MEMORANDUM TO: Patrick W. Baranowsky, Chief
Operating Experience Risk Analysis Branch
Division of Risk Analysis & Applications
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: Hossein G. Hamzehee
Operating Experience Risk Analysis Branch
Division of Risk Analysis & Applications
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF FEBRUARY 21, 2001 PUBLIC MEETING ON DRAFT
PHASE 1RISK-BASED PERFORMANCE INDICATOR
DEVELOPMENT RESULTS

A public meeting was held on Wednesday, February 21, 2001 in Rockville, Maryland to brief
external stakeholders on the results of Phase-1 Risk-Based Performance Indicator (RBPI)
development. Representatives from the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations (INPO), and the NRC attended the meeting. Another meeting is scheduled
for April 24, 2001 to discuss comments from external stakeholders on the draft Phase-1 RBPI
development report. The list of attendees is presented in Attachment 1, and the meeting
agenda is provided in Attachment 2.

The presenters included the NRC staff from the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES)
and the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR). The presentation was focused on the
following subjects:

. Perspective on relationship of RBPIs with the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP)
. Potential benefits of proposed RBPIs

. RBPI development process;

. Summary of RBPI development results

. Specific areas for review.

During the meeting, several issues were raised that were related to the implementation of
RBPIs as summarized below:

. Industry representatives indicated that the data quality and reporting guidelines for the
current set of Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) performance indicators under
10CFR50.9 requirements are excessive. Gathering additional data under 50.9
requirements to support RBPIs would result in additional burden. They indicated that
the level of accuracy required by 50.9 for the existing ROP performance indicators and
RBPIs are beyond what is necessary for risk-informed performance measures. The
NRC staff stated that decisions regarding reporting data under 10CFR50.9, or other
regimes, would be addressed under the ROP change process.



. Industry representatives indicated that the industry would not be likely to support the
RBPI program at this time. There was a general sense that little progress has been
made in risk-informing the regulations, and that another risk-informed initiative would be
viewed as not likely to produce expected benefits either. They cited the lack of progress
in granting utilities relief through Option 2 (special treatment requirements) and the long
time frame expected for potential benefits from Option 3, as the reasons the RBPIs
would be viewed as an add-on requirement with no likelihood of risk-informed relief.

The NRC staff discussed the fact that the benefits and costs of implementing all or
some of the RBPIs was independent of efforts related to Option 2 or Option 3 activities.

. Industry representatives indicated that there would be more support for implementing
RBPIs in part to the extent they resolve difficulties experienced with the current ROP
indicators (as indicated in the Frequently Asked Questions in the ROP Website). The
NRC staff stated that partial, phased, or complete implementation of RBPIs would be
addressed under the ROP change process.

Other issues or comments discussed at the meeting are:

. It was mentioned at the meeting that the quality of the draft RBPI report and the
technical approach used seemed to be sound and consistent with the guidelines
described in the RBPI development white paper.

. It was requested to extend the comment period to after the second public meeting on
April 24, 2001. This would allow the industry to reflect insights from the public meeting in
their written comments. We intend to extend the comment period via a Federal Register
Notice.

. It was indicated that the accuracy of the SPAR models has not been verified by the
industry yet. Therefore, the use of SPAR models versus licensee models in the RBPI
development program needs to be addressed. The NRC staff agrees that model review
issues will need to be resolved prior to RBPI implementation.

. The industry representatives indicated that equipment failures should be based on risk-
significant functions rather than design-basis functions. The staff pointed out that RBPIs
were developed based on risk-significant functions.
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PUBLIC MEETING ON DRAFT PHASE-1 RBPI| DEVELOPMENT REPORT

8:30am - 8:35am:
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MEETING AGENDA

Welcome
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Relationship of RBPIs to the
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Presentation of Phase 1 Results and
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Discussion/Questions

Wrap-up
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