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*@' 7 In 959COMMENTS ON DC-1052 / RESPONSE TO ACRS COMMENT 5 ON DG-1040 ' !

As a member of the ANS working group that developed ANSI /ANS 58.81994, ! nish to commemna that .. > m i, -M
Standard and on the proposed Reg Guide that would endorse it. (JSNRC

Gene.ral

As stated in hath thou documents, it it nf ans decism criteria. and not htunan performance criteria, that the
me.thndningy pmddes, mpporting the analysis of design bads events in SARs. The methodology is
nnique in that it substantively addresses the issue known in human factors jargon as " function allocation."
It is, I believe, cornmendable in doing so uith only a modest extension of the existing plant safety analysis
framework And it is hard to dispute that it is far more practical, objective, empirically-based, and cafety
relevant than the competing " state-of-the-art" methods urged, if not imposed, by Section 4 A.3 cf NUREG
0711 (Human Factors Engineering Program R4 view Model).

Response to ACRS Comments on DC 1040

In a letter dated November 14,1995, the ACRS raised several objections to DG-1040, which arc dis:nssed
below.

1. "Wefind no technicalbasispr the estunates ofn!nimune timesfur vpaeratur wavns in ANSlu1NS-36 6-
199(" - tlc tecludcal1 asis is fus 11oitcaia ou time scapuuse,2athen than for any pardenlar time
c>timatch, and that imi> in >unumuimlin the Appendix to the 58 8 Standard. In contrast, time estimates
are bamllargely on analy>1s of the time required ibr the operator's tasks, guided by the rather
conservattic rule to allow one minute Der nuntaularlon. The technical basis for any particular time
estimate remains the responsibility of the analysts, who must be able to justify their modchng et operator
tasks as well as that of transient phenomena, plant system responses, etc. It seerns reasonable that
analysts' estimates are likely to be improved by use of a consistent approach to prcducing mandatory
detatis. Ltkewtae, independent reviewers should nnd a standard analysis easier to scrutmize and criti:Jue.

2, " Comparison ofthe recomrnendedtimes with resultsfrom exercises done on plant simulators does not
demonstrate that these times art appropriately conservatne " - This objection has serttal interpretations.
The problems of generahzing from simulator results to the real world have been noted elsewhere, but the
lack of practical alternatives leaves little chcice. Gisen that constramt, as is described in both 58 8 and
1040 (and with more caution, in 1052), exernses on plant simulators dd show the times to be
conservative, unless the multiple studies of General Physics, Westinghouse, and APG/ ORE are being
altogether held in doubt. So the question must revolve around the issue of approprtate conservatism,
which may be equated in this analysis with the confidence level selected Although arb:truv, the 95%
lest! is certainly not without sciemise precedent. And until a more appropnate level can be specified. it
is a more conservative value than is currently endorsed.

3. " Consequent!y, we. . do not beheve that this endorsement is the appropnate uav to resolve Generic
SafetyIssue B-17." - Or even an acceptable w3y? Or at least, better than nothing? Ncbody has yet
suggested that 58.8 is worse than nothing...but considering how lang B-17 has gone unresnivr4 the
" inadequacy" ef the mdustry Standard a , pros:h, and the lack of viable alternanves, it may he concluded"

either that B-17 is not really a serious safety issue. or that we helieve nnr inck is hetter off as it is.

4. "The Standard does not address operator reprmu tionnfar advama nuclearpnerpinnts " . I see no
reannn. in terms of cnfficient ennservatism anyway, to erpect a dt5erent standard to apply. All ehe being
es}nst, novened plants tend to add margin to the time available for action The issue then becomes
ubethes more actions are required, or whether the one-minute per manipulation thumbrule has become
invalid. The former issue is addressed by the existing methodology, The latter issue may be a virlic
concern However, if unexpectsd prooecc delays and added workload at the man-machinc mtcrface are
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sufBeient to offset the improved time response margics of the advanced plants, it vn11 not be due to the.

inadequacy of the 58.8 methodoingy And certainty, during advanced control room ITAAC execution, the
continued validity of the one-minute-per rnanipuladon assurnption could be readily tested.

5. "M'efind(staltuse of ORE results] to be inappropriate because these expenments were not subjected
to independentpeer review and the vnfdid not have access to the actual data collected." - My
impression is that this is a matter of degree. I tinght some of the ORE results were published in the
open literature, and some of the resuks were available to the Working Group's consultants (DG 1052
Ref.s V-8 & V-9); thus some may yet be anilable to the Staff. More important, the ORE work was a
something of a test of the results of earlier studies in which the staff was invoked (DG 1052 Ref.s V 5 V-

6 & V-7) The ORE work failed to invalidate the earlier studies. But neither the ACRS nor the ORE
work disputes the original s.tudies. So I don't really find this to be a strong objection to the Standard's
endorsement.

Respectfully subruitted on January 24,1997 by Robcrt D. Tuld, Member, ANS-58.8 Woridag 04vup.

efd>,

robert.b.fatdgussey. mail.abb.com

(860) 285-3602
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