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P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-8
(1:05 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN SFALE: The meeting will now come to
order. 8ince we didn’'t have the tranicriber this morning
I thought I‘'d read this piece of paper. This is the
second day of the 441st meeting of the Adviscory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards. During today’'s meeting the
committee will:

(1) Continue discussions on SRM -- pardon me,
the DSI 22 un Research;

(2) Implementation of the Maintenance Rule;

(3) Future ACRS Activities;

(4) Reconciliation of Comments; and

(5) Proposed ACRS Reports.

We’ve already met with the Commissioners to
discuss items of mutual interest.

This meeting is being conducted in accordance
with the provisions of the Federal Atomic Energy Act.

Mr. Sam Duraiswamy is the designated federal
official for the initial portion of this meeting.

We have received no written statements or
requests for time to make oral statements from members of
the publlic regarding today'’s sessions.

A transcript of portions of the meeting is

being kept. It is requested that the speakers use one of
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the microphones, identify themselves and speak with
sufficient clarity and volume so that they can be readily
heard.

This afternoon we’re going to hear about the
implementation of the maintenance rule; something that
we've all been very interested in. And Dr. Kress, that’s
your subcommittee so I‘1ll turn it over to you.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The
purpose of this session is to have a briefing. 1It’'s a
presentation by the NRC staff about the results and the
lessons learned from their implementation and initial
bagseline inspections related to the maintenance rule,
which like you said, we all are very interested in.

Partly because it’s been touted as a risk-
informed, pertormance-based regulation, but in reality it
was crafted in the early '90s before the word risk-
informed became in-vogue. But because of the inherent
nature of nuclear regulations, it is risk-informed to some
extent, But the actual rule I think, has been in effect
now for --

MR. CORREIA: About nine montns.

MEMBER KRESS: Nine months? And the NRC has
conducted pilot assessment programs for about three years
along with this. 8o today I guess we'’'ll just hear a

briefing and see what lessons they’ve learned, and I'll
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turn it over to ynu with that short introduction.

MR. CORREIA: Thank you. My name is Rich
Correia. 1I'm a section chief in NRR responsible for
maintenance rule programs. I‘ve bee in that position
since shortly after the rule was i sued in 1991. 1I’1ll be
giving part of the presentation today on the background of
the rule and an overview of the rule.

Tom Bergman, who is in my section, will give
the presentation on the baseline inspection results and
clarifi -tions we’ve recently made to our Regulatory Guide
for the maintenance rule. And then I’'ll finish off with
some lessons learned and insights we’ve learned from the
initial implementation of the rule.

The rule was written and issued in July of
1991 for a number of reasons. The Commission -- one of
the most largest concerns the Commission had in the ‘80s
were the number of transients and scrams caused by
failures of balance of plant equipment due to ineffective
maintenance. And most of these systems weren’t covered by
existing regulations. And still today, based on the
latest AEOD data it shows that many transients and scrams
are still initiated by failures in balance of plant
equipment.

Another reason the Commission was interested

in establishing a maintenance rule was the results from
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the maintenance team inspections that were conducted in
the late 1980s. And there were three findings that
resulted from these inspections that the Commission
thought was significant and increased their concern with
having a maintenance rule.

One had to do with, there were no -- licensees
weren‘'t trained in equipment performance. Another reason
was that risk wasn’t being necessarily considered during
the planning and scheduling of preventive maintenance
activities. And another reason was, poor root cause
determinations and corrective actions that ultimately
resulted in additional failures of the same kind.

So those two issues 1 think, were the most
significant of the concerns the Commission had at the time
and they went forward and issued the maintenance rule.

As Dr. Kregs just said, initially it wasn't
called a r.sk-informed, performance-based rule. I think
it was called a results-oriented performance-based rule.
Because the rule focused on the results of licensee’'s
preventive maintenance activities and not on the processes
and procedures that they used to implement those programs.

But the rule does encourage, through the
statements of consideration, the use of risk insights.
l1t’'s not a requirement but encourages the use of PRA

insights. For example, once a licensee determines which
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structures, systems, and components in their plant are in
the scope of the rule, they can use risk insights to
categorize these SSCs into high or low, safety-significant
categories.

It’s not that they’re changing or reducing the
regulation based on these categorizations, it’s just a
petter way to manage the program, to pay most attention to
the high, safety-significant SSCs, and somewhat less for
the lower categorizations.

Licensees can also use risk insights to
establish goals required by (a) (1) of the rule, or
performance criteria that licensees use to demonstrate
compliance with (a) (2) of the rule. And certainly we'’ve
seen in many cases, the (a) (3) safety assessments that are
recommended to be done before licensees perform preventive
maintenance,

Risk insights are used in combinations of
other deterministic information to evaluate the overall
plant safety before taking equipment out of service for
maintenance.

The rule gives licensees a lot of flexibility
on how to establish programs or how to implement them.

The goals and performance criteria that are used can be
modified/changed, based on actual system performance,

risk-insights. The rule even allows that goals not have
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to be established or monitored if they demonstrate
effective preventive maintenance under paragraph (a) (2).

Initial results from the baseline inspections
have led us to believe that the rule can be inspected and
enforced consistently. We've spent a lot of effort in
training our inspectors, Headguarter's oversight of the
program. Each and every baseline inspection has someone
from my section on a team. We maintain constant contact
with the teams during the inspections and afterwards.

In fact, the first inspection, I was the team
leader, we had every team leader from the region on that
team as well as everyone from my section on that team.
And also, in the enforcement arena, in concert with the
office of enforcement and the regions, we developed
enforcement guidance specifically for the maintenance
rule, and a panel that reviews every potential enforcement
action for the maintenance rule to ensure consistency.

But the flexibility that the rule gives
licensees does give us some challenges in that they can
establish their programs specific to their facilities, of
course; each plant has different design features, system
boundaries; they can scope the structures, systems,
components in the rule either by system-specific
categorizations or they can do it by functions. We found

either case is acceptable.
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So information that a particular inspector
learns about one site doesn’t necessarily translate to the
next site; it's almost like starting all over again. 8o
it’s quite a challenge, but we think with the
communications we’ve had with the industry, with our
regional people, amongst ourselves, the constant oversight
during the baseline inspections, we feel that we are being
consistent in the way that these inspections are being
conducted.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: I have a question here.
I'm a little bit perplexed. Judging rfrom what you’ve just
said, I would say this is indeed a performance-based rule,
and I don’'t know if you’'ve seen it but there are four
points or four definitions to this -- four points that
constitute the definition of a performance-based
regulation: define your measurable quantities, grant
flexibility, and so on.

So I would say this is a performance-based
rule. And then I remember what I read in the special
evaluation report by the Office of Inspector General.

And, "Representatives of the industry told us that if,

under the maintenance rule they could still get Appendix B
violationg even though they were meeting their performance
goals, then the rule was not truly performance-based. NRC

staff generally do not see the maintenance rule as a
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vehicle for regulatory relief. Many staff members pointed
out that the current enfcrcement guidance for the rule
states that the rule does not supersede other
requirements, specifically referring to Appendix B."

So it seems to me that we have here a rule
that has certain performance requirements, but still the
licensee has to comply with evervthing that led the
licensee to meet the requirements. 1Is that correct?
Because you said they have flexibility and yet it says
here that that does not provide relief. You know, you can
meet the criteria, but still you have to do everything
else.

MR. CORREIA: That's true. The maintenance
rule is an additional regulation. Licensees still have to
meet Appendix B requirements as well as maintenance rule
regquirements.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So the statement that
it’'s a performance-based rule is really very -- it’s true
I think, in a sense, but it's very limited. The rule
itself is performance-based, but we have other regulations
that don’t make it performance based in the broader sense.
And I'm wondering why that is the case. Why don't you
trust trhem? I mean, if they meet the performance goals,
wha.’s the problem?

MR. CORREIA: Well, we’'ll get into that -- I
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might as well talk about that now. Right now, our

baseline inspections are very programmatic. To give us
the confidence that licensees have a program in place that
will give us reasonable assurance that in the future, when
we walk away from programmatic inspections and only look
at performance, they’ll be doing it right consistently.

And this is a concern of the industry also.
But they understand this is really the first -- one of the
first performance-based inspections, but we need to assure
that

ourselves, and they need to assure themselves,

they’'re doing it right. Have a stable program in place to
allow them to go and implement the ru.e. And once we're
doing with the baselines, fully expect to only look at the
resulte of their implementation and not the program.
MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So is it then correct to

understand from this that we are in a transition period,

that you establish this rule, you don’'t want to grant

relief anywhere else until you and the licensees are

convinced that the rule works? I mean, that’s the only

way I can see this. And then of course the question is,

how long is this transition period?

MR. CORREIA: The baselines are scheduled

currently to be completed by mid-1998, next year. When

you say grant relief, I think the maintenance rule, in

itself, won’'t grant relief to anything, but it could form
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a basis for relief in other areas, if licensees take
credit for what they’re doing under the maintenance rule.
I believe that s a possibility.

I think where licensees will see relief is,
how many inspectors they see and how often, and what
they’'re looking at.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Especially the latter.

MR. CORREIA: Yes. Yes.

CHAIRMAN SEALE: A potentially related
question. We're aware of the fact that there have been
some industry initiatives, things we’ve called the pilot
studies, and two of those -- in-service inspection and in-
service --

MEMBER BARTON: Testing.

CHAIRMAN SEALE: -- testing, should -- not
just could, but should -- impinge rather specifically on
certain agpects of the maintenance program. Have you done
any forward-thinking about how that kind of proposal, if
it's granted, would impact upon your maintenance rule
enforcements?

And now you’'ve brought up another issue and
that is, now you may have three piles or four piles of
regulation, none of which is precisely consistent with
each other. And I can understand how the Utilities begin

to believe that they’'re just getting bandaids on bandaids
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but no real relief. The blood just flows.

MR. CORREIA: Personally, I don’'t have much
knowledge of what *hey’'re doing in the ISI/IST area since
we are totally consumed by maintenance rule inspections,
but I would imagine that if a licensee crafted their
IS1I/IST program such that it could be used as a way to
implement the rule and meet ISI/IST requirements, they
could just eliminate some redundant requirements.

CHAIRMAN SEALE: Yes. 1It's essentially
bringing the risk-informed element into the detail of the
maintenance process. But we still haven’'t figured out how
to resolve this multiple jurisdiction program.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes, and again, you know,
whether reinforcing this impression out there that the
Agency is not serious about performance-based and risk-
informed regulations. And if we have a rule that is
performance-based, I just don’'t know why we don’t treat it
as such. I mean, maybe that’s not your job, but somebody
in the Agency has to think about it.

Here we have a rule, we advertise it as a
performance-based rule, we give licensees flexibility, but
then we have to realize that the rule does -- the NRC does
not .

MEMBER BARTON: Right.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Okay. And I don’'t know
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if the rest of you feel that’s a reasonable thing to do.
I'm a little bit -- actually more than a little bit
perplexed.

MR. SHACK: Do you find it so unreasonable
that they have a baseline inspection to check that the
program is in place? I mean, you want to wait until you
see the results? You know, you think it’s unreasonable to
ask for a baseline inspection of the program?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: No, no. But I don’‘'t see
this as a problem. This is just an additional regulation.

MEMBER BARTON: That’s right. The maintenance
rule is an additional rule above and beyond all the other
rules and regulations.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes. And that’s what I
find unacceptable.

M. SHACK: Oh, but that was true in ’'91. I
mean, it was never advertised as anything but an
additiona: rule.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: But if I look at this
slide, knowing nothing else, I would say we're making
tremendous strides towards risk-informed and perfornance-
based regulations. And it turns out that we’re not. 1In
fact, we’re undermining the process.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWF"S: Well George, the only

way you -- I mean, you cannot go after Appendix B without
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going after Appendix B. 1 me2an, you cannot use some other
rule to say I get out of Appendix B.

MEMBER APCSTOLAKIS: Who, in this Agency, is
thinking at that level? You know, I understand that --

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: You and I.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: I'm trying to do that,
but I think my colleagues --

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: We just disagree.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Pardon?

MEMBER BARTON: We're not disagreeing with
you.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: No, I think Bill is.

MR. SHACK: Well, I mean, if the rule was set
up to increase the inspection of balance of plant
components, that’s a new rule. Now, when you have a new
rule to do that you could do it with a new prescriptive
rule or you could do it with a new performance-based rule.

It’'s a new rule, there’'s no getting away from
that. They did choose to make the new rule a performance-
based rule. So 1 mean, you could argue that there was no
new rule needed, which --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: No, I'm not talking that

MR. SHACK: -- industry certainly did for

quite some time. But given the fact that you’re going tc
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have a new rule, you have & performance-based rule.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: But isn’t this a very
limited view of this? I mean, we are not talking -- I
mean the individual rule, yes, is performance-based, but
the idea is not really to have individual rules that are
performance-based, to have regulations that are
performance-based.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: George, all you'’re
doing is railing against the fact that it takes time to
change all the rules.

MR. SHACK: This wasn’t meant to overhaul the
whole regulatory system.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: 1 know Rich is not. But
1 think the record should reflect this and -- are we
writing a letter on this anytime soon?

MEMBER KRESS: Not unless you want to.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: You can write a letter
on it anytime you want to.

MEMBER KRESS: This was just a briefing to let
us know what the progress has been, the lessons learned,
and if you’ve got some overriding points you want to make,
we can write a letter.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: But you’'re willing to be
convinced?

MS. BLACK: 1If I may say something -- Susie
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Black, branch chief. I have QA also, and NEI came in and
met with us -- I think it was towards the end of February
-- with a proposal that building on this monitoring
program to change QA requirements, and we are meeting with
them again -- I believe May 22nd is the date I've heard --
to discuss their proposals for using this monitoring.

And in fact, in all of the performance-based,
risk-informed reg guides, we are giving the licensees the
option of using their maintenance rule program to satisfy
the monitoring requirements.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes, I mean, clearly you
cannot divorce this from Reg. Guide -- I think it’'s 10647

MS. BLACK: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes. So if this is
happening then all I can saw is that I'm very pleased to
hear it. Yes.

MR. CORREIA: I believe many licensees want to
use their maintenance rule programs as a foundation for
many of these other pilot programs. I see they’'re all
using performance or condition monitoring, they want to
use the same process throughout, at least to be consistent
in the way they implement these programs.

CHAIRMAN SEALE: George, if we decide we would
like to write up something that would perhaps, anticipate

tying all of these things together and identifying some of
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the options that might be available to in fact, modify
things, then that’s something we might want to do as an
initiative.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes, and I think that
before we do that, though, I think we should hear from Ms.
Black and her colleagues about these new activities,
because it‘s a whole package. But that’'s something we’ll
come back to, I'm sure.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: If I might --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Excuse me -- Mark
Cunningham.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Mark Cunningham from the
staff., I believe we're coming back in June to discuss the
PRA implementation plan with the full committee -- the
middle of June or something -- and that might be a time
when we start to tie how the burden reduction regulatory
guide efforts depend, or rely, or make use of maintenance
rule work.

Kind of look at it that way as opposed to
maintenance rule going the other way. It’s an
underpinning of a lot of things in the risk-informed ISI
or some things like that. That might be a better forum
for that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKLS: That's fine with me.

June is soon enough.
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MR. CORREIA: Thank you.

MEMBER MILLER: Excuse me. Didn’'t the
industry originally want to tie the maintenance rule to
the graded quality assurance program?

MS. BLACK: Yes, that was part of their
proposal, but --

MEMBER MILLER: That was back --

MS. BLACK: Back -- way back in 1993 or ’94.
But their monitoring program which they proposed in their
first guidance document, we didn’t find acceptable.
Because as I stated, I think, in one of the more recent
ACRS meetings, their monitoring program for low, safety-
significant SSCs, is at the train level, where you wait
till you have two scrams or two safety system actuations,
and we didn’‘t think that was a fine enough monitoring
system for finding whether QA was breaking down.

Then we stopped our n:zgotiations on that
altogether, and they wanted to go ahead with just the
risk-informed part. But the more we got into it we
realized you do need some sort of monitoring program to
see what the effectiveness of QA is, but not --

MEMBER MILLER: So we're back to now, trying
to tie them again, together, is that what it is?

MS. BLACK: That'’'s the most recent proposal by

-~ the maintenance rule has these high-level monitoring
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programs, but they also rely on more detailed monitoring
programs that are already in place.

And sc the latest proposal, NEI I think, is
going to come in with his taking advantage of these
underpinning monitoriry programs that don’t necessary show
up in the maintenance rule results but they are the basis
of it.

MR. CORREIA: 1In a way of background, briefly,
the rule was issued as you know, in July of 1991, with a
S5-year implementation period. The first two years the
Commission directed the staff to develop regulatory
guidance; the last three years were for licensees to

implement that guidance.

During the first two years -- almost
immediately after the rule was issued -- NUMARC at the
time, now NEI, came to the staff and proposed -- they

developed in parallel with our regulatory guide, an
industry consensus standard for implementing the rule.
Long story short, by May of 1993 they completed work on
NUMARC 93-01, which we turned around and endorsed through
the first version of Reg. Guide 1.16(.

And 1.160 was revised slightly in, I think,
1995, to reflect a relatively minor rule change where we
changed the periodic assessments from annual to once for

refueling cycle. And we'’ll talk shortly about Revision 2.
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Late in December of 1993 we developed our
first version of the inspection procedure for the
maintenance rule, 62706. We put it out for public
comment, we had a workshop, we had nine pilot inspections
at nine volunteer sites.

We had another public workshop to explain to
the industry and the public what the inspection procedure
was all about, how we would conduct these baseline
inspections, and then we issued the procedure final
shortly thereafter, in August of '95.

We also wrote a new procedures for our
resident inspectors -- or their code program, 62707 --
that incorporat.' some of the more programmatic
inspections that they were currently doing, looking at
maintenance, process, and control, and we also brought in
maintenance rule requirements.

So on a routine basis, since the rule went
into effect, our resident inspectors are iovoking at a more
limited part of licensee’'s implementation of the
maintenance rule, but much more from a performance-based
perspective than a program.

They're actually looking at work in the field,
what preventive maintenance activities are going on, what
equipment has failed, and then following through with the

requirements of the rule to see how the licensee has or
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has not implemented the rule.

And eventually over time this will be the
maintenance rule inspection that will be conducted
routinely once the baselines are done.

With that, I'd like to turn it over to Tom
Bergman. Tom's been in our section for quite a few years
now. He’s written I think, four uvf the most recent SECY
papers on the status of the maintenance rule and was the
primary author of Revision 2 to Reg. Guide 1.160. And
he’ll talk about the baseline inspection results and the
changes to the Reg. Guide.

MR. BERGMAN: To date, we've completed 24
inspections. As Rich mentioned earlier each inspection is
unique, largely because of the flexibility we gave
licensees.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: Are the inspections --
when you say 24, is that 24 units or is that 24 sites?

MR. BERGMAN: Well, it depends. For example,
Nine Mile -- there’s two units at the site but we only did
one inspection. It depends if they have separate
maini.enance rule programs or not, so I guess I'd
characterize it as 24 maintenance rule programs have been
inspected.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: So you have something

like 80 tc do?
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MR. CORREIA: Yes.

MR. BERGMAN: Yes, 80 to 83, I think.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: Eighty-three cotal.

MR. BERGMAN: We’'re approximately on our
planned schedule.

MR. SHACK: Now again, each inspection is
unique. I assume they’re all using the NUMARC guidance,
though --

MR. BERGMAN: They all use --

MR. SHACK: -- but even with that it's still -

MR. BERGMAN: Right, what the guidance does
is, it gives them similar approach to (a) (1) and (a) (2),
there’'s common terminology, maintenance preventable
functinral failures, what performance criteria are, what
goals are. But even when you go to two very similar units
-- I was at inspections at both Nine Mile 1 and Oyster
Creek, which are both BWR IIs -- very different ways to
implement the rule.

They have different organizations, who's
responsible for what aspect is different. Nine Mile did
the scoping by systems so they had in the range of 150
systems. Oyster Creek took what we call this functional
approach; they had over 360 sort of subsystems.

So you can't say, well I was at Nine Mile 1,
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how did they do it? Oyster Creek should look the same.
You really have to start over with each licensee’'s program
and say, is this a reasonable approach for meeting the
rule? But there are some commonalities.

VICE CHAIRMAN POWERS: Do you have a simple,
easy -- like 2- or 3-page comparison, one-on-one --
illustrative of these differences that you see?

MR. BERGMAN: We didn’t provide it here at the
Commission brizfing. We provided for, I think, 13 sites
at the time. Yes, we do periocdically do a small table
that shows like number of systems, number of systems in
scope, number in (a) (1) versus (a) (2).

CHAIRMAN SEALE: Could we get a copy of that,
which would take care of us?

MR. CORREIA: You should have it. SECY-97-502

MR. BERGMAN: Well, it’s in the slides,
though. It wasn’t part of the paper.

Overall, we feel that licensees are adequately
implementing the rule. We have seen problems. We've
issued a fair number of violations, but the violations are
to specific aspects of a requirement. We're not saying
this licensee is flat-out not meeting any of the rule.

For example, high safety-significant SSCs are

expected to monitor both reliability and availability.
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We've frequently seen where licensees are not monitoring
one or the other. That’s a violation, but the rest of
their program could be perfectly fine and meet the rules.
So a number of violations shouldn’t be characterized as,
nobody’s meeting the rule, period.

Where we’'ve seen more than isolated problems
it’s usually been because some licensees have implemented
the rule late, despite the implementation period of,
really three years since the guidance was out. Some
licensees, either because of organizational changes or not
understanding the complexity of complying with this rule,
really didn’t implement it early enough, and we get there
and the program is still being developed when we get on-
site. Those have been the more significant findings.

The two most common findings we’ve had have
been what we call inadequate reliability performance
criteria or goals. Normally this is because licensees
simply are counting the number of maintenance-preventable,
functional failures, but they have no technical
justification for that number.

They don’t have any understanding of how that
number of failures relates to the number of demands on the
gystem during a certain time period; they can't
demonstrate any relationship to values assumed in the PRA,

if that’s the method they choose; and they have no
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demonstration that the values of failures was commensurate
with safety as required by the rule.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Let me understand that.
If my calculation of reliabili or unreliability or
unavailability is number of fallures over number of
demands or trials, you’'re saying they’'re focusing on the
numerator but they’'re not doing anything about the
denominator?

MR. BERGMAN: They don’t know what the
denominator is.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Well, that doesn’'t make
sense.

MR. BERGMAN: Well, it doesn’t and that’'s why
they get violations.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: But that’s the first
thing I would derive if I were a licensee.

MR. BERGMAN: They’re being pushed in that
direction.

MEMBER KRESS: But only if that were one of
your performance goals.

MR. CORREIA: That is true.

MEMBER KRESS: That wasn’'t the performance
goal, was it?

MR. BERGMAN: No, it is. They do call it

reliability --
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MEMBER KRESS: 1In that case it's clear.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It doesn’t make sense.

MR. BERGMAN: And we found cases where the
allowed number of failures per cycle was more than the
number of demands they would normally expect tc see --
they would see like one surveillance per cycle --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: There is such a thing as
a principle of conservation of failures. 1It’s right up
there with electric charge and mass.

MR. BERGMAN: So we’re not debating if it
should be 90 or 95 percent; we don’t want to give you that
impression.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: I understand.

MR. BERGMAN: We're demanding, are you doing
it, period.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Now, the second question.
Are you reasonably satisfied that the reliability or
availability or whatever, that will be produced from these
calculations, is the reliability that applies really, to
an actual demand?

MR. BERGMAN: Pete, do you want -- I think the
question was, are the surveillance-type demands the same
as a real demand?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Yes.

MR. WILSON: My name is Pete Wilson. I'm a
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senior reactor analyst with the PRA Branch at NRR. We
currently do not look at that during the inspection.
Basically is, check to see if they’re preserving the
assumptions in the PRA but not go into seeing if the
surveillance demands really test -- the system would
respond the same way in an actual demand.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Well, you said something
very interesting. That whether theyv observed the
assumptions of the PRA, you said?

MR. WILSON: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: What does the PRA have to
do with this?

MR. WILSON: If the licensee has used a PRA
for risk ranking, then we expect them to have performance
criteria that preserves that risk ranking.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Okay. Okay. Very
interesting.

MR. BERGMAN: I think every licensee we've
been to has sort of -- I don't want to say, base« their
program on PRA, but certainly used PRA in the development
of their performance criteria and risk ranking.

The second issue was for high safety-
significant 8SCs. At a minimum, we expect the
demonstration of effective preventive maintenance to

include both reliability and --
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: I thought you were going
to the second sub-bullet. It’s just amazing. I had
another opportunity to see how some people in the industry
confuse these concepts, the site obscure books.

I find it incredible that people don’'t know
the distinction between reliability and availability but

vidently -- see, the problem is I think, that before PRA
came in full force, people were using the word reliability
as a general English term for, you know, the thing working
for a period of time, being available when you want it,
and so on.

But now there is a strict mathematical
definition which has to d» with successful performance
over a period of time. Wlether it starts or not is the
availability question, but evidently that’s very hard to
change.

And I had opportunities just last week to see,
you know, the reliabilities point too, and then I don’t
know whether it’s going to work for a period of time; I
was scratching my head. And then I realized what was
happening. 8o I don’t know. Maybe that should be part of
your courses, Mark.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: I believe we do, in those

courses, try to stress -- the courses that we have for the
staff -- distinction and define both reliability and
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availability. If you go back to the PRA working group
days, that’'s one of the things that was of trouble then
and we continue to work on.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Does the NUMARC document
define clearly, these concepts?

MR. BERGMAN: It provides a definition of both
reliability and availability.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Oh, okay, so there’'s no
excuse, then.

MR. CORKEIA: We agree. And they cite them.
It's puzzling.

MR. BERGMAN: The next issue -- we have issued
a number of violations on scoping but most of these have
been on relatively low, safety significant SSCs, with the
most common problem relating to the scoping criteria for
including those non-safety-related S8SCs that are relied
upon to mitigate accidents, and transients are used in the
EOPs. And we’'ve had debate -- they’re in the marginal --
so they’'re violations but they’'re not major violations.

Reluctance to identify MPFFs. This one has
sort of mystified us. We’'re not sure why licensees are
reluctant to call failures MPFFs. From the standpoint of
us regulating the rule, the fact that you have an MPFF
isn’t an issue; all it does is initiate a process to

identify the causes and corrective actions for the
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failure.

To the contrary, the failure of a licensee to
identify an MPFF that was, is a violation of the rule, and
go we do sometimes issues violations because we find
failures were MPFFs that the licensee did not call them
for one reason or the other.

On structural monitoring, before the rule even
went into effect we realized that the structural
monitoring guidance in the NUMARC 923-01 wasn't really
adecuate for what they needed to do. Structures are
different. You can’'t really use reliability or
availability in general; that you aeed to do condition
monitoring.

Industry has developed a guideline document
that has 1ot yet been endorsed by the staff. We felt
enough time had gone by that we put some guidance in Rev 2
of the Reg. Guide to clarify it, and basically this change
just described to licensees when to move a structure from
(a) {(2) to (a){1) based on the conditicn of the structure.

The last sort of result is on the (a) (3)
safety assessments which are not a requirement. That'’e a
"should" in the rule. All licensees have done something.

There's a couple of basic approaches: what we call the

Imatrix approach -- which outlines accepted or prohibited
configurations of equipment -- and some licensees also use
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a risk monitor-type approach.

And typically, if they enter a configuration
that’'s outside of the matrix they will contact a risk
group to get inveolved as to whether or not that new
configuration is acceptable.

MR. SHACK: What is structural monitoring? I
mean, is it a walkdown of the system?

MR. BERGMAN: That's how you monitor --

MR. SHACK: Right.

MR. BERGMAN: -- but from a maintenance rule
standpoint what we expect them to see is that they will do
a periodic evaluation of the condition of the structure to
conclude that it is in an acceptable condition and can
meet its design basis and will continue to do so till the
next inspection. But they rely on their existing
structural monitoring programs.

Weaknesses in these (a) (3) safety assessments
have generally been related to the treatment of the non-
frontline safety systems. Most licensees seem to have a
good understanding of the importance of those systems.
It‘'s systems just beyond that level that become increased
risk when something else is out of service that we cannot
completely address in the matrix.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: I thought you meant that

they don't treat the support systems well. What you just
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said is different. That if something is out of service
then the configuration is different, and the risk
importance changes. Is that what you meant?

MR. BERGMAN: Right, yes. Things that
previously may not have been as --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Ah, okay.

MR. BERGMAN: -- but it isn’t clear that they
always catch that.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So they should have then,
least of importance measures under different
configurations. Assuming that certain components are
down, then they have a new set of risk importance
measures, so I may have a new ranking of the operating
components --

MR. BERGMAN: They might but -- that’'s one of
the, I guess you’d call it, a problem with the matrix
approach. You can only put so many configurations before
it just becomes unwieldy.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Right.

MR. BERGMAN: But they do -- we like to see
them have at least all the systems they’ve called risk
significant, on the matrix. Sometimes they don’'t, though.

This next slide has a few errors on it. We
have completed enforcement now on 18 inspections: three

of which had no maintenance rule violations; one had the
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multiple severity level IV.

The remaining six inspections, the results are
still under review by the staff. And two of those six
have had escalated enforcement meetings, but a decision
has not been reached by the staff.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Do we have the document -
- JIT describes the severity levels and all that?

MR. BERGMAN: The EGM?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Would you give me a copy?

MR. BERGMAN: Sure.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Thank you.

MR. BERGMAN: Now, I didn’'t plan to go over
all the clarifications; I have two slides of
clarifica:ions. This first slide are the four we thought
were most important. I'll go over them and then I’'ll put
up the other slide, and if you want me to address them I'm
happy to do so -- or just all of them.

The first sort of big area of clarification
was on scoping, which is section 1.1 of the Reg. Guide.
There were four clarifications on scoping. We clarified
when, due to redundancy or installed spares, SSCs that
could cause a scram, could be excluded from scope.

We know that the 8SCs whose use is implied to

mitigate accidents and transients, are used in EOPs, and
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that provides significant fraction of the mitigating
function are included in scope. And this specific
clarification came out of really, communications and
emergency lighting.

We found a number of licensees were excluding
those from scope. We didn't feel that you could respond
to accidents and transients unless you could communicate
and see. So even though they weren’t called out
explicitly, they were very important from an accident
mitigation standpoint.

The third clarification just says that you can
do scoping on a functional basis instead of a system
basis. And last in scoping was that you could exclude
those portions of a system that didn’t have a maintenance
rule function even where the overall system function was
in scope.

So if there's a test loop aspect that doesn’t,
on its own would not have a -- be in scope or the rule,
you can leave that portion of the system out, but they
have to look at that specifically.

The second clarification was MPFFs as a
reliability indicator, which is section 1.4. You can use
MPFFs, the number of MPFFs as reliability indicator,
provided that there’'s a technical understanding of how

that number relates to the reliability of the system.
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Monitoring structures, as I discussed earlier,
we‘ve added guidance on structures; that’s section 1.5,
and section 1.7 pertains to normally-operating SSCes of low
safety-significance.

For high safety-significant and standby, low
safety-significant SSCs you have to monitor at the system
or train level. It’s only for the normally-operating, low
safety-significant systems that we allow monitoring at the
plant level, so they group all their systems together and
have plant level criteria. Typically that’s scram, safety
system actuations, and unplanned capability loss factor.

We added three clarifications on this. First,
if they break one of those plant-level performance
criteria they must do a cause determination including
corrective actions, and consider moving the SSC that
caused them to break the performance criteria from (a) (2)
to (a) (1).

Second, we believe they must use unplanned
manual scrams as well as automatic. Some licensees were
not. From a performance indicator standpoint, the way you
trip the plant doesn’t tell you anything about whether or
not you had a maintenance problem causing the trip. And
the maintenance rule focuses on the maintenance problems,
so we've said you have to look at both manual and

automatic scrams.
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And the third is, in some cases you may nz=ed
to establish system or train-specific criteria for these
so-called plant-level systems. And the reason is, not all
these low safety-significant, normally-operating systems
are measured by scrams and safety system actuations or
unplanned capability and loss factors, such as spent fuel
pull.

It can’t cause you -- it isn’t measured by any
of those criteria so you need to come up with a criteria
that does measure its performance.

If you like, I can go over any of these or
I'll turn it back over to Rich for insights.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: How would you describe
your safsty-significance categorization process --

MR. BERGMAN: The --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: ~-- is8 --

MR. BERGMAN: Oh, I'm sorry.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Is it timid or brave?

MR. BERGMAN: I think it encompasses a fair --
well, we’ll oaly divide it --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Daring.

MR. BERGMAN: It only divides it into two
categories: high and low safety-significant. And I think
the systems that are brought into the so-called high
safety-significant -- it‘s a pretty large group of
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systems. But this clarification that’s mentioned here, we
note in the Reg. Guide that the process described in 93-01
is endorsed only for the maintenance rule, not for any
other application like graded QA or ISI/IST.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: And we have that, too?

MR. BERGMAN: Which one?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: 1‘d like to read all that
-- safety-significance categorization process. Is there a
document that describes how you do that?

MR. CORREIA: That is in NUMARC 93-01.

MR. BERGMAN: A summary of it -- we issued a
SECY paper, 95-265, that describes that process in detail,
you know, row it’s limited to the maintenance rule.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Good.

MR. CORREIA: Again, as Tom said, it’'s a
fairly simple process for maintenance rule purposes,
becavse we just put things in two different categories and
it’s combined with deterministic inputs that an expert
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