
ing major changes of its policies, processes, proce­
dures, resources, etc. This, in part, is due to the the 
nuclear industry's improved safety performance. 
NRC's  oversight of plant operations has had a 
significant impact on spurring enhancements made 
by industry. As the knowledge of risk insights has 
become more prevalent, the NRC has continued to 
risk inform its processes. The newly revised reactor 
oversight process, has been pilot tested in each 
region. Several, new features are key elements of 
the revised reactor oversight process: 
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1 .  During the pilot portion of the process, licensees 
report the results of the performance indicators (Pl) 
to the NRC on a monthly basis. After initial imple­
mentation, the Pis will be reported on a quarterly 
basis. 

2. The risk-informed baseline inspection program 
establishes the minimum inspection activity received 
by all licensees. It also covers those risk-significant 
attributes oflicensee performance not covered by Pis 
and verifies the accuracy of Pl data collection and 
analysis. 

3. Thresholds have been established for licensee 
safety performance. Performance falling beyond 
these thresholds would warrant increased NRC 
attention on a gradual approach. 

4. The Enforcement Policy has been revised to be 
consistent with the revised reactor oversight process. 
For example, the number of cited violations and the 
amount of civil penalty will not be an input to the 
assessment program; however, the issue that led to 
the enforcement action will be considered in the 
assessment. 

5. Finally, guidelines have been established to more 
clearly identify and respond to declining licensee 
safety performance. 

How can I learn more about the new 
process? 
To assist all NRC employees in gaining a better 
understanding of the revised reactor oversight pro­
cess the Transition Task Force (of the revised reactor 
oversight program) has developed two web pages. 

The first web page: 
www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/index.html has 
been created to provide information to the public. 
This web page contains frequently asked questions; 
a schedule of Commission and public meetings ; 
copies of SECY Memorandums related to the new 
program; pi lot plant assessment overview, results, 
and information about the program; copies of meet­
ing transcripts ; a listing of all performance indica-
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tors; and inspection reports, which are linked to the 
pertinent PIM data. 

A second web page: 
www .internal .nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT /inde 
x.html , lists frequently asked questions of interest 
to NRC employees, the names of NRC and others 
who are working and have worked on the Transition 
Task Force, a list of training course dates, and other 
useful information. 

One last word 

This is a time of transition in our agency. Our aim 
is to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of our 
oversight process by focusing agency and licensee 
resources on those issues that are most risk signifi­
cant. To make the new process work, we all must 
familiarize ourselves with the underlying principles 
that have led to this new oversight process. It is 
important to view change in our process in light of 
the agency's performance goals, which were estab­
lished to focus effo11s on fulfilling the agency' s  
mission: I )  maintaining plant safety, 2 )  enhancing 
public confidence, 3) increasing effectiveness and 
efficiency and realism of our decision making 
processes, and 4) reducing unnecessary regulatory 
burden. 

Arnold Glasow once said, " . . .  the h·ouble with the 
future is that it usually arrives before we are ready 
for it." Well, the future is here and we must be well 
prepared to deal with it. 

The Pilot Program 

A 6-month pilot program to implement the revised 
reactor oversight process at two sites per region has 
j ust been completed. The objective of the pilot 
program was to ( 1 )  test the Pl reporting process, 
risk-informed baseline inspection program, signifi­
cance determination processes, and revised assess­
ment and enforcement programs; (2) collect lessons 
learned; and (3) identify those changes needed to be 
made prior to initial implementation. The pilot 
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program commenced on May 30, I 999, and ended on 
November 27, 1 999. The sites participating in this 
pilot program included: FitzPatrick, Salem, Hope 
Creek, Harris, Sequoyah, Prairie Island, Quad Cities, 
Cooper, and Fort Calhoun. These participating sites 
will continue operating under the revised reactor 
oversight process. Initial implementation for all 
plants is scheduled for April 2, 2000. 

Criteria were established to enable the staff to evalu­
ate the results generated by the pilot program. These 
criteria address many aspects and attributes of the 
new process and are being used to help determine if 
the revised reactor oversight process meets the 
agency's perfonnance goals. 

Also, during the pilot program an advisory 
committee, the Pilot Program Evaluation Panel 
(PPEP), reviewed the perfo1mance of the pilot 
program to provide the agency with an independent 
assessment of the readiness of the revised reactor 
oversight process for full implementation. The PPEP 
consisted of management representatives from the 
NRC and industry, public interest groups, and state 
regulatory authorities. Recommendations for initial 
implementation, will be presented to the 
Commission by the PPEP. 

A Commission paper outlining the results of the pilot 
program and the staff recommendation for initial 
implementation will be prepared by the TTF in 
February 2000 to support a Commission meeting in 
late February. 

A lessons learned workshop is scheduled to be held 
in Washington D.C. ,  during the week of January 1 0, 
2000. During this public workshop, NRC staff, 
industry representatives, and the public will meet to 
discuss lessons learned from the pilot program, 
identify those issues that require resolution prior to 
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initial implementation, and identify possible 
resolutions for consideration prior initial 
implementation scheduled to begin April 2, 2000. 

The program office staff has j ust completed working 
with the regions to revise procedures to address 
feedback received dw-ing the pilot program and to 
incorporate lessons learned. The staff plans to issue 
all of the oversight process procedures during the 
next few months. 

Revised Reactor 

Oversight Process -

Training 

Two NRC staff training sessions wil l  be held in 
each region (except RIV) and at the technical 
training center. The training started in ovember 
I 999 and is designed to train the NRC staff on the 
new process. Additionally, there will be one public 
workshop held in each region, starting in late 
February 2000 to present the new oversight process 
to the public and industry. 

Training Workshops Schedule 
To prepare the regional staff for initial 
implementation of the revised reactor oversight 
process, a five-day training course - Reactor 
Inspection and Oversight Program (G - 200) is 
being offered in each region. This course provides 
an overview of the oversight process and topics 
include Pis, SOP process, inspection procedures, 
inspection planning, inspection reports, assessment 
and enforcement. All inspectors are required to 
attend training sessions to become cognizant of the 
basic fundamentals of the revised reactor oversight 
process. Contact Lee Miller (LRM@nrc.gov or 
(423) 855-65 1 0) at the TTC if you have questions. 
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Training Schedule 
(Classes Remaining) 

Re&ion Location 

Region I 
3/ 1 3- 1 7/00 Hilton 
4/3-7/00 RI Office 

Region II 

1/24-28/00 TTC 
2/ 14- 1 8/00 Fed. Ctr 

Region ID 

2/28-3/3/00 RIII Office 

Headquarters 
5/ 1 5- 1 9/00 TBD 

Chattanooga, TN 
2/7-1 1/00 TTC 
4/ 1 7-2 1 /00 TTC 

Breakout 
Sessions 

HP & EP 
None 

None 
None 

None 

None 

PS,HP,EP 
PS,HP,EP 

(Note: The January course held at the TTC is limited 
to Region II staff and the February session is limited 
to 30 people.) 

The breakout sessions give practical application of 
the significant determination process for the 
indicated disciplines. It should be noted that the SDP 
for the reactor area is covered in each Reactor 
Inspection and Oversight Program (G-200) course 
presentation. 

PRA/SDP Applications 

This portion of the newsletter is devoted to sharing 
inspection experience gained using Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment (PRA) concepts and methods, including 
the proposed Significance Determination Process 
(SDP) for reactor initiating event, mitigation system, 
and barrier cornerstones. Inputs and comments are 
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welcome, and should be submitted to Douglas Coe 
via E-mail (DHC) or by calling (30 1 )  4 15-1244. 

CDF vs. CCDP- What's the fuss? 
How can the SDP find both? 
Recently in the development of the SOP, a question 
arose regarding whether the change in annualized 
(i .e . ,  averaged over a year) core damage frequency 
(CDF) or the conditional core damage probability 
(CCDP) is the appropriate risk "yardstick" for 
inspection finding significance. That is, should the 
inspection finding significance focus on the long­
term "averaged" risk impact of a licensee's  
performance deficiency, or  on the short-term 
"actual" increase in risk that includes routine 
maintenance and operational equipment outages that 
may have occurred in combination with the 
identified deficiency? 

Core damage frequency (CDF) is the expected 
frequency of occurrence of a core damage event, 
given in units of events per year. Core damage 
probability (CDP) can be calculated by (average 
CDP) X (time over which this average CDF 
occurred). Conditional CDP (CCDP) is the 
probability that the core will be damaged given a 
specific plant condition or configuration, i.e. 
(specific CDP) X (time) . CCDP may also be 
defined as the probability of core damage at an 
"instant" in time, given that a plant event has 
occurred. In Figure 1 ,  the solid line represents the 
configuration-specific CDF values that vary with 
time, such as for planned on-line equipment outages. 

- - - Average CDF 

CDF t -� :\ - _ p JJ- 1 - _ 
normal alignment CDP 

Time -+ 

FIGURE 1 
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The lowest CDF shown by the solid line represents 
the CDF with all plant equipment in normal 
alignment for power operation. Thus, if the dotted 
line represents the actual average CDF, the area 
under the solid line equals the area under the dotted 
line, which is the CDP for a given time period. 

Let's imagine that licensee performance deficiencies 
cause an additional unexpected equipment 
unavailability and results in a change in CDF over a 
period of time. This is shown in Figure 2 by the gray 
"box", whose area is the change in CDF caused by 
the deficient condition multiplied by the time the 
deficiency existed. 

- - - - - - - - - - ·  New Average CDF 
- - - Initial Average CDF 

Time ➔ 

FIGURE 2 

It can be shown that the difference between the two 
dotted lines in Figure 2 (the change in average CDF) 
is exactly equal in magnitude to the area in gray, 
because the gray area simply added to the existing 
area under the solid line. Thus the gray area, in 
CCDP terms, is numerically equal to the change in 
average CDF, shown by the difference between the 
two dotted lines in Figure 2. 

A deficiency represented by the gray area could have 
occurred at any time or plant configuration. Figure 2 
shows a deficiency causing equipment unavailability 
occurring during a routine maintenance outage of 
other equipment and thereby causing a higher CDF 
than if it had occurred during a period of normal 
equipment alignment. 

Thus the risk significance of the deficiency can be 
viewed in at least two separate ways. First, it could 
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be the additional CCDP (the gray area in Figure 3) 
that is added to the nominal core damage probability 
(the cross-hatched area in Figure 3) for the time 
period. This is the plant configuration risk and is 
sometimes called the Incremental CCDP (ICCDP). 

Second, the risk could also be viewed as a change to 
the expected CDF for the year. This is illustrated in 
Figure 4 as the change to expected CDF caused by 
the unexpected deficiency averaged over all 
expected plant maintenance configurations in one 
year (shown in Figure 4 as the gray area and the 
numerically equal change in average CDF). 

CDF t 

SDP CCDP RISK 
- - - Initial Average CDF 

Time ➔ 

FIGURE 3 

SDP CHANGE IN CDF RISK 
- - - - - - - - - - - New Average CDF 

CDF t 

- - - Expected Average CDF 

Gray area = (change in avg. CDF) X (1 yr) 
for performance deficiency alone 

Time ➔ 

FIGURE 4 

An important assumption being made in Figure 4 is 
that any maintenance configuration that exists at the 
same time as a deficient condition is entirely routine 
and not related to any performance deficiency. If 
they were, the total full plant configuration can then 
be considered "unexpected" and thereby add to the 
expected average CDF. 
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The question now becomes whether the risk 
significance of the deficiency should be characterized 
by the CCDP risk or the change in CDF risk. The 
SDP Phase 2 worksheets will estimate CCDP risk 
(gray area in Figure 3) if the total plant configuration 
is used as the input. Alternatively, the worksheets 
will estimate the change in CDF risk ( difference 
between the dotted lines in Figure 4) if only the co­
existent deficiencies are used as the input, since the 
unavailabilities used for the remaining mitigation 
equipment already include the likelihood of being out 
of service for routine expected maintenance. 

Clearly, when a deficiency is found to be 
coincidental with routine maintenance, the first 
approach described above (CCDP) will generally 
render a higher risk significance. However, the new 
reactor oversight process described in SECY-99-007 
uses the change in average CDF as the risk metric for 
reactor safety cornerstone Performance Indicator 
thresholds. The first objective of the SDP is to 
estimate the risk significance of inspection findings 
in a manner comparable to the Pls so that both would 
have equal "weight" for equal "color" when 
combined in the NRC Action Matrix. Furthermore, 
if the NRC assessment of licensee performance is 
influenced in a random manner by whether allowable 
maintenance was or wasn't in progress at the time, 
then the NRC Action Matrix ( described in SECY 99-
007 A) would not necessarily produce consistent 
results, either for a given plant across time, or 
between similar plants for similar issues. 

But CCDP is one of the principal risk metrics that the 
NRC Accident Sequence Precursor program uses to 
identify risk-significant events and conditions. It 
may be appropriate to use an estimated CCDP risk, 
based on best-available information and conservative 
but reasonable assumptions, to help determine the 
level of initial follow-up inspection effort warranted 
by potentially risk significant operating events or 
identified conditions. Work is ongoing to explore 
how such an approach might fit within the revised 
reactor oversight program. 

A final decision on how the revised reactor oversight 
process will use CDF and CCDP won't be made until 
after the end of the pilot reactor oversight program. 
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Until then, pilot-plant inspectors have been asked to 
use the SDP to determine both the change in 
annualized CDF due to licensee performance 
deficiencies and the CCDP associated with actual 
plant configurations. 

Today 's  quote for risk informed thinking: 
"It doesn't have to be perfect - it just has to work!" 
- Anonymous 

Changes To Enforcement 
The enforcement policy has been revised to be 
better integrated with the new reactor oversight 
process and address prior weaknesses that existed 
in the enforcement policy. For example, the 
enforcement process has been criticized as not being 
risk informed, causing licensees to give high priority 
to correcting issues of low risk significance at the 
expense of more risk-significant items and being 
difficult to understand, overly subjective, 
inconsistent, and unpredictable. 

Appendix F, "Interim Enforcement Policy for Use 
During the Reactor Oversight Pilot Program" to the 
Enforcement Policy was issued on August 9, 1 999. 
This Appendix divides violations into two groups. 
The first group is violations that can be evaluated 
under the Significance Determination Process 
(SOP). The second group is violations that result in 
actual consequences, violations that the SDP does 
not evaluate, and those violations that may impact 
the regulatory process for oversight of reactors. 

I. Violations Evaluated by the Significance 
Determination Process 

Violations that the SOP evaluates as of very low 
significance (i.e., green) will normally be 
documented in inspection reports as non-cited 
violations (NCVs). However, a notice of violation 
(NOV) will be issued for three of the exceptions, 
which are described in Appendix C of the 
Enforcement Policy. The Appendix C exception for 
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repetitive violations does not apply for the pilot 
plants. 

Violations that the SOP evaluates as risk significant 
(i.e., white, yellow, or red) will be subject to action 
as determined by the Action Matrix and will result in 
an NOV. Assessment/enforcement panels and 
regulatory conferences will be held if merited by the 
specific issues. In addition to the new process, the 
Commission has reserved use of discretion for 
particularly significant violations to assess civil 
penalties in accordance with the Atomic Energy Act. 
Based on current performance of licensees, this 
discretion is expected 
to be rarely exercised. An example where such 
discretion may be considered would be for Severity 
Level I violations under the Enforcement Policy, e.g., 
an accidental criticality. 

II. Violations Not Evaluated by the SDP and those 
Having Actual Consequences 

The second group is violations that the SDP does not 
evaluate, which are violations that may impact the 
regulatory process for oversight of reactors and 
violations that result in actual consequences .  
Violations in this category will be processed in 
accordance with the Enforcement Policy using both 

severity levels and civil penalties .  Violations within 
this group include: 

Reactor Inspection Program Newsletter 8 

• 

• 

• 

Violations that involve willfulness, 
including discrimination. 

Violations that may impact the NRC's  
ability to oversee licensee activities . 

Vio lations that invo lve  actual  
consequences, such as an overexposure to 
the public or plant personnel, failure to 
make the required notifications. 

Fol lowing review of the results from the pilot 
program, the Enforcement Policy will be modified 
for all reactor plants. The figure below illustrates 
the different enforcement paths described 

EGM 99-006 describes the new process in detail and 
is available on the Office of Enforcement' s  website 
at www.nrc .gov/oe. EGM 99-006 will be revised to 
extend the Interim Policy for the pilot plants to 
cover the period until initial implementation of the 
revised reactor oversight process. Efforts are 
underway to develop the appropriate guidance for 
initial implementation based on lessons learned. 

Contact: Barry Westreich at BCW@nrc .gov. 
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Maintenance Effectiveness 

Inspections 

Within the new baseline inspection program, there 
was a need to differentiate the envisioned 
performance-based inspections from the original 
programmatic inspection effort. During the 2-year 
programmatic inspections, the words Maintenance 

Rule became embedded in our jargon; thus, it became 
associated with something programmat ic .  
Simultaneously, the emphasis on compliance oriented 
inspections is being superceded by our emphasis on 
performance-based inspections. This led to entitling 
the efforts to inspect the licensee' s  maintenance rule 
implementation within the baseline inspection 
program as "Maintenance Effectiveness" inspections. 

Maintenance effectiveness inspections are a key 
aspect of the overall inspection effort. For details visit 
website : http :/ /nrr 10 .  nrc.gov/inspection/mainteff.htm 

All questions and comments should be directed to Ed. 
Ford at (30 1 )  4 1 5- 1 1 49 or via e-mail: ejf@nrc .gov. 

Revised Reactor Oversight 

Program Goes Global 

The NRC participated in the semi-annual International 
Information Exchange On Inspection Practices held on 
October 4-7, 1 999. The Working Group on 
Inspection Practices (WGIP), an international group 
made up of members from the US, and 1 6  other 
countries, reports to the Nuclear Energy Agency's 
Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities. The 
primary purpose of WGIP is to exchange information 
and insights related to inspection of reactor power 
plants. The NRC' s  WGIP representatives, Michael 
Johnson, Chief of the Performance Assessment 
Section, Inspection Program Branch, and William 
Dean, Chief of the Inspection Program Branch 
attended the meeting. 

NRC presented the latest developments on its new 
reactor oversight process, including the results to-date 
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of pilot program implementation, feedback received, 
and remaining milestones leading up to full 
implementation. WGIP members expressed 
continued interest in the changes being made. Some 
members viewed the treatment of human 
performance and other crosscutting issues in the 
new oversight process (i.e., crosscutting issues are 
considered to the extent they impact performance in 
the cornerstones) as being significantly different 
from the approaches of other countries and 
potentially less leading. NRC participants 
expressed recognition that the approach represents 
a philosophical change from previous oversight 
processes and noted that the subject will receive 
continued attention as the NRC completes the pilot 
program, identifies lessons learned, and develops 
final process changes. 

Inspection Happenings In Other 
Nuclear Regulatory Authorities 
The Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI) has 
begun the practice of conducting a major inspection 
at each site each year in addition to routine ongoing 
inspection activities. This inspection, conducted by 
a multi-disciplined team of approximately 1 8  
inspectors provides a comprehensive review of 
licensee activities in order to arrive at an integrated 
picture of licensee performance. This inspection 
covers areas such as engineering ( e .g . ,  
modifications, safety oversight), accident 
management (e.g., EOPs, emergency preparedness), 
and human performance. In addition, in 1 998, SKI 
initiated a practice of evaluating inspection process 
implementation and effectiveness following routine 
inspections and also on an annual basis. All 
inspectors and specialists who have participated in 
the subject inspections participate in the evaluation. 
The results of the review are documented in a 
report. 

Several countries have implemented substantial 
changes to their inspection program. For instance, 
Belgium has recently revised its major inspection 
procedures to restate fundamental principles, clarify 
concepts and objectives, and provide greater 
structure to its inspection process. Spain (CSN) has 
recently consolidated its inspection program 
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procedures and policy into a single document (similar 
to the inspection manual) and beginning in 2000 will 
conduct an annual inspection program consisting of 
approximately 50% generic inspections (core), 30% 
specific inspections (regional initiative), and 20% 
special inspections (area-of-emphasis) . Additionally, 
CSN has completed a trial of its "SALP like" 
assessment process and will begin full implementation 
in 2000. Similarly, Finland's Radiation and Nuclear 
Safety Authority (STUK) plans to conduct an annual 
assessment of its inspection program and document 
the results in a report. Included in the program 
assessment will be an overall review of the safety 
performance of all plants as well as an assessment of 
the implementation of the inspection program 
including identification ofneeded improvement areas. 

Several countries expressed increasing concern 
regarding the potential effects of economic pressures 
on the nuclear power industry. As a result of such 
pressures in Canada, in March 1 999 licensees reported 
the closure of an important Canadian nuclear research 
laboratory (Whiteshell Laboratory) . The Atomic 
Energy Control Board (AECB), Canada informed 
licensees of AECB concerns, requested further 
information on the consequences of the closure, and 
requested submission of licensee plans in the area of 
research and development to deal with such issues as 
aging systems and emerging safety problems. This 
area has and will continue to receive international 
attention. 

In Germany, Federal elections took place on 
September 27, 1 998. As a result, a coalition of the 
Social Democrats and Alliance '90/The Greens has 
come into power. The political aims of the new 
Federal Government are outlined in the Coalition 
Agreement of October 20, 1 998. The most important 
feature of the new energy policy is the comprehensive 
and irreversible abandonment of nuclear power in 
Germany within this parliamentary term. The 
Government has begun consensus talks with utilities 
to discuss such issues as waste management. It plans 
to impose time limits on the operating licenses of 
utilities, if possible with, but ifnecessary without their 
consent. 
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Other Topics 
In addition to routine exchange of information, 
WGIP discussed several topics designated for 
formal exchange. These included measuring the 
effectiveness of regulatory inspections, inspection of 
management, and inspections of contractor work. A 
written report on the results of WGIP work on these 
issues, including commendable practices, will be 
provided to CNRA in the coming year and will be 
made available to interested persons upon request. 

NRC To Host Next International 
Workshop 
During the week of May 14, 2000, the NRC, on 
behalf of the WGIP, will host an International 
Workshop in Baltimore, Md. on Activities Related 
to Radiation Protection Inspections; Regulatory 
Inspections Required for Long Shutdowns and 
Subsequent Restarts; and Use of Objective 
Indicators by the Regulatory Authority in Evaluating 
the Performance of Plants. The workshop will be 
attended by approximately 60 inspectors/managers 
from regulatory authorities of over 20 countries. As 
a part of the workshop, NRC will conduct a panel 
presentation on its revised reactor oversight process 
. Additional information regarding the workshop 
will be provided in the future. 

Direct all inquiries about this topic to Michael 
Johnson via e-mail (MRJ 1 @nrc .gov). 

lnsp�ctor ClipboArd 
1 .  N+ 1 Resident Inspector Policy 
2. Resident Supervisory Training 
3. Distinguished and Meritorious Awards 

Special Act Awards 

N+ 1 Resident Inspector Policy 
Status: The staff has recommended to the 
Commission that the current N+ I resident inspector 
staffing policy be revised to an "N" staffing policy 
for multi-unit sites (i .e . , two resident inspectors at 
dual unit sites and three resident inspectors at three 
unit sites.) This recommendation was made as a 
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result of current improved industry safety performance 
and to allow the Agency increased flexibility to 
allocate inspection resources where most needed. If 
approved, the Agency will not refill vacant N+ 1 
resident inspector positions at multi-unit sites as they 
become vacant. 

The following is a brief history on the resident staffing 
and N+ l Policy. The resident inspector (RI) program 
began in 1 978 .  It was established to improve the 
NRC' s  ability to independently verify licensee 
performance and enhance our incident response 
capability. The NRC adopted the N+ 1 resident 
inspector staffing policy ( 1 988) for multi-unit sites to 
respond to NRC concerns about safety performance. 

The staffs  current projection for attrition amongst 
resident inspectors is not expected to completely 
offset the relocation of plant-specific inspection 
resources through the elimination of N+ 1 resident 
staffing at multi-unit sites. If approved by the 
Commission, the staff does not intend to reassign any 
resident inspectors to achieve N resident staffing until 
after it reports to the Commission on regional resource 
utilization in June 200 1 ,  following one year 
implementation of the revised oversight process. 

Supervisory Training for Senior 
Resident Inspectors 
The Office of Human Resources recently clarified the 
policy regarding mandatory training for first-level 
supervisors. SRis and other Team Leaders (TLs) are 
not coded, counted, or classified as supervisors 
(although they may perform supervisory duties), and 
they are not required to take the mandatory training 
for first-level supervisors. However, because they do 
perform supervisory duties, they may take any or all of 
the courses required for first-level supervisors, as well 
as other management courses the agency offers. SRis 
and regional TLs may request and attend the 
supervisory training courses with their supervisors' 
approval . 

Awards 
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission held its Twenty 
Second-Annual Awards Ceremony June 1 6, 1 999. 
Some of our peers received NRC's Distinguished and 
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Meritorious Service Awards, which are the highest 
awards that NRC can give to its employees. Let us 
all congratulate the following individuals for their 
dedicated service and a job well done: 

Senior Resident Inspector Excellence 
Antone C. Cerne 

Mary Helen Miller 

Millstone 3 
Region I 

Cooper Station 
Region IV 

Resident Inspector Excellence 
John M.  Jacobson 

Paducah Site Office 
Region ill 

In addition, the Chairman of the NRC the recently 
recognized the efforts of a number of the regional 
staff who significantly contributed to the 
development of the baseline inspection program. 
This effort was recognized by the issuance of a 
"Special Act Award ." The following individuals 
were recognized by the Chairman through this 
unique team award and should be commended for a 
job well done: 

Dyle G. Acker' Region IV 
Kenneth P. Barr Region II 
Joseph B .  Brady Region II 
Laura L. Collins Region III 
Thomas W. Dexter Region IV 
Peter W. Eselgroth Region I 
Ronald A. Langstaff Region III 
James D. Noggle Region I 
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I nspector 
News lette r 

July 25, 200 1 

***********SPEC IAL ED IT ION********** 

This newsletter is  intended to provide feedback and insights to NRC field inspectors o n  the fi rst 
year's implementation of the new Reactor Overs ight Process (ROP) .  This newsletter can a lso be 
accessed on the ROP Dig ital C ity homepage. The attachment to the newsletter contains some 
new examples for meeting the inspection report requirements of IMC 061 0*, someth ing near and 
dea r to a l l  field i nspectors' hearts . Overa l l ,  the fi rst year's implementation was very successfu l i n  
increas ing the use of  risk i nformation i n  reactor oversight. NRC fie ld i nspectors have done an 
outstand ing job of  implementi ng the new ROP! There are contin u ing efforts to make changes as 
needed to further refine and improve the new ROP. A specia l  thanks goes to Ms. Meredith Prue, 
the NRC Office Assistant at Pi lgrim ,  who hel ped to format th is newsletter. Any com ments or 
questions on issues discussed in the newsletter shou ld be di rected to Doug Coe in N RR's 
I nspection Progra m  Branch at e-mai l  address DHC@NRC.GOV. 

Inside this Newsletter . . . . . . . . .  . 

• IMC 061 0* - I nspection Reports 
• I nspector Success Stories 
• ROP I nformation Ava i lab le to I nspectors on the WEB 
• Pre l im inary I nternal Survey Resu lts on ROP, EOC Meeti ng Results ,  Latest on 

N+1 , SOP ( i ncl ud ing new on- l ine guide), and Working Group on I MC 1 245 
Trai n ing 



I nspection Manual  Chapter 
0 6 1  O *  Reactor I ns pect i o n  
Reports 

M ajor changes have been implemented i n  
the content and  format of NRC inspection 
reports s ince the start of the new ROP. By 
design ,  the inspection reports are s ignificantly 
shorter in length , as the result of not 
documenting m inor issues, observations, and 
also not includ ing positive i nformation in the 
reports . I nspection reports are more risk­
informed , reducing unnecessary burden on 
both the l icensees and the inspectors in the 
field .  

As part of the conti nua l  assessment of the 
ROP, the I nspection Program Branch ( I I PB) 
aud its a sampl ing of inspection reports. The 
aud its compare the reports to the prog ram's 
requ i rements in I nspection Manual Chapter 
061 0* for documenti ng i nspections. For the 
fi rst quarter of 200 1 , about half of the green or 
greater find ings documented in reports d idn't 
meet the criteria .  An analysis of those that 
d idn't meet IMC 061 0* criteria poi nts to two 
areas that need improvement. 

The first area is the descriptions of 
s ign ificance in the Deta i ls section .  Section 
05.06, "Report Detai l s" ,  of I MC 061 0* contains 
very specific guidance i n  this area . Th is 
format is  easy to use and serves to i nject 
consistency in NRG inspection reports .  The 
s ign ificance of the i nspection fi nd ings is 
intended to be documented in fou r  separate 
paragraphs .  

• The first paragraph should be one or 
two sentences. This paragraph should 
include a risk cha racterization color and 
appl icable enforcement action (e . g . ,  NCV), 
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but the paragraph does not need to stand 
alone . For example:  "A noncited vio lation of 
TS 5.4 . 1 for an inadequate survei l lance 
procedure resulted in the openi ng of a safety 
rel ief valve du ring testing , wh ich was 
dete rm i ned to be of g reen safety 
sign ificance." 

• The second parag raph describes the 
find ing .  Th is description may be severa l  
paragraphs long , dependi ng on the complexity 
and sign ificance of the fi nd ing. 

• The th ird paragraph is  a more deta i led 
"sign ificance eval uation" describ ing the log ic 
for entering the S ign ificance Determination 
Process (SOP). This means the inspector 
needs to document the answers to the 
G roups 1 ,  2 ,  and 3 th reshold for 
documentation questions in Append ix B of 
IMC 061 0*. Th is is the area in wh ich the most 
problems have been identified . The writeups 
must identify the cornerstone that is affected 
and why the issue is more than minor. Then 
the i nspector must state the resu lts of the 
SOP evaluation .  For example, "The SOP 
characterizes the fi nd ing to be g reen 
because . . . .  " The i nspector must also expla in 
why the f inding is not g reater than the color 
given .  The underlying requ i rement is that the 
logic used to determ ine the s ign ificance color 
must be documented in sufficient detai l  to 
al low a knowledgeable reader to reconstruct 
the logic used to a rrive at the final decision .  

• The fourth paragraph describes 
associated enforcement actions, if any. Both 
the requ i rement violated and the associated 
l icensee's corrective action shou ld be 
included i n  this final parag raph.  

The second area for improvement is the 
consistency of applying the criteria for 
dete rm i n i ng if an iss ue  shou ld be 
documented . That is ,  too many inspection 
reports documented m inor issues as g reen 



fi ndi ngs rather than screen ing these issues 
from the inspect ion report. The i ntent of the 
guidance and requ i rements in I MC 06 1 0* is to 
apply the criteria for m i nor violations to a l l  
potentia l find ings .  I f  the issue has not had an 
effect on safety, even i f  i t  occurred under 
d ifferent ci rcumstances, then the issue is 
m inor and shou ld not be documented . 
I nspectors should refer to the Office of 
Enforcement (OE) Web page under Gu idance 
Documents, Append ix A, I ndex, Gu idance for 
Classifyi ng Violations as Mi nor Violations. 

Adherence to the gu idance i n  IMC 061 0* is 
necessary to-
• ensure our com munications to the 
l icensees and the pub l ic are focused on 
sign ificance, 
• produce inspection reports that a re 
clear, concise, and u nderstandable , 
• achieve consistency across the 
reg ions, and 
• increase inspection program objectivity 
and pred ictabi l ity. 

Consistency in documenti ng findi ngs requ i res 
clea r, expl icit gu idance that is understood and 
adhered to by a l l .  To th is end , the attachment 
to this news letter provides good and bad 
examples of i nspection report write-ups. 

I I PB wi l l  conti nue to focus efforts on further 
improvi ng the inspection progra m  by 
periodica l ly h igh l ighting good and bad 
examples of i nspection report write-ups. The 
next proposed revision to IMC 06 1 0* wi l l  
further refi ne the gu idance for writing 
inspection reports and is expected to i nclude 
a sample inspection report. The I IPB poi nt of 
contact on IMC 06 1 0* is Thomas Foley at 
30 1 -4 1 5-1 036 . 
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I nspector Success Stories 

Once i n  a whi le it i s  interesting to look 
across the country and h igh l ight a few 
inspection fi nd ings that were identified whi le 
us ing the new ROP inspection procedu res. 
Of special interest are find ings that were NOT 
fi rst identified by the l icensee or issues that 
became self-d isclosed th rough an operational 
event. The regional offices subm itted their 
very best i nspection findi ngs with in the last 
year with the intent of h igh l ighting these as 
models for the D ivision of Reactor Programs 
(DRP) and Divis ion of Reactor Safety (DRS)  
fie ld inspectors . 

a. Emergency Feed Water Pump 
Deficiencies at TM I Un it 1 

Whi le determi n ing plant status, a resident 
inspector identified that the l icensee fa i led to 
promptly identify and correct a degraded 
condition on a safety related pump .  TMI  
Un it 1 i s  a PWR with three independent 
emergency feed water (EFW) system pumps: 
two motor-driven and one turbine-driven.  Two 
of the th ree pumps a re required to meet the 
most l im iting design basis flow requ i rement. 
The Technica l  Specification (TS) L imiting 
Cond ition for Operation requi res th ree pumps 
to be operab le and a l lows one pump to be out 
of service for 72 hours .  The EFW system is 
r isk s ign ifi ca nt because the system 
automatica l ly starts to remove secondary 
plant heat when the main feed water system 
fai ls .  

The inspector found that the outboard bearing 
oi ler on the "A" EFW pump was empty. The 
oi ler is an i nverted g lass bu lb .  As oi l  level in 
the pump bearing decreases below the mouth 



of the oi ler, the l iq u id sea l  is broken ,  
permitti ng a i r  to enter the glass bu lb and o i l  to 
d ischarge from the oi ler i nto the pump 
bearing .  The o i ler maintai ns a constant oi l  
level in the bearing housing, provided oi l  is 
mai ntai ned in the g lass bulb .  After further 
review, the inspector found that oil had been 
leaking from the pump for the previous 3 
months fo r wh ich operators had been 
compensating for by regularly add ing o i l .  Th is 
deficient condition had not been entered i nto 
the corrective action process for resolution 
and no actions had been taken to identify the 
cause of the oiler leak .  

Also during th is 3 month period , i nservice test 
( 1ST) data for the pump showed an increase 
in pump vi brations.  System engineers 
recognized the change, but d id not i n itiate 
actions to identify the cause of the increased 
vibrations. It was later determi ned that the 
increased vibrations were d i rectly related to 
the condition causing the oi l  leak (loose bolts 
on the cove r to the bearing housing) .  After 
eva luati ng pump performance data , the 
inspector determined that the pump had been 
inoperable for 39 days ,  wh ich violated the TS 
outage t ime of 72 hours .  

This fi nd ing was evaluated using the reactor 
safety SDP and TM l 's  plant specific SDP 
notebook. The phase 2 SDP eva l uation for 
the pump being i noperab le for greater than 30 
days determ ined it to be a white prel im inary 
fi nding ( i .e . ,  low to moderate safety 
s ign ificance) .  N RC I nspection Report 50-
289/0 1 -002 treated th is issue as an apparent 
violation of 1 0  CFR 50, Append ix B ,  
Corrective Action .  

Severa l a s pects of the i n spector's 
performance were noteworthy. After i n itial ly 
fi nding the empty oi ler, the i nspector reviewed 
the operati ng experience and 1ST data for th is 
pump,  which led to learn ing of the increased 
pump vibrations. Also , the past survei l lance 
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test data was instrumental in determi n ing the 
fau lt exposu re time of 39 days. This is a good 
example of the use of the new ROP 
inspection procedures to ident ify a potentia l ly 
risk sign ificant inspection find ing .  For more 
information ,  contact Greg Smith , RI at TMl - 1 . 

b. Degraded Fire Barrier in  
Switchgear Room at LaSal le 

A res ident i nspector found an unsealed fi re 
ba rrie r wh i le  imp lementing I n spection  
Procedure ( IP) 7 1 1 1 1 .05, "F i re Protection" at 
LaSal le Nuclear Station .  Using a flash l ight, 
the i nspector identified a 2 . 75-inch d iameter 
hole in the wa l l  separat ing the safety related 
switchgear rooms. The open ing was 
approximately 20 feet in the overhead.  A 
ground ing strap ran through the hole, but the 
hole had not been sea led with any fire 
retardent sealant, wh ich compromised the 3-
hour rati ng between redundant d ivision safety­
related switchgear rooms. As a result of the 
inspector's find ing, the l icensee began 
reviewing the extent of  the problem and 
found a second unsealed opening between 
the two switchgear rooms. 

The two open ings represented a degradation 
of a fi re protection element and comprom ised 
the 3-hour fi re barrier separation between 
redundant safe shutdown tra ins .  The 
inspection fi nd ing was ana lyzed using the Fire 
Protection SDP. A phase 2 SDP review 
determined that the two unsealed fi re 
penetrations were of very low risk  significance 
(Green ). NRC I nspection Report No. 50-
373/00-1 3  documented the findi ng as a 
noncited violation . 

Although this issue was u lt imately determined 
to be of very low risk s ign ificance, this was an 
excel lent example of  an i nspection findi ng that 
provided the l icensee with va luab le  
information to ass ist i n  making an informed 



decis ion . The l icensee addressed the 
identified deficiency and, as a resu lt ,  reduced 
plant risk dur ing certai n  fi re scenarios. Th is is 
consistent with the fundamental objective of 
the new ROP, which is d i rected at contro l l i ng 
contri butors to risk ,  such that agency actions, 
i nc lud ing  resource expend itu res ,  a re 
consistent with the actual risk importance. 
For more information , contact Paul  Krohn ,  
SR I  at Poi nt Beach . 

c. Potential Ice Bui ldup in  Safety 
Re lated Pipi ng at Prai rie Island 

An inspector identified a potentia l  for ice 
blocking safety-related p ip ing whi le i nspecting 
equi pment a l ignment using IP 7 1 1 1 1 .  04 at 
Pra i rie Is land. The inspector noticed icicles 
hang ing from the cool ing water dump to the 
grade l i ne outside of the auxi l ia ry bu i ld ing. 
Looki ng closer, he saw a large bu i ldup of ice 
inside the vis ib le portion of the p ipe. 

Normal ly the return path for cool ing water 
( cal led essentia l cool ing water at most plants) 
flows back into the outfa l l  of the circu lati ng 
water system. However, because the 
ci rcu lating water system is  not safety-related , 
it was assumed that th is flow path could be 
blocked by a seismic event. The system a lso 
has an emergency dump l ine , wh ich can be 
opened from the control room ,  to ensure that 
a flow path for cool ing water to vita l  
components can be mai nta i ned . This 20-inch 
d iameter, open-ended dump l ine exits the 
auxi l iary bu i ld ing and runs about 1 5  feet 
before term inati ng .  Th is l ine is  normal ly dry 
and is  iso lated by a motor operated valve. 
The l ine connects to a common crossover, 
wh ich is  a lso isolated by MOVs from each of 
the two cool ing water retu rn headers. 

The l icensee was testing MOVs, wh ich 
requ i red that the crossover l ine be put i n  
service. One of the isolation va lves leaked by 
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the seat a l lowing river water to col lect i n  the 
emergency dump pip i ng .  The water in the 
dump l ine , wh ich is open to the atmosphere, 
began freezing and blocking the pipe. The 
inspector recognized the potentia l for 
blockage and immed iately notified the 
l icensee. The l icensee's corrective actions 
included i nsu lati ng the exposed p iping and 
insta l l ing a temporary heater to clear the ice 
from the open p ipe. 

The SOP evaluation for the issue came out as 
potentia l ly risk sign ificant using the seism ic 
screen ing criteria worksheet i n  the reactor 
safety SOP. A phase 3 SOP eva luation 
concluded that the issue was of very low 
sign ificance (Green)  because a seism ic event 
has an extremely low probab i l ity of d isab l ing 
the normal d ischarge path . Th is issue is 
documented in N RC I nspection report No. 50-
282/0 1 -02; 306/0 1 -02 . 

This fi nding is  an excel lent example of how 
the inspector improved nuclear safety at the 
plant by identifying a deficient condition that 
could have blocked the cool ing water 
emergency dump l ine .  Changes to system 
configu rations can create adverse weather 
issues where none had previously existed . 
The annual NRC adverse weather inspection 
d id not detect this issue since the problem 
was on ly evident du ri ng certa in system 
a l ignments. For more i nformation ,  contact 
Steve Ray, SRI at Pra irie Is land . 

d.  Flood Protection Deficienc ies 
at Brunswick 

A res ident i nspector, us ing I P  71 1 1 1 .06, 
"F lood Protection" ,  identified equ ipment 
deficiencies at Brunswick. The maintenance 
rule component was accessi b le only through 
manholes. The inspector identified the 
deficiencies whi le reviewing l icensee obta ined 
d ig ital images taken during their l icensee 



inspection .  The observations were later 
confirmed during di rect i nspection of the 
component. The deficiencies incl uded torn 
cable jackets, corroded and broken cable 
supports, leaking ductbanks and sump 
pumps ,  and inoperable level control circu its. 
The l icensee had been aware of some of 
these deficiencies for a lmost 2 years but had 
not in itiated proper corrective actions.  

As a result of the these findi ngs, the l icensee 
in itiated a new engineering service request to 
properly document and eva l uate a l l  
deficiencies associated with the safety-related 
manways . Subsequently, the l icensee 
determi ned that no operabi l ity issues existed . 
This NRG fi nd ing was determ ined to be of 
very low safety s ign ificance (Green), and was 
documented i n  NRG I nspection Report 50-
325/00-04 as a non cited vio lation . 

A second issue identified by the inspector was 
that most of the safety-related cables and 
spl ices in the manholes were under water for 
extended periods. The ductbanks in many 
manholes were not sea led and sump pumps 
were i noperable .  The safety-related battery 
system ground resistance had been affected 
by the submerged cables, and was causing 
the l icensee to increasing ly search for 
grounds.  The l icensee's specifications for the 
cabl ing stated that the equ ipment met the 
requ i rements of 1 0  CFR 50.49. Th is 
qual ification was lost when cab les or spl ices 
were submerged in water. Further review by 
the inspectors determined that the nuclear 
industry had not qual ified cables for long-term 
s u b m e rg e n ce beca use  t h e  ca b l e  
submergence testi ng was only done for 1 4  
days. This issue was left as a n  un resolved 
item pend ing further i nspection and ana lysis. 

These fi nd ing are a good example of the 
inspector find ing flood protection deficiencies 
because of a new focus on flood protection 
measures as part of the new ROP. For more 
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information ,  contact Gene Guth rie, RI at 
Brunswick. 

e. ALARA Issues at Cal laway 
Result in Three White Findings 

A health physicist inspector identified several 
sig n ificant ALARA concerns at Cal laway 
Nuclear Station during a refuel ing outage. 
W h ile performing basel ine IP 71 1 2 1 .02, 
ALARA Planning and Controls ,  the inspector 
found that the l icensee p lanned and 
schedu led outage work activities to reduce the 
length of the outage without adequately 
incorporating ALARA, fai led to properly tra in  
workers i n  dose reduction methods, and fa i led 
to ensure good communications between 
rad iation protection personnel and other work 
g roups. S ix jobs accrued more than 5 
person-rem and exceeded the i r  dose 
projections by 50 percent. The Agency 
determined that these performance problems 
were a violation of 1 0  CFR 20. 1 1 0 1 (b), 
ALARA pri ncip les. 

The NRG inspection findi ngs incl uded the 
fol lowing: 

• Lack of ownersh ip  in the scaffo ld ing 
program .  Reviews of scaffold ing packages 
were not t imely. Alternatives to scaffold ing 
were not pursued . Scaffold ing was erected 
du ring t imes in the outage when dose rates 
were h igh ,  such as du ring the reactor coolant 
system cleanup. 

• Steam generator work commenced 3 
to 4 days earl ier than normal ,  provid ing less 
time for rad ioactive decay. 

• I n  the orig inal outage schedule, a l l  
reactor coolant pump seal  work was p lanned 
when the steam generator sides were fu l l .  
However, because a l l fou r  sea ls had to be 
worked , th is was not possib le .  As a resu lt, 



some seal work was continued with the 
generators empty. In the past, the work crews 
moved sequentia l ly from pump to pump 
resu lti ng in lower doses by m in im izing tool 
movements .  I n  th is outage, the sea l  
replacement activities were fragmented and 
the crews had to move between pumps 
repeatedly as other work activities a l lowed . 
This forced the crews to stage equi pment 
mu lti p le t imes increasi ng total worker 
exposu re. 

• I nsufficient mockup tra in ing ,  especia l ly 
for steam generator manways and inserts and 
those that used robotic eddy current test ing 
equi pment. 

These fi nd ings were eva luated with the 
Occupational  Rad iation Safety SOP. Three 
wh ite f i nd i ngs we re ident i f ied a n d  
documented i n  NRC I nspection Report 50-
483/2000-1 7. I t  was obvious that l icensee 
senior managers d idn't convey expectations 
on ALARA and had fostered a cu lture that 
d idn't support the ALARA concept. The 
l icensee appea led the SOP results, denied 
the Notice of Violation , and a lso cla imed a 
backfit. On May 4 ,  2001 , the NRG issued a 
response that upheld the orig ina l  staff 
conclusions and the NRG actions taken .  

These fi nd ings are a good examples of  the 
inspector identifying s ign ificantALARA issues 
and fol lowi ng the SOP gu idance for 
occupational rad iation safety. The find ings 
sent a clear message to the nuclear i ndustry 
on the importance of the ALARA concept. As 
you wou ld expect, during their next refuel ing 
outage , Cal laway focused more significantly 
on ALARA and achieved substantia l ly better 
results . 
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ROP Information on the Web 

N RR maintains the ROP Web sites to 
provide usefu l information on our processes 
to internal and external stakeholders in a 
timely, accurate, and user-friend ly manner. 

ROP Digital City 

http://n rr1 O . n rc.gov/NRR/ROP D IGITAL Cl  
TY/ROP d igital city. htm l is an i nterna l  NRG 
Web s ite designed to get pertinent i nformation 
out to i nspectors and other NRC employees in  
advance of the interna l  processes that 
d istri bute information (ERIDS, ADAMS, etc . ). 
This s ite is  routinely updated and includes 
the latest gu idance, draft i nformation 
( incl ud ing guidance and P l  FAQs), feedback 
forms, and inspection program points of 
contact. Th is site a lso provides l i nks into the 
ROP Home Page and other subpages that 
a re avai lable to the publ ic and l icensees on 
the external site. 

The ROP Home Page 

Http:/ /nrr1 0 . nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT /inde 
x .htm l serves as the primary gateway to the 
vast a rray of information avai lable on reactor 
overs ight .  The ROP Home page provides 
introductory remarks, a d i rect feedback 
mechanism , and hyperl inks to severa l 
subpages inc lud ing the plant assessment 
resu lts, ROP prog ram documents, ROP 
meeting notices and summaries, and a 
"p la in Engl ish" description of the ROP. 



The Plant Assessment Results page 

http://nrr1 0 . nrc.gov/N RR/OVERSIGHT/ ASS 
ESS/i ndex.htm l  provides the most recent 
plant performance i nformation ,  using 
performance indicators and NRC i nspection 
fi nd ings to determi ne the appl icable Action 
Matrix col umn for each p lant. Plant 
performance information is a lso ava i lable i n  
comprehensive summary matrices for 
performance indicators , i nspection fi nd ings, 
and action matrix designations.  Note that 
the interna l  NRC Web pages referenced 
above may be more up to date than the 
information on the external NRC s ite page 
avai lable to you r l icensees. 

You should consider bookmarking pages 
you use often , and don't forget to check 
ROP Digital City frequently for the latest 
news and information . We conti nue to 
make improvements to the ROP Web pages 
to ensure that they are usefu l for 
communicati ng accurate and timely ROP 
information to a l l  stakeholders .  Feedback 
on the Web page is appreciated and should 
be provided d i rectly to Ron Frahm (30 1 -
4 1 5-2986) o r  Conch ita See (30 1 - 41 5-
1 306 ). 

1 st Year ROP Results and 
I nsights 

S ECY 0 1 -0 1 1 4, "Results of the I n itia l 
Implementation of the New Reactor Overs ight 
Process," was issued on June 25, 200 1 . 
SECY 0 1 -0 1 1 4  commun icates the results and 
lessons learned from the fi rst year  of the 
implementation of the new ROP. I ncl uded i n  
this paper are a myriad of issues associated 
with the new ROP. Listed below is a brief 
synops is of a few sal ient issues that may be 
of most i nterest to inspectors in the fie ld .  
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a .  Internal Stakeholder Survey 
Resu lts 

I n  March 2001 , NRR conducted a su rvey of 
those individuals with in the agency who were 
involved with the ROP in itia l  implementation in  
Headquarters and in each regional office. 
The NRC engaged Los Alamos National 
Laboratory to formal ly analyze the su rvey 
data , with a fi na l  report expected to be 
released by early summer 200 1 . 

The su rvey results i nd icated that internal 
stakeholders had a more positive perception 
of the ROP than they had d u ring the previous 
survey conducted November 1 999 ,  at the end 
of the six month p i lot program .  The 
inspector's perception of the ROP showed a 
marked increase in the understand i ng and 
acceptance of the various components of the 
ROP. The su rvey showed that most 
inspectors felt that the new ROP increased 
pred ictabi l ity, consistency, clarity, objectivity, 
t imel iness, and efficiency. Add itional ly, the 
ROP was thought to be more risk-informed 
and reduce unnecessary admin istrative 
bu rden on both the NRC and l icensees. 

Respondents indicated opportunities for 
improvement i n  two areas. Fi rst, some 
inspectors felt that better timel iness was 
needed in a nsweri ng inspector feedback 
forms. The other opportunity for improvement 
involved the timel iness and ease of use of the 
SOP. I nspection Prog rams has made 
changes to the feedback process to improve 
response t imel i ness and the concerns 
regard ing ease of use of the SOP are being 
addressed for fire protection ,  reactor safety 
and physical protection SDPs. The point of 
contact for interna l  survey results is August 
Spector (30 1 -4 1 5-2 1 40 ). 



b. End of Cycle (EOC) 
Performance Meetings 

The EOC review meetings were held during 
May 200 1 . Th is process replaced the o ld 
Plant Pe rformance Review (PPR) and 
Systemat ic Assessment  of L icensee 
Performance (SALP) processes. The PPR 
and SALP assessment processes were 
substantia l ly more qual itative than quantitative 
in nature. This time around the EOC plant 
assessments were based on the Action Matrix 
inputs of standard P is and i nspection fi nd ings. 

The results of the EOC reviews are ava i lab le 
on the NRC Web site: from the externa l  NRC 
Web server, cl ick on Progra m  Office , NRR 
and then Action Matrix Summary. A quick 
tabu lation shows that about 25% of the plants 
were outside of the Licensee Response 
Column .  Of these , 1 8  plants were in the 
Regu latory Response Column ,  3 were in the 
Degraded Cornerstone Colu m n  ( i . e . ,  
Cal laway, Kewaune, M i l lstone 2) ,  a n d  on ly 
I nd ian Poi nt 2 was in the Mu lti p le/Repetitive 
Degraded Cornerstone column .  What does 
a l l  th is mean? It appears that the Action 
Matrix is  successfu l in differentiating p lant 
performance based on a wel l-defi ned set of 
inputs ( i .e . ,  Pis and inspection fi nd ings). 
Based on this information , the N RC decides 
the proper level of agency response, incl ud ing 
supplemental inspections and other perti nent 
regu latory actions.  One opportun ity for further 
improvement is  the need to enhance the 
guidance for determ in ing the existence of 
substantive cross-cutting issues. IMC 0305 
references substantive cross- cutti ng issues 
but does not currently provide a th reshold. 
The point of contact for questions about p lant 
performance assessment is  Robert Pascare l l i  
(30 1 -4 1 5-1 245). 
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c. N + 1 Res ident Inspector 
Staffing Update 

I n  a letter dated January 1 ,  2000, the 
Comm ission approved an inte rim revision to 
the res ident inspector N+1 staffing pol icy to 
a l low reducing the staff to N for mu lti-unit 
sites. The Commission further specified that 
in no case would the resident s ite staff be 
reduced below two i nspectors. Add itional ly, 
some flex ib i l ity was retained that a l lowed 
Regional Adm in istrators, in consultation with 
NRR, to adjust the number of resident 
inspectors assigned to a s ite upward if the 
ci rcumstances warranted. Further ana lysis to 
provide recommendations on inspection 
staffing is p lanned to be completed and 
issued i n  June 200 1 . During the fi rst year's 
implementation of the ROP, the agency has 
rapidly completed its transit ion to the "N" 
res ident inspector staffing as approximately 
75% of multi-unit s ites have a l ready been 
reduced to N from N+1 . The point of contact 
for questions about resident inspector staffi ng 
is Jim Isom (30 1 -4 1 5-1 1 09) .  

d.  S ign ificance Determi nation 
Process (SOP) IMC 0609 

Severa l program changes were made to the 
SOP as a result of the lessons learned 
workshops a nd stakeholder feedback 
received during the i n it ia l  implementation .  
Probably the most important change to the 
Reactor Safety SOP, is the development and 
issuance of the plant specific risk-informed 
inspection notebooks. I ssua nce of the 
notebooks is scheduled for completion during 
the summer of 200 1 . NRR and the reg ions 
have begun  a round of benchmarking to 
compare the SOP and l icensee risk model 
resu lts to ensure that the SOP notebooks are 
general ly conservative. These benchmarking 
activities shou ld be completed at a rate of 
about 2 site visits per month . 



During the fi rst year of ROP implementation ,  
22 inspection fi nd ings were processed by the 
S ign ificance Determination and Enforcement 
Review Panel (SERP) and characterized as 
white or greater. These 22 findings ( 1 8  white, 
3 yel low, and 1 red )  cover a range of topics 
i nc l ud i ng :  fire p rotection , rad io log ica l 
protection ,  emergency preparedness, secu rity 
and reactor safety. 

Also of i nterest is  the avai lab i l ity of a Web­
based SOP Instructional  gu ide . The guide 
was developed with useful examples based 
on va rious reactor safety SOP issues. Th is 
guide is intended to supplement the SOP 
tra i n ing that i nspectors received pr ior to fu l l  
ROP implementation .  The guide can be 
accessed from the NRC I nterna l  Home Page 
by selecti ng Emp loyee Tra i n i ng and 
Development, Self-Paced Learning ,  Web­
Based Tra in ing ,  SOP I nstructional Guide or at 
http://papaya . nrc.gov/SDP/index. htm . 

Questions related to SOP guidance shou ld be 
d i rected to Peter Koltay at 30 1 -4 1 5-2957 or 
Marvin Sykes at 30 1 -4 1 5-3297. 

e.  IMC 1 245 Tra in ing 

A worki ng g roup was formed i n  August 2000, 
charged with reviewi ng ,  assessing, and 
mod ify ing the inspector tra i n ing and 
qual ification requ i rements contai ned i n  
I nspection Manua l  Chapter ( I MC) 1 245, 
" I nspector Qual ifications for the Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regu lation I nspection 
Program,"  to support the reactor oversight 
p rocess. The worki ng g roup comprises 
representatives from the Regions,  Technica l  
Tra in ing Center, and NRR.  The worki ng 
group is gu ided in its efforts by a steeri ng 
com mittee of headquarters and regional 
managers . 

The IMC 1 245 working group is defin ing 
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competency-based tra in ing and qua l ification 
requ i rements for i nspectors. The content and 
methods of the exist ing trai n ing p rog ram are 
being reviewed to identify which program 
areas a l ready support the newly defined 
competencies , where improvements are 
needed , and where new tra in ing must be 
developed . Defin ition of the requ i rements is 
expected to be completed this summer. 
However, the new requ i rements may be 
implemented over t ime to a l low the 
development or revision of tra i n ing and 
qual ification materia ls .  Changes to the 
tra in ing and qual ification p rogram are not 
expected to result in additional tra in ing for 
currently qual ified inspectors. 

What wi l l  be the output of this group? IMC 
1 245 wi l l  be revised to i ncorporate the 
changes to the content of the inspector 
tra in i ng  and qua l ification requ i rements and 
a lso to incorporate improvements to the 
admin istrative aspects of p rogram .  The 
admin istrative changes are based on 
feedback from inspectors and reg ional 
managers and wi l l  incl ude improvements to 
the structu re of on-the-job and self-study 
tra i n ing to better define the desired outcomes 
and thereby improve consistency. The 
revised manual chapter wi l l  a lso include a 
requ i rement for I I PB to conduct regu lar 
assessments of the effectiveness of the 
tra i n ing and qua l ification process in prepari ng 
inspectors to imp lement the inspection 
prog ram.  The results of those assessments 
wi l l  serve two purposes: defin ing the 
contin u i ng and refresher tra in ing needs of 
inspectors, and providi ng an ongoing means 
for ma inta in ing the initia l  inspector tra in ing 
and qual ification prog ram content. The point 
of contact for th is area is Mary Ann Ash ley, 
NRR (30 1 -4 1 5-1 073) or any of the fol lowing 
reg ional representatives: 

Michele Evans, Region I (6 1 0-337-5224) 
Kenneth Kolaczyk, Region I (6 1 0-337-5327)  



Len Wert, Region I I  
Kerry Landis, Region I I  
Gary Shear, Region 1 1 1  
Phi l  Harrel l ,  Reg ion IV  

(404-562-4540) 
(404-562-451 0) 
(630-829-9876) 
(8 1 7-860-8250) 
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Attachment 

Example write u ps for inspection reports. 

Good Example 

Summary of Findings 

Green. A Non-Cited Violation of TS 5.4. 1 .a. for an inadequate survei l lance procedure, 
which resulted in the inadvertent opening of a safety relief valve during testing. The 
procedure fai led to provide instructions to reset the low-low set logic before applying an 
input signal to the trip un it .  

The finding had an actual impact of lifting a relief valve, which could cause a reactor scram. 
The finding was of very low safety sign ificance because although the finding contributed 
to the l ikel ihood of a primary system LOCA initiator, mitigation systems were al l  available 
(other than for routine schedu led maintenance) during the period the deficiency existed. 
Because the finding is of very low safety significance and the finding was captured in the 
l icensee's corrective action program,  this finding is being treated as a Non-Cited Violation, 
consistent with Section VI .A.1 of the NRC Enforcement Policy. (Section 4OA3). 

Report Details 

4OA3 Event Follow up (71 1 53) 

1 .  Inadvertent Safety Rel ief Valve (SRV) Opening During Testing 

Inspection Scope 

The inspectors observed how control room personnel responded to an SRV that 
unexpectedly opened on July 1 8 , 1 999. The inspectors arrived in the control room shortly 
after the SRV was closed and observed the follow-up actions of licensed operators, 
including operator briefings, actions required by the off-normal procedures, and monitoring 
of plant conditions. As part of the follow up to this event, the inspectors observed plant 
chart recorders , compared off-normal procedure requ irements to observations of operators 
performance, and held discussions with plant personnel regarding the various methods 
available to the operators to close the SRV if the valve had become stuck open .  

The fol lowing documents were reviewed and u sed as criteria for evaluating the operators' 
response to this event: 

DES -21 -1 , "SRV Inadvertent Opening/Stuck Open" 

DES- 00-3901 , "Unanticipated Opening of SRV 1 B2 1 F0051 D During 
Surveil lance Test" 

DES- 00-3903, "SRV Weeping After Being Opened and Closed" 

1 1  
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Summarized the 
performance issue and its 
significance, described 
violation and identified the 
requirement violated. 

SDP logic is clearly 
described including 
mitigation credit (using 
same language as the 
phase 1 reactor safety SDP 
logic). 

Scope provides details of 
activities actually 
completed by the 
inspector and includes the 
criteria used for 
determining acceptable 
performance. 



a. Findings: 

Green. A noncited violation of T.S 5.4.1 .a for an inadequate surveillance procedure, 
which resulted in the inadvertent opening of a safety relief valve during testing . On July 
1 8, 1 999, during the cal ibration of SRV -1 B21 F0051 D, the S RV unexpectedly opened 
at 2:23 PM. The licensee was using surveil lance procedure DES-B21 -T0369 at the 
time. A l icensed operator responded to the event by promptly fol lowing procedure DES 
821- 1 , ''SRV Inadvertent Opening/Stuck Open," which required reducing power to 90 
percent and then closing the SRV. The SRV was closed successful ly with in  2 minutes 
of it open ing. As expected, there was an increase in the suppression pool temperature 
and level; however, these parameters remained within TS l imits. 

The licensee's investigation determined the cause to be an inadequate survei l lance 
instruction (SVI ) .  The SVI did not have a step to reset the low-low set logic before applying 
an input s ignal to the trip un it .  The l icensee a lso determined that it had missed an 
opportunity to prevent th is occurrence during the identical testing the previous week. Then 
the l icensed operators and instrument techn icians questioned why the low-low set logic 
l ights were l it and thoroughly evaluated the condition. They decided to reset the logic 
before continuing the test. This action was not documented and the procedure weakness 
was not recognized at the time. Based on questions from the inspectors, the l icensee 
determined that the most recent revision to the procedure left out the specified step.  This 
problem identification concern is referenced in  section 4OA2 of this report. 

The performance deficiency associated with this event is an inadequate procedure that led 
to the unexpected opening during calibration of the SRV at full power. The finding was 
greater than minor because it had an actual impact of l ifting a relief valve which could 
cause a reactor scram (an in itiating event ), if it is assumed that the relief valve stuck open 
for a longer period of time. The event was of very low safety sign ificance because, 
although the find ing contributed to the l ikel ihood of a primary system LOCA initiator, 
mitigation systems were al l  available (other than for routine scheduled maintenance) during 
the period the deficiency existed. Therefore, the postulated event would have been nothing 
more than a reactor trip accompanied by a rapid plant cooldown. Techn ical Specification 
5.4. 1 .a requires that written procedures be esta blished, implemented, and maintained 
covering the activities specified in  Regulatory Guide 1 .33 , Appendix A. Regulatory Guide 
1 .33, Appendix A, Item 8b, requ i res procedures for the survei l lance tests l isted in the 
Techn ical Specifications. Contrary to TS 5.4 . 1 .a .  and Regulatory Guide 1 .33, Survei l lance 
Procedure DES-B21 -T0369 was not maintained and is an apparent violation . However, 
because of the very low safety significance and because the issue is in the l icensee's 
corrective action program, it is being treated as a noncited violation, consistent with Section 
VI .A.1 of the NRC Enforcement Pol icy (NCV 50-XXX/1 999-024-02). This violation is  
l icensee Condition Report 00-3901 .  

Poor Example 

Summary of Findings 

Green: As a result of an inadequate test procedure, one safety relief valve unexpectedly 
opened during testing on July 1 8, 1 999. The procedure failed to provide instructions to 
reset the low-low set logic before applying an input signal to the trip un it .  A Non-Cited 
Violation was identified for the inadequate procedure. 

The finding was of very low safety significance because the relief valve did not stick open.  
The inspectors used the plant-specific worksheets in the Phase 2 Sign ificance 
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The first sentence 
summarizes the 
performance issue, its 
significance, and 
enforcement. 

"Contrary to" statement 
JAW Enforcement Manual. 

Does not site requirement 
violated. 

Mentions SDP but does not 
explain logic for SDP 



Determination Process (SOP) analysis to assess the safety significance of the issue. 
(Section 4OA3) 

Report Details 

4OA3 Event Follow up (71 1 53) 

Inadvertent Safety Rel ief Valve (SRV) Opening During Testing 

Findings: 

While performing procedure DES-B21 -T0369, SRV 1 821 F0051 D opened unexpectedly. 
The l icensed operator response to the event included promptly following DES B21 -1 , which 
required reducing power to 90 percent and then closing the SRV. The SRV was closed 
successfully with in  2 minutes of opening.  

The licensee's investigation determined the cause to be an inadequate surveillance 
instruction (SVI ) .  The SVI did not have a step to reset the low-low set logic before applying 
an input signal to the trip unit. The licensee's investigation a lso determined that it had 
missed an opportunity to prevent this occurrence during the identical testing the previous 
week. Then the licensed operators and instrumentation techn icians questioned why the 
low-low set logic lights were lit and thoroughly evaluated the condition. They decided to 
reset the logic before continuing with the test. This action was not documented and the 
procedure weakness was not recognized at the time. 

The performance deficiency was an inadequate procedure that led to the unexpected 
opening during cal ibration of the SRV at ful l  power. Techn ical Specification (TS) 5.4.1 .a 
requires written procedures be establ ished and maintained covering the activities specified 
in Regulatory Guide 1 .33, Appendix A. Item 8b of Appendix A requ ires procedures for the 
surveillance tests listed in the TS. The inadequate surveil lance procedure is a violation of 
TS 5.4.1 .a. However, because of the very low safety sign ificance, this issue is being 
treated as a noncited violation ,  consistent with Section VI .A 1 of the NRC Enforcement 
Pol icy (NCV 50-440/1 999-01 4-02 (DRP)). This violation is  in  the l icensee's corrective 
action program as Condition Report 00-3901 . 

The inspectors used Phase 1 and 2 of the Significance Determination Process (Manual 
Chapter 0609) to assess the sign ificance of the issue. Because the inadequate procedure 
resulted in the SRV opening during the test, the issue had an impact on safety. However, 
the SRV did not stick open and using the worksheets in the Phase 2 analysis, the finding 
was determined to be of very low safety significance (Green) .  
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significance 
determinations. Does not 
address affected 
cornerstone, assumptions, 
and 0610* screening 
results. 

Does not summarize the 
inspection results, 
significance, or applicable 
enforcement; just a 
recitation of events. 

Problem identification 
should be discussed in 
Section 4OA2. 

NRC Enforcement Manual 
required wording is 
"because of the very low 
significance and because 
the finding is in the 
licensees corrective action 
program (CR-XXX), this 
is ... ". 

Lacks detail and does not 
provide traceable SDP 
logic. Confuses event 
significance with finding 
significance. 
Enforcement and 
significance determination 
should also be in the same 
paragraph, if possible . 



I NSPECTOR 

N EWSLETTE R 
Issue 03-1 January, 2003 

Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors. 

P u r p o s e  o f  

Newsletter 

I n s pe ct o r  

Previous newsletters issued by I IPB focused on 
communicating policy issues surrounding the ROP. 
These newsletter were lengthy and boring (yes, we 
agree they were boring). We realize that inspectors 
are busy and that the ROP is no longer new. 
Therefore, we have shifted the focus of the 
newsletter on the inspectors. Best practices and 
hands-on training guidance exist in various formats in 
each region. We intend to showcase these practices 
in this newsletter. HOW ARE WE GOING TO DO 
THIS---We have established an editorial board 
consisting of members from each region. Board 
members, listed separately will provide input to this 
newsletter. You are encouraged to contact your 
regional board member with recommendations for 
best practices, inspector checklists or any practices 
that may provide value to inspectors. WHAT DO WE 
WANT FROM YOU---We need to know what you 
want included in this newsletter. Do you want 
pictures? More examples of inspector best practices? 
Please contact Fiona Tobler or Allan Barker, I IPB to 
let us know what you'd like to see in the newsletter. 

Inspector Happenings 
We know that inspectors are a tight knit group. 
Everyone seems to know everyone. Most of us 
would like to know what's going on in the regions. 
This column will list recent promotions and 
reassignments. If we leave your name out that just 
means your region forgot to tell us, so please contact 
us directly and we will include you in the next edition. 
We can also include names of former NRG inspectors 
that you come across in plants. Let us know if you 
like this column. 

Region I 
Jim Trapp -RI, SRA selected to Branch Chief 
Wayne Schmidt - R I, selected as SRA 
Ray Lorson, SRI selected to Br. Chief 
Michele Evans, Br. Chief, reassigned to NRR/I IPB 
Ed Knutson,RI Vermont Yankee to Nine Mile Point 
Beth Sienel -RI Millstone to Vermont Yankee 
Tony Cerne, SRI Millstone 3, retiring spring 2003 
Len Cline, RI Calvert Cliffs to SRI, Fitzpatrick 
Silas Kennedy, DRS to RI Millstone 
Joe OHara, DRS to RI Calvert Cliffs 
Mark Ferdas, DRS to RI, Hope Creek 
Region I I  
Scott Freeman-All, Oconee RI to SRI at Sequoyah 
Gene Guthrie-RI!, Brunswick R I  to SRI at Catawba 
Joel Munday-RI I, Hatch SRI to Br. Chief 
Bill Bearden-RI! , to SRI Browns Ferry 1 
Region Ill 
Pat Louden - RI i i Clinton SRI to Br.Chief 
Ken O'Brien - RIi i  Reactor Inspector to Br.Chief 
Julio Lara - Rill Kewaunee SRI to Br.Chief 
Eric Duncan - RI i i  LaSalle SRI to Br.Chief 
David Pelton -Lie Examiner to RI  as SRI @ Vermont 
Yankee 
Doug Simpkins - RI i i  Davis Besse RI to RII Plant 
Hatch SRI 
Ivy Netzel - R I i i  Reactor Engineer to D.C. Cook RI 
Doug Eskins - RIi i  Reactor Eng. LaSalle RI 
Joe Larizza - RI i i  Fermi Resident leaving the agency 
Region IV 
Troy Pruett-RIV SRA to Br. Chief 

In this issue .... 
Inspector Happenings .... .... . . .. . ..... . .. . . . . . . . .. 1 
Real Problems, Real Solutions .... .... ......... 2-3 
Quirky Tidbits ................ . .. . ... . . .. ... . . .. . . .. . .. . . . 3 
Inspector Tips ... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ .4 



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER 

"Nothing great was ever achieved without enthusiasm" 
Ralph Waldo Emerson 

Real Problems, Real Solutions 

January, 2003 

The purpose of this column is to showcase inspector best practices. Some of the newsletters may showcase 
these best practices by supporting a specific theme. The theme for this month is "questioning attitude". The 
finding below illustrates an inspector using a questioning attitude in going beyond performing a simple 
comparison of documented test results. The inspector used insights from past operational experience and 
independent research into acceptance criteria bases in developing the finding. 

FOCUS ON SURVEILLANCE TESTING 

The licensee performed stroke time testing of the Unit 2 pressurizer power operated relief valves ( PORVs) in 
February 2002 to obtain new in-service testing baseline stroke time values for the PORVs following 
maintenance. The testing was also performed to demonstrate operability of the PORVs for low temperature 
over-pressure protection (L TOP) prior to Unit 2 entering Mode 5 (Cold Shutdown) upon completion of refueling. 
Two PORVs are used for L TOP ; the PORVs are air-operated and have backup air supply bottles designed to 
provide sufficient air to cycle the PO RVs for 10 minutes without operator action during an L TOP event. 
Consequently, the minimum backup air supply bottle pressure of 900 pounds was a critical parameter, as was 
the PORV minimum stroke time in the open and closed directions. 

The inspectors noted that licensee personnel had difficulty getting the PORVs to meet the minimum stroke time 
acceptance criteria during testing at the beginning of the Unit 2 refueling outage. Licensee personnel 
subsequently revised the stroke time acceptance criteria based on their review of the original design calculation 
for sizing the backup air supply bottles. The inspectors compared the revised acceptance criteria against the 
acceptance criteria from the backup air bottle sizing calculation and identified that licensee personnel failed 
to correctly incorporate the acceptance criteria from the design calculation into the surveillance test procedure. 
The result was that the licensee could have considered an inoperable PORV to be operable. The inspectors 
reviewed the actual as-found stroke times for the two PORVs against the acceptance criteria from the design 

calculation and concluded that the PORVs were operable. 

� For more information contact: Brian Kempker, Sr. Resident Inspector, D.C. Cook 
� RPT Number 50-31 5/316/02-02/lssue Date: 08/30/02 
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Quirky Tidbits 
What do you think about this column? Appropriate for the NRC or too funky? We would like you to 
share some of your personal accomplishments. It's good to know that we have lives outside of work. 
We could have some fun with this column. 
1. Chuck Casto, RII, completed an lronman 2.5 mile swim, 112 mile bike ride, & 26.2 mile run). 
2. Pat Gwynn, RIV, drummer for "The Boroughed Tymes" was on stage with Martha & the Vandellas, 
the Dave Clark 5 and the Shadows of Knight. In 1966 his band played at McCormick Place in Chicago, 
IL, during the Teenage Worlds Fair. He retired at the ripe old age of 15. 
Pat is the blonde in the 

1!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!�!!!!!!!11 
middl 

e. 

Real Problems, Real Solutions (Continued) 
FOCUS ON SAFETY 
The licensee identified foreign material in the standby liquid control (SLC) tank which made both subsystems 
of the SLC system inoperable. The inspector noted that the licensee's actions were limited to recovery of the 
tank and did not include an assessment of the alternate SLC system or associated emergency procedures. 

The inspector conducted a walk down of the alternate SLC system and reviewed emergency procedures. The 
licensee was supposed to have chemicals available in the warehouse to support alternate SLC injection. The 
inspector went to the warehouse to determine if the chemicals were onsite. Warehouse personnel identified 
an inventory of chemicals on their computer which they thought were the referenced chemicals and which were 
stationed in the warehouse. The inspector requested to see the chemicals. A warehouse attendant took the 
inspector to the location identified by the computer where the chemicals were being stored. Upon arrival, the 
inspector determined that the referenced chemicals were not of the correct kind or in sufficient quantity to 
perform the alternate SLC function. Further investigation by the licensee determined that the appropriate 
alternate SLC chemicals were not onsite and had been removed from inventory over a year earlier. 

For more information contact: Troy Pruett, Region IV DRS Plant Support Branch Chief or Max Schneider, Sr. 
a Resident Inspector, Millstone, RPT Number 50-458/00-14/lssue Date: 12/06/00 

3 
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RII/DRS Spotl ig hts 

Region I I/DRS website contains "spotlights" that are 
aimed at providing supplemental inspector training 
for experienced and inexperienced inspectors. The 
latest spotlight is "Breaking Through the Wall of 
Assumptions". The following was abstracted from 
this spotlight: 
"Having a questioning attitude encourages our 
foresight. A questioning attitude fosters awareness 
of uncertainty and hazards. That's why we focus 
on recognizing "error-likely situations". A healthy 
questioning attitude has to overcome the 
temptation to rationalize away our"something's 
not right" gut-feelings. Using an " If-then" logic or 
"What-if .. " questions can improve our questioning 
attitude and foresight. Also, a questioning attitude 
used multiple, alternative indications (facts). 
Indications of critical parameters are verified against 
independent, alternative indications to improve 
comprehension of the actual situation". 

I nspector Tips 

The purpose of this column is to provide you with 
some hands-on inspection tips. This column may or 
may not appear in every issue. It just depends on 
the topic and on our whim (smile). The tips this 
month relate to "Questioning Attitude". 

1 . Challenge abnormal indications or conditions 
2. Do not assume someone else has already 
recognized the abnormality 
3. Be inquisitive 
4. Qualify the information source 
5. Validate the information (clarify & confirm) 
6. Verify the information from an independent 
source 

What are you looking at? 

4 

January, 2003 

The purpose of this column is to provide in-field 
inspection things to consider when conducting in­
plant tours. Here are a few things Carey Brown, 
Resident Inspector at Clinton Power Station looks 
at when inspecting pump motors 

baseplate positioning bolts should be 
backed off and locked to allow for 
expansion 
ground straps should be tight, clean and 
unpainted 
proper oil level 
site glass "bulls-eye" should be clear so oil 
is observable 
ventilation openings should be clean to 
allow for adequate air flow 
electrical conduits should be appropriately 
sealed for the area (EQ} 
look for unusual vibrations 

� 

Got other ideas and tips? Please 
forward them to you regional 
newsletter editorial board member. 

Fiona Tobler, I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker, IIPB, Technical Editor 
EDITORIAL BOARD 
RI: Jim Trapp 
RII: Brian Bonser 
RI i i :  Pat Louden 
RIV: Phil Harrell 
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N EWSLETTE R 
Issue 03-2 March ,  2003 

OUR GOAL IS PROVIDE USEFUL AND SUCCINCT INFORMATION TO INSPECTORS 

Newsletter Feedback 
Thanks to everyone who took the time to provide 
feedback on our first newsletter. Please continue to 
send us your comments and suggestions. Here are 
some of the comments we received: 
1 . "/ like the newsletter. Very informal, but 
informative" 
2. "I enjoyed the newsletter. It was succinct and 
informative. Please continue with this effort". 
3. "Good job. This has been something for which 
I 've been asking for some time. As a new resident, 
I was at the mercy of the SRI and his tutelage. If he 
was not a good instructor, I did not learn the 
intricacies of the position. This is a great way to let 
other inspectors know of which things to watch. 
Again, good job, and let me know how I can help ". 
4. "Overall, I think the newsletter is a very good help 
to inspectors. I like reading stories of good findings 
and also inspection tips. I think topics like these will 
especially help out new inspectors. No negative 
comments on the newsletter". 

5. THANKS TO STEVE BURTON for this 
comment: "I got the inspector newsletter and look 
forward to its continued return. The old letters had 
all of the rotation dates (for SRI and RI positions in 
all regions) to aid in planning purposes. It would be 
nice to see this information return". 

WE TOOK ACTION--the Reactor Inspector 
Rotation Schedule has been updated and is posted 
on ROPs Digital City. For a copy click on 
http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/NRR/ROP DIGITAL CITY/ROP 
digital city.html 

BY THE WAY-- Digital City has a new and dynamic 
webmaster, I IPB's own Larry Turner (no, he is not 
related to Ted). He is reinventing Digi tal City so 
check it out. 

Inspector Happenings 

Region I 
Travis Rhoades-New hire- Reactor Inspector, 
Paul Bisset- DRS, Retired 
Joseph O'Hara- DRS to RI Calvert Cliffs, 
J. Daniel Orr- to SRI Salem 1 & 2, 
Beth Sienel- RI Vermont Yankee 
Michele Evans- DRP to Sr. Ops Engin. I IPB/NRR 
Region II 
Jonathan Bartley- SRI Watts Bar - on a 1 -year 
reserve call-up 
Katherine Green-Bates- PE to Turkey Point RI 
Norm Garrett -RI - acting SRI at Hatch 
Militza Maldonado- new secretary Turkey Point 
Tom Morrissey- RI Vogtle - acting SRI for 3 months at 
Watts Bar 
Roger Reyes- RI Turkey Point to RI Crystal River 
Steve Sanchez- RI Crystal River to RI St. Lucie 
Otis Smith- SI DNMS to DRS 
Joelle Starefos -RI Browns Ferry to NRR 
Region I l l  
Billy Dickson-Dresden RI to Clinton SRI 
Rob Krsek -Palisades RI to Kewaunee SRI 
Dan Kimble-Monticello RI to Lasalle SRI 
Jack Rutkowski-New RI at Davis Besse 
Rich Berg-New RI at Kewaunee 
Tim Steadham-New RI at Fermi 
Region IV 
Ken Brockman-to IAEA as Director Div. of Nuclear 
Installation Safety 
Russ Bywater - to SRI at ANO 
Mike Runyan - to SRA 

Gail Good - to acting Deputy Director- DRP 
Former Employees 
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John Russell-former RI at SONGS is part of the team 
searching for weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. 

Spotl ight on Tony Cerne 
Tony Cerne, RI, Senior Resident Inspector at 
Millstone 3 retires in March with over 25 years of 
NRC inspector experience. Tony is considered to be 
one of the few remaining NRC experts for 
construction activities; as SRI Seabrook in the 1980's, 
his expertise was crucial to the effective oversight of 
construction activities during a highly contested plant 
licensing. In 1996, he was tabbed to be SRI 
Millstone 3 to provide highly talented and credible 
inspection of Millstone's recovery efforts. He has 
received numerous awards, including Agency-wide 
Resident Inspector of the Year, Meritorious Service, 
and Distinguished Service. �MAGINE that he was 
able to accomplish all of this with a degree from West 
Point). Everyone the editor talked to had nothing but 
positive things to say about Tonv. HERE'S WHAT 
TONY HAS TO SAY: l(b)(B) 

(b)(6) 

What are we doing for you? 
Thanks to a mysterious RI II inspector we are working 
on several initiatives for inspectors. One of these 
initiatives is to provide you with several posters for 
your office. Currently underway are posters that 
display existing NRC Values and NRC Principles of 
Good Regulation. Posters will be mailed directly to 
sites and provided to regions within the next two 
months. The posters are 11 by 19 inches and were 
created by NRC's graphic departments. 

March, 2003 

Ch ief Examiner's Plann ing 
Gu ide 
Region I I  developed a Chief Examiner's Planning 
Guide to help implement the guidance promulgated in 
NUREG-1021, Operator Licensing Examination 
Standards for Power Reactors, for the development 
and administration of operator licensing examinations. 
The planning guide helps the Chief Examiner manage 
the examination project by developing a project plan 
(chart) that identifies the sequences of events that 
must be accomplished in the development, 
administration and documentation of operator 
licensing examinations. The planing guide has proven 
to be an effective management tool in helping the 
branch increase efficiency and effectiveness in the 
administration of operation licensing examinations. A 
chart list all the tasks (a total of 77) which must be 
completed. Already the staff has reduced the time 
required to implement examination workload just by 
identifying process efficiencies. For a copy of the 

EDITORIAL BOARD 
Fiona Tobler, I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker, IIPB, Technical Editor 
RI : Jim Trapp 
RII. : Brian Bonser/Edwin Lea 
RI i i :  Pat Louden 
RIV: Phil Harrell 

guide click 
on http://r2.nrc.gov/roi/2602.pdf 

In memory of Ted Easlick 
Senior Resident Inspector, Brunswick NPP 
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R e a l  P r o b l e m s , R e a l  

Solutions 

FOCUS ON OFF-NORMAL CONDITIONS 

Title :  Control Room Operators Inattentive to 
Decreasing Auxiliary Component Cooling Water 
System Surge Tank Level 

Discussion :  During routine Unit 2 control board 
walkdowns, the inspector identified that operators 
had not observed and investigated the cause of a 
decreasing level in the Auxiliary Component 
Cooling Water (ACCW) system surge tank. The 
cause was later found to be the result of a small 
through-wall leak in the shell side of the Chemical 
and Volume Control System (CVCS) Letdown Heat 
Exchanger. 

On December 20, 2002, the inspector noted that 
the Unit 2 Control Room ACCW surge tank level 
indication was reading lower than normal. The 
inspector knew that this was a closed cooling water 
system and it was not typical for surge tank level to 
fluctuate. Upon closer examination of the paper 
recorder and the plant computer point for surge 
tank level, the inspector noted that level had started 
decreasing steadily during the previous 8-1 o days. 
The inspector alerted the control room operators to 
the condition and they indicated that actions to 
investigate the cause of the anomalous level 
indications would be initiated. 

On December 24, the inspector conducted follow­
up inquiries into the licensee's investigation of the 
surge tank level decrease. The inspector noted 
that surge tank level had almost decreased to the 
low ACCW surge tank level alarm setpoint. When 
questioned, the new on-shift operations crew was 
unaware of the decreasing level and of any actions 
that had been initiated to identify the cause of the 
condition. No substantive action had been 
implemented by the previous operating crew, such 
as the initiation of a work request or Condition 
Report (CR) to investigate the anomalous decrease 
in surge tank level. Following discussions with the 
Shift Supervisor (SS), positive actions were 
implemented to investigate the condition and the 

March, 2003 

licensee subsequently identified that the source of 
the ACCW leakage was from a small through-wall 
leak in the shell side of the eves Letdown Heat 
Exchanger. The Letdown Heat Exchanger leak 
was eventually repaired and the ACCW system was 
refilled to its normal volume. 

This issue demonstrates the importance of 
ensuring that operators are paying close attention 
to control room indications for anomalous 
conditions and ensuring that they are taking proper 
corrective actions to address conditions that may 
be adverse to quality once they are identified. 

0 John Zeiler, Sr. Resident Inspector, Vogtle 
� (RII  DRP Value Added Finding/RPT Number 

50-425/02-04 (Minor) 

QUIRKY TIDBITS 
While Bill Kane was in Region I his office 
was hit by a tornado. How many people 
can make that claim? Fortunately Bill 
was visiting a site that day. Had he been 
sitting at his desk he would have been 
seriously injured or killed according to a 
Region I news account. His office 
suffered extensive damage. The editor 
asked Bill if this experience netted any 
spiritual realizations--Bill said that it was 
time to move to headquarters! 

• 
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WHAT ARE YOU LOOKING AT? 
This is Region ll's Inspection Planning Model. An electronic version is available on ROP's Digital City 
under the March Inspector Newsletter. 
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Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors. 

P E N  SCAN N E RS--Are They Useful 
and Will They be Made Available? 

I'm sure some of you have heard that IIPB 
conducted two IT initiatives pilots: one utilizing 
pocket PC technology and the other utilizing pen 
scanner technology. The pen scanner pilot 
evolved as a result of a suggestion from Dave 
Beaulieu, former Calvert Cliffs, SRI,  (yes, we do 
listen to your ideas). Our friends, Tom Rich and 
Mike Williams in OC IO, bought pen scanners for 
1 2  participants. For detailed information on both 
pilots go to OC IO's website 
http:/ /irm29. n re. gov/tat/def a ult. htm 
This website provides assessments and articles 
on new technology. Anyway, long story short, the 
pilot was successful. We believe that this is a 
useful tool for inspectors. Here is what Gene 
Guthrie, SRI, Catawba , had to say about the 
scanner "When I first received it I wasn 't sure 
what I was going to use it for but as I did my job 
and looked for a way to use it, it has become a 
useful tool". Here is what Jamnes Cameron, Sr. 
Radiation Specialist, Region Il l had to say "It 
saved me from having to hand-write notes. I 
could then beam to my handheld and incorporate 
into a written report on my desktop" (wow, he is 
on the ball) and here is what Pat Louden, former 
Clinton, SRI had to say "Excellent device, easy to 
learn how to use. Especially useful to scan 
excerpts directly into an existing document". We 
asked what the inspectors actually scanned and 
here's what they said : work control procedures, 
correspondence, plant procedures (procedure 
titles), training records, technical specifications, 
and portions of control room logs. 

Why are we telling you all of this? Because IIPB 
was able to secure unplanned funds to provide 
some of you with pen scanners. NRR is 
purchasing 1 67 scanners , of which 67 will go to 

resident sites. The other 1 00 (25 per each 
region)  will be sent to regional IT coordinators to 
be distributed in DRS/DRP. Installation and 
support will be provided by your regional IT 
coordinators. We'd like feedback from you on 
the scanners. Please send us ideas for other 
technology that could help you perform your 
jobs more efficiently. 

I N S P ECTO R HAP P E N I N GS 

Region I 
Mel Gray-DRS inspector to SRI Hope Creek 
Robert Berryman-RI Indian Point 3 
Mark Cox-RI Indian Point 3 to Indian Point 2 
Lois James- RI Indian Point to HQ/I IPB 
Anthony McMurtray to HQ in July 
David Werkheiser-new hire, Reactor lnsp. DRS 
Donald Jackson- new hire, Oper. Engin, DRS 
Stephen Pindale-to Sr. Reactor l nsp./O RS 
Kevin Mangan- to RI ,  Millstone 3 
Region II 
Mark King-acting SRI at Watts Bar 
Kathy Weaver-RI/ANO is acting SRI at 
Brunswick until 5/30 
Steve Rose- on rotation to RI at Farley 
Bob Hagar- to SRI at Robinson 
Gerry McCoy - to SRI at Surry 
Doug Simpkins- to SRI at Hatch 
Region Ill 
Robert Orlikowski - RI at Monticello 
Douglas Tharp - Reactor Engineer 
Region IV 
Bruce Mallett-RI I, ORA to RIV, RA 
Mark Satorious-l lPB/HQ to Deputy Div. Director, 
DRP 
Jim Melfi-DRS Inspector to RI at Palo Verde 
CORRECTION : Russ Bywater from SRI ANO to 
SRA 



P REPARING FOR A VISIT 
BY SENIOR MANAGEMENT 
Don't be nervous----we found some terrific 
guidance from the regions that can help make 
these visits go smoothly. 

FOR RESIDENT INSPECTORS: 
Region Ill's guidance "Resident Office Checklist 
for NRC Management Visits" provides a detailed 
checklist for resident inspectors to use in 
preparing for management visits. This step-by­
step process details pre-visit activities, day of 
visit activities, site tours with visitors and post­
visit activities. This five page document is 
awesome! 

FOR MANAGEMENT: 
Region IV's guidance "Preparation of Briefing 
Materials" has a great checklist for branch 
chiefs. We thought this was so helpful that we 
posted it separately on Digital City. 

FOR EVERYONE: 
Region l's "Preparation of Briefing Materials for 
Commissioner and NRG Senior Management 
Visits to Licensed Facilities" describes the roles 
of everyone involved in the process. It includes 
the responsibilities of the; Div. Director, Br. 
Chief, SRI ,  Public Affairs Officer and the 
Regional State Liaison Officer. A very useful 
and impressive feature is the sample briefing 
sheet. Do yourself a favor and check it out. 

All of the documents referenced above are 
located on Digital City under the May newsletter. 
http://nrr1 0. nrc.gov/NRR/ROP _D IGITAL_CITY/R 
OP _digital_city.html 

EDITORIAL BOARD 
Fiona Tobler: I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker: I IPB, Technical Editor 
RI :  Jim Trapp 
RI I :  Brian Bonser/Edwin Lea 
RI i i :  Pat Louden/Julio Lara 
RIV: Phil Harrell 
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SUPPORTING OUR 
TROOPS FROM RI i i  
KUDOS to Region Ill for their support of war 
efforts. They created a website to honor Region 
Ill service personnel and their families who are 
engaged in war efforts. This site includes links 
to all branches of the armed services. To view, 
click on http ://r3intra.nrc.gov/nrc3/heros. htm 

RI i i 's EEO Advisory Committee invited staff to 
join them for PROJ ECT YELLOW RIBBON on 
May 5th

. Yellow bows will be distributed in 
support of our troops. 

NRC BUSINESS CARDS 
Inspectors can obtain business cards from the 
contacts listed below. NRG policy on  ordering 
business cards is posted on the internal web. 
Orders of 250 or more cards will be printed by 
the Seattle Lighthouse for the Blind. Orders 
under 250 can be printed by your region 
contact. The template for making in-house 
business cards is located in Informs, NRG Form 
675. Here are the regional contacts that can 
make this happen: 

Region I - Amy Linde 
Region I I  - Melba Hawkes 
Region Ill - Rowlene Wendell 
Region IV - Phil Longdo 

INTERNAL SURVEY 
RESULTS 
A big "Thank You" to all of you who completed 
the 2002 Internal Stakeholder Survey last Fall. 
The results have been analyzed-including your 
written comments. To view the complete 
analysis, go to ADAMS ML03870883. Six 
specific comments on procedures were 
identified a nd have been turned into feedback 
forms. Check out the list on Digital City and 
keep an eye there and here for updates. 



REAL PROBLEMS, REAL 

SOLUTIONS 

FOCUS ON SIMILAR COMPONENTS, 
SIMILAR DEFICIENT CONDITIONS 

ISSUE: On January 5, 2003 at Calvert Cliffs 
Nuclear Power Station, the 1 B Diesel 
Generator Breaker, 1 52-1 403, failed to close 
on demand. The affected breaker was a 
General Electric (GE) Magne-Blast type breaker. 
I nspection revealed that an SBM type auxi l iary 
switch had a broken cam fol lower. The cam 
follower is constructed of clear "Lexan" material 
with a steel pin running through the center of the 
Lexan materia l .  Lexan is a clear polycarbonate 
material manufactured by GE.  

The l icensee inspected individual 
components/breakers operated by an  ESFAS 
actuation signal that are affected by this 
deficient condition .  The inspection focused on 
identifying cracking of the Lexan cam fol lowers. 
Of the twenty-four breakers inspected, five, 
including 1 B DG breaker, had defective SBM 
type switches. The five fa i led switches were 
from the following breakers :  Service Water 
Pumps, High Pressure Safety Injection Pump 
and D iesel Generator output. The N RC 
inspectors on site inspected each failed switch . 
Results of the visual inspection revealed 
noticeable cracking of the Lexan material in all 
the removed switches. The SBM switch located 
on the 1 B DG appeared to be the worst case. 
The pin had sheared and was found on the 
bottom of the switch . The Lexan material at that 
location was cracked with some pieces missing.  

The l icensee replaced the five defective SBM 
switches with newer SBM and SB-1 2 type 
switches. Both SBM and SB-1 2 switches 
conta in Lexan cam fol lowers. However, the SB-
1 2  switch was fabricated with Lexan that was not 
exposed to hydrocarbons, a potential fa i lure 
mechanism d iscussed in I nformation Notice 80-
1 3 .  The additional breakers requiring inspection 
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p rovide power for 1 E 4KV busses for both Unit 1 
and Unit 2 and four 1 E 480V busses for Unit 2 .  
These breakers are normal ly closed and  cannot 
be inspected whi le the units a re on-l ine. 

In 1 976, GE identified a problem with SBM 
switches that were manufactured with Lexan 
cam fol lowers .  Consequently, G E  issued 
Service I nformation Letter (SIL) 1 55 to boi l ing 
water reactor l icensees recommending 
replacement .  Maine Yankee I nspection Report 
95-04 notes simi lar problems with cracked SBM 
switches. The NRC issued Information Notice 
80- 1 3  focusing on fa i lures of switches exposed 
to hydrocarbons. Calvert Cl iffs has identified 
that these switches fa i led from fat igue. 

For th is issue a deeper understanding of the 
cam follower condition was gained by the 
inspectors from their  visual inspections. 

For more information contact: 
Joe O'Hara, R I ,  Calvert Cliffs 
I nspection Report No:2003-002 . 

il 

CAN YOU RECOGNIZE THE DEFICIENCY? 



Real Problems, Real Solutions 
(continued) 

FOCUS ON DEGRADED EMERGENCY 
DIESEL GENERATOR 

ISSUE: During a Pl&R inspection, the team 
identified that the licensee's bases for 
conti n ued operability of Emergency Diesel 
Generator 1 (EOG 1 )  because of degrading 
beari ngs was weakly supported. The team 
independently reviewed the vibration data 
associated with EOG 1 and determined that the 
available data did not support the conclusions. 
Based, in part, on the vendor's review, the 
licensee had developed an operability evaluation 
that supported operability of EOG 1 for a 
minimum of 30 days. 

The team reviewed the vibration data with the 
licensee and later the vendor to assess the 
overall bases for their conclusions. 
Subsequently, the licensee contracted with a 
second vendor to perform an independent 
analysis of the vibrations in EOG 1 . The second 
vendor also concluded that the bearings would 
last the design basis mission time of 30 days. 
The team discussed with the licensee and 
vendor, the key assumptions used in the 
operability evaluation a nd identified areas where 
the vendor was unaware of or had not 
completely considered other information. Based 
on the licensee's decision that they could not 
rely on either vendor's analyses to support 
continued operation of the EOG 1, the licensee 
declared EOG 1 inoperable. 

Following disassembly of the EOG 1 ,  the 
condition of the bearings was more appreciably 
degraded than had been understood and the 
degradation mechanism, arcing across the 
bearings (preliminary assessment), had not 
been considered as a degradation mechanism 
by either vendor. 

4 

The importance of performing thorough reviews 
of the bases for licensee operability evaluations 
is highlighted through this finding. 

For more information contact: George Replogle, 
SRI, Columbia Generating Station 
Inspection Report No: 50-397/03-04 

WHAT ARE YOU LOOKING 
AT? 
Here are insights on the inspection and 
performance assessment of batteries that Gene 
Guthrie, the Senior Resident Inspector at 
Catawba, has gained through his inspection 
experience. They would be useful for all 
resident inspectors to apply in their inspection of 
vital batteries. Thank you Gene! 

Lead Acid/Ni Cd Battery Performance Issues 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

As little as two cells outside Technical 
Specification (TS) l imits may cause 
battery bank loss of safety function if 
remaining bank capacity does not 
meet load profile requirements. 

Elevated battery room tem peratures 
for extended periods can reduce 
battery life by as much as 50%. 

Replacing battery cells in a battery 
bank could cause increased 
performance problems with battery 
bank average parameters and abi lity 
to meet TS requirements.  

New replacement battery cells do not 
charge to similar volts or have similar 
specific gravity values as battery cells 
that have been in service. 

Cells that are failing to meet TS 
parameters may be of same lot 
numbers.  

I -
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• Battery cells may show trending 
before going outside TS value. 

• Battery cell performance operating 
experience as it relates to the PSA 
model should be accurately reflected 
in Maintenance Rule functional failure 
criteria. 

ELLIS M ERSCHOFF 

FACTOI DS 

Alongside an impressive career with the NRC 
we found some interesting facts about Ellis 
(current RIV Administrator) that we thought 
were important to share before he begins his 
new job as Chief Information Officer in May. 
These facts were supplied by colleagues. 

1 He swam the Chesapeake Bay Swim 
(4.4 miles) 

2. He completed the Alcatraz Triathalon in June 
without a wet suit. Water temperature was 57 
degrees. The event included a 1 .5 mile swim, 
2.5 mile run, 1 3  mile bike ride and a 7.5 mile 
run. 
3. His most famous quote is " If you're not here 
when I need you, why do I need you?" 
4. He owns horses 
5. He owns a 3/4 ton pickup truck 
6. His mother (in her 80's) completed long 
distance bike rides 
7 He wanted to be an astronaut 
8 He was on the pro arm-wrestling tour earlier 
in his life. 
9. While a bachelor, Ellis owned and lived on a 
sail boat 
1 0  He promised RIV that he would sit in a dunk 
tank if they met their 2002 Combined Federal 
Campaign goals. He did, and was dunked along 
with Ken Brockman and Art Howell . 
1 1  He has promised to kiss a pig at RIV's May 
picnic because 2003 Combined Federal 
Campaign goals were met. WILL ELLIS KISS 
THE PIG? Read the July issue to find out. 

Quirky Tidbits 
(b)(6) 
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Our Goal is to Provide Useful and Succinct Information to Inspectors 

NOTE: THIS EDITION PROVIDES USEFUL INFORMA TION TO INSPECTORS ON 
HOW TO ACCESS WEB-BASED PIM ENTRIES AND ADAMS DOCUMENTS 

0 p e  r a t i n g  E x  p e r  i e  n e e  
High l ights 
Operating Experience Guidance 
A new Office Instruction, LIC-503, "Generic 
Communications Affecting Nuclear Reactor 
Licensees," has been issued to provide clear 
guidance on when it is appropriate to use each of 
the agency's four generic communication tools - the 
Information Notice, Regulatory Issues Summary, 
Bulletin, and Generic Letter. Click here for a copy 
http : //n rr 10. n re. gov /webapps/OI/O I- I isti ng. cf m 
O p e r a t i n g  E x p e r i e n c e  W e b s i t e  
To keep you abreast of domestic and international 
operating experience, information is provided on the 
Operating Experience Section's internal web site: 
This site includes links to documents and information 
such as the current event and morning reports, 
archived reports, generic communications, events 
briefings, and an archive of international events. The 
international events are those reported to the IAEA 
Advanced Incident Reporting System Database. 
C h e c k  i t  o u t  b y  c l i c k i n g  o n :  
http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rorp/index.html 
Contact: Jerry Dozier, Reactor System .Eng. 

Operating Experience Section 

I nspector Happenings 
Region I 
New Hires: 
Thomas Sicola- Reactor I nspector, DRS 
Manan Patel- Nuc.- Sfty Intern, DRP 
Amar Patel- Nuc. Sfty Intern, DRP 
Dante Johnson- Nuc. Sfty Intern, DRP 
Gerald Wilson- Reactor I nspector, DRS 
Harold Eichenholz- IAEA to Sr. Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Other : 
Anne Passarelli, Nuc. Sfty Intern, DRP 
Joseph Schoppy, SRI Hope Creek, to Sr Reac. lnsp , DRS 
Lois James, R I  IP  2 to NRR, 
Mark Cox, R I, IP 3 to IP 2 
Robert Berryman, Reactor Inspector to R I ,  IP 3 

Anthony McMurtray, SRI, Peach Bottom, to Sr. PM, NRR 
Region II 
Eugene DiPaolo to SRI at Brunswick 
Mark Giles to SRI Calvert Cliffs 
Rodney Fanner to R I  Farley 
Daniel Arnett to RI  Surry 
Hollie Krex -new Site Secretary at Brunswick 
Mark King- acting SRI at Watts Bar 
Jim Canady- acting SRI at Brunswick 
Ross Telson- acting SRI  at Quad Cities 
Scott Shaeffer- to R I I  as the Sr Project Engin. 
Joe Brady- to SRI at McGuire 
Binoi Desai- to R II as Sr Project Eng in. 
Andrew Sabisch- new PE, Branch 1 
Ed Chrisnot- R I  Occonnee to R I  Browns Ferry 
Ivan Hall-new hire/security inspector 
James Shehee-new hire/security inspector 
Region I l l  
Ray Ng - New Reactor Engineer DRP 
Mina Sheikh - Reactor Engineer 
Robert Ruiz - Nuclear Safety Intern 
Liliana Paredes - Nuclear Safety Intern 
Luke Haeg - Nuclear Safety Intern 
Michelle Garza - Completed Qualification Board/New RI -
Pal isades 
Hipolito Gonzales - Completed Qualification Board/Begins N RC 
Graduate Fellowship Program 
Region IV 
Zach Dunham-RI to Columbia Generating Station 
Jeff Cruz- to SRI  at South Texas ProjectRick Deese - to SRI  at 
ANO 
Neil O'Keefe- SRI to RIV/DRS Inspector 

Table of Contents 
2 .... l nternal Feedback Response 
3 .... Real Problems/Real Solutions 
4 .... PIM Data-Base/Quirky Tidbit 
5 ..... Dynamic Web Page 
6 ... .Web-based ADAMS 
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FY 02 SURVEY 
FEEDBACK 

I n  the last newsletter we l isted 6 feedback forms 
that were created as a result of the 2002 Internal 
ROP Survey. Here is our condensed response to 
Feedback Form No: 7 1 1 1 1 .07-630 

COMMENT: 
Frequency of some procedures could be modified 
for efficiency. 
A - The Mods and 50.59 could be combined with 
the SSDPC with reduced scope or move to a 3-
year cycle. . . B - Heat sink could be combined with SSDPC 1f 
service water is a picked system for review. 
C - Heat sink additional inspections could just 
look at the latest results since all the 
programs/GL responses have been looked at. 

RESPONSE : 
A. Recent revisions to I Ps 71 1 1 1 .02 and 
7 1 1 1 1 . 1 7  ch anged the i r  frequency of 
implementation from annually to biennial ly. Those 
changes enabled them to be implemented 
simu ltaneously with IP 7 1 1 1 1 .2 1  on a biennial 
basis thus achieving a reasonable measure of 
synerg ism. Presently, there is a reg ional in itiative 
underway for the assemblage of the existing 
baseline inspection (Bl) procedures into draft 
master I Ps. Each region wil l  originate one or two 
of the master I Ps. The goal is increased 
synerg ism by el iminating any duplicate inspection 
activit ies wh ich may occur  when just 
implementing several existing I Ps simultaneously. 
A pi lot program wi l l  check for any gains in 
efficiency and effectiveness during the actual 
implementation of the master IPs. 

B. This is possible now under cu rrent Bl 
gu idance. The existing B l  program allows 
implementation of any combination of Bl I P_s 
simultaneously if it is justifiable based on their 
ind ividual frequencies of implementation, the 
simi larity of their inspection requirements , the 

-2-

July, 2003 

available inspection opportun ities , and the overall 
scope of the proposed inspection. 

C.  Whether an inspector can fully implement a 
particular basel ine program I P  is dependent on its 
inspection requirements and the available 
inspection opportunities. IP 7 1 1 1 1 .07 identifies 
several alternative ways to verify the functionality 
of heat exchangers and not all of them have to be 
implemented, only the one that is most su itable for 
the g iven circumstances at a particular plant. 
Presently, I P  71 1 1 1 .07 requests the inspector to 
determine what test/method is used for verifying 
the functionality of a heat exchanger, how that 
test/method is setup, and whether the results of 
the test/method verify the operabi l ity of the heat 
exchanger. Future inspections for this I P  wi l l  
review the results of whatever test/method that a 
given l icensee selects for verifying the 
functionality of its heat exchangers .  

CONTACT: Ed Kleeh, I IPB 

In Memory of Danny Bi l l i ngs 

Danny Billings, Reactor System Engineer, 
NRR,  passed away on May 1 4, 2003. 
Danny joined the N RC's Resident Inspector 
Development Program in 1 995 in RI .  After 
completing inspector qual ifications he 
became a Resident Inspector at Oconee. 
RII paid a tribute to Danny in their May DRP 
newsletter. They made th is statement: "We 
wi l l  also miss his outgoing personal ity--he 
certainly stood out in a group of introverted 
engineers--and he was always the l ife of 
the party" . 

REAL PROBLEMS, REAL 
SOLUTIONS 
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Grand Gulf Agastat Relays 

Last November, the l icensee experienced several 
relay fai lures which placed reactor plant safety 
related systems out of service and entry into 
unplanned limiting conditions of operation (LCO) . 
The relays were manufactured by Agastat . The 
vendor drawing for these Agastat relays defines 
a normal service l ife of 1 O years. The l icensee 
decided to replace some of these Agastat relays 
less often than 1 0  years. When these relays 
began to fail and reveal themselves , the 
inspectors reviewed the l icensee's condition 
reports and causal analysis documents and felt 
there was no technical justification for exceeding 
1 O years of service l ife and the inspectors 
challenged the licensee's decision making . 

Region IV management was briefed on these 
conditions and ultimately decided to send a 
special inspection team to further evaluate the 
condition in February 2003 

. See Grand Gulf I nspection Report 2003-06 
(ml031 040581 ). 

CONTACT: Tim Hoeg, SR I ,  Grand Gulf . 

REGION I l l  WEBSITE 

We plan to review all o f  the regional websites to 
see what may be of value to inspectors. R I i i 's 
web-site contains lots of good information and 

pictures . Here's what we found in Region 1 1 1  that 
may be of interest to you :  

Value Added Findings 
This is a must to check out ! R I i i  took the lead in 
creating these findings. Value-added findings are 
written and distributed to communicate and share 
findings and techniques with inspectors and/or 
reviewers. Value-added findings do not have to 
be "Findings" as defined by MC 061 2. 
Value-added findings are posted by division .  
Findings for DRP go back to 1 999. Here's an 
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example of a value-added finding that may be of 
interest to you--"lnappropriate Operabil ity 

Conclusion Addressing Through Wall 
a Leakage on ASME Code Class I l l  Piping" 

(VAF-2003-26). To view click on: 
http :/ /r3 i ntra. nrc. gov/drp3/vaf. htm 

"Going on a Trip" 
This is awesome-everyth ing you need when 
traveling to a R I i i  site is avai lable in one cl ick. Per 
diem rates, maps, driving instructions, lodging and 
links to useful information whi le at sites are 
avai lable. 

"I can not give you the formula for success, but 
I can give you the formula for failure, which is 
. . .  try to please everybody" 
Herbert Bayard Swope, 1 882- 1 958 
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QUIRKY TIDBIT 
Fiona Tobler is quirky! Despite various interests, including running, biking, swimming, yoga, 
Buddhism, holistic health, reading, volunteering, and more, she clearly excels in none of the 
above. However, she is good at talking. This skill and her interests have landed her on TV three 
times. 
1 .  Her first TV appearance showcased her volunteer efforts with cat rescue (this lasted less than 
2 years because it was emotional and costly--besides all of her friends started avoiding her 
because she hounded them to adopt cats) 
2. The next TV appearance was an interview while running a 1 OK race thru Antietem Battlefield 
(fortunately she had make-up and jewelry on which was far more important to her then placing in 
the race). 
3. Lastly, she was interviewed while attending a Dali Lama conference. 
Fiona is managing editor of this newsletter and works in the Inspection Program Branch. 

ANOTHER QUIRKY TIDBIT 
Ms. Mary Ann Ashley, the IMC 1245 guru, drives a PT Cruiser with orange flames ! 

DID ELLIS KISS THE PIG? 

Yep, he sure did. Ellis kissing Petunia the pig ! 

Plant Issues Matrix (PIM) Information Avai lable ! 

Check out the next page-you may find something of great interest ! Conchita See, NRR's Dynamic 
Web-Page Expert, redesigned the ROP PIM Database. Just in case you didn't know, you have access 
to PIM information beyond that posted on Digital City. This database allows you to review all findings 
since the ROP has been in place. You can sort by inspection procedure, system, cornerstone or issue 

significance. To view the database click on : 
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DISCOVER THE POWER OF WEB-BASED ADAMS 

Have you ever needed to investigate if a generic communication was written on a topic, plant, or piece of 
equipment? An easy and powerful way of searching Operating Experience is now available using Web­
Based ADAMS. Here's how to do it: 

Go to the Internal NRG Home Page (the one that comes up when you click on Netscape Communicator) 

In the l ist, find, under Computer Resources, find "Web Based Access to ADAMS," cl ick on it. 

Go to the mid-page of the Web Based Access Page and click on "Advanced Search" 

Before beginn ing the search click on "Results Field Option," This allows you to select the information that 
you want displayed on the Search Results l ist . 

Go to the bottom of the page and click on "center h it" (This will produce sentences with your search words 
identified in your search resu lts l ist) 
After making your selections, cl ick on "Save Selections". This wil l  take you back to the ADAMS Advanced 
Search Page 

Go down the l ist to the Document Type Field, Depress "Cl ick From Known Values" 

Select N RG Information Notice (or other type of Generic Communication, such as N RG Generic Letter or 
N RG Bul letin ,  etc) . Click on "Select Values" 

Now you are ready for the search . Notice under the Mode that you can use Concept, Pattern, or Boolean. 
Boolean is the most powerful because you can use logical connectors such as OR or AND between the 
words that are to be searched for. Select the Mode desired. If you have questions there is an on l ine HELP 
fi le that you can refer to for help. 

Now type your search word in the "search" field and cl ick on the "Search" button 

Notice the tit le, image file, and sentence in the retrieved document with your search words are i ncluded. 
Cl ick on the tit le to retrieve the text of the document with your search words high l ighted. If you want a clean 
copy of the document then click on the image fi le. 

You can also do this with the other document types associated with operating experience such as: 
Inspection Reports, Licensee Event Reports, Part 21  Correspondence, NUREGS, and others! 

Thanks to Jerry Dozier, OE Section for provid ing instructions. Tom Smith , Ch ief, Public Document 
Room/Library Branch , OCIO, is available to assist you with searches. Please provide comments or 
feedback to Tom at 301 -4 1 5-7204. 
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OUR GOAL IS TO PROVIDE USEFUL AND SUCCINCT INFORMATION TO INSPECTORS 

STORY TELLING 
By Tom Farnholtz 

TROPICAL STORM CLAUDETTE 

It is true that sometimes the best plans may not turn 
out as you expect. Such was the case the week of 
July 1 3 , 2003. 

The previous week, Region IV was tracking and 
monitoring tropical storm Claudette as it moved 
westward from the southern Caribbean, grazed the 
Mexican Yucatan peninsula, and entered the Gulf 
of Mexico. The weather services predicted that the 
storm would most likely continue to move in a 
westerly direction and come ashore in northern 
Mexico or southern Texas. The pol icy of Region IV 
is that if a tropical storm or hurricane is in the Gulf 
of Mexico, regional personnel wi l l  track it and have 
plans in place to send inspectors to affected sites. 
The pu rpose of this pol icy is to rel ieve the resident 
inspectors at an affected site to allow them to 
attend to family and property . 

Region IV has three sites of particular concern 
when it comes to tropical storms or hurricanes. 
These are Waterford (near New Orleans, LA) , 
R iver Bend (near Baton Rouge, LA) , and South 
Texas Project (near Bay City, TX) .  The most l ikely 
site to be affected by this storm was South Texas 
Project but plans were in place for the other sites in 
the event of the unexpected. On Friday of that 
week, travel arrangements were made to get 
inspectors to these sites on Sunday, Ju ly 1 3  in 
advance of the beginn ing of the window when the 
storm could affect one of our sites, based on the 
current prediction .  
(Continued on the next page) 

INSPECTOR 
HAPPENINGS 

Region I I  
Ph i l  O'Bryan-new P E ,  DRP 
J im Reece-acting SRI @ Watts 
Bob Hagar-SR I @ Robinson 
Bob Monk-RI @ Browns Ferry 
Shakur Walker-RI @ McGuire 
Kathy Weaver-SRI @ Turkey Point 
Len Wert-to Deputy Div .D i rector/DRP 
Randy Musser-SRI @ Harris 
Region I l l  
Pat Higgins-new Reactor Engineer, DRP 
Region IV 
Travis Rhodes-RI @ Wolf Creek 
Eddie Crowe-RI @ ANO 
John Dixon-Rl@ANO 
Geof Mi l ler-RI @ GG 
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These arrangements were done on very short 
notice and required the location and reservation of 
four wheel drive vehicles that inspectors could 
drive to the site if the need arose. This was not as 
easy as it sounds because the inspectors would be 
leaving from their residences which were not 
necessarily located near a large airport where a car 
rental agency would normally be found and open 
on Sunday. 

Based on the predictions from the weather folks, a 
decision was made to not travel on Sunday. This 
was due to the slow movement and a turn to the 
north. A westward movement was still predicted 
but the timing was uncertain. On Monday, a 
Region IV inspector traveled to South Texas 
Project for a planned site visit. A second inspector 
was dispatched to the site when it became 
increasingly obvious that South Texas Project was 
most likely to be affected. The reason for this was 
to cover the site 24/7 for as long as the storm was 
in the neighborhood. 

By Monday afternoon, the storm was predicted to 
turn more westerly and pick up strength. South 
Texas Project was in the cross hairs or very close. 
The two regional inspectors planned to return to 
the site early Tuesday morning prepared to stay as 
long as was required. The resident inspector was 
cut loose on Monday to take care of his house and 
family and asked to return to work whenever it was 
safe to so. During the night, the storm sped up and 
made the expected turn west. It was upgraded 
from a tropical storm to a Category 1 hurricane 
(sustained winds greater than 74 MPH). 

By the time the storm made land fall just a few 
miles south of the South Texas Project site, the 
inspectors were in the Unit 1 Technical Support 
Center. The licensee had released all non­
essential personnel and staffed up the TSC. The 
site was in the northwest quadrant of the storm. 
This was not good news because this was where 
the worst rainfall was located. Unit 1 was 
shutdown and in a forced outage to repair the 
bottom mounted instrumentation nozzles in the 
reactor vessel and Unit 2 was operating at 100 
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percent power. By procedure, Unit 2 would be 
shutdown if the sustained winds on site were 
predicted to be greater than 74 MPH. These 
conditions were not expected. 

Throughout the day, the Region staffed the Incident 
Response Center in the Monitoring mode and the 
Headquarters Incident Response Center was 
standing by to assist as required. Headquarters 
was conducting a drill in their IRC on this day which 
provided an opportunity to conduct two event 
responses simultaneously. A reactor safety 
counterpart link was established between the site 
and the Region IV IRC. 

The storm was fast moving and the conditions on 
site deteriorated quickly. The inspectors monitored 
the wind speed, direction, and precipitation on site 
using the primary and secondary met towers. At 
the height of the storm, the primary tower failed to 
provide good data. The maximum wind speed on 
site was about 63 MPH with maximum gusts to 
about 80 MPH. There was a significant amount of 
rain but not as bad as anticipated because the 
storm was moving fast through the area. The 
licensee evoked 50.54(x) to pull all personnel from 
the outside for safety reasons. It would have been 
dangerous for a person to be outside in those 
conditions. During the storm, we attempted to 
conduct a secure conference call between the site 
and a Region IV security inspector to provide 
details of this aspect of the event. Equipment 
problems made this difficult but the information 
eventually got transmitted. 



By Tuesday afternoon, conditions on site were 
improving.  When the winds subsided enough to 
send people out to do damage assessment, the 
licensee formed teams to walk down the plant and 
report. On-site damage was minimal with some 
insulation damage on the exposed turbine deck, 
f ire hose houses blown over, and some l ight poles 
at the training center came down. The biggest 
concern was that most of the emergency sirens lost 
power because of widespread power fai lures. 
Power to these sirens was not expected to be 
restored for some time. Alternate means of 
notifying the public in case of a plant emergency 
were credited . 

By the time it was all over, a l ist of items had been 
generated for equipment repair and cleanup 
activities. These were prioritized and put into the 
licensee's work control program. Once 
assessments had been made, the region, with 
concurrence from headquarters, determined that 
the I RC personnel and the on-site inspectors could 
be released late Tuesday afternoon .  The on-site 
inspectors left the site and drove back to Bay City. 
The effects of the storm were obvious from the 
damaged agricultural crops, the non-functioning 
traffic l ights, and the precariously leaning 
telephone poles . 

After the storm had passed, the National Hurricane 
Center determined that this storm had maximum 
sustained winds of 90 MPH and was the cause of 
three deaths. Certainly, the N RG has had to deal 
with worse storms (Hurricane Andrew comes to 
mind) but the unpredictabi l ity and potential for 
serious injuries and property damage serve as a 
reminder that we all need to be ready to change 
our plans to come to the aid of our fel low 
inspectors as the need arises. If you are ass igned 
to a site that is subject to the effects of a hurricane, 
it's n ice to know that there are people in both the 
regions and headquarters that are there to help. 
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The editorial board appreciates the time and effort 
it took to write this article. Story tel l ing is a very 
effective way to transfer knowledge and 
experience. Thank you Tom ! 

OPERATING 
EXPERIENCE CORNER 

A new Reactor Operating Experience (ROE) 
information system has been developed to provide 
a search mechanism for Event Notifications, 
Regional Morn ing Reports, and Power Reactor 
Status Reports, as well as providing issue tracking 
and reporting tools for the NRR Operating 
Experience Section (OES) and providing the 
mechanism by which Regional Morning Reports are 
generated. ROE uti l izes recent database advances 
to fully integrate OES tasks and event analysis with 
exist ing N RG operational data. ROE replaces the 
previous information system used by OES, known 
both as the Events Tracking System - ETS, or PC 
Integrated events - P IE .  This previous system was 
DOS based and needed to be replaced to support 
the upgrade of the N RC's operating system to 
Microsoft Windows XP in 2003. The OES staff 
wil l be happy to perform searches to support 
your inspection needs and, in the future, wi l l  be 
examining the viability of making the system 
available NRG-wide. 

Contact: Eric Benner, Sr. Reactor Engineer, 
Operating Experience Section, 41 5- 1 1 71 

Fire Incident at TMI, Unit 2, and Appropriate 
Use of Water for Rapid Fire Extinguishment 

SPLB staff received compliments from a l icensee 
and from the resident inspector on I nformation 
Notice ( IN) 2002-27, "Recent Fires at Commercial 
Nuclear Power Plants in the United States," which 
was issued on September 20, 2002. This IN 
communicated lessons learned from recent fire 



events and reinforced the importance of 
de-energizing electrical equipment and of the 
proper use of water for rapid fire extingu ishment. 
On Ju ly 2, 2003, TMI Unit 2 experienced a 480V 
dry transformer fire . The fire brigade and off-site 
fire department appropriately used water to quickly 
extinguish the fire. The TMI resident inspector 
wrote: 

"I received very positive feedback from the TMI 
station fire marshal! concerning your IN 2002-027 
on recent fire events at nuclear power plants. 
TM I' s fire brigades trained extensively on the 
lessons learned detai led in the IN .  That training 
was extremely valuable in their fire fighting strategy 
for the recent transformer fire . "  

Th is event i l lustrates how qual ity operat ing 
experience communications promote the NRC's 
mission to maintain safety . If you identify 
sign ificant or recurring events or inspection 
find ings appropriate for generic communication, 
please bring it to your supervisors attention . You 
may also contact Terry Reis of the Operat ing 
Experience section for specific gu idance. 
Terry can be reached at 41 5-3281 

DID YOU KNOW THAT . . . . .  

Dr. Stuart N .  Sheldon, a Reactor Engineer in R I i i ,  DRS, achieved a sign ificant professional accomplishment 
co-authoring a control systems engineering textbook. The text, Linear Control Systems Analysis and 
Design with MA TLAB, Fifth Edition, was published and made publicly avai lable on August 1 4 , 2003. The 
text emphasizes bridging the gap between theory and practice , provid ing the mathematical basis and 
realistic examples for the different design methods. The text presents a clear and thorough account of 
feedback control systems, which enables the readers to gain a complete and practical understanding of 
conventional, and modern control theory. 

Dr. Sheldon received his PhD in Stochastic 
Estimation and Control from the Air Force I nstitute 
of Technology in 1 989. From 1 990 to 1 999, he 
worked for the Air Force Wright Laboratory , 
init ial ly on active duty, then as a contractor in 
various positions. During that t ime, he 
col laborated with his co-authors on robust fl ight 
contro l related research programs. Dr. Sheldon 
was asked to contribute to the fifth edition of the 
textbook, providing new material on dig ital control 
and the use of modern computer software for 
control system design. Dr. Sheldon joined the 
NRC in 1 999, and is responsible for conducting 
various Reactor Overs ight Program inspections. 
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WE SAY WAY TO GO---CONGRATULATIONS! 



QUESTION : HOW TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENT 
INSPECTOR? 

This came from a newly appointed SRI who wanted 
to do a great job in developing his RI .  He did a 
smart thing---he contacted some of the SRl's he 
respected and received some good guidance. The 
SRl 's were happy to share information . Note that 
these are not management recommendations or 
I I PB pol icy but instead feedback from inspectors 
such as yourself. Here are some suggestions: 

1 .  Participate on reactive /supplemental inspection 
teams 
2 .  Assist other reg ions in inspection support 
3 .  Participate on DRS teams, SSDls, etc. 
4. Go to region and perform duties as PE (even if 
only for a few days) 
5. Participate on Pl&R inspections at backup facil ity 
6. Give R I  visibility to management 
7 .  Make th ings happen for the RI .  For example, if 
a manager is coming to the site let the R I  conduct 
the tour or debrief 
8. Make sure that if the RI is on a rotational 
assignment (even for a few days) that you get 
performance appraisal input 
9. Volunteer the RI  for a task at the region's 
counterpart meetings (e.g. make presentation on 
event) 

If you have other suggestions or ideas we would 
love to share them. More importantly, if you would 
l ike to pose a question use the newsletter as a 
forum to receive replies. P lease contact your 
regional ed itorial board member or Fiona Tobler. 
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REAL PROBLEMS/REAL 
SOLUTIONS 
: QUESTIONING ATTITUDE 
"It has always been that way" 

How does an inspector react when they hear, "it 
has always been that way''? Is their reaction 
different if they hear th is at a meeting from one 
individual or from an informal conversation with a 
member of the plant staff? At Brunswick, the R I ,  
Joe Austin, noticed water runn ing from a build ing 
roof drain located inside the RCA to a storm drain 
located outside the RCA. The run off water from 
this storm drain is collected by a storm drain 
col lection tank, monitored for radiation, and then 
pumped to a pond for subsequent release to the 
environment. A rad monitoring system (RMS) 
isolates the tank if out of limit rad levels are 
detected. However, the inspectors determined 
that the RMS for the tank had been bypassed 
approximately 1 0  years ago due to problems with 
spurious alarms by the system. Therefore , the 
licensee had been taking daily samples as a 
compensatory measure - a satisfactory, but less 
frequent sampling method. Degraded conditions 
can be accepted as normal plant operation over 
time. As the inspectors continue to ask questions, 
the l icensee was motivated to further review the 
status of the radiation monitoring system. The 
licensee found that the problem had been resolved 
about a year ago, but the RMS unit was sti l l  in 
bypass. The RMS was taken out of bypass. From 
this display of a question ing attitude by the 
inspectors the l icensee realized a d ifferent 
operating status of a rad monitoring system 
designed to protect the environment. BOTTOM 
LINE: TRUST YOUR INSTINCTS. 

For further information contact: Joe Austin, R I ,  
Brunswick, 9 1 0-457-9531 



I nspector Tips For 
Strainer Inspections 

Debris intrusion events have the potential to be 
very safety sign ificant. Several faci l ities have 
experienced degradation of service water sy�tems 
due to debris from cooling water sources or fish 
intrusions. Important vu lnerabilities for inspectors 
to consider include the use of cross-tied systems, 
common circulat ing water and service water 
intakes, early warning ind icators, and backwash 
operations. I nspectors should consider usin_g _t�e 
following list of items to assess the suscept1b1hty of 
a facil ity to a debris intrusion. 

Debris Intrusion Target Items 

1 .  Degradation of Physical Barriers 
-- Travel ing Screens: Are the traveling screens 
corroded or physically damaged? 
- -Strainer Baskets : Are there bypass routes around 
the basket rim and discharge outlet or holes/tears in 
the basket mesh? 
- -Heat Exchangers : Do heat exchangers have 
excess fou l ing or debris? 
--Marine Life :  Are devices used to deter marine l ife 
(ch lorine injection, strobe l ights , u ltrasonic vibration, 
and air injection systems) functional? 
--Backwash System : Is the drain line clogged? 

2. Testing Procedures 
--Service Water Realignment: Are valves and 
associated equipment necessary for re-alignment 
routinely tested? 
--System Cross-Tie Valves: Are system cross-tie 
valves and associated equipment tested? 
--Heat Exchanger Performance: Are the results of 
heat exchanger performance testing satisfactory? 
--Backwash System: Is the backwash system 
operation periodically tested? 
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3. Procedural Adequacy 
--Screen or Strainer Breakthrough :  Do procedures 
exist for rapidly securing all circulating water 
pumps to prevent debris from being introduced 
into the service water system? 
--(For common intake areas) I f  travel ing screens 
become clogged with debris, do procedures for 
securing circu lating water pumps ensure an 
adequate service water supply exists for safe­
shutdown? 
A. If circu lating water pump operation is stopped 

automatical ly upon receipt of a forebay low level 
signal , verify that this feature is tested. 
B. If circu lating water pump operation is stopped 
manually, verify that operators have received 
sufficient train ing for these actions. 
C.  If actions include the dispatch of operators to 
the intake house, verify that those personnel have 
received sufficient training in the recognition of 
severe debris intrusion events . 
--Early Warning Procedures: Do procedures exist 
to prepare for seasonal fluctuations in marine life 
or debris loading? Are operators aware of 
conditions which may cause a temperature 
gradient at the intake facil ity? 

4. Design Review 
--Strainer Basket/Travel ing Screen Analysis: 
Review the structural evaluation of the strainer 
basket or travel ing screen assembly. Have all 
credible fai lure modes due to high debris loading 
been considered (e.g., buckling and crushing of 
the basket mesh due to h igh differential 
pressure) ? 
--Heat Sink Availabi l ity : In the event that traveling 
screens become clogged with debris ,  review the 
intake forebay low water level setpoints for 
securing the circu lating water pumps. If the intake 
forebay is required, will the source be threatened 
by the same debris intrusion event? If a source of 
makeup water to the intake forebay is required, 
wi l l  the intake forebay retain an adequate water 
supply for safe shutdown? 



--Backwash System:  Do the strainers re ly on their 
own d ischarge as the source of backwash flow? If 
so, debris clogging may render backwash flow 
i nsufficient to clean the strainers. 

About the author: Dustin Reinert was a RIV 
Summer Intern and is currently a Mechanical 
Engineering sen ior at the U n iversity of Texas. 
Dust in 's summer engineering project involved a 
review of debris intrus ion events at D.C.  Cook, 
Diablo Canyon ,  and South Texas Project. Kudos 
to Troy Pruett, R IV,  Br. Chief, for highl ighting the 
accomplishments of a summer intern. 

Tech Downloads . . .  

Marc S. Ferdas msf2@nrc.gov Resident 
Inspector - Hope Creek 

Tech Downloads is a new addition to the 
Inspector Newsletter. We hope to share a variety of 
"tech" information. If you have a tip, a website, etc. 
that you think would be useful for other i nspectors 
to know about please let Mark know. Questions wi l l  
also be accepted. 

Down load of the Month 
PDA "To Do List" 

Since the "To Do List" al lows you to create new 
categories, you can use this l ist to manage and 
track the inspection procedures performed and the 
issues you are monitoring during an i nspection 
period. For example you can create a "To Do l ist" 
cal led I R  03-06 (aka inspection report 2003-06). 

With in each l ist you can make a procedure or issue 
i nto a "to do" item in that l ist [ i .e . ,  71 1 1 1 22 - ST 
RHR Pmp (8/24)]. You can then assign a priority to 
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each item, with each priority equating to a status 
for that item [i . e . ,  Priority 1 = not started, Priority 2 
= work i n  progress, Priority 3 = complete and 
documented. You can also add a note to a "to do" 
item. This can help you access notes and 
thoughts easi ly and quickly for a "to do" item. For 
example you can keep track of people you talked 
to and procedures and documents you reviewed. 
You can also ass ign due dates for when you want 
to start or finish an item, which wi l l  appear in your  
calendar. 

As you can see the "To Do l ist" can help you 
manage and keep track of your inspection efforts. 
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QUIRKY TIDBIT 
Marty Farber is a quirky guy who'll be retiring 
from the NRG in October. Marty's interest 
range from music to collector cars. A 
technical career was not one of Marty's first 
choices. Marty first attended Cleveland 
Conservatory of Music then dropped out to 
pursue jazz interests. He then attended 
Fairleigh Dickinson University where he 
studied Political Science and reigned as a 
doubles table tennis champion until the love 
of cars pulled him away to pursue a career as 
a professional drag racer. Marty then joined 
the Navy and it was while in the Navy when 
Marty got into the engineering arena 
(electrical) . Marty's quirky interests are still 
alive and well today as he is a member of a 
community symphony and has three vintage 
cars, a '61 Austin Healey, a '67 Ford Fairlane 
500, and an '87 Mercur XR4Ti. 
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NEW INSPECTOR TOOL 

The Phase 1 SOP Worksheet is now available in 
a format for those inspectors who want to 
complete it using Word Perfect. You can find the 
form on ROP Digital City near the bottom of the 
page. This is made available courtesy of Bob 
Hagar who sent us this suggestion via a 
feedback form. Thanks,  Bob! 

Editorial Board 
Fiona Tobler: I IPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker:IIPB, Technical Editor 
R I :  Jim Trapp 
Rll :Brian Bonser/Edwin Lea 
Rlll :Pat Louden/Julio Lara 
RIV:Phil Harrell 



I NS PECTOR N EWSLETTER 
Issue 03 -6 November, 2003 

Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors. 

The mate.ri�I presented i.n this newsle.tter is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily 
reflect off1c1al agency guidance or policy. Approved Reactor Oversight Process guidance is 
promulgated in NRC's Inspection Manual. 

INSPECTOR IT INVOLVEMENT 

Marc Ferdas, RI, Hope Creek, and Jamnes 
Cameron, R I i i, Sr. P.E, are representing 
inspectors at the OCIO's quarterly IT counterpart 
meetings. They attended their first meeting in 
July. They provided inspector perspective to 
regional IT coordinators and OCIO staff, including 
Ellis Merschoff, Director, OCIO. Jamnes did a 
presentation on " IT and the Art of Inspection". 
Additionally, they briefed Stu Richards, I IPB and 
Doug Coe, I IPB, on uses of pocket PC's, pen 
scanners and GPU devices. Both Marc and 
Jamnes did an outstanding job representing 
inspector needs. 

WHAT'S NEXT? Marc and Jamnes have been 
given pen tablets to identify efficiencies and 
potential uses for inspectors. Marc suggested 
exploration of a personal digital pen. This pen 
has an optical sensor and digitally captures 
handwritten notes. We plan to conduct an 
assessment to determine if a pilot is appropriate. 
We will keep you posted. 

WE HEARD that some of you may have been 
surprised to receive PEN SCANNERS. The May 
Inspector Newsletter discussed the scanners and 
distribution plan. Please contact your IT 
coordinator if you need assistance. 

INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS 

Region I 
New Employees 
Theodore Wingfield- Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Marlane Davis- to Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Mark Giles- SRI, Calvert Cliffs 

Peter Presby- from Comanche Peak to Reactor 
Inspector, DRS 
Reassig nments 
Paul Cataldo- SRI, Beaver Valley 
Dave Kern- SRI, Three Mile Island 
Fred Jaxheimer- Intern to RI, Susquehanna 
Javier Brand- RI, Three Mile Island 
Shri Iyer-Intern to Reactor Inspector, DRS 
Melvin Gray- from DRS to SRI, Hope Creek 
Dan Schroeder- from DRS to RI, Peach Bottom 
Region II 
Andy Sabisch-RI ,  Catawba 
John Hanna-Acting SRI, Turkey Point 
Charles Patterson-SRI,  Farley 
Susan Andrews-Site Secretary, Robinson 
Lee Harmon-Acting Site Secretary, McGuire 
Region Ill 
Marty Farber-SR. Reactor Inspector, Retired 
Jim Belanger-Sr. Security Inspector, Retired 
Region IV 

David Dumbacher-PE, Branch D 
Veronica Klein- NRR intern to Comanche Peak 
John Dixon-RI, ANO 
Ron Cohen- PE, Branch B 
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REGION 1 WEBSITE REVIEW 
VALUE ADDED FINDINGS are now being 
developed in Region I. We found some other 
good stuff on the DRP web-site that may be of 
interest to you. There is a list of subject technical 
experts and a DRP weekly calendar. To view 
Value Added Findings click on 
http://r1ntweb.nrc.gov/drp/Drp.htm 

REAL PROBLEMS/REAL 
SOLUTIONS 

When You're Feel ing Down in the 

Sumps by Joe Schoppy 

On June 9, 2003, the NRC issued Bulletin 2003-
01, Potential Impact of Debris Blockage on 
Emergency Sump Recirculation at Pressurized­
Water Reactors, to all pressurized-water reactor 
(PWR) licensees. In their follow-up to Bulletin 
2003-01, Ginna Station identified two bypass 
paths (approximately 45 square inches total) 
around their ECCS sump screen. Based on the 
potential risk significance, NRC Region I charted 
a Special Inspection team to evaluate the 
condition. Ginna corrected these bypass paths 
and also removed three drums of solid material 
(primarily boric acid residue) that had covered the 
sump floor. Chemical analysis indicated that the 
residue was at least 8 years old with a recharge 
within 18-22 months (most likely deposited during 
their last refueling outage). The NRC requested 
that Ginna hold on to the material in the drums 
until the team had an opportunity to inspect. 

Although the licensee was essentially finished 
inspecting, correcting, and cleaning their sump; 
the NRC team still managed to find additional 
deficiencies. Although requiring additional 
confined space training, radiological control 
briefings, and double anti-C's; the team insisted 
on performing an internal inspection of the dry 
sump [practice ALARA but go the extra mi le] .  
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The team identified two additional bypass paths, 
a missing nut on a reactor coolant drain tank 
support pedestal, undersized washers for bolts 
on the bottom of the sump screen, a loose nut on 
a screen support bolt, foreign material in the 
sump (a wood splinter, tape, a piece of burlap), 
and an abandoned conduit (bolted in but retired 
in place) [attention to detail] . Although requiring 
additional radiological briefings and controls, the 
team insisted on performing an independent 
assessment of the material (reported to be "just 
boric acid residue") in the drums [trust but 
verify] . The team found numerous 
miscellaneous foreign objects (uni-strut clamp, 
woven gasket, metal file, and assorted smaller 
debris) intermixed with the boric acid residue that 
the licensee had removed from the "clean side" of 
the sump [caution : boric acid residue allowed 
to accumulate i n  the sump masked debris 
present in the sump] . In addition, the team 
identified a potential design deficiency with 
respect to the actual screen mesh size [good 
questioning att itude] . (The Ginna UFSAR 
states that the screen excludes particles greater 
than 0.25 inches in diameter from the RHR pump 
suction. The actual screen mesh size is 3/16" x 
5/8". If all potential debris was spherical in 
nature, the team would not have questioned the 
operability of ECCS components downstream of 
this screen.) Ginna engineering performed 
operability evaluations for the sump bypass, 
debris, and screen mesh size issues. [Team 
members included: Jamie Benjamin (RI DRS), 
Chris Hunter (RES intern currently assigned to 
Ginna), Mark Marshfield (Ginna RI) , Wayne 
Schmidt (RI SRA), and Joe Schoppy (RI DRS).] 

Persistence and Teamwork Lead to 
White F ind ing at Dresden 

In July 2001, a Dresden Unit 3 scram caused the 
initiation of HPCI, and generated a water hammer 
that damaged a pipe support. The licensee 
discovered the damaged support and 
documented it in a condition report (CR) and an 
apparent cause evaluation (ACE) as a potential 
water hammer. The support was not repaired. 



Subsequently, licensee management rejected the 
ACE and extended the due date for repairing the 
support from November to December 2001. 
While reviewing CRs, the Resident Inspector 
recognized the CR, ACE, and extended repair 
date as a potentially significant problem (be alert 
for safety issues) . The Resident contacted the 
Regional specialist in this area, who quickly 
recognized that signs of a water hammer were 
present (seek clarification when needed). The 
licensee would not acknowledge the potential 
problem and continued to consider HPCI operable 
and did not promptly repair the support. The 
inspectors involved Regional management 
(communicate) who also concluded that this 
was a potential ly significant issue. 

Senior Regional management and staff, including 
the inspectors, conducted phone calls with senior 
licensee management where the Region 
presented evidence that the HPCI system 
experienced a substantial water hammer, that the 
original support should be repaired, and that the 
HPCI system should be considered inoperable, at 
least until the damage was repaired and the 
system was properly vented. The licensee 
continued to maintain the position that there was 
no proof of a water hammer and therefore HPCI 
was operable. The Regional specialist was 
dispatched to Dresden and walked down the 
system along with the resident and the licensee's 
specialists (verify through direct observation) . 
Additional evidence of a water hammer was 
identified. However, the licensee continued to 
defend their original position. Licensee 
statements during the NRC's inspection gave rise 
to the belief that a 50.9 violation may have 
occurred and 01 help was requested. The 
licensee fixed the original support on September 
30, 2001. When the licensee did vent the system, 
substantial air was discovered, thus providing 
part of the mechanism for generating a water 
hammer. The water hammer was confirmed in 
October when the licensee's fast acting recording 
system was discovered to have recorded a large 
pressure spike on the system. 
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Outcome: Subsequently, Regional inspectors 
devoted substantial effort to inspecting the HPCI 
failure and evaluating licensee operability 
analyses. Ultimately, a WHITE finding for HPC I  
inoperability and a 50.9 violation were proposed. 
At the enforcement conference, the licensee 
acknowledged a cultural problem of trying to 
defend their original position instead of 
objectively evaluating the facts with safety in 
mind. The teamwork and perseverence by the 
Resident Inspector, the Regional specialists, and 
01 resulted in the discovery and resolution of a 
safety significant equipment issue and 
identification of an organizational culture that 
was insensitive to this safety significant event. 
Contact the Dresden Resident Inspector Office 
or the Region I l l  Mechanical Engineering Branch 
with questions regarding this issue. 

OPERATING EXPERIENCE 

BWR FUEL CHANNEL BOW AND 

CONTROL ROD INTERFERENCE 

WHAT IS IT? Elongation of one channel face 
relative to opposite fuel channel face. 
WHAT HAS HAPPENED? There has been 
some notable control rod performance problems 
at some BWRs. 
POSSIBLE CAUSES? Initial 
manufacturing/stress relaxation, fast fluence 
gradients, and/or shadow corrosion. 

Sam Hansell, SRI, Susquehanna, briefed on this 
topic at the Operating Reactor Events Briefing on 
October 15, 2003. NRR management--Jim Dyer, 
Bill Borchardt, John Craig , Susie Black and Cindy 
Carpenter were present as wel l  as a host of 
others. Here's what John Craig had to say "the 
slides and presentation were excellent". Jim 
Dyer also noted that this was an exceptional 
presentation. 

Sam and Blake Welling, Resident Inspector, 
Limerick, worked together on the slides. WE 



wanted to know what made these slides so good 
so WE asked. Sam and Blake did a "dry run" by 
providing regional training and received feedback 
before and after the training to improve the focus 
of the topic and to stick to the most important 
points. Prior to the HQ presentation, Eric Benner, 
OE section, revised the slides to improve the 
focus for NRR managers. Here's what Sam had 
to say "we need to know who our audience is for 
any verbal or written presentation and alter the 
message for the group of interest", and "it is 
difficult at times to accept critical feedback and 
use the information to improve a written product. 
The less defensive we are the better for the entire 
agency". You may want to consider tossing aside 
that EGO when finalizing briefing slides. 

( 
Click on http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rorp/index.html for a 
complete set of slides. 

FEEDBACK FORMS 

Oh my gosh, do you believe that I IPB has the 
nerve to utter those works! We know what lots of 
you think about this process. DARK HOLE, 
UNTIMELY, UNRESPONSIVE, just to name a 
few adjectives. Seriously, we know that we have 
lots of work to do to gain your confidence in the 
process. More to follow on upcoming 
improvements, BUT, i n  the interim, we want you 
to know that from May, 2003, to September, 
2003, we closed 76 feedback forms. This is a big 
improvement from the previous 5 month period 
during which we closed 40 feedback forms. In 
case you may have forgotten i f  you submitted a 
feedback form check out digital city under 
feedback--you will find several feedback reports. 
Contact the lead reviewer OR Fiona Tobler for 
the status. We want you to use the process 
because we need and value your input. 

QUIRKY TIDBITS 

Michael Miller, Resident Inspector, River Bend Station, has a quirk not common in the nuclear industry. He 
is an actor (no, really). He was in the drama club in high school. He and Delta Burke (you might remember 
Delta as "Suzanne Sugarbaker " in the TV series Designing Women) had the lead roles in the senior class 
play. Both he and Delta were summoned from backstage to "front and center" right after opening night and 
offered an opportunity to audition for a role in a traveling production (all costs paid and a token allowance) 
that would result in admission to Rollins College on scholarship with 12 credit-hours for spending the 
summer doing the play. Michael, however, had already enlisted in the Navy's "delayed entry program." He 
contacted the recruiter and was informed the deal was irrevocable. Michael had to decline the offer from 
Rollins. Delta is now rich and famous, Michael is not. {HE MAY NOT BE RICH BUT WE HOPE THIS 
NEWSLETTER WILL MAKE HIM FAMOUS} Michael has performed in two plays since then, one while 
attending Nuclear Power School and one during his assignment as the River Bend Resident. Michael is 
also a skilled web developer and designer using asp.NET and SOL-Server 2000. 
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SRI INSPECTOR ADVICE 
"A BRANCH CHIEF'S PERSPECTIVE" 

BASIC STUFF 
1. Always look forward, even if going slow, when discussing issues with your Branch Chief (BC). 
Remember there are three choices for people: Lead, Follow or Get Out of the Way. The last choice are for 
people who want to stop and talk philosophy, when forward movement is needed. Good SRls should Lead. 

2. Never get emotional about a technical issue or someone's position. 

3. Always look at the resident office, the Region and HQ as a team, when you discuss with the BC or 
Senior PE. 

4. Major Motto : "Never upset anybody you need." For instance, we all need HR and NRR to work with us. 
If you badmouth either party and they hear about it, or send them a "flaming" email, what do you think their 
reaction will be the next time you really need their help? If you do have a problem, give it to the BC. From 
the Region, he can figure out the best way to get the message across without burning too many bridges. 

5. Work closely with the Senior PE. Both of you are equals in grade. Work as a team getting things 
evaluated and reports in good shape. He is a good sounding board on something that may not feel exactly 
right to you, but you can't seem to see the right way to go. Not knowing the details, he may be able to 
provide some "forest" perspective on the issue. If, after both the SRI and Senior PE review a report, the 
BC has to make major revisions or ask many questions, both SRI and Senior PE may sustain a "significant 
emotional event." 
EXTERNAL-TO-SITE STUFF 
1 . Never imply that you "can't" do something that the BC asks you to do. State that you will try to do 
whatever he asks, within your ability. Try to calmly explain limitations of what you can do, while you are 
explaining your intention to give it your best shot. If you believe what they ask for is really "inappropriate," 
do your best to get the message across to him that what he proposes is not a good idea for ANYBODY to 
do. 

2. Ensure you know what issues the BC wants you to call him (or the Senior PE, if acting) about and when. 
This is especially important during the night, and to support the morning DRP/DRS meeting. BCs normally 
take the position that "no news is good news". Also, whoever is acting for you needs to know the BC's 
contact requirements. Additionally, faxing daily outage info, normally provided by the site, to the BC helps 
minimize calls during outages. The DD or RA should not know about some plant events before the BC. 
Never let the BC get "set up". 

3. If explaining something technical to a BC or DD and they don't "get it," just calmly cover the area that 
was not clear. Try not to imply, by a statement or tone of voice, that you "can't believe they don't 
understand what you said and that they must be dense as a rock." 

4. Ensure that you and the BC understand who at the site is in charge at all times and who is on call at the 
site. You are in charge at all times, unless your RI or somebody else knows it. 

5. Always go through the PM when contacting NRR on an issue. If problem arises, let the BC be the heavy 
and not you, in any discussion with NRR staff members. 
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6. You are responsible for ALL technical resident office communications with the Region, NRR and 
licensee, unless you are gone and the RI is known to be in charge. 

7. Make sure you sit down with the BC (not on phone} and have an "open" discussion of what "big picture" 
issues and other special things that he cares about and that you should be aware of. Also, tell him what 
you would like him to do for you. 

8. Always provide the BC with your recommendation and why, whenever you discuss a problem with him. 
Mention that you have an idea of what to do even before you describe the issue, to keep him from "jumping 
in" with his ideas, before you give yours. 

9. If you are concerned about something in the Region or HQ, ask your BC something like: "Are you aware 
of .... .. ". BEFORE you say: "I have a problem with .... . .  ". It will give you a better feeling of how to state your 
"concern" 
SITE-INTERNAL STUFF 
1. Always ensure that you and your RI understand each other's technical position on an issue, if in 
disagreement. If disagreement is not significant to the issue, let it go. If it is a big deal, and you can't reach 
agreement, get with the BC. Don't go to war with your RI. Let the BC take the heat and make the call. 

2. Watch for RI and Region staff interactions with site secretary. There should be no excuse for loud 
inspector complaints to or about the site secretary. The secretary works for you and no one else. 

3. Watch for any Region staff interaction problems with the licensee. Although you are not responsible for 
their actions, you should inform the inspector and/or Region management of perceived problems. 
Remember, you should contact the DRA if the licensee informs you of inspector misconduct. The Region 
should not hear from the licensee before you. 

4. Try to see things from "10,000 feet." You need to be able to give that perspective on issues, especially 
in today's regulatory environment. Something may seem important from a "tree" perspective, but not from 
the "forest". 

5. For problem solving, try to run all options out based on thinking through first: " If we went this way, what 
would happen?," and predict what the outcome would be for all cases. The best choice is very often 
obvious after you imagine the options into the future. Imagine for each option that you are called upon in 
the future to defend the consequences of your decision. If for any option, your only choice, without looking 
stupid, is to use your Enterprise communicator to plead: ''Beam me up Scotty," instead of rationally 
explaining your decision consequences, it's probably not the right one. 

6. Always think "Verify the licensee is OK" and not "Find licensee problems". If you imply by words or body 
language that you are doing the latter, your credibility with the licensee and the Region will go down the 
tubes. If you find things that appear to be incorrect, ask the licensee to help you understand why they 
believe things are OK. Give them the opportunity before you "jump off the cliff." 

7. Never share info with the licensee information that comes from the BC, Region, or NRR management 
unless you get the OK from the manager. Sometimes, managers give personal opinions in discussion or 
may phrase things in private discussions with you, that may not be "politically correct." 

NOTE:  We hope you appreciate the guidance---share yours with us. 
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DID YOU KNOW THAT . . . . .  . 

Gene Guthrie, SRI, Catawba, is a skilled craftsman. He has been doing woodworking since 1990. He 
is self-taught and creates beautiful pieces by looking at pictures. Although he has sold some pieces, most 
of his woodwork is for family. Gene also loves fishing and boating. 

Prior to his position at Catawba, Gene, was the RI at Brunswick. Gene began his career with NRG in Region 
I in 1997. Gene was previously employed with General Electric and Lockheed Martin at Knolls Atomic Power 
Laboratory Inc. 

Who said inspectors are boring? Share your hobby with us. 
(b)(6) 

Maple Lamp Filled with Brazilian Cherry Clock 
Spices 

Editorial Board 

Fiona Tobler: IIPB, Managing Editor 
Allan Barker, IIPB, Technical Editor 
Dan Merzke, I IPB 
RI : Jim Trapp 
Rll:Brian Bonser 
Rlll:Pat Louden/Julio Lara 
RIV:Phil Harrell 
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RIV BASELINE INSPECTION PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

RIV provided us with some good stuff thanks to the efforts of Bill Jones, DRP, Br. Chief, and company­
Vincent Gaddy, Don Stearns, David Proulx, Terry Jackson, Michael Hay, Grant Larkin, George Replogle and 
Zach Dunham--aka Branch E. The following is one example of a baseline inspection program checklist. Many 
thanks to Branch E! 

Although checklists can be useful to ensure inspection requirements are not missed, they should not take the 
place of a "questioning attitude". 

Click on http://nrr1O.nrc.gov/rop-digital-citv/index.html under the November Inspector Newsletter to print out 
checklists for all of the procedures. 

71 1 1 1 .1 5  Operabi l ity Evaluations 

Objectives: Review operability evaluations affecting mitigating systems and barrier integrity to ensure 
that operability is properly justified and the SSC remains available, such that no unrecognized increase 
in risk has occurred. 

Inspection Requirements Requirements Met By: 
. Operability evaluation review . FSAR and Technical Specifications 

• Design basis calculations 
< Select op eval involving . Generic Letter 91-18, "Resolution of Degraded and 

risk significant SSCs Nonconforming Conditions" 
< Review the technical . Vendor technical manuals 

adequacy of the op eval, • IM Part 9900, "Operable/Operability - Ensuring the 
and verify if operability is Functional Capability of a System or Component" 
justified • Equipment/system history 

< If the op eval involves . Common cause 
comp measures, • Current technical specifications amendments 
determine if the . OWA list (Oftentimes this list contains 
measures are in place, degraded/nonfunctional SSCs that should have 
will work as intended, operability evaluations performed) 
and are appropriately • Ensure op eval is thorough (make sure it addresses 
controlled whether or not the SSC can still perform its safety 

< If operability is not function in the degraded condition - Safety functions 
justified: determine TS are discussed in the FSAR) 
impact, use SDP to • If you are in over your head, call for help. 
evaluate the risk 
significance of the 
inoperable equipment 
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Tech Down loads . . .  

Feedback, ideas, and suggestions are welcome. 
Contact: Marc Ferdas, R I ,  Hope Creek. at msf2@nrc.gov 

Transferring Documents Between Your PDA & Desktop 
by Jamnes Cameron 

Reference documents come in many formats, i nc luding Microsoft Word and Wordperfect. 
In order to load those documents onto a handheld, you may need to convert them into a 
format usable by you r  PDA. If you r  device uses the Palm OS, you wil l  need to use a 
second uti l ity program (such as Documents to Go) loaded on your desktop computer to 
complete the conversion .  On your desktop, open the conversion software appl ication. 
E ither cl ick the "Add Item" button to add the fi le or drag and drop the document into the 
application window. Close the program and syncron ize your PDA with your desktop to 
transfer the f i le(s). 

If your device operates us ing Pocket PC, you may not need to convert it o r  you can use a 
Wordperfect uti l ity to convert it, depending on the format of the orig inal document. If 
your document is in  Word format, you do not need to do anyth ing other than drag and 
drop the document into the "Mobile Device" icon in  your "My Computer'' window. If 
the document is in Wordperfect format, f irst, open the Wordperfect program. Open the 
document you want to transfer. Then click on " File", then "Save as." When the save 
window opens, remove the " .wpd" extension in the fi le  name window. Then click on  the 
format window and select the "Microsoft Word 97" format. Click "OK." You wi l l  then 
have two copies of the same fi le, one with a Wordperfect fi le extension ( .wpd} and a 
second with a Word extension ( .doc). Drag and drop the copy with the Word extension 
into your "Mobile device" icon. If your PDA is in  its cradle, the document wi l l  be 
automatica l l y  transferred to it .  

SOME HELPFUL HINTS: 

To "drag and d rop" - us ing the left button on your mouse, cl ick on  the des i red f i le and 
hold the button down . Now, move the cursor to the desi red location and release the 
button .  This will move the fi le from its orig i na l  location to the new specified location. If 
you want to maintain the fi le  in its orig inal location and make a copy in a new locat ion, 
position the cu rsor over the desi red f i le. Cl ick and release the r ight mouse button.  A 
window of possible selections wi l l  appear. Cl ick on "Copy." Move the cursor to the new 
desired location ,  click and release the right mouse button again .  Click on "Paste." A copy 
of the document wi l l  be added to the new location .  

To find the "Mobile Device" icon - with your PDA in its cradle, double-click on the "My 
Computer'' icon on you r  desktop. A window wil l  open with al l of your avai lable d rives, 
includi ng one that looks l ike a PDA, titled "Mobile Device." 
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