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PROCEERINGS

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: If we could come to order.

The Commission meets this afternoon.

OQur first subject is a briefing by the Enforcement

and Inspection group on a licensee performance appraisal

svstem.

The Commissicners will have noted that the paper
itself is a fairly =-- by the time you get all of the displays
added to it == is a fairly substantial piece of work, and to

forestall what might be comment that maybe a little more time

.-
-

might be allowed for reading it before we get briefed, what
wanted to say is that the mature of the briefing thie afterncon

is by way of assisting the Commission in the reading of this

document, and I by no means contemplate that people have
studied it anéd want to make learned comments about it.

So we are he”  to take the :riefing as an iatroduc-
tion to this pile of paper, rather than as -

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Particularly since the paper
just came today.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes, exactly so. If you had had
it for three weeks, then there might be some reascon tO extect
that everv~ne would have reacd it.

Lee, glad tc see vou.

Joan, I take it vou have the happy duty. Please
¢o ahead.
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MR. DAVIS: This briefing this afternoon deals with

what the 0ffice of Inspecticn and Enforcement entitles Licensee

Regulatory Performance Evaluation.

This is one of the modules of the IE study. You will

recall this overall study which was launched about two years

ago, consisted of 1l study wmodules, ancd these were aimeéd at

examining the IE program and regulatory program on which IE

impacts with an aim toward improving the effectiveness of our

office, 0ffice of Inspection anéd Enfcrcement.

The Commission was last briefed on this subject as

a part of the overall briefing on the IE study in August of
1976. In addition, the licensee regulatory rerformance evalua-
tion is briefly discussed in the Staff paper, SECY-78-41:

submitted by Dr. Vogeneau in July of this year.

Now, the purpose of this briefing is twe=Ic 14:
Pirst, inform the Commissicners ©f the status o pd

4

E effcrts study module, and to obtain

Commission approval to launch into a twe-year trial progran
of Licensee Regulatory Performance Evaluaticn.

In this briefing, I will talk about the concepts
of licensee performance evaluation, the objactlves, the uses,
some precautions with regerd te its use, what IZ has been doing
vith licensee reculatcrvy serformance eva.ulatlcons anéd slans
an where we mavy gc from here, with your approval,

Vew, the briefinc dces not deal with the Cetal.s



of evaluation methods. We will be guite happy, IE will be

2| quite happy to arrange for such briefings if there is an interest
1 é in them.

41 Licensee Regulatory Performance by the IE definition
g | means the ability of a licensee to meet regulatory requirements:
6 and to avoid events whose occurrence appear directly control-

7' lable by the licensee.

g | And graph 1 sets forth our definition of Licensee
9l Regulatorv Performance Evaluaticon, evaluation of this abilitv.
10 IE has been working on this since early 1976 to

”" identifv a svstem to evaluate licensee ragulatory performance.
12: I would like to emphasize that we are aiming toward
13| @ system evaluation. Over the years, we have been conductin

14 | forms of licensee evaluation, basically on an individual basis

|5 | as a part of our routine inspecticn progranm, plant-by-olant
| basis.
e We have locked at plants as a part of the progran

18 | ané have matched how plants have performed acgains

it
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19 ments.
|
| ig : : 4 i " 1
20 | The difference in inspection attention has result
‘ |
) 2 1 - 4 . . 9, 3 a1
PO from some of these evaluations, basically done on a regiona.
&)
.
. i level.
.-
= o~ - - - - - % - 1 b |
. But this inspection attention ras Seen largel:
23
2 3 2 " 2 1 a4 " ioa 4 ! . B - -
s | determined by the number oI "problems” which a licensee nav
-~

Ao Fecterst Renorvers



|
1% There has been no formal program within IE for
; considerine licensee performance on a national basis, and
| there has been little program for reacting to licensee perform-
ance, other than specific reaction to identify problems.
Now. the IE effort toward the establishment of this

syster is really to bring performance evaluation to a national

)
_|| level to better manage these efforts, and to apply broader
aE perspective to these efforts.
.
9i Now, we have studied various technicues in attempt-
0 | ing to do this. And ezch of these technigues has drawbacks.
‘1‘ In doing these studies, we have focused in on operating
12 reactors, because we have the largest and the most developing
:3! data base for these particular plants.
i If it is successful, of course, we will expand it

14@ i

‘55 to constructing -- t0 reacters under constructicn and other

aspects of our inspecticn Frogram.

16 !
3 I would like to emphasize from the beginning that
I/
{has & " . S : .
'8' this developmental work has not been greeted with uniform
19; acceptance. There is disagreement on tle Staff concesmning
|
_0? these approaches and concerning the use ol a national leve’,
-
_. | licensee regulatory .erformance evaluation There i3 a als-
acrsement
22 #
= Now, positicns and concepts have shifted as new
.
insights have been cevelopec Ve aAre not sresanting o vou
24 ' ; )

Fepery SReoorvers  Nc
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The public has not been infcrmed of thes: study
efforts. Industry, perhaps is generally aware that something
is underway but is not aware of any of the study results.

Yet, we believe, IE believes, that we should ini-
tiate a trial program because of the opportunity for real
payoffs if this works.

We think we should launch into a trial program to
further develop an acceptable technigue and to test the tech~

nigque in actual situations.
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Now, the driving force behind IE interest in
licensee regulatory performance evaluation has been toO
achieve two objectives: these are shown on the next chart.

(§lide.)

The first is the identificaticn of factors that
lead :to different levels of regulatory performance. Now,
from experience we know that licensees have varying levels
of success in meeting reguirements and avoiding what
we term licensee controllable evants;by use of this
evaluation process IE helps to identify by some success
level groupings licensees and seek the factors that leacd
to success so that these factors can be generally available
to the industry.

First, we want to identify the factors that
control performance. Secondly, the next cblective 1s to
gain more effective and efficient use of NRC inspection
resources.

COMMISSIONER GILINSIY: ¢th. performance defined

MR. DAVIS: We are not considering what cne

would consider to be the more usual means ©f judging a

' 1 ! - —ond-a “drra ey e A el .“r R T
At;-;:'_f 5 ;e::::ﬂa:ce’ - BE T V - -e-.—au-‘_t‘- ' - - 5oasen
& -
of thing.
/ -] - - —- - - - -~ - -
When we 2define cericrmance ners2, ..censes

"
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david2 | he has in meeting regquirements and avoiding what we term
licensee controllable events. That is what this aims toward.

We do know that licensees have a variety of
success in these endeavors. One of the thrusts or objectives
is to identify what determines the success level. The

other thing we want to do is gain more effective and

efficient use of cur resources. We have had little program

recognition of licensee performance in applying resources
9 | :
. ko licensees.
10 | i A
' COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: WHich means puttling
11 i |
resources where the performance is less good?
12 ‘

MR. DAVIS: That is a natural assumption. That is

13 : . : |
| nmot sure that is what wewoculd do. We would have to examine
| 4 A
| how we vary our application of rescurces, not Just manpower
|
15 : ey PR
| vesources, sut for example, iI we are successiu. in
16
identifving licensee groupings, we may want o vary our
17
enforcement appreoach to different groupings oI licensees. ‘
‘8 ‘
| | 2 : g L 2 Z H |
| This is something that we wcoculd have t0 develop in |
19 hly Sel :
| the trial, how we use this information to vary our
ﬂo !
resources. I will say this: our mode has been when this las |
g \
been more on a regional basis with some urgings from
22
headguarters, it has been £0 Tut MmOore resources :towarcs tose
23 & :
who perform less well.
24
-~ . TRATANTY e PAIR R , i i = - fememt ey -
lioe el IAaSrrs. 198, COMMISSIONER GILLINSKRI: There 18 an inpliclist
28
-- '
cbiective, which is tc identify the licensees wiC are
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doing well and those who are not doing as well.

MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir: ricacht.

Conceptually, if you lock at graph three, you will see

what we consider a concept of licensee regulatory performance

evaluaticn.

This would be to group the licensees according
to regulatory performance, a majority grouping which
would include the average performance, the majority
plus that was above the majority who have performed better
than the majority grouping; and the majority minus
grouping, those who do not perform as well as the majority

grouping. These groupings do not mechanistically

anything.

What they do would us toward licensees for

examination on a case by case basis.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is this a

or do you have some scrt of

those up and =--

MR. DAVIS: It is a variety of approaches. I

will get to those. It is hopefully scme

some cuantlictaclve,

A ' ; ; & i o
subjective, an interming.llng O<

ré .k £141 ] - a
I£f it is successful, what 1% wilis €hAS.e Lo P GO =201 &
nat.ona. perspectlve 1S £0 Socus on [WAICTITY MInUS AndG

determine
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majority plus licensees on a plant by plant basis.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Why would you be
focusing on majority plus?

MR. DAVIS: To determine what makes them plus.
In other words, do they have some particular characteristic
or factor that should be made known to the rest of the
industry.

If we can't £ind the factor, we won't focus very
long on those.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: And if the factor turns
out to be they have competent managers.

MR. DAVIS: Then the industry should know that °
the performance is depencdent on the competence of their
managers. I would assume they already xXnow that. 3But
maybe we could identify the characteristics that leac <o
competence.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Did I understand you to
say that your focus is especially on the majerity plus?

MR. DAVIS: No, 3ir.

I said on -- and majority Mminus:; plus and minu
Cn majority minus, we would be looking to determine agaln

- % - - - -
if they really are m minus, there are factors i

- -



davids a general lower level or are there particular areas where
2/ . o :
. they are deficient? Then we look for the causes for these
3 ) Lol
| lower levels of performance, maybe poor procedures, training,
|
4 | z .
\ whatever, and then air tcward corrective action.
5 .
Once we have done this, then what are we going
6!
| %0 do with it*' if it works?
|
i The next graph shows scme of the uses we would
3 | . S Z
| make. First, this is not a formal enforcement tool.
9 | _
(Slide.)
100 ' 4 - - .
| We don't base enforcement action on the result of this
R , ; _ :
particular effort. As I have mentioned, we have to use it
12 a . . ; :
for making IL rescurces, we hope, to use it to identify
13 | e S .
| characteristice of the majority plus groupings so these
14 : ,
characteristics can be made generally known to identify the
15 RS ; :
| cause of majority minus performances that upgrading
16 ; . : s e
actions can e taken of informing the »ublic anc .icensees
17 Ve o :
and to responéd to the agency's responsidbilitles ©0 iaform
'8 L b . : SCh
. the bpulic on a pericdic basis,maybe a rainbow ook
19 || A
| to publish the summary evaluations.
20 ! : : e | ,
And lastly, is a basis for meetings wWita
21
licensee management. We have been considering naving
s periodic meetings between regicnal directors anc
i licensee corporate nagement to review arsas cf mutuadl
4 : " : i S
P wal Awporers inc.  S@§alatory intersesc. Meetings now freguently 2re helld whern
¥ k..

. a2 % - ) ! - s
cid them witch llicensee upper management .n the tense athostlh
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of an enforcement conference.
Consequently, we believe we should meet on a
periodic basis and review areas of interest to them and

of interest to us, such things as the regulatory

performance of each of the utilities' nuclear sites,

comparisons between his sites and location of performance

groupings anéd factors that lead to better performance.

We

)
-

think it will serve as a gecod basis meet

with utility management.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I would think that that

is something the utilities would want too, sco they would

get 3 clear idea of where they stand. It seems to me it

is an absclute requirement for running an effective

program, meeting with them, I would say at least

annually.
MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir. This is what we have
under consideration. We would hope if we move to the

test program, we would hope we could get scme early
information developed with which we are fairly secure

-

r ¥ .
anéd meet with utilities.

out

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: THis performance
evaluation
something abcut whacs

LinC8 0L components.

MR,

SAVIS:




david? i COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: I am talking about ==

2 . : .
g MR. DAVIS: The whole thing? Yes, sir. I will
5!
| get to that, yes.
4 A .
| COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Perhaps I am anticipating
$! e . :
scmething you are going to say. Are you going to be
6| T : . ; .
| basically working with information you already have, or do
7| - , by
| you see ycurself making new kinds of measurements cr
8 = PR
new kinds of visits?
% h , J i T :
MR. DAVIS: No, sir. We will basically be
10 | ; : > ! : : .
| working with informaticn already in our data base with
1% | L : ‘
| those approaches that we think are more guantitative than
12 5 :
| others. We have underway what we call our performance
13 : { % &
appraisal teams. These will dn somecorporate .evel
4 : . f . = & .
| inspections. We used to do these kind of inspecticns years
15 ¢ : : ,
| ago anc suspended it for awhile. We are going to Iy thac
16 .
| AgAin.
17 | : :
E That basically will be looking for these
18 | e : ¢ R
| characterisitics, these lactors OI success.
19 || : L .
| COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are basically going
;
20 | : B . ; :
to be putting togetiier information you already have 1in a
21 :
more systematic way?
o MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir. The informaticn basically,.
23 .
the informaticn on which we have done any ©I our
24

suFae wa Re0orvery Inc

“~ 8
)



davids

“v.Far wyl [eporrers

o wn

~8

w

0

19

-~
-~

-
-

quantitative apprcaches is already in our cdata base.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: When you say that this
would not be a basis for formal enforcement action, are
you saying that this would not be a new basis, if
for example, in your evaluation of the minuses you detected
and founéd some actual issues that would then lead ncrmally
to -- clearly you would do it.
MR. DAVIS: s$izr.

Yes, We would pursue it by

going back to the licensee site. It would be pickec up as
an inspecticon or investigation at the site. That is one cf
the purposes, to point out to the sites that we ought to
pay more attention to ~-=- in trying to develcp this methed
of performance evaluation, we have uncertaken three
separate efforts.

And the next graph, graph five, shows what these
(8lide.)

We have what we term a statistical methed. What

it does is review the information from our data base,

basically non-compliances, and certain Licensee ZIvent Reports.

% - -~ v b we? a9 "~ e } . s -y @ 9
not large on those particu.sar ltens. We nave what we Cal.d

a trend analysis agpeorach which is asscciat

a system, <t

same licensce svstem anc seeking =¢ find ¢




david9 | relationships between events, trend analysis.
21 . 4
1 Then we have a regicnal surveyv method which
B K : . . ‘ :
is really a subjective judgment, a regional managers =-- it
4 : . :
‘ is a guestiocnnaire type of apprroach; conceptually the
§ e e =
| £irst of these, the statistical method and the last of
|
CH . .
‘ these, the regional survey method may lead to the groupings of
7 S8 e it A :
| majority, majority plus and majority minus.
|
b The second one, the trend analysis method dces
9!
! . - s : s
| not directly lead to such a grouping. It is measuring
10 | . . . Vg
| a licensee against his own performance, how ne has
|
H' . : i
performed in the past, looking for trends in order to
12 : :
| aveid problems.
13 . i R
; Now, the basic data for this statistical
14 || . :
method anéd the trend analysis method which we have used are
]5 W BT : N - -
publicly available. The reperts for these three
16
| approaches which vou Commissicners have, have Deen wreazec
enc 2 " | as pre-decisicnal, the large pack of paper which ycu have.
18
19 |
|
20 |
:\
23
24

sw.Ferwal Reportors. nc.
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4,03.!
=1 1) | COMMISSIONER AHEARNES You will get dack to these?
2 MR. DAVISs Yes. <Chart 6 discusses precautions
3 for this evaluative approach.
B (Slide.)
5 MR. DAVIS: What we have Zone so far cces not

) suppert any consideration tnat the jroupings sharoly

7 distinguish betwegn the safety of ogerations of plants.

3 [# you 30 back and look at our cefinition, you

7 will sse that we are talcing aocout meeting recuirements and

19 avoiding evants.

I COMMISSIONER CILINSKYs [f this has nothing to <o

12 with safety =

13 MR. DAVISs | didn’t say it had nething to do. !
.

|4 Said it dees not ocermit 2 sharo distinguishing against

19 safety between plants.,

18 ~IMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are vou saying i{f you 3en’:

% want someo=~e %2 say that 2 plus alant (s safe anc 3 minUS

i3 one is not?

I3 WR. DAVIS: WNe can’t justify that. Our Jata will

ed not support that,

21 The fact that a licsnsee is in majority minus plant

22 srauging coesn’/t mean in 2 auantifiable sense that tnhe

23 licensse is less safe than those in tne majority or naler.t

o< class.

e AMMISSTIOER JILINSKYs I understanc that vou want



-

to be very céreful about labdelin; 2lants 2s safe and unsafe.

p. But., nevertneless, our regulations are cesignec to procduce

3 safe operation.

B COMMISSIONER AMEARNE: They are all safe, 3Some are
5 more safe.

5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Presumapdly, we think tnat

7 those that comply are safer than those that den’t comply.

3 Otherwise, we ought to pe changing our regulations.

- MR. DAVIS: [ won’t disagree. ~Perhazss you gave

19 a petter description than [ did.

P Nhat [ say is we can gquantify it.

12 COMMISSIONER SILINSKYs [ think that is 2rocaply
13 coOrrect.

14 MR. DAVIS: Also, of course, each of these plants,
13 regarcless of where it is, on 2 plant-py=-clant basis is

18 subjected %o a formally Zescrioced concucted ingpection

17 srogram sus jected t2 2 continuing review ;/ BR 38 %0 1%3

13 apility to operate safelv.

I3 So the contimuation of its authority tc operate is
29 evidence that it is the staff’s Ju:gmeé: that (t is cperating
2! safety. This evaluative technigue does not change that
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comparative rather than apsolute.

Conseauently, some Jroup comparatively will always
se or has the opportunity %o be majority-less, majorit
minus. So as experience is gained in using this, what we
nope to do and what we will see as 2 threshold, above which
no speclal actions will pe taken = so the goal of this
approach and the goal of IE actions would De to achisve an
industry=wide condition whare all licensees 2are acove that
thresnold.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Back to the point that
Vic was making. Essentially, we have got a threshold now.

MR. DAVIS: Permission to operate.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNES All licensees are apove
thatt that is, that are coerating.

MR. DAVIS: That’s right.

COMMISSIOJER AHEARNE: Are vou saying that vou will
simd it aporooriate to reach that thresholcz’

MR, DAVIS: No, sir. [ am saying that scme licen

w
W
17
h
-

Y
3
w

as [ zuess you have said, and Jr. Cilinsky nhas salc, tnaet
less than others. And we would like to raise all of the
less to majority.

COMMIS

in

TONER AHEARNE: 30 that you ares trving to
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wratcheting. [t has a significance that joes deyond any
significant proposal.

[ think you are saying it is & constant improvement
technigue.

MR. DAVIS: This is a criticism that nas been
directed against us in this. You have already got some

nottoms. You are trying to cush them up, and socner or

r

later, avervbody will be in the 99.9 percent, but you will
still oe pushing.

COMMISSIOINER AREARNE: [s there an intent in these
growings of plus, minus, and average to take one=thlird,
one=third, one=third?

MR. DAVIS: No., sir. I will get to that. If you
will look at the next chart -

(Slide.)

MR, DAVIS: == there is a summary of the evalyative
methods thas weused. Ané the first cne 1s the statistical

methnod. WNe looked at four cer?

O
5
=3
»
3
0
w
=3
o
{1
w
£
i

4]
W

-~ -
“i

slanned to, and it described each site relative to other
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error, which is a licensee controllacle, or a procedural
oroolem, which is a licensee controllable, 2as opgcosed %o
design or something else.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The licensee, where (t is
building the plant, decides not to take into consideration
a report that says there s an earthquake fault. [s that
a licensee controllable?

MR, DAVIS: We don’t 3o nack to the mine, sir.
In other words, we nave been doing this for the slants (n
speration and we have peen aiming toward theosc that can Qe
corrected. In other words, controllable during the plant
operation and consesuently can 22 correctad 25 2 zart of
this efforet.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNZ: [s that also welighed, the
licensee preventapls events? Ars they weligzhta22?

ssyre 1 { 14 % -8
MR. DAVIS: In relation to the mnoncomgilances itTerm

of the weights?

MR. DAVIS: Ne startad out subjectively declding

an them and we testad that mathematically. it iy my
understancing that {t did survive the test, i am T3.LNG
anout oy norcomolliance, e Nave tTAree rouLincs. i@ mave
¢iolation infractions and daficiancies 23 we 28sCC.al2
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SOMMISSIOJER SILINSKY:s 3But dependin

numoers, you can make some licensees look

look bad.

good and others

[s this deternined in your o2ffice or is

something that you would +ut on comment?

MR. DAVIS: The licensees Xnow aocout {t

COMMISSIOIER GILINSKYt Did they have an ogecortunity

Y

-
2 O

to suggest that the weighting ough

MR. DAVIS: They alvays have that

didn’t ask them, [ w~ill say. 3u. this {

enforcament program. [t nas deen out fo

Jccasionally, we will jet {nto some disput

over a particular {tem of morcomaliance,
classified. But I don’t recall any disp

a violation {s ten times the welizht of 2

{ & 4 .
five times the weight of the Jdeficiancy.

is something that could use
4{scussion. We have our view, and (n the
ores who declide.

But it seems tdo me that that |

' { 1 - ' - -
ve might l2arn somefthing aoout Dy SJettin

Y o | - re s -] - - 2 - - -

e JAVISS .. che way, thess
- - - - - - - . .. - . - Bl e Raa)
sirecLly A OUYr sMiorsana % sl ot B0

i

Y



U

(88

i

\ &

ad

modules in this study was enfarcament grogram, and we have

.

some modifications. And that would b2 3 jmod oogortunitly
to go out rather than in this, [ deliave.

COMMISSIOWER AHEARNZ: [ 30 back t2 a comment theat
the Chairman made at the daginning. [s this descrized in

more detail in the large paper?

YR, DAVIS: Verv much more detail. Yes, s.r.
COMMISSIOIER AMEARNES: So 1f [ taks the ti<e t0

’

read through that, [ should b2 aols t3 understand It

MR, DAVIS: VYes, sir. e would be very hanpy to

w

talk you through it or orief you on the individual methods,
whatever you <desirs.

CHAIAMAY HENDRIS: [f you raad all of the lar3e

or

saper, John, you may havs to forago 2 Xnowladseapls commen

v

on a numoer of other subjects.

AOMMISSIOIER AHEARNZ: 1 usually 22,

MR, DAVISS Ag & Tagils 22 shese 2erfoermancs
measurss, we anded Jp with wnat ve call 2 geore. 1his L{s
a 4imensiocn=less rating that rasresents ZJeviaticns from tn2

£9pr ralendar year 274 in only 2dout 47 faatliviges Or Si%88,
e Nave some == tnat (s in the regort Lhat /ou A3ve == 2
nave mors that 3o asout nalf of calandar year ol A O Ty
i net In the Tecorss



;4.: Qa

2sh I e have displayved

or
or

s in two ways. 2

-
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W
n
W

r

w

su

2 have listed thase licensees according to the Z-score, or the
3 sites according to Z-scoras and associatad them with

- groupings A, 3, C, which ralats to najority plus, majority

- minus.

e Ne have also displaved these by graph, which is

1 in the report which you have.

w

Chart 7=A on the slice, 1t will not 2e easy tc see

O

is a modified samgla of this srannic disolay.
I3 (Slice.)

11 Those sites locatad aoove “he line oserform less

12 wall than the average, and those oelow the line perform

13 petter than the average.

14 Of course, when you 30 to the majority graupings.
15 vou widen vour line.

14 CHAIRMAN HENDRIZt [t dces indicate something °

17 Kimd 0f suspectec, 2nd tnat was %hat at least %o som: ¢tent
|18 the mnumper of licensee zontrellagla svants that may 2g2ear

| 7 on &8 plant’s dossier is at least i{- part 2 function oF thse
29 level of inspection effort.

2l MR, JAVISt The numoer of i-ems of noncompiiance
22 are, Mr. Chairman, 2ut not necessarily the asvants, whetnher
23 w8 insnect them or not.

24 AATRNAN SENDRIZ: Sut sither all or scme 21 those
25 Aoncomplignce svents flow 5a througn 3ng TXCT™me Llcandee



3sn l cantrollacle events. And since the controllaple eventis
2 typically deal with operator fumction or lack thereof,
3 acministrative oroceduras and so on, a more cdetalled sa2arct
) at the plant of those matters =y inspectors, [ weuld th
3 more of then.
4 That creates an interesting situation, tecause |
7 you now couple this evaluation with some shading of the
3 affort, you create 2 divergency. A plant which, By luck, 3
? through its first inssection ohase with 2 smaller numoer
1 of things coserved, then {n ‘he next phase, gets lass

11 inspectiont hence., automatically, less of these things

I 2 So the plants will a2aturally tend tc flcow into

Lo
)

rouss. At on2 end vou will nave plants that are cla2ss

[ as really very good. and et vary little overview, 2nd 2l2nts
3] that are classed as tad and get all of the cverview, AncC

- emay will tand %o gtay there 2esacse 27 wnls Sesentenc

i Pars of the thine you will “ave %9 30 18 53 3

13 a way to normaliza dack out cf the datha,

|9 that functiasnal degendencs setwesn the numner 27 thes:

W
ibh
i

W
U
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w
ot
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MR. DAVIS: There are variaticns.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:

Like a factoer of 2.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I think it is clear that you have

to find some way so that you avoid, in effect, chasing your

tail, and sort that depencdence out.

MR. DAVIS: That is one of the things we look at for

resource management. This

resource application has been

controlled by the region. We want to

use this as an overview.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: 3ut Commissioner

is also true, and it leads tc a little problem when he points

out that there may be differences in the practice of regicnal

office groups that sort of develop naturally because they are

out there in separated locaticns, and this group may lock and

tenéd to come in with more items per sweep of a pl

b
sk

per
inspection.
MRQ

DAV There are differences tetween

[
i

also.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Well, you might manage

- =

- -

- s -
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This has the making of a
great transcript.

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Let me put it in terms that are
more suitable to a Chairman's intellect.

As T look at the thing in the box there, are those
good plants on the left or are they bad ones?

MR. DAVIS: The minus scores are badder plants.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIZ: So those are majority-minus.

MR. DAVIS: But from the graph itself, in asscciation
with the line, those which are above the line are the ones

which perform less. Well, we inverted so we wouldn't get back

to MUF.

-

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It seems to me that the signifi-

cance of the main graph is to provide ycu scme normalization

ahy

and that your Z scores really oug

>

1t to be based on sometrihinc

like, how many points per 100 inspection hours thev got, rather
than how many points total, just to get out this depencdence on

| the degree to which dependence is based.

MR. DAVIS: But the more hundreds of inspection hcours

.. - .y — - - - " L 4 & . B i
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I regard the main line nure as cars:

= L 2 I < = -
of the underlying analysis rather than a result of Juncamenta, -
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(Laughter.)

I mean when you get around to reading the paper.

3 COMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the need for cate-

4| gorizing the results in majority-plus, majority, and majority-
minus? Why don't we have them in numerical results?

4 MR. DAVIS: Because the data and our treatment of the
7| data is not sufficient enough to lead to that precision. And

g| if we treat it as if it is that precise, averybody will assume

9!i it is that precise.

10 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But you are saying that the

11 two licensees that are judg a saidger apart arcund Z minus 1

121 or plus 1 are going to ¢et % different.y.

w

I MR. DAVIS: We w.l. ine them to see if they are

14| going to get treated differencly. We will go to the regional

15 | director and say, cthis cne fell out here, Mr. Regicnal Director,
16 | examine him to see if he should be treated differentl;
17 COMMISSICYER GILINSKY: I wonder if vou need all that,
‘8, in the sense that vou are going to go back to all of the

19 | licensees anyway, 2nd talking with all cf them, I hope, anyway.

20 | CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: You sort of trade cne problem Zo.
21 | & very similar one if you do that, Vic. As you say, you nave
92 two plants which are very close in performarnce, bat one falls
13 | ‘ust nominally above and cne nominally below tne cutoff line

4 hetween these grouplngs But if you Ju gucte the numier for
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the other is minus 1.1, and you have got the cther 70 operatin

plants with their numbers. It is absolutely inevitable that

there will be a ranking procduced in which it is shown that

this plant is better than this one, because its ranking is 1.1

and this cne's ranking is 0.9. Then you will have 70 classes,

as it were, instead of 3.

I am not sure -- there is a ranking

problem no matter which way you cut it. I am not sure whether

they would be better off with 3 classes or

70 or 10 classes or

2. Any time vou begin to categorize, then you are going to
- j -

have just the same problem.

-
&

And what is important, whether you use the number

or whatever else they conclude is the right measurement, or

use these broad classes, to be very clear on ycur understandin

that there is by no way any sort of great precision in the

underlying analysis that ought to be given. 5S¢ these dis-

tinctions

MR. DAVI Graph 8 shows what we have teen tal

Ring

about for the last minute, some concerns abcut this method.

(Slide.)

i3 not

The 2-score does imply precision which

)
¥

warranted.

fu
i
"
ot
)

data

L]
'S
e
‘g
O
.A
u

precision.

U

i
(13}
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guantifiable sense the level of safety or security, and the

connection between noncompliance and safety is not directly

described ==

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Let me go back =--

MR. DAVIS: I am expressing the concern, not a

belief.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: A concern

MR. DAVIS: Expressed by various people about this

technigue.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What causes me a problem in

what you said is that noncompliances may not describe a level

of safety or security.

Y, That is not the technigue; that is

just the straight issue of noncompliance.

MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir. But by usuing the noncempli-
ance in this statistical metheod, if you believe that abcut
noncompliances, then you believe that the cutflow is of little
value.

that noncompliance itself is not a

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I

saying that. The general thrust of nencempliance to tle regu-
laticons is that we believe that plants where tiere 1s tlat
tendency are operating, on balance, less safely than 12 <he;
were in compliance., The whc.e svstem presumab.y 2OLnts o Tas
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right direction.

-

I think the only point is that a specific item ==

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The guantitative appiication

in this method.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: And certainly some things are more

important than others.

MR. DAVIS: Of course, other concerns expressed about

inspection and regquirement differences may significantly
luence

ng the results.

.J.

There are regional differences. There

are differences in the precise reguirements placeé on plants.

And there are certain other influences. Licensee activities

simply aren't laboratories; they are dvnamic. They shift from

time to time. The NRC program is dynamic anéd comparisons may

be impreoperly drawn between unlike elements, which is a real
concern which we have, and which, ¢of course, is a part ¢f the
test.

That is the first technicue.
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The second technicue (s the trend analysis, &nc
graph ¥ outlines tnis azsproacn.
(Slide.)

This consicders the events under the licensee’s

o

control, operational and procedural 2vents, Auman=elament
avents. [t identifies these 2vents oy a reactor system and
then analyzes the patterns of avents with particular emphasis
on raceated events of the same type in the same systenm.

Anat we noce to do is to be able to for

W

cast

svants. In other words, looking at tnis patfern we noce to Je
able to answer the quastions does tha licensee learn from
past oroblams, and doces he react to gSrevent oroblems?

This is still a very active stucdy 2hase. WNe
havenst wrasced thls sne up, out one would have to Jdescribe
this as more orevantive in naturs tnan that which we have
normally Zone.

SOMMISSIONER SILINSKY: Jhy do you distinguish th.s
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certain measures, rapetition 2f avents, o7 s

[N
3
o
(44
"3
o
<
L
e
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-

4Rs DAVISS [n which?
SOMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In this category.
WR. DAVISs Yes, you will come out with 2
recetition.
"COMMISSIONER GILIN3KY: dhy isn’/t that another

category to te inccrporated into your Z ~umber?

MR. DAVI3s Perhaps we could.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ guess [ share Vic’s point.
1 would think Lif the licensee repeats the same xind st 8

oroblem, that shoull nave 2

-
re

(i1
r

er weight than fust the fact

€

o the mumber of times it was done, because (T (s 3 "ore
sicnificant fact. T[he licensee is never learaing or there is
some other a2ndemic oroblem,

YR, DAVISs As [ sav, we do hooe = we think that

B |

we will me acle to ses some ¢ tnes2 trencs Sy watining.

. i - - -
Srasgh P, wnizch is axtrevmelv 2UuSv., 15 .iiTeC oUT S0
4 -
thne cantractor’s resort on tnis., Just to show you the tvoe o1

14 ! ) i - " -~k wema = -~mmms ez M
# yau laek a+ eharz 10, it says "for scome Ol Thess2 <0 cerns.
el
SbiJ@e!
3 i & PR
(¢ are 8211l in the stugy 2hase. i¢ Ars ot as fer
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the regional survey method. This is outlinec on the next
chart.
(Slide.)

Using & contractor, in August 1977, a cuestionnaire

()

was prepared, to be completed by IE regional personnel
concerning their judgment of plans or sites. And the start
members completecd it, ancd they were told that thelr resoonses
would be anonymous.

te ended us with ratings pased on 45 sites. 1Ine
resort an this agsoroach has & sage for each of the sites. Ae
nave not yet grouped these, nor nave we in anv wav attemptec
to rank them, which we haven”/t done with any of thenm.

~OMMISSIONER AHEARNE:t You have a scale there from
tacceptacle” to "exceptionable." Did you think of sushing tne
scale down lower?

4R. DAVISs WNe affordec the opoortunity to Sive

narrative comments on this. Some inspector

n
)
W
<
0]
e
b
%
.
i
ot
-
<
W

comments tnat may have reduced that scale. Tne terms were

selected based on the fact that if the plant is ooerating. the
recion obviously considers ' . acceptaocle.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNES: Except this is anonymous.
MR. DAVISs No, we have some anonymous pleces of
samer. BSut the next chart shows what one of the summary
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There &re 45 of these in the report wnich you have
medore You. You will note that we nave put on this jraph
Waccentable! to "exceotionable," and this graph is the tyopical
slant. We asked each of the raters %o see in general, wnat 4o
you think of the plants, not any particular alant. And then
this was used to adjust the individual ratings on the basis of

perhaps scme tias or preconcentions on the part of the reter

o
“h
Y

o
O
.
(8]
[
(1]
a
ot
w
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with regard to safe

o

STONER SRADFORD: Tha marrative statements at

:
-

tme DO0*tom would mave come from indivicual raters anc woulgn’/s
e designed to reflect the medlian line.

MR. DAVISs o, sir.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: They might have come from &
rater at one end or tne other.

MR. DAVIS: Right. You can’t see it from the
chart, but, a2ctually, if you look on your lines between
waccestacle! and "exceptionable.," on this one you have 2
l1ittle pall beneath tne "ecceptadnle” pointer. At the
nexceptionaple," vou will see some have c2lls Ddeneaih tne

peinter. Anc these show the extiremes of the raters.

(8}
O
[
pe
t

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Was there 2 seven=

w
X
O
w
(8}
t

scale between "acceptable! an
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Maccentanle” ang "exceotionable." Then we measured the line.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORDt* And if 2 rater consicered
something to oe unacceptable, what cdid he do? Draw 2 line ==

MR. DAVIS: He wrote in his narrative statement!
"] think it is unacceptable."

Again, going back to what we embarked cn to start

h, is to identify plants that need acdcitional attention.
This is another technigue to do that.

! might say that [ would descridbe some of the
~3ters’ statements, 2NONYMOUS st2tements, 2s "urvarnisned."

(Laughter.)

SOMMIESIONER BRADFORDt wWhat haorens when you do
this bv site instead of by reactor?

MR. DAVISs Tnis is by site.

COMAISSIONER BRADFORDs If there were a8 significant

differance Detween two reactors at the same site, you would

nave to 9o back and check tne dJdetails, ! wouls anticipate that
an individual concerned about 2 site would cull iz out in Rils
comments.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: [+t would show ug in tThe

-

narrative statement dDut NOT ==

} ™ 4 rgae T ae e - -
iKs WAYIDY dBL8 TignNke
-4 TSt SN T S . T - - - - - - - - - -
<k AN MENUHISY I am fagcinateg to nOTe tnat
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ov 1 these scr=s of evaluations occasionally leac to cdifferent
2 results than Z-scores.
3 MR. DAVISt Definitely, they do, which is one of
4 the cuestions we will have to examine in the study.
5 1f we could turn to the concerns, perhaps tnls
- would be the place to speak to it. That is the next chart.

7 (Slide.)

8 They are subjective. They might be even considered
; pasically a collective opinion, 2lthougn i{nformed opinions.

i J They are colored by many things, as any sudjective

1 questionnaire is. The timespan for the I-score was very

i e definite, easy to cut off. [t was some months before this

13 auesticnnaire.

14 I wopld suspect — in fact, [ think we can cull out
19 a counle of plants == that thnings tnat occurred at the plant
18 after the cutoff date did somewnat color these.

17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs rHow do you know you have

|18 the rignt algoritam for getting tne e=gcores? In other worcs.
'y these ratings are, to some extent, arditrary, anc if the
20 results don’t jibe with experience that people think are the
el right answers —

22 CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs At le: on 2 consensus basis.
g3 Ahet i{s kind of interesting.

24 MR« DAVIS: This is one of the things that we

P4 wanted to look 8t. We look st the tails. [f vou tail these.
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there are some matches {n the tal
don’t match.
Nhat we would do is not say we will lcok 2t the

)

olants which haospen to match. We would ask the regiona

-

people to examine 21l of the plants which are in the tails.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: | guess, speaking from an
analyst’s point of view, I think Vic’s point is exactly right.
Usually, when you have developed 2 methodology and then you 30
snrough & calculation ang you check your Intuition tc see NROw
it tracks = vour intuition neres is that you have g0t these
suojective ratings, and if it doesn’t track. you went to S0
back and take 2 look at your methodology, particulerly when it
seems to be —= it is an attempt, but an arbitrary attempt, to
construct weightings and mesning of these various things

together.

MR. DAVISs And, of course, again, that 1is part of
what we are recuesting, to move into a trial program in a

development &poroacn. That would oe part of the acproach, 2
see what the differences are that produce the mismatcnh.
OMMISSIONER AHEARNE: (Onme of the things that you

might do = you have this set of data which you have weighted

v - g .
and added it together to get a Z=score == One thing you mignt
$ s $ b - < EEE N
d0 is see i{f there is an alternate way o2f agcing anc welightiing
% & .
to come closer t2 matching the subjectlive juggment.
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combination of actual comsonent and an interpretive

component. In th tual you would consider such thnings as

noncomoliance history, which we have discussed., the events

enforcement sanctions, enforcement conferences, and this

. of thing.

é An interpretive component would be developed by tne
T regional staff when we get this function of licensee — Of the
3 performance sopraisal team anproach. We will have some
» naticnal-leve. inspections which will give us one insdection

| o aroup doims some comparative type insoections, wnich shoulc oe

nges | a level of regicnal cifferences.
12
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We would hope to publish a public report, and
use this as a basis for meeting with licensee management.
If the Commissicn does approve a trial program, the last
chart shows a schedule which we would hope to follow.

(Slide.)

The elements in the trial program woulé be
basically to develop a methodology for an integrated
approach to use this approach for calendar year '78-'79,
tc perform the plant specific evaluaticns of the plants
identified by the evaluaticn and then to see if we can,
in fact, identify performance factors needed.

And then last, tc assess the resource
implications.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why would you restrict
veurself to 19782

MR. DAVIS:

Both '78 ané

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Or even

wouldn't you go back further?

MR. DAVIS: We have already gect '76 and part of '77

in what we have done so far.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You mean data up to that
peint?
MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Net just that vear?
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When vou come up with 2
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Z=Score, is it last year's Z-Score?

MR. DAVIS: The Z-Score has been a 12 menth

Z=Score.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I think you woulé want

more than one kind of number.

MR. GOSSICK: The Z-Score from the last year

and compare that over a longer period.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Suppose you haé some

management failure over a period of time. I think it would

take you scome time befcre we could have the confidence that
you could go back into the better category.

MR. DAVIS: It may very well.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I woulédn't think you

would immediately shift into the upper category.

MR. DAVIS: Right, sir.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Or possibly the other

way arouné. I guess I would look at more

MR. DAVIS: With regard to our reguest

approval to move into this trial program, there are two

points that should be noted in the staff paper. The
documents on which the paper is based have been treatec

as predecisional information, large package which you

have IZ recommends release ¢f zthese documents O e
POR at the time you make your decision.
Ther, vou shouléd note that NRR concurs with the
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objective. However, since the mechanism for achieving

these objectives has nct been developed, NRR can offer

a view as to the overall acceptability. NRR recommends that

the overall program be subjected to peer audit program

cffice review.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How would this thing work?

Who would be in charge of it? What sort of staff would be

involved?

MR. DAVIS:

We anticipate if we moved into the

trial program we would reguire abpout three man yvears per

year. The performance appraisal group, which is already

budgeted, considers -- we consider performance evaluation

a part of the mission of that particular group, and it would
be perfcrmed by that group.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Whe is in

MR. DAVIS: 1IE.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But

MR. DAVIS: Harry Thornburg.

MR. PEDERSEN: John, let me get a sense of the |

this trial program. This would clearly

bo -
-

methodology, trying get 2 gocd sense cf

the measures ané
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small? Does it include the whole thing?

MR. DAVIS: You mean --

MR. PEDERSEN: Would you go outanéd being

conducting additional inspecticns where you £ind the

majority minus, or is this shaking down the methodology?

MR, DAVIS: It wouldn't be just -haking down the

methodelogy. If in the course of docing this, i. we see

something that attracts our attention, we will immec.2tely

go to the region and say, look into this. There woulé be

that kind of reaction.

MR. PEDERSEN: Your three man years --

MR. DAVIS: Wouléd not include that. That would

be built into our currently budgeted reacctr program.

MR. PEDERSEN: That would be absorbed in that.

MR. DAVIS:

MR. be taken

to do that?

th
"
0O
=

away
MR. DAVIS: We would probably slicde
inspection, but we budget our total inspection

percent for what we call reactive efforet,

is basicallv non~scheduleé. So, this would be picked up in
that particular piece.

The way we react to that, if it gces cver that
20 percent, we generally delay inspections oI this type.

MR, PEDERSEN:
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who are going to be formulating the methodology?

MR. DAVIS: Front end, yves.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the relationship
cf this tc these periodic meetings we have talked about
with licensees?

MR. DAVIS: We hope that this would serve as a
basis for them. What we would plan to do early in this
is to go out and begin to get somelicensee input into what
we intenéd to do, not wait until we are done ané have
done all this, ané tell the licensee where you come out,
but explain this technigque to them and get their input inte
it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So, if we don't approve
this, you won't have to have the periodic meetings?

MR. DAVIS: Ne,

n

ir. We will have periodic
meetings with licensees. If you doc not approve this, what
that means we won't do is the three things that we have

describeé as the technigues. We will continue to do our

plant by plant analysis. We will continue

(t

t0 prcblems as we perceive them on the regional level. We

will continue to do our performance appraisal. It will not
be done in this formalized sense of licensee performance
evaluation.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This is ¢n a plant b

o do our reaction
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! MR. DAVIS: No. WHat this does, it identifies =--
]

2; this is done plant by plant, but by doing it plant by plant,
3¥ we identify the small number of plants which get the
4; extra attention.
53’ COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1Is it fair to interpret
6% this, John, as you have a lot of data and you have a lot
7! of pecple doing inspections, and you are trying to in a
8% way stand back from all of that and see if you can't measure
9%; or determine some other lesscons that might be lost when you
3 are looking and concentrating on an individual plant?
b Anéd from that different way of treating your
]2; data, you are hoping to identify something that will provide
‘32. an additiocnal advice that you car give tc specific
“% plants on how they can improve their operation.
]5% MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir. That plus perhaps different
‘6EI methods of managing resources.
17? COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Go ahead.
laé MR. DAVIS: I was going to say, if the decision

|
191 is made that this predecisional information does go to the
20 |

PDR, we intend to mail a copy to each licensee mentioned in

(]
b

the particular document.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: If you go forward with

(]
L] -

L
)

these meetings between division directors and licensees,

111_ & - e dags - » ) - ?
e wel Mesorens. Ine. || WOUld these be on a plant JY plant Dasis



vid? MR. DAVIS: On a corpcration basis.
-
“h COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Presumably -- I understood
3
yoru response tc John to be that you would go forward
"y A
with it.
5; MR. DAVIS: Yes, sir. And we, however =-- then
|
1
’ the meetings become a lot more regimally oriented. 1In
d other words, if the utility presidents have =-- one thing
' they apparently have an interest in is how they compare with
%1 ta dGs . : . .
other utilities, and the regional director is only equipped
10 4 . : : : .
Y at the present time to reply in his region, if egquipped at
11|
i all for that.
12 A 2
, COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Still, I would think that
13y : : .
?, is an important thing to do, not only compare with other
14 | , 5 .
} utilities, but to give some sense of how we think the
t
13 | ik : . : i
| utility is doing and also if there are problems, to get
16 |
}3 the attention of the top people.
17 ;
;i After all, ultimataly, we depend on them to take
18 || .
| care of it.
19 ; , ,
gl MR. DAVIS: We do intend to move into this. We
f .
20! think if we go this route, and this is successful, we have
|
21 1 P .
| something much more definitive that we can discuss.
22 | T .
"1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But I thik you ought
2 : : 3 1 r A4 ! 1 < &
te go forward with the other independently. I don't Know iz
24 | ‘ A
o Fewes Resoren. ine. | W@ have ever taken it up here, but I would like to see 1it.
23 il

MR. DAVIS: We are moving in that direction.

49 |
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: That other direction is a

| part of the I & E program which the Commission, at least
- : . : .

| in some sense, reviewed in connection with the budget, has
4! ; . . . .

{ reviewed in connection with the budget reviews, and has

x
sﬁ approved, so we regard that as an approved program, that

i
63 they will go and do it in any event. ,

t
7 | 4 .

I The question here is whether these assorted

El

{l , ; :
8,i analytical techniques ought to be exercised to try to do
9| . g i

! some more detailed characterization of these elements cf
10 i

gooéd and successful operation and so on.

15

| Let me suggest to you, and I think it is only

|
12 . . ;

l reasonable in light of the fact that the paper itself has

|
13 | . : . (s

5 enly arrived this morning, and the I & E, I think, was
Bl | P . |

| anxious to provide this briefing to help and reA:ce this

i
15 || 4 ;

| large stack of paper and provide some focus and attract attention
16 ’ . :

| your attention to it.
17 1 Z

@ But it seems to be premature for me to say, and
18 ||

i how do you vote.

t
19 | . :

I What I suggest we try is =-- Sam, will you pass
20 || , , : _ X o

around in Jdue time voting sheets on this and let us see iI

21 |

‘: it is sufficient for us to express opinions on those,
|
including the comments, and after we get some returns on
that, we will see whether that is sufficient to provide
s shat BRI, guidance and make the decision or whether we shculd have

another meeting and provide a chance fcor the collegial




david9 body to interact. I don't want to cut off further comment,
2“ questions, or whatever.
3;! Peter, you have a pen raised.
"l COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Howard, what legal
SE signifiance might evaluations of this sort have? Do you
62 see them surfacing in the enforcement proceedings or
7i subsequent licensing proceedings regarding the licensing of
Bi facilities?
9;! MR. SHAPAR: One comment we had on an earlier
]OI% draf+t of the paper was apparently there was some attempt to
]‘i place at least a partial basis on whether or not the
123 licensee was in accordance with the spirit of the regulations
HE; and that sort of thing.
143! This has been extracted for the paper as it has
15:i been presenteé to you today. From a legal standpoint, I
16%: guess all this boils down to is I & E's own evaluation
]7?; of the licensee, and it is not directly connected with any
18 | .

;1 enforcement action.

19.2 The worst result of the imprecision of the
20 | methodology is that somebody is going to get looked at that
o i maybe shouldn't be locked at.

On =he other hand, I think you raised a valid point,

because that may te what we intend. Ncnetheless, it does
24 ; ;
s Pasteai NORSEIS, 08, | reflect I & E's evaluation of a licensee, and that may very
ag i

well be germane to the issue cf the qualificaticn of the
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licensee and the enfcrcement action.

There is no way we can say it is completely
non-german. I think your point is well taken.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Shouldn't it be germane?

MR, SHAPAR: It is in fact germane. Jchn is
saying all it means to him is not that he thinks the plant
is not safe, not that he thinks the licensee is not qualified,
but it is merely a threshold device to tell him when to
go look at a licensee who otherwise would not be looked at.

There is the dilemma.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: OQther comments Cor questions?

(No response.)

Good. Thank you very much. It is a very
interesting proposition. .

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There is a much better
chance of reading the bigger document, having whetted the
appetite. |

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: How would you like to have
two minutes?

COMMISSIONER AEEARNE: Fine.

(Whereupon, at 2:33 p.m., the meeting was adjourned.)



