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Description of Requested Records:

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

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 |.D -- Comments) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you.

We are continuing to process your request.

See Part |.D -- Comments.

PART LA -- FEES

D You will be billed by NRC for the amount indicated. D 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
charged search and/or duplication fees that

|:| Fees waived.

would otherwise be applicable to your request.
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PART I.B -- 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.

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

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.

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 AGOM, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001. You
may submit an appeal by email to FOIA.resource@nrc.gov. 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.nrc-gateway.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) 741-5789, 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:/iwww.archives.gov/ogis.
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PART I.D -- COMMENTS

After receipt and review of your initial request, in which you requested copies of each NRC Inspector Newsletter for all years
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 10
2006 - Months 1, 3, 5, 8, and 10

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

Signature - Freedom of Information Act Officer or Designee

I— . . . .
| A : : Digitally signed by Alecia S. Sillah
Ii leCIa S Slllah Date: 2025.03.20 15:04:46 -04'00'
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PART I.A - APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS

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.

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

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

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

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).

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.

Other:

Dood

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 10 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 10 CFR 2.390(d)(2).

NN

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

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

0

Attorney work product privilege.

|:| Attorney-client privilege.

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

|:| Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.
(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an open enforcement proceeding.

(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.

poood

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

|:| Other:

PART II.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 b )
EDO SECY oG
A sillah FOIA Officer Personal opinions, ph_otos from non-NRC
events, personal details of family members

— J

Select Title/Office from drop-down list

Select Title/Office from drop-down list

1 O O
O O O
O o o

Select Title/Office from drop-down list
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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.

OCur 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=Information 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!

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.............cccccoeeee Page 1-2
Moving On Up...ovcciiiiniccnienireceins .Page 3
Quirky Tidbit.......ccooveeiereeeiee .Page 4
IP 71152 PI&R

Success Through Safety

Did you KNOW.......cccvecririne e Page 6
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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
Emer 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 Inoperability of Power-Operated Relief Valves Masked by Downstream Indications

RESIDENT ROTATION SCHEDULE POSTED ON DIGITAL CITY

2-
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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

¢

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 Don’t become overly specialized in an area
such that you are too narrow in your
knowledge, skills and abilities (i.e. diversify)

C Embrace challenging and unique
assignments when they arise (and do them
well)

C 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 Do your job well...approach every
assignment with the same energy and
conviction as your very first.

C Listen well and be open to different
views...leveraging the diverse contributions
of others is the key in achieving what you
cannot achieve alone.

C Understand the big picture...continually

reflect upon the contributions and
consequences of your actions in the context
of that big picture.

January, 2004

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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KEY CONTACT TO REMEMBER:
NRR’s NEW ENFORCEMENT COORDINATOR

Rani Franovich has replaced Laura Dudes as
the NRR 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 NRR and the Office of Enforcement in
determining a workable approach. Rani can be

reached at (301) 415-1868 or rif2@nrc.gov.

January, 2004

IP 71152 “PROBLEM
IDENTIFICATION AND
RESOLUTION (PI&R)

Region Il inspectors developed lessons learned
and implementation expectations for IP 71152.
The intent of this document is to establish a
consistent way for Rl to perform the biennial
PI&R “team” inspections and to capture
especially effective inspection methods for future
team leaders. Additionally, this document
provides the RIl process and approvals for
selecting the 3 - 6 annual PI&R inspection
samples. RllI'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. RlIl Management Briefing
3. Selection of Annual Samples (71152)

RIlI'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, IIPB, 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.



Issue 04-7 January, 2004

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

-5-
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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)

-6-
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INPO Operating
Experience 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 onthe
operating experience website at:
http://nrr10.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 (MLHS5) 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.

SENSs: Brief descriptions of one or more significant
events, but usually do not include comments or

January, 2004

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 10, 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://nrr10.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 avaitable in ADAMS (ML033350063) or at the
following web site:

http://nrr10.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 |

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-Rl @Oyster Creek

Region Il

Mark Chitty OL/DRS

G.Wilson/OL/DRS

Norm Garrett-SRI@Surry

Shakur Walker-RI@McGuire

Kathy Weaver-SRI@Turkey Point

Rodney Fanner-RI@Farley

Dan Arnette-RI@Surry

Region Ill

Mina Sheikh-RI@Dresden

Doug Tharp-RI@Clinton

Mark Franke-New Reactor Engineer

Caroline Acosta-Nuclear Sfty Intern/DRS

Region IV

Geoff Miller-RI@ Grand Gulf

John Dixon- Rl @ANO

Ron Cohen-PE@RIV

Travis Rhoades- RI@ Wolf Creek

Jack Keeton-to retire in Dec. 2003
RIVDRS - Reorganization effective
12/28/083. For information on the
reorganization go to Digital City under
Jan. newsletter.

EDITORIAL BOARD
Fiona Tobler: IIPB, Managing Editor
Allan Barker: 1IPB, Technical Editor
Dan Merzke: IIPB, Technical Editor
RI: Jim Trapp
RIl: Joel Munday/Chuck Casto
RIIl: 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 21s, 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 --

(LTS

“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, IIPB at FPB@nrc.gov.

FYL-A list of procedure leads are attached

. torial
to this newsletter Editorial Board

Fiona Tobler, IIPB, Managing Editor

Allan Barker, |IPB, Technical Editor

Dan Merzke, IIPB, Technical Editor

RI, Jim Trapp

Rll, Joel Munday, Chuck Casto

RIll, Pat Louden

RIV, Phil Harrell

PLEASE CONTACT US WITH IDEAS/COMMENTS



REVIEW OF REGION Il 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 ASSUMPTIONS

Its 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 " "l believe...... " "I’m pretty sure that " “ltis 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

Failure to Identify Conditions for Frazil Ice

While performing procedure 71111.01, 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 1st, 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 suitable location for future use. The purpose of the high capacity pump is to
provide the ability 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
direct result of the inspectors’ questions, the licensee determined that the conditions for possible frazil ice
formation in the intake crib existed and that no preparations for staging of the pump and hoses had been
arranged. The licensee entered theissue 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 7™.

This observation was timely and is best demonstrated by the licensee’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 this issue is continuing.

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

Contact: Monica Salter-Williams, Davis Besse, NPP

For further information on this topic go to the ROP web-

site under March, 2004, Inspector Newsletter. Posted are slides
from an intake structure blockage frazil ice event that occurred
at Palisades in February 2003.Also, at this site are slides on
frazil ice blockage of intake trash racks provided by the Army
Corp of Engineers.

Frazil ice on screens raised from water



REAL PROBLEMS/REAL SOLUTIONS

Timely Corrective Actions

While conducting daily screening of condition reports as required by IP 71152, Problem Identification and
Resolution, inspectors reviewed the October 22 failure of 1A 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 attitude), 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 thatthe 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 operability/validate 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 NRC after 32 years of service. Jerry is [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 IIPB. He is into weight lifting and can bench
press up to 85 Ibs. and curl up to 45 Ibs. 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 Rl inspector
(Y2 Jerry's age) and another 1IPB staffer couldn’t handle it--they dropped out after begging Jerry to make
the sessions shorter. Jerry's longtime workout partner is Peter Koltay, IIPB. Jerry’s last day is April 2---
He will be truly missed!




INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS

Region |

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-DRM to HQ/IIPB

Region Il

Mike Cain-New PE/DRP

Mark Speck-New PE/DRP

Jim Hickey-New PE/DRP

Eric Riggs-RI/Oconee

Region Il

Paul Krohn- Pt Beach SRl 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 Il Nuciear 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 Il 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 aresult, | 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 | have
developed has come from watching the
interactions between senior inspectors and
licensees. | also approach each inspection as
an opportunity to learn something new. If | did
not have a questioning attitude, | do not feel as
though | would learn as much.

Lessons Learned?

| have learnedthat 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 NRC 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, RI, Catawba, is a treasure hunter and avid civil war history buff. He has been hunting
treasures with a metal detector since he was 10 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 1500'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/RII 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 (SDP).
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 R.Pascarelli
IMC-0306 IT Support for Operating Reactors L.Tumer
IMC-0307 Self-Assessment Program R.Frahm
IMC-0308 ROP Basis Document L.Tumer
IMC-0350 Oversight ...in Extended Shutdown R.Frahm
IMC-0608 Pertormance Indicator Program D.Hickman
IMC-0609 Significance Determination Process P.Koltay
IMC-0612 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.Faley
IMC-2515 LWR Inspection Program-Operations Phase J.Isom
IMC-2515 Appendix A, Baseline Inspection Program J.Isom
IMC-2515 Appendix B, Supplemental Inspection Program J.Jacobson
IMC-2515 Appendix C, Special Inspections D.Norkin
IMC-2515 Appendix D, Plant Status J.Isom
IMC-250% Brown's Ferry Unit 1, Project Inspection Program E.Kleeh
IMC-Part 9900 Technical Guidance R.Mathew

P TITLE LEAD
71114 Emergency Preparedness P. Bonnett/R.Kahler
71121 Occupational Radiation Safety R.Pederson, ICLB
71122 Public Radiation Safety S.Klementowicz, ICLB
71130 Physical Security R. Pascarelli
71150 Discrepant or Unreported Performance Indicator Data A. Barker
71151 PI Verification D. Wrona
71152 Identification and Resolution of Problems J. Jacobson
71153 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

IP 71111

01

02

03
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05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Supplemental Inspection for Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple
Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple Yellow Inputs, or One Red Input

TITLE
Adverse Weather Protection
Evaluations of Changes, Tests, or Experiments
Reserved
Equipment Alignment
Fire Protection
Flood Protection Measures
Heat Sink Performance
Inservice Inspections
Reserved
Reserved
Licensed Operator Regualification Program
Maintenance Rule Implementation
Maintenance Rule 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
Refueling and Outage Activities
Safety System Design and Performance Capability
Surveillance Testing

Temporary Plant Modifications
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J.Jacobson

LEAD
D.Merzke

R.Mathew

D.Merzke
P.Koltay

D.Merzke
R.Mathew

R.Mathew

P. Bonnett/R.Pelton
R.Mathew
R.Mathew

P. Bonnett

A Barker

P. Bonnett

D.Norkin

D.Merzke
D.Merzke
D.Norkin

D.Merzke

R.Mathew
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Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors

Issue 04-07?

May, 2004

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 Il DRP WEB-SITE

This is the last of our regional web-site reviews.
For Inspectors---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 |

Andrew Rosebrook-new hire-Reactor Inspector
Thomas Hipschman-to SRI@Indian Point 3
Region I

Mike Pribish - PE, DRS

Jim Canady - to NRR (no date)

Region Il

Pat Higgins -RI@ Kewaunee

Adam Wichman - Summer Intern in DRP

Margaret Sullivan - Summer Intern DRP

Bob Daley - Reac. Inspec. To Sr. Reac. Inspec
Terry Madeda -Sfgds Inspec.. To Sr.Sfgds. Inpec.
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

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Region Il Web-site Review ..........cccoceveuene. Page 1-2
Technical Specification “Myths..................... Page 3
Real Problems/Real Solutions..........c..ccceuee. Page 4
Training TAC Numbers..........cccceeeueeneeen......Page §
Inspector Demographics..........cccccoevverenienne. Page 5
Operating Experience Corner...................... Page 6
Contest...iiii Page 6
Did you Know that........ccevecerceerereneneninnnnnn Page 7
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BASELINE INSPECTION PROCEDURES (IPs)
IASSIGNED TO DIVISION OF REACTOR PROJECTS

IP No. IP Title VAFs  Best IP References
Practices
PS Plant Status (Activity Code) Jov P515/150

P515/150 Reactor Pressure Vessel Head and Vessel Head bev
Penetration Nozzles

P515/152 Reactor Pressure Vessel Lower Head Penetration Pov
Nozzles

7111101 |Adverse Weather Protection v

7111104Q  [Equipment Alignment

7111104S

7111105A Fire Protection Y%V
7111105Q

7111106 IFlood Protection Measures YoV

7111107A Heat Sink Performance
7111111Q  .icensed Operator Requalification

7111112Q  Maintenance Rule Implementation v
7111113 Maintenance Risk Assessments & Emergent Work Control Tov
7111114 Personnel Performance Related to Non-Routine Plant

Evolutions/Events
7111115 Operability Evaluations v

7111116 Operator Work-Arounds (WAs)
7111117A Permanent Plant Modifications

7111119 Post-Maintenance Testing

7111120B  Refueling & Outage Activities Refueling v v
Non-refueling

7111122 ISurveillance Testing Yov

7111123 Temporary Plant Modifications

7111401 Exercise Evaluation

7111406 Drill Evaluation

71151 Performance Indicator Verification

71152 PI&R (ID & Resolution of Problems) 3% v

71153 Event Follow-up

22-



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER

Technical 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 Faise. 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. Inreality,
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 TIA 92-08, we said that this requirement is sufficiently subjective so as to be unenforceable, and
noted thatthe Standard TS was changed. Inthe Standard TS as shown above, we attempted to eliminatethis
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 EDG 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. Atthe time of discovery, there was a 285 gal margin - the reduction
lowered the margin to 150 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 147 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-1245 Qualification and Post Qualification Training

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 Non-IMC 1245 Training Time Ratio for Resident and Senior Resident Inspectors
PR-9 Non-IMC 1245 Training Time Ratio for Region-Based Inspectors

PR-8 Rotational Opportunities Ratio for Resident Inspectors
PR-10 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 Inspector’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 will be
reported in the 2004 SECY paper.




INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER May, 2004

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.

CONTEST--wiN SOMETHING FOR DOING
VIRTUALLY 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 Island--A Nuclear Crisis In Historical
Perspective”. We will announce the winners in the July
newsletter

A KWUCLEAR CRISIS IN HIZTORICAL PERSPECTIVE AMUEL WALK

THREE MILE ISLAND
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DID YOU KNOW THAT....

Frank Brush played the sousaphone in the University of Southern California's (USC) Trojan Marching
Band. In the 1973 football season the band played at Notre Dame (first time the band may have been there),
the University of California, the '74 Rose Parade and Rose Bowl Game (Ohio State 42 - USC 21- rats) as well
as home games in the Los Angeles Coliseum. The Rose Bowl half time show was with the Oakland, CA
musical group "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 well. Frank is a senior resident
inspector at Wolf Creek Generating Station.

(b)(6)

Note: our Tech Downloads..... column will appear in the next newsletter edition.

Editorial Board
Fiona Taobler, IIPB, Managing Editor
Allan Barker, 1IPB, Technical Editor
Dan Merzke, 1IPB, Technical Editor
Paul Bonnet, IIPB, Technical Editor
RI, Jim Trapp
RIl, Joel Munday, Chuck Casto
RIll, Pat Louden
RIV, Phil Harrell
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FAILURES AT TMI-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, NRC 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’'srecommendation 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 Island---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: [IPB, Managing Editor
Allan Barker: IIPB, Technical Editor
Dan Merzke: lIPB, Technical Editor
Paul Bonnett: IIPB Technical Editor
RI: Jim Trapp
RIlI: Joel Munday/Chuck Casto
RIll: Pat Louden
RIV: Phil Harrell



CONTEST WINNERS-"Three Mile
Nuclear Crisis In Historical Perspective”
The response to the contest was overwhelming.
Now we know that a lot of you actually read the
newsletter. Unfortunately, there are no more books
available. Here are the winners:

Island---A

Region|  Harry Balian
Region Il Scott Freeman
Region Il Charles Zoia
Region IV Andrew Barrett

POINTS OF CONTACT FOR 0612

In an effort to enhance communication and to
improve IMC 0612 "Power Reactor Inspection
Reports” we, the Inspection Program Branch, plan
to conduct meetings with regional 0612 points of
contact. We have lots of feedback forms on 0612
that we have not answered (there are no excuses)
and we are working furiously on completing the
forms. We found out that all of the regions have
0612 points of contact that want to work with us to
make 0612 better. We hear that the current
sample report is not consistent with 0612- Yikes to
that and we are working on fixing that right now.
Region Ill developed an awesome sample report
that we are currently reviewing to incorporate into
0612. Jim Isomis now IIPB’s lead on 0612. Listed
below are the regional 0612 contacts. Please
contact them for 0612 interpretations and/or
comments suggestions to improve the guidance.
And by all means use the feedback process--we
promise to move quicker. Remember to copy your
0612 contact when submitting feedback forms.

Region | Don Florek

Region Il Paul Fredrickson
Steve Cahill

Region Il Ann Marie Stone

Region IV  Bill Johnson

RESIDENT SITE STAFFING
UPDATES HAVE BEEN
POSTED TO DIGITAL CITY
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OPERATING EXPERIENCE
CORNER

Safety Injection at Dampierre-3

A spurious case of safety injection occurred at the
Dampierre-3 reactor. The plantwasin an
intermediate start-up state. The steam generators
were removing decay heat, and there was a bubble
in the pressurizer. A key-lock inhibited safety
injection during the plant startup. At this point in
the startup sequence, the operator mistakenly
removed the inhibition, and the high-pressure
injection began. Another error was made during
resettling the signal. In consequence of those two
errors, the pilot-operated relief valve first cycled 21
operations and then 54 operations more at high
reactor pressure. The lessons learned indicated a
need for more training and better procedures on
interlocks. This is still under consideration as of
the writing of this note.

NOTE: This event 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.

QUIRKY TIDBIT

Jim Trapp, our very own editorial board
member, HIT A HOLE IN ONE! He was at
Irons Lakes golf course in Orefield, PA. The
event happened at hole #6, Par 3 over a
lake that requires ~ 150 yards to carry the
water. The distance was ~170 yards to the
hole. Jim hit a 4 iron and the ball landed
~one foot from the hole, bounced once, hit
the pin, and dropped in the hole!



INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS

_Region |

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 Blamey-from Sr.PE to SRI@Susquehanna
Eugene Cobey-from SRA to Br.Chief, Br.2 DRP
Alfred Lohmeir- retiring June 30"

Peter Drysdal-SRI@Indian Point retiring

Region Il

Norm Garrett-to SRI@Surry

Steve Sanchez-Acting SRI@Summer

Malcolm Widmann-rotation to RES

Greg Warnick-rotation to SRI@North Anna

Jim Hickey-RI@Hatch

Mark Speck-RI@Sequoyah

Ross Telson-from Sequoyah to NRR/Event Assess.Br.
Gerry Laska-to Sr. Operations Engineer

Region lll

Alex Garmoe- new hire RE/RIl 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 RI@STP

Jeff Clark-to Chief, Engin.Br./DRS

Charlie Marschall-Acting Deputy Director/DRS
John Hanna-Rl@Callaway to SRI@Fort Calhoun
Tim Hoeg-from Grand Gulf to SRI@St.Lucie
Greg Warnick-promoted to SRI@Palo Verde
Ron Cohen-new RI@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.

July, 2004

PILOT PARTICIPANTS
Mare Ferdas, Rl, Hope Creek, Region|
Jamnes Cameron, PE Region Il

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 time 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/region-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 licensing examiners, emergency
preparedness inspectors project engineers
and material inspectors

THE REAL SCOOP: IIPB works with OCIO in piloting
inspectors tools. We need your ideas on tools to
pilot. Please e-mail Fiona Tobler with suggestions.
IIPB 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 28" refueling outage for Point Beach unit 1 in April 2004. Even though the
licensee had made sufficientwork 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 9", 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 tothe licensee projectlead (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 9™. The licensee’s investigation team identified thatthe 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

4
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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 NRC 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.

-

_
7 n ( Pat Higgins, Rl at Kewaunee is the point of contact. Good going, Pat!

i =

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 (1R18) 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.

NRC's Bulletin 2003-02 advised Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR) licensee’s to provide the NRC 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
ofthe 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 TI-152. TI-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 LHP 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 ICl 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 thelicensee’sreview of thisnew 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 |
passed away on June 17, 2004. He served
for over 23 years at Region | and was
consistently recognized for excellent
performance and was held in high regard by
his coworkers.
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RIV DRP INSPECTION
FINDING

NUMBER: '3i-01 DATE: JANUARY 4, 1993

AN OPERATOR DECIDED O Y A BACK SHIFT, TO CLEAN CON 'ROL
PANEL WITH SPRAY CAN OF COMMERCIAL CONTACT CI.F NER
THAT WAS ATl RLE IN THE CONTROL ROOM. AS A RESULT
SWITCHES BECAME BO OR GLUED TO TB:x 'Wl CH PL TIS
AND THE SWITCIIES COULD OT RE OPERATED. IT W: OoT
ATPARENT T THE P~ TOR AT THE VIME THAT THERE WAS A

PRORLEM WITI SWITCHES SINCE NO ¥YI il.E SIG S OF
DEGRANATIO WERE OBVIOUS. T WAS ONLY LATER THAT THE
PROBLE.I W DNSCOVERED. H D THE SWITCHES EBFEN

REQUIRED FOR OPERATIO , THEY WO .n NOT HAVE B N
AVAILAELE.

St . QUENT TO DISCOVERY OF TIIL PROBLEM, IT WAS
IDENTIFIED THAXY THE CAN OF CLE WAS NOT AUTHO ED
FOR USE UNDER THE LICENSEE S CHEMICAY. CONTROL FROGRANM
AND THAT A NOTE ON THE AN STATED THAT THE CLEANING
AGENT SHOUI.D » OT BE USED O CONFROL PANELS.

THIS TTEM WAS IDENTLF KY JENNIFTR DIXON-HERRITY DURING
A SHTFT OVER {EETING AT THE WATERFORD STATIO . FOR
ANY ADDITIO “AL ORMATIO , CONTA JENNITER.

APPROVED: b
DISTRTRUTION: J. N dbavan/f. Montgomery/BS. {srimes/A. Chaffee DRE StalT

NOW THERE’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 Rl 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 1997 -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 quite sure what to do with this list--it's pretty informal so incorporating it into a procedure was not
the way to go. Soo00, we decided to use the newsletter as the means to make this available. You may want
to consult this list when planning your next “big” inspection. The listwas 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
(Inquire 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/T 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 digital camera to
take team pictures for use on regional websites, NR&C, etc.

Provide team with requisite documents as far in advance as possible

Consider award funding for inspection as far in advance as possible



BAGPERSON TRIP COMPLETED

Arrange working space to include:
desks, phones, computer lines, 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 will be tracked. Wil 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 affairs officer has a “heads-up”

Check out where team can eat lunch while working at site

Determine how observations will be recorded and tracked

ON-SITE INSPECTION COMPLETED
Bring coffee pot, tea, etc.

Bring candy, snacks, etc.

Determine where public exit meeting will 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 COMPLETED
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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INSPECTOR
NEWSLETTER

Our goal is to provide useful and succinct information to inspectors

INSPECTOR HAPPENINGS

Region |

Adam Ziedonis-new hire-Reactor Engineer, DRP
Jeffrey Josey-Reactor Inspector, DRS
Christopher Long-NRR to Reactor Engin, DRP
Samuel Hansell-SRI@Susquehana to
SRI@Limerick

Arthur Burrit-SRI@Limerick to Sr.Proj.Engin./DRP
Douglas Tifft-ORES to Reactor Engineer/DRP
John Richmond-from RI@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 Il

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 Il

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 30", 2004

Tony Vegel-RIIl 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

0612 WORKING GROUP

tember, 2004

In the last edition of the newsletter we told you that
a 0612 Working Group had been formed to
improve IMC 0612 “Power Reactor Inspection
Reports”. This group is scheduled to meet the end
of September in headquarters to make
improvements to 0612. Developing a sample
inspection report that is consistent with 0612 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 | Don Florek
Region |l Steve Canill
Paul Fredrickson
Region Il Ann Marie Stone
Region IV 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 [IPB 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 100 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 0612. So far, we
have completed about 12 reviews and are
contacting your branch chiefs with results.

Fiona Tobler, IIPB is the POC for this metric.



REAL PROBLEMS/ REAL SOLUTIONS

Failure To Ensure That Scheduled Maintenance On 480v. Breakers Was
Performed

ISSUE: While completing a PI&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 18
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 tothe 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.

FINDING: 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: Theinspector 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.

Calvert Cliffs
50-317/2004-005
Tim O’Hara, Reactor Engineer, DRS EDITORIAL BOARD
Fiona Tobler: I1IPB, Managing Editor
Paul Bonnett: |IPB Technical Editor
RI: Jim Trapp
RII: Joel Munday/Chuck Casto
RIIl: Pat Louden
RIV: Phil Harrell

TEMPORARY SHIELDING LEFT IN CONTAINMENT



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.

When 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.

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.

Callaway
50-483/2004-003
Michael Peck, Sr. Resident Inspector



UPCOMING CHANGES TO NOTICE OF ENFORCEMENT DISCRETION
(NOED)

PROCESS AND STAFF GUIDANCE

NOED POLICY AND GUIDANCE BACKGROUND
SectionVIl.Cofthe NRC’s” General Statement of Policy for NRC Enforcement Actions (Enforcement Policy)”, NUREG-1600,
describes circumstances when the staff may exercise a specific type of enforcement discretion in the form of an NOED.

On occasion, circumstances may arise where a power reactor licensee's compliance with a Technical Specification (TS) Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO), or other license condition, would involve an unnecessary plant transient or performance of testing,
inspection, orother system realignment that is inappropriate for the specific plant conditions, or unnecessary delays in plant startup
without a corresponding health and safety benefit. In these circumstances, the NRC staff may choose to not enforce the applicable
TS orother license condition. This enforcement discretion, called an NOED, is exercised only if the staff is clearly satisfied that the
action is consistentwith protecting the public health and safety. Staff guidanceforimplementing the NOED policy for power reactors
is provided in the NRC Inspection Manual Part 9900: Technical Guidance.

The Inspection Manual Part9900 guidance will be updated and reissued. In the interim, certain process clarifications and changes
that are being implemented now will become effective and promulgated via a Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) thatis currently in
concurrence and that will also be incorporated in the revised Part 9900. These changes were coordinated with the regions and were
discussed with representatives of the Nuclear Energy Institute {NEI) at a public meeting with the staff. They are applicable only

{o power reactors.

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 minimize the use of NOEDs. This includes appropriate application of
the emergency and exigent provisions of 10CFR 50.91. NOED requests will 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 will be discussed with the staff and considered on a case-by-case basis.

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 NOEDSs, the urgency is almost always such that an emergency amendment must be requested. This approach will further
reduce the already small number of NOED requests considered by the staff each year. The overall staff resource impact is not
expected to be significant, but the timing is more challenging, often requiring night 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”
NOED criterion is eliminated 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. This differentiation
evolved over time on the basis of NOED duration and whether or not a folow-up license amendment was appropriate. In fact,
although historically, most NOEDs have been issued and documented by the cognizant regions without follow-up license
amendments and all NOED requests are evaluated and decisions made jointly by the regional and NRR staffs. Thus, the distinction
is unnecessary. In addition, other changes to the NOED process, discussed below, will result in most NOEDs having follow-up
license amendments regardless of NOED duration. As in the past, all NOED requests will be reviewed by the cognizant region and
NRR staffs. However, the region will have the lead and will issue the follow-up NOED documentation. This administrative change
will result in a more predictable, consistent, and efficient process through the establishment of a single focal point and elimination
of the need to categorize NOEDs as regional- or NRR- issued. This change has little, if any, impact on staff resources and no
impact on licensee resources. The Enforcement Policy must be changed to enable this process change since it currently refers

to NRR and regional NOEDs.



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 within 2 workdays of the NOED verbal
authorization and is to be acted on by the staff within 4 weeks of receipt. Such follow-up exigent amendment requests will not be
required if the licensee 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 allowable 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 license condition,
and would not be expected torecur. The need for a follow-up amendment will be discussed and resolved during the NOED request
telecon and addressed in the NOED documentation.

A follow-up license amendmentformalizes the staff's NOED decision through an established regulatory process withthe opportunity
for public 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 licensees and staff. However, the total number of NOEDs requested and granted is quite small,
having averaged only about a dozen per year, and will 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
ofthe same issue. Generally, but not always, if a change can bejustified on a one-time or temporary basis, it can likewise be found
acceptable as a permanentchange. However, there are situations when a temporary amendment, either in lieu of or as a follow-up
to an NOED, is an appropriate and acceptable resolution. Examples include:

(1) amendments whose acceptability relies on complex compensatory actions that are not practical on a permanent basis

(2) amendments involving trial implementation of an advanced technology

(3) risk-informed amendments whose acceptability cannot be demonstrated on a

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

Licensee justification 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 disagrees, the staff cannot require the licensee to request a permanent amendment. Assuming that the
requestis otherwise technically justified, the staff’'s safety evaluation will 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 10CFR50 Appendix B. If warranted,
a license condition could be added to require 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 this is a difficult requirement to demonstrate satisfaction with because of the
limitations of available analytical models. We are working independently and with the NEI to develop clearer guidance,
expectations, and bettertools to address this requirement and are close to success. The goal is to include this improved guidance
in the revised Part 9900. In the interim, NOED requests should provide the licensee’s most technically supportable risk comparison,
as defined above.

NOTE:

Any questions on this guidance should be directed to: Herbert Berkow (HNB@NRC.GOV, 301-415-
1395)



Some of you may know Tom Foley—he has been around for awhile. He started in Region | as a pipe support
specialist served as a resident inspector at Yankee Rowe, Indian Point, and Calvert Cliffs. Since leaving
the region in 1988 he has been involved in the inspection program. He has lived many lives, one of which
was as an officer in charge of an His job was to disarm mines,
missiles, torpedoes, booby traps, clandestine devices and nuclear weapons—pretty scary stuffl Anyway,
while in training he had to complete an Underwater School swimming (scuba) test in open water at night
using only a compass. The pointwas 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 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 2 miles) four times!! Tom just
keeps going and going----his next great adventure upon retirementin 2005, is to live on his 50 ft sail boat
and sail around the world!

Click on the “talk back” button>>>>>>>>>>>>
We want Questions, Comments and Ideas for YOUR News Letter!

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://nrr10.nrc.gov/rps/dyn/index.cfm

There are several analytical tools under the ROP column. The 1st 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.



INSPECTOR
NEWSLETTER

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 promuigated in NRC'’s inspection manuals.

WE NEED:
Your inspector success stories,

Your suggestions on what STARS, VAF's, etc. would be of benefit to all inspectors,
Your personalized inspection checklists,

Your accomplishments anytime in your life (hobbies, talents, books written, music, etc.),
Your quirky tidbits or interests (NASCAR, ect...) , and

Your ideas on what to include in the newsletter.

o, wN

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:

IIPB:. Fiona Tobler, Paul Bonnet, and Jonathan Ortega-Luciano
RI: Jim Trapp

Ril: Joel Munday, Chuck Casto

Rlll:  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
NRC 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 NRC staffers crazy enough to go for it---Dan Arnett, R, Surry, biked 3 gaps and
placed 8th overall out of approximately 750 riders and Chuck Casto, Division Director, DRS, Rll, 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 10 triathalon’s. Did | also
mention that he played competitive volley ball for Georgia Tech and still finds time for recreational play on

his "off"days. [G)(6)

He started with the NRC in June 2002 as a summer hire, becoming

full time in December 2002 when he joined the intern program in

Region Il. 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 28™ - 30", 2004, to make improvements to the Power Reactor
Inspection Reports Manual Chapter, IMC-0612. The meeting was highly productive and informative--
especially to IIPB 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 | Don Florek

Region Il Paul Fredrickson/Steve Cahill

Region llI Ann Marie Stone

Region IV Bill Johnson/David Graves

IPB James Isom, IMC-0612 procedure lead.

2-
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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 (EDG)
blower failure. The inspectors recognized that the failed EDG 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
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TECH DOWNLOADS

Did you know...

RPS/IP schedules can be exported into your GroupWise Task List?

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. ltems 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 Intellisync®.

This added function in RPS/IP came from a suggestion Steve Vias (Region Il) 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://nrr10.nrc.gov/rps/dyn/index.cfm , option 5 under the ROP column. Thanks to Conchita See, NRR,
for providing this tidbit!

Operating Experience Highlights

There have been several interesting happenings in the Operating Experience (OpE) arena atthe NRC
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 NRC OpE
program.

Just recently the team released a draft version of the “NRC 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. |f 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 Al Tardiff, NSIR

Bob Schaaf, DRIP/NRR James Trapp, Region |
Doug Pickett, DLPM/NRR Caudle Julian, Region Il
James Tatum, DSSA/NRR Tom Kozak, Region IlI
Steve Unikewicz, DE/NRR Bill Johnson, Region IV
Mike Boyle, PMAS/NRR Will Madison, OCIO
Bennett Brady, DRAA/RES Jim Morris, HR

Jit Vora, DET/RES

OPERATING EXPERIENCE COMMUNITY

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://nrr10.nrc.gov/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://nrr10.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 NRC 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
NRC 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 [IPB 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 Il and I, 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. 11PB
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, |IPB, is responsible for
the revision.

LICENSEE SURVEY

Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) recently completed a survey for 1IPB 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 NRC 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 11 2
Inspector comm skills 68 18 13 5
Inspection reports 81 16 3 1
SDP 57 26 16 4
PI 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 RIl 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

1. Do | need the licensee's permission to take
photographs?

*This does not mean that you have to ask every time that
you take a photograph. We suggest that you announce at
the start of the inspection that photographs will be taken.

2. What if the licensee does not grant permission?

3. Can | forward photographs to my management
electronically without the licensee's review?

4. Do | need something in writing from the licensee that
says they have reviewed the pictures for safeguards,
personal privacy and propriety information?

5. Is there agency guidance on how to forward
Photographs that contain classified or sensitive
unclassified information?

ANSWER

*Yes, if a photograph is made by the NRC during an inspection, it should be preannounced and all participants
informed. If someone objects, the objection should always be honored.

On occasions where it is not possible to get the licensee’s pemmission in advance, be sure to notify the licensee as
soon as possible.

Use common sense in taking photographs as part of your routine inspection activities. Avoid taking Photographs of
personne! 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.

Discuss the licensee’s concerns with your supervisor.

No. If a photograph is made during an inspection, it should be reviewed by the licensee to determine if it contains
any personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or safeguards information.

No.

Yes. Photographs that contain proprietary information or are for Official Use Only can be forwarded electronically
(via email or fax) . Photographs that contain classified or safeguards information cannot be forwarded via email.
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. |f 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.



6. How do | know when photographs must be retained ?

When are photographs required to be destroyed?

If photographs are not used to support inspection findings
can they be retained for training purposes?

7. What if the licensee requests that a photograph be
withheld from public disclosure because it contains
personal privacy or proprietary information.
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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 NRC 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-making.

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 itis 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 10 CFR 2.390 (b) (1). [f 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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Our goal s to provide useful information 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 YOQOU! Table of Contents

Thanks for the feedback on the last newsletter. .

Because of that feedback we are reprinting the Ngew Reactor Construction .........ccoeveeeevinieenn... 2

operating Experience Corner article to provide NICQ Catch ...... S FCTITTEIIRRRRPR 3

you with direct access to the useful PDF links Regional Rotation Lessons Learned .............. 4

and we are reprinting the information on the use DRS Telam BU|I_d|ng ...................... PP PTRTRRT 5

of camera’s during the inspection process Regulat|ng|Aga|n'_st Nuclear Terrorism ........... 6

because the font size was small. Phil Harrell's Advice to Inspectors .................. 7
Real Problems / Real Solutions .........ccceeoe..... 8
Camera Usage during Inspections ................ 11

OPEN TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENTS (TIA’s) ASSIGNED TO NRR

PLANT TIA# TITLE ADAMS ACCESSION ACTION
NUMBER HOLDER

Turkey Point 3&4  2003-03 Review of SBO “ML031320343 DSSA
Region Il 04/30/03 strategy/analysis
D.C. Cook 1&2 2004-02 Degraded voltage *ML041590273 DE
Region I 06/07/04 protection
Surry 182 2004-04 Preplanned entry into “ML043640259 DIPM
Region Il 08/26/04 10.CFR 50.54(X)
Salem Unit 1 2004-05 SFP Boric Acid Leakage *ML042570149 DE
Region | 10/31/04
Indian Point 2 2004-03 Electrical Cable *ML041700195 DE
Region | 06/17/04 Separation

We heard that you may be interested in this information so we went exploring. NRR/DLPM tracks the
TIA's and provides updates to regional management via a monthly memorandum. Currently, this
information is not available electronically {Operating Experience folks are working on something) so we
will provide you updates in upcoming Inspector Newsletters. Updates will 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 |, DRP, Branch Chief (Jim Trapp),
we received this suggestion that inspectors might be interested in this information. NRR/DLPM (Bob
Clark and Rich Laufer), provided us with the information, and NRR/DIPM, Operating Experience Section
(Jack Foster) is taking this a step further by providing, in the near future, this information electronically
via the Operating Experience web-site. 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 will help you do your job better!

*The hyperlinks will be made be available in the next edition of the Inspector Newsletter.
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IS NEW REACTOR CONSTRUCTION PART OF YOUR FUTURE?
By Ed Kleeh, IIPB

SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION: There is a recognized need in this country to increase the role
of clean energy sources, such as nuclear energy. The Energy Information Administration (EIA), the
data-gathering arm of the Department of Energy, forecasts that U.S. electricity demand will increase 50
percent by 2025! More than 350,000 megawatts of new electric generating capacity will be needed to
meet increased demand and replace older power plants according to EIA. Hmm, how is the
government involved? To address this need, the Department of Energy has developed the Nuclear
Power 2010 program to encourage the building of new nuclear power plants by the end of this decade.
Under the Nuclear Power 2010 program, DOE has recently awarded funds to two consortia - NuStart
Energy Development LLC and another industry team led by Dominion to determine the precise work
scope, milestones, and costs associated with demonstrating the NRC’s combined construction-operating
license process. The Dominion team includes Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. (AECL) and has selected
the advanced Candu reactor technology, the ACR-700. The NuStart team is considering General
Electric’s Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBWR) and Westinghouse’s AP-1000. In May of
2004, DOE had awarded funds to a third team lead by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) to complete
a feasibility study to build a General Electric ABWR plant at TVA’s Bellefonte site. Wow—most of us
have heard of TVA!

WHAT IS THE NRC’S INVOLVEMENT? The NRC is also working to make sure that we are ready to
facilitate the construction of new nuclear power plants. The NRC has been actively engaged in
developing new inspection and licensing requirements for the combined operating license (COL)
approach stipulated in 10 CFR 52. The NRC is also developing a computer-based means for scheduling
inspections and for processing/querying inspection results and all open items. This will enhance the
NRC'’s capability for inspecting the new plants which may be fabricated in modules and assembled at
both fabrication facilities offsite and onsite with construction and testing being completed in only 60
months! Major milestones for the NRC are to draft COL application guidance by early 2005 and revise
Part 52 by late 2005.

WHO’S CURRENTLY PART OF NRC CONSTRUCTION TEAM?

Mary Ann Ashley, Team Leader, NRR Joseph Tapia, RIV Caudle Julian, RII
Thomas Foley, NRR, Tony Cerne, Contractor Ronald Gardner, RII|
Edwin Gray, Rl Paul Prescott, NRR Edmund Kleeh, NRR

Joseph Colaccino, NRR

CURRENT STATUS?

How close is the possibility of new construction? Current estimates are that the NRC could receive an
application from one of the consortiums as early as 2006. DOE and the nuclear industry will spend a
combined amount of $250,000,000 on new plant activities in 2006, mostly related to consortia work on
designs and COL applications. The NuStart Team plans to prepare a COL application for the GE
ESWBR and the AP-1000, and submit at least one COL application to the NRC in 2008. Pre-application
discussions with the NRC will 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 quirky sense of humor !!

Fire Protection— “If you ever catch on fire, try to avoid seeing yourself in the mirror, because | bet
that's what REALLY throws you into a panic.”

SDP Color Schemes— “As the light changed from red to green to yellow and back to red again, |
sat there thinking about life. Was it nothing more than a bunch of honking and yelling? Sometimes
it seemed that way."

Properly Secure Safequards & Allegation Material- “Consider the daffodil. And while you're
doing that, I'll be over here, looking through your stuff.”

NICE CATCH!

Steve Cochrum, Resident Inspector at Cooper Nuclear Station, as a routine practice checks to
make sure that the PIM and PI data on the public website for his plant is correct. He usually
visits the website to review this information after the quarterly updates to help him prepare for
potential questions from the licensee and to ensure the accuracy of the website. During his
most recent review after the posting of the 3Q2004 data, he noticed that although the 3Q2004
data looked fine, the words "Not For Public Disclosure" were present on the historical
performance web pages for 2Q2004. He questioned why this annotation was present on the
external (public) web site and contacted his Project Engineer, Wayne Walker, who in turn
contacted IIPB. The situation was immediately investigated and all affected web pages were
promptly updated to remove this annotation. This mishap was a result of the recent policy
change to remove physical protection information from the public domain. Fortunately, the
pages did not contain any information that was not previously released to the public. We
commend Steve for his review of the website and hope that other inspectors are doing the
same. Good example of a conscientious inspector and of teamwork! Thanks, Steve!!

QUIRKY TIDBITS

"Multitasking Capacity Test."
Provided by a Quirky Inspector

While sitting at your desk, lift your right foot
{(not leg) off the floor and make clockwise
circles. Now, while doing this, draw the
number “6" in the air with your right hand.
Your foot will change direction and there’s
nothing you can do about it!



Regional Rotation Lessons
Learned Items

This was written by Michael
Dudek and submitted by
Glenn Dentel, SRI, Seabrook.
Michael is in the Nuclear
Safety Professional
Development Program and
recently completed a 3 month
rotational assignment at
Seabrook. We printed the
entire article because of it's potential benefit to
both SRI's and Interns.

SRI Goals/Hints:
Patience.

Take an interest in the intern (likes/dislikes).
Give the intern his/her own work space.

Introduce the intern to plant personnel and make
him/her feel welcome.

Use the lunch time to talk about Individual Study
Activities (ISA’s), inspector practices, and plant
processes.

Make an effort to give the intern activities that
coincide with his/her interests.

Question the intern on aspects of the plant in
which he/she lack understanding. Also,
challenge them to understand why/how things
work.

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

Give the interns responsibilities so that they can
see that they are making a difference.

Invite the intern to accompany you to licensee
meetings and interviews.

Review the intern’s plan of the day/week and
give him/her suggestions on how to prepare and
perform the activities.
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Show the intern how to use the licensee’s
computer to perform all necessary tasks.

Show the intern how to locate and use plant
documents. (TSs, FSAR, Emergency Response
Procedures, P&ID’s, Fire Protection Strategies,
Old Inspection Reports, NUREG'’s, LER’s, and
Reg Guides.)

Have a list of acronyms available for the intern.

Intern Pre-Rotation Goals:

Each intern should make a list of his/her goals
for the rotation and describe how these goals will
cater to his/her desired permanent position.

Make contact with the Senior Resident and
describe interests and goals.

Ask the Senior Resident for a plant brochure or
other facility description documentation in order
to become acclimated with the plant’s design.

Complete as many ISA’s as possible before the
beginning of rotation.

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

Intern Helpful Experiences/Hints:

Sit down with the SRI and review the goals and
expectations of the rotation.

Have the SRI give you a site tour then spend a
day walking around and familiarizing yourself
with the layout of the plant.

Sit in on as many interviews as possible to view
how the resident staff interacts with the licensee
personnel. {Learning how to effectively interact
with the licensee may be the most important
thing that can be gained from the rotation.)

Accompany the resident staff on as many
inspections as possible.

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



Piping and Instrumentation Diagrams (P&ID’s)
and the TTC Series Course Manuals.

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

Keep good notes. Use a small note book that is
easy to carry around.

Write down important concepts and key words.

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

Get out in the plant, watch work activities, make
observations, and ask questions when
something “doesn’t quite seem right.” Have a
questioning attitude.

Accompany any visiting DRS inspectors while
they perform their inspections on site.

Use the week at the Regional Office effectively.
(i.e., See the Sr. Public Affairs Officer and have
ISA's 15 and 16 signed off; meet with an
Allegations Coordinator get briefed; attend an
Allegation Review Board meeting; meet with the
Sr. Enforcement Specialist and have ISA-7
signed off; attend the status call in the morning
and attend the morning meetings; meet with
Emergency Response Specialist, meet with the
FOIA Coordinator, and meet with the regional
lawyer and get briefed.

Do not take things personally. Questions from
the Rl staft are meant to ensure that you
understand key concepts and processes. There
is a big difference between reading about plant
systems/NRC processes and having to verbally
describe/implement them.
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REGION Il DRS TEAM-BUILDING!

Staff members in RII/DRS, participated in a
gingerbread house and gingerbread kids
decorating contest. The contestwas fun and
helpful in team-building.
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REGULATING AGAINST NUCLEAR TERRORISM-BEFORE 9/11
By Sam Walker, NRC Historian

For obvious reasons, the protection of nuclear plants and materials from terrorist assaults has
been a major focus of NRC attention since the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on
September 11, 2001. But concern about terrorist threats to nuclear facilities went back long before 9/11;
the regulations that were in place on that day resulted in large part from widespread and highly
publicized worries about terrorist activities during the 1970s.

In the early days of commercial nuclear power, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) devoted
relatively little attention to protecting nuclear plants from sabotage or attack and nuclear materials from
theft. By the early 1970s, however, questions surrounding safeguards and security had taken on
unprecedented urgency. At that time, there was a great deal of civil unrest and politically motivated
violence in the United States. In the first three months of 1970 alone, bombs that killed six people and
injured at least fifteen others exploded in American cities. Terrorist activities around the world became a
source of growing concern. A report on safeguards commissioned by the AEC’s regulatory staff declared
in 1974 “Terrorist groups have increased their professional skills, intelligence networks, finances, and
levels of armaments throughout the world.” Terrorist acts, including skyjackings, kidnappings, murders,
and executions, became so distressingly common that Newsweek labeled 1975 the “Year of Terror.”

In that atmosphere, the AEC, and after the 1974 Reorganization Act, the NRC, imposed a series
of new regulations to upgrade plant security and safeguards. To tighten security, the AEC drafted and
the NRC later adopted rules that mandated improved alarm systems, internal communications networks,
and control of locks, keys, and combinations. They also required enhanced barriers for access to
restricted areas, more stringent procedures for identification and surveillance of persons entering a plant,
and for the first time, armed guards. Because of fears that terrorists would acquire special nuclear
materials to build an atomic bomb, the AEC and NRC took important steps to strengthen safeguards.
These included much stricter rules to govern the transportation of nuclear materials, which the AEC staff
regarded as the “weakest link . . . from the standpoint of vulnerability to theft and diversion.”

The new regulations stirred a great deal of controversy. Nuclear critics complained that the rules
were too lax to achieve their objectives, and paradoxically, that they were so intrusive that they
threatened the civil liberties of American citizens. 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
molehills.” But industry objections had little impact on NRC rule-making. Benard J. Rusche, director of
NRR, explained the agency’s position: “Because of the increase in terrorism around the world, prudence
seems to suggest the taking of increased precaution.” By 1979, then, the NRC had placed in effect a
series of requirements that established the framework for plant security and safeguards that existed on
9/11. Those measures did not, of course, provide specific protection against terrorists flying airplanes
into reactor buildings.

NOTE: We asked Sam Walker to write this article for o
the newsletter. Thank you, Sam, for providing us with Editorial Board

. tter, |
an interesting history lessont Fiona Tobler, IIPB, Managing Editor

Ed Kleeh, IIPB, Technical Editor
Shaun Anderson, |IPB

Jim Trapp, RI

Joel Munday, Rl

Chuck Casto, RII

Pat Louden, RIIl

Ray Azua, RIV

PLEASE CONTACT ANYONE OF US
WITH COMMENTS OR ARTICLES!
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TIPS FROM AN OLD INSPECTOR ----- passed on to RIV inspectors on the day of

retirement. We got permission to polish and print these tips and hope they will be helpful to you!

1. After discovering a safety issue, an inspector should inform his management of the concern and then
investigate it. Plant safety is very important. First investigate the safety concern and then determine
whether the inspection can be credited to some baseline inspection procedure.

2. During an inspection think about the definition of the term operable - capable of performing its
intended safety function. When you look at a piece of equipment, don't assess its operability in the
current moment but think in terms of the impact of an existing performance deficiency or equipment
malfunction on the long-term operability of that equipment.

For example, you notice that there is a oil leak at the bottom of the LPSI pump’s oil bubbler.
(That oil bubbler provides oil to the pump’s bearing housing and indicates proper oil level in that
same bearing housing). You may rationalize that it is not a problem since the oil leak rate is slow.
But you should think in the terms of the pump’s long-term operability and whether that pump with
that size oil leak can operate for 30 days post-LOCA . (Remember, the temperature of the oil will
increase due to the hot coolant flowing through the pump which will cause the oil leak rate to
increase.) In a post-accident scenario, the licensee may not be able to add oil since it is possible
that there may be failed fuel particles in the coolant flowing thru the pump - causing the rad levels
in the vicinity of the pump to be very high. The question becomes - can the oil leak rate become
so fast that the oil 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 oil bubbler to a bearing
housing.

This is just one example, but the logic applies to many different situations you will encounter.

3. Become very knowledgeable about your plant if you are a resident so that you will be able to notice
quickly when anything is wrong. Be aware of the normal ranges for the displayed indication on the
control boards so that you know when there are abnormal readings.

4. Interface with the operators in the control room since they are the most knowledgeable, licensee staff
about their plant. This will allow a mutual respect to develop between you and them so that they will feel
free to discuss potential safety concerns with you

5. Never be afraid to ask a dumb question if you believe there is justification. It is better to ask a dumb
question then to allow a potential safety concern to go undetected.

6. The primary responsibility of every single resident inspector is to do emergency response and to do it
well. That is the reason that the resident program was established. Poor emergency response may be
bad publicity for the NRC and the whole nuclear industry as well 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. In the current NRC vernacular - it would be - a low frequency, high consequence evolution.

Lets Hear from you! Click 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 115kv or an EDG. 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 licensee 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 licensee’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 71111.13, 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 Pumg (CCW) P-52A to replace the
outboard motor bearing which failed, the inspectors reviewed the Operators Risk Report which was
generated from EOQOS 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

-8-
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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 utilized the licensee’s EOOS model to fully understand the impact

on plant risk if more significant 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 inspectors did not note any problems in the plant risk that was determined by EOOS for two CCW
pumps being inoperable. However, when all three CCW were inoperable, EOOS calculated a "high

risk" condition as expected, but the risk model did not indicate any impact on the high pressure safety
injection (HPSI) pumps which was not expected. A loss of all CCW would result in no cooling to the
shutdown cooling heat exchangers which would be required to cool the discharge of the containment
spray pumps. Consequently, the required subcooling flow from the discharge of the containment

spray pumps to the suction of the HPSI pumps during recirculation actuation would be lost. This

should have been illustrated in the risk report by noting the HPSI 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 inspectors questioned the licensee’s Probabilistic Safety Assessment (PSA) group as to why the
HPSI pumps were considered operable if all CCW was out of service. After evaluating the specifics,
the licensee’s PSA group 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 All CCW on HPSI
Pump Subcooling." In addition, the PSA group was developing the necessary changes to the risk
model.

This issue was determined to be of minor significance in that the plant risk was accurately reflected by
the EOOS model for the actual conditions. Also, the problem was only related to an incorrect risk
determination by EOOS for a postulated condition of all CCW pumps OOS which was unlikely with the
plant at power.

This value added finding demonstrates the importance of resident inspectors maintaining 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 aggregate impact on safety-systems as well as overall plant risk. Contact the
Palisades Resident Inspector office for comments or questions regarding this issue.

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

For additional information contact, Jay Lennartz, SRI, Palisades

OPERATING EXPERIENCE HIGHTLIGHTS
(Reprinted to include hyperlinks)

There have been several interesting happenings in the Operating Experience (OpE) arena at the NRC
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 NRC OpE

-9-
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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 released a draft version of the Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 03XX titled “NRC
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.

Allan Barker, DIPM/IIPB/NRR James Trapp, Region |

Al Tardiff, NSIR Caudle Julian, Region Il
Bob Schaaf, DRIP/NRR Tom Kozak, Region Ill
Doug Pickett, DLPM/NRR Bill Johnson, Region IV
James Tatum, DSSA/NRR Will Madison, OCIO

Steve Unikewicz, DE/NRR Bennett Brady, DRAA/RES
Mike Boyle, PMAS/NRR Jim Morris, HR

Jit Vora, DET/RES

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 base subscription service
called “@ Operating Experience Community.” This concept is currently being tested by the NRR/OES
staff. Available communities of practice 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 of practice
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://nrr10.nrc.gov/rorp/roe-email-info.html.

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://nrr10.nrc.gov/rorp/ip-71111-01-historical-ref.html.
Things coming up next month for the Inspection Newletter's OpE Highlights - Web OpE data access
point - Enhanced web development to provide near single access to all NRC 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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USING YOUR CAMERA DURING THE INSPECTION PROCESS?

(REPRINTED TO PROVIDE LARGER FONT SIZE)

You might want to review the guidance below. As a result of a Rll feedback form we developed
this list 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.

1. Do | need the licensee’s permission to take photographs?

' Yes, if a photograph is made by the NRC during an inspection, it should be
preannounced and all participants 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 soon as possible.

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 | forward photographs to my management electronically without the licensee’s review?

! No. If a photograph is made during an inspection, it should be reviewed by the
licensee to determine if it contains any personal privacy, classified, proprietary, or
safeguards information.

4. Do | need something in writing from the licensee that says they have reviewed the pictures for
safeguards, personal privacy and propriety information?

! No.

5. Is there agency guidance on how to forward Photographs that contain classified or sensitive
unclassified information?

! Yes. Photographs that contain proprietary information or are for Official Use Only can
be forwarded electronically (via email or fax) . Photographs that contain classified or
safeguards information cannot be forwarded via email. 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
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requirements. The camera used to take the classified photographs must be protected
as classified and secured when unattended.

6. How do | know when photographs must be retained ?

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

When are photographs required to be destroyed?

I 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 NRC 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-making.

If photographs are not used to support inspection findings can they be retained for
training purposes?

I 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.

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

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 10 CFR 2.390 (b) (1). Ifthe 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
iInspection finding.



INSPECTOR NEWSLETTER

March, 2005

Our goal is to provide usefut and succinct information to inspectors

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

In the article “Tips From An Old Inspector”, in
the January 2005 Inspector Newsletter, there
was a slight error which was caught by the eagle
eye of , @ Resident Inspector at
Clinton Nuclear Plant. He pointed out that oil in
the sight glass of an oil bubbler does not really
indicate the level of oil, in i.e. a pump bearing,
because it is the level-setting ring in the base of
the oil bubbler that actually maintains the level of
oil in the pump bearing. The sight glass just
indicates that there is oil available to the pump
bearing. If the level-setting ring is installed
incorrectly or is not functioning as intended then
the oil in the bearing will not be maintained even
though there is oil in the bubbler’'s sight glass.
Thanks, Carey!

Table of Contents

Crystal River Fire Inspection

Catawba Start-up

Fermi Magnetic Particle Examination
Did You Know

OpE Corner

Inspection Tips for Access to Radiation
Areas

Connecting People and Knowledge
My Rotation to Headquarters
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N~No

Region |

Thomas Setzer, Reactor Inspector, DRS
Brian Wittick, Reactor Inspector, DRS

George Smith, Physical Security Inspector, DRS
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. Chief, DRP
Donald Jackson, promoted to Sr. P.E., DRP
Peter Eselgroth, Retired

Aniello Della Greca, Retired

Craig Smith, SRI@ Peach Bottom, resigned.
Region I

Tim Hoeg,SRI@Grand Gulf to SRI@St. Lucie
Thierry Ross,SRI@St. Lucie to Browns Ferry
Kathy Weaver,SRI@Turkey Pt. To HQ, License
Renewal Section

Scott Stewart to SRI@Turkey PT

Jim Reece to SRI@North Anna

Mike Pribish to Rl at Watts Barr

Jim Baptistto RI@Farley

Jim Policoski as PE@Br. 4

Mike King, CDP to Rl @

Region Il

Allan Barker,HQ, IIPB to PE, DRP

Ray Ng, to RI@Bryon

Pete Snyder, from Bryon to NSIR

Nick Shah, RlI@Braidwood to PE, DRP
Region IV

Don Stearns PE to DRS Plant Support Branch
John Kirkland,Tech.Support to Projects Br E
Tim McConnell DRS to RI@ Diablo Canyon
Nancy Salgado,SRI@Palo Verde to NRR

Dan Livermore, new hire, DRS,Plant Engin.Br.
John Reynoso, new hire, DRS,Plant Engin.Br.
Cale Young, new hire,Technical Support Br



Here’s how one finding and a GREAT TEAM can make a difference!

On January 27, 2005, while confirming the

viability of local operator actions in response to a

fire using inspection procedure 71111.05T “Fire

Protection Triennial”, NRC inspectors

discovered incorrectly designed metering and

protection circuits that were common to the

redundant safety buses. The inherent problem

with each circuit was that it was susceptible to

common-mode failures 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 this problem was

comprised of Robert Schin (lead inspector),

Caswell Smith and Reinaldo Rodriguez From left to right: Gery Wisemgn, Xavier Bellarn_1ine, Joylynn
(electrical inspectors), and Gerry Wiseman (fire Quinones-Navarro, Caswell Smith, and Bob Schin.
protection inspector). Also on the team for Reinaldo Rodriguez {not shown)

training purposes were: Xavier Bellarmine and

Joylynn Quinones-Navarro, both nuclear safety

professionals. Senior reactor analyst (SRA) Walt Rogers participated in the bagman frip to help the team identify
the risk important fire areas and equipment.

The team discovered that a fire in 4.16KV safeguards bus 3A could trip and lockout safeguards bus 3B. While
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 4.16KV safety buses was an offsite power supply with an
EDG as the standby power source. The faulty metering and protection circuit consists of current transformers
(CTs), which step line 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
conditions. For Crystal River station’s design there were two common metering and protection circuits - one for the
Offsite Power Transformer feed to each 4.16KV safety bus and one for the Backup Engineered Safeguards
Transformer feed to each 4.16KV 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 3B. The wiring 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 circuits. The problem was that any type of failure, i.e., ground
fault on the circuit wiring, in this interconnected circuit could be interpreted by the protection system as an electrical
fault of both of the 4.16KV buses. Consequently, the relay logic 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 logic was reset. The interconnection of the CT circuits which could have resulted in simultaneous loss of both
safety buses was identified as a finding for not meeting the Single Failure Criteria, and also for not meeting the 10
CFR 50, Appendix R, design criteria for protection of one train of safe shutdown equipment from fire damage.

Since the discovery of this safety issue, similar ones have been identified at Quad Cities, Dresden, LaSalle, Prairie
Island, and Monticello. An information notice 2005-04 was issued alerting the nuclear industry to this problem.
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While observing the licensee’s preparations for a reactor startup, the inspectors verified the accuracy of
the licensee’s calculation for Estimated Critical Positions (ECP). The inspectors initially reviewed that
calculation and found that the wrong Xenon worth was used for the estimated time of startup. The
inspectors then determined that the independent ECP calculation generated by the Reactor Engineer
was also incorrect. Even though the procedure used by Reactor Engineer for the 1/M approach to
criticality specifically prohibited the use of Samarium (Sm) worth in an ECP calculation, with less than 12
Effective Full Power Days (EFPD), the Reactor Engineer had used it in his ECP calculation. {The
inspectors demonstrated questioning attitudes based on their knowledge of this evolution and of
the licensee’s procedure}. This startup was being conducted following a unit outage. The critical rod
heights, determined by those two ECP calculations, were found to be in error by approximately 13 steps
in the non-conservative direction.

During questioning by the inspectors, the operators recognized they had made an error in their ECP
calculation. However, they indicated that their error didn't matter, because they had relied on the Reactor
Engineer’s calculation. The inspectors pointed out that the procedure required independent calculations
by Operations and the Reactor Engineer which were supposed to match. {Based on their knowledge
of how to perform the ECP calculation, the inspectors were able to identify errors in the licensee
staff’s calculations}. The operators and the Reactor Engineer then modified their ECP calculations by
excluding the Sm worth. The two modified calculations were found to match and were verified as
adequate by the inspectors.

The inspectors also observed that the reactor operators were peer checked by the senior reactor
operator during the reactor startup and actual board manipulations. However, the Reactor Engineer,
using the procedure for the 1/M approach to criticality, was not peer checked. This observation was
presented to plant management for their consideration. {By being diligent in their performance-based
inspection, the inspectors were able to identify a quality control issue}.

The significance of this issue was that a safety barrier was lost when the operators deferred their
independent review to the Reactor Engineer. If 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 licensee from taking non-conservative actions during the
approach to criticality. {The invoked peer check of the Reactor Engineer, during the implementation
of the approach-to-criticality procedure, provides an additional barrier to human error due to the
attention to detail of the inspectors}.

Prior to observing an evolution, the inspector needs to be familiar with the procedures that the licensee
will be using. The inspector needs to identify and understand the critical steps in the procedures to
ensure nuclear safety is maintained and to ensure compliance on those critical safety steps. Identifying
the critical steps ahead of time will help the inspector to be prepared to detect any anomalies during the
implementation of the evolution and to identity any procedural errors or omissions.

Eugene Guthrie, SRI, Catawba
2004-006



While performing inspection procedure IP71111.08 “Inservice 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 brief 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 100 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 licensee 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.

Tom Bilik, Reactor Engineer
50-341/04-008

Editorial Board
Fiona Tobler, IIPB, Managing Editor
Ed Kleeh, IIPB, Technical Editor
Shaun Anderson, [IPB
Jim Trapp, RI
Joel Munday, RII
Chuck Casto, Rl
Pat Louden, RlII
Bill Jones, RIV

PLEASE CONTACT ANYONE OF US WITH COMMENTS OR
ARTICLES!
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when not inspecting or involved in
family activities, Neil O’Keefe, Senior Reactor Inspector, RIV, does wood
working and carving. He builds furniture and has carved several rocking
horses for his nephews. We asked for a picture of one of the rocking
horses and were stunned by it's beauty and craftsmanship. Neil recently
built a roof for his patio and in the last 3 years started playing the guitar.
He's not ready yet to quit his day job!

Yikes, those folks have been busy—they recently filled two GG-15 Team Leader positions. Here is how
the OpE section is organized:

Clearinghouse Team, Eric Benner, Team Leader
Analysis and Generic Communications Team, lan Jung, Team Leader
Policy and Information Technology Team, Jack Foster, Team Leader

We think that the NRR Office Instruction, LIC-401, “NRR Operating Experience Program”
(ML043570075) may be of interest to you. The OpE web-site is well maintained and has lots of good
stuff on it—check it out at http://nrr10.nrc.qov/rorp/index.html. For assistance regarding operating
experience, please feel free to get in touch with your regional OpE point of contact:

Region | Omid Tabatabai oty@nrc.gov
Region I Ron Schmitt rvs@nrc.gov
Region Il Ross Telson rdt@nrc.gov
Region IV John Kramer jgk@nrc.gov

So far this year we have not identified any IT tools that will help you perform your job more efficiently.
[IPB has conducted pilots on PDA's, pen scanners, tablet PC’s, and —digital pens. If you know of an IT
tool that may help you perform your duties more efficiently let's hear from you. |IPB’s role is to conduct
IT pilots, as appropriate.

Contact: Fiona Tobler



ByJosé M. Diaz-Vélez, Health Physicist, R Il

Sections 20.1601 and 20.1602, of the Title 10
Code of Federal Regulations, require licensees to
prevent inadvertent and unwarranted overexposures
to individuals, accessing high and very high radiation
areas, attheir facilities. A high radiation area means
an accessible area in which radiation levels could
result in an individual receiving a deep dose
equivalent in excess of 0.1 rem (1 mSv) in 1 hour at
30 centimeters from the radiation source or from its
radiation through adjacent materials. A very high
radiation area means an accessible area in which
radiation levels could result in an individual receiving
an absorbed dose in excess of 500 rads (5 grays) in
1 hour at 1 meter from a radiation source or from its
radiation through adjacent materials. An accessible
areais an area that can reasonably be occupied by
a major portion of an individual'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
drum in front of shiclded gate for locked High
Radiation Arca.

issued in June 1993, provides guidance to licensees
and NRC inspectors on this topic. However, recent
inspection findings have caused the NRC to revisit
this topic so that inspectors can be made aware of

Figure 2. Access to a reactor cavity. Individuals can
casily swing around this gatc, and usc the step ladder
attached to the wall to go into the arca. (digitally
enhanced picturc).

new trends and questionable compliance issues.

During plant tours, inspectors should 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 licensee’s access-control program.
For example, 55 gallon drums placed against the
gate and/or a wall of a locked high radiation area
(LHRA) barrier canreduce its effectiveness by aiding
accessto the LHRA (Figure 1). The inspector should
be aware of additional structures near a radiation
barrier that may allow it to be bypassed (e.g., step
ladders either attached to the walls or nearby.)

While assessing the effectiveness of access
controls to a radiation area, an inspector should do
the following: (1.) Ensure that walls do not have
openings and are of sufficient height (greater than 72
inches) so that an individual can not enter the
radiation area with apparent ease. (2.) Watch for
gates secured with relaxed chains, which could allow
access pass the locked gate. (3.) Look for gates
with adjacent barriers that are ineffective in limiting
access, such that an individual could swing around
gate and gain access to the area (Figure 2).

While proper posting and locking of these
areas, along with the education of plant personnel,
are elements of a good access-control program, the
effectiveness of these controls are case specific. |If
you believe access to the area can be gained without
any special effort, then you may have identified a
weakness in the licensee’s access-control program.
Remember that LHRA barriers should not be easy to
circumvent and are intended to deter unauthorized
access due to lapses in judgement or
misunderstanding of radiation work permit (RWP)
requirements. They are NOT required to prevent
unauthorized access due to an act of deliberate
misconduct.



Are you thinking about a rotation to HQ? I'd give it some serious consideration if you want to broaden your
perspective of the agency, and understand the dynamics of working at NRC headquarters.

I’'m Mark Giles, the Senior Resident Inspector at the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant. I've been in the
resident inspector program for about 8 years, 6 years as the resident at Catawba, and the rest here at Calvert
Cliffs beginning in August, 2003. After getting settled at Calvert Cliffs, | learned about the agency's mentoring
program and decided to get involved. My mentor, Brian Sheron, and | decided that a rotation to HQ would help
my continued career development. This rotation would allow me to learn more about the agency, as well as
support the development of additional working relationships that could only benefit me in my current senior
resident role.

My 3 month rotation to NRR began in August, 2004, working in DSSA’s SPLB branch with John Hannon and
Dave Solorio. | was assigned the Lead Project Manager (PM) role for GSI-191, Assessment of Debris
Accumulation of PWR Sump Performance. As the Lead PM, | was intimately involved in the development and
issuance of SECY papers, a Generic Letter, a Safety Evaluation, a Communication Plan, Bulletin responses
and RAls, as well as the coordination of team status update meetings and meetings with NEI and various
licensee’s. | also developed numerous briefing packages pertaining to GSI-191. With these challenges came
excellent opportunities for which | was quite thankful. A few of the most notable opportunities included giving
presentations during ACRS and CRGR meetings as well as the NRR Technical Bilateral exchange meeting
with a group of Japanese visitors. The NEI workshop | attended at St. Pete Beach, FL in December was also
a highlight.

| returned to Calvert Cliffs around November 1% and resumed my SRl role. I've stayed plugged into the GSI-
191 team’s efforts, however, and accompanied the team to an “active sump” demonstration conducted at a
General Electric test facility in Princeton, NJ in January, 2005. In addition, the GSI-191 team will be visiting
Calvert Cliffs on March 7", during an ongoing refueling outage, to perform a containment walkdown. This
should be very beneficial to the team since Calvert Cliffs is currently planning to install “active sump screens”
in lieu of larger passive sump screens to ensure compliance with 10 CFR 50.46 and the revised sump
blockage evaluation methodology. The resolution of GSI-191 will require plant modifications in most all PWR
utilities.

Well, that’s the summary of my rotation. My advice if you haven’t done a rotation at HQ, go forit. If you like a
fast-paced environment with plenty of challenges, you'll have fun. If you want more insights, or just want to
chat, give me a call at 410-586-2626, or email me at mag@nrc.gov.

Inspector communications will take on a different look this month when the @InspectorCommunity Forum is
released for use. The @InspectorCommunity Forum was developed through Regional supportto deliver operating
experience and to provide a message board for inspectors. The categories to post messages include inspection
procedures and reactor type. Do you have some “How to” or “Have you seen” questions? The content of your
message will be your personal view and not official agency guidance or policy. A simple rule to follow is to state
facts not conclusions.



In addition to inspection procedures and reactor type there are categories for inspection technique, inspecting
human performance and inspectors 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 their 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 operating
experience document? What we learn from these categories can further enhance the application of operating
experience.

The remaining two categories are for communicating to the Headquarters Operating Experience Section and to
collect feedback on the @InspectorCommunity Forum. The next phase will be to develop a library for each
baseline inspection procedure. If you click on “BIP” for category 7111115 - Operability Evaluations, you can view
a library format being considered. Your feedback on the library 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 @InspectorCommunity Forum will assemble
alist of contacts for either one. The @InspectorCommunity Forum will require inspector participation, the resulting
value will be connecting people and knowledge.
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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.

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

ISSUE ADAMS #
Reactor Circulation & ML050120255
HPCI

Degraded Voltage Protection

OPEN TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENTS (TIA’s)

TIA# PLANT

2004-006 Hope Creek
2004-002 D.C. Cook

TIA# STATUS PLANT

2003-03 Turkey Pt. 3 & 4
2004-04 Surry 1 & 2
2004-05 Salem 1
2004-03 Indian Point 2
2005-01 Vermont Yankee
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Fiona Tobler, IIPB
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Jim Trapp, RI
Joel Munday, RII
Chuck Casto, RII
Pat Louden, RII
Bill Jones, RIV

ISSUE

Review of SBO strategy/analysis
50.54X Clarification

SFP Boric Acid Leakage

Electrical Cable Separation

Ungrounded 480 VAC
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CHECKING THOSE LEAKS!
By Marc Ferdas, Hope Creek, RI

HERE'S WHAT HAPPENED: On February 8, 2005, unidentified leakage at Hope Creek increased from
0.15 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