May 9, 2002

MEMORANDUM TO: Christopher I. Grimes, Program Director
Policy and Rulemaking Program
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Peter C. Wen, Project Manager /RA/
Policy and Rulemaking Program
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF APRIL 24, 2002, MEETING WITH NUCLEAR ENERGY
INSTITUTE ON TOPICS RELATED TO THE EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS CORNERSTONE OF THE REACTOR OVERSIGHT
PROCESS

On April 24, 2002, the NRC staff held a publicly observed meeting with the Nuclear Energy
Institute (NEI) and the NEI Emergency Preparedness Issue Task Force (EPITF) (nuclear
industry emergency preparedness representatives) at NRC headquarters. A contractor
representative of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) also attended. The
meeting attendees are listed in Attachment 1. The meeting agenda was as follows:

1. Introductions and Statement of Purpose
2. Four (4) Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) related to the following Reactor
Oversight Process Emergency Preparedness Cornerstone topics:
a. Drill and Exercise (DEP) Performance Indicator - Protective Action
Recommendation Opportunities
b. Emergency Response Organization (ERO) Performance Indicator -
Individual vs. Crew Evaluation
C. Alert and Notification System (ANS) Performance Indicator - Multiple
Siren Activation Sites
d. Drill Scenario Confidentiality
3. ANS Performance Indicator data collection change from “reliability” to
“availability”
4. Draft revision to Emergency Preparedness Significance Determination Process
(SDP)
1. Introductions and Statement of Purpose

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss topics related to the emergency preparedness
cornerstone of the reactor oversight process, described in the meeting agenda. The NRC
provided an overview of recent organizational changes. A new Office of Nuclear Security and
Incident Response (NSIR) reporting to the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor Programs
became effective on April 7, 2002. As a result, the Emergency Preparedness and Health
Physics Section, previously reporting to Glenn Tracy, is now reporting to Ted Quay, Chief,
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Equipment and Human Performance Branch. The new organization combines functions from
the Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS), the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR), the Office of Administration (ADM), and Incident Response Operations
(IRO).Frequently Asked Questions (FAQS)

Agenda item 2.a. concerned itself with proposed FAQ 28.8 (Attachment 2) regarding Protective
Action Recommendation (PAR) opportunities. NEI presented FAQ 28.8 and provided
background on the exercise issue. The staff wanted to ensure that the example given was only
an illustration of an incorrect PAR and not the only case to be considered. Indeed, as in the
FAQ example, a wrong PAR would be considered a failure if a sub-area was omitted. However,
it must also be understood, that the addition of a sub-area would also be considered a failure
(and not necessarily conservative) unless justification is provided for the PAR’s expansion.
Additionally, it was agreed that the response needed to unequivocally answer the question.
The staff suggested that the response should include the following: “Hence, for the example
given, the DEP PI should be considered as three out of four successful opportunities.” The
NRC staff would recommend approval of the revised FAQ to the NEI ROP Oversight
Committee.

For agenda item 2.b, a discussion commenced on a new FAQ for individual versus crew
evaluation of Drill and Exercise Performance (DEP) and Emergency Response Organization
(ERO) credit (Attachment 3). NEI reviewed the FAQ under the DEP performance indicator.
Questions followed including staff comments with respect to ensuring that a meaningful
opportunity was understood to be obtained in order for drill participation to be given and that the
role of an evaluator and observer not be confused. It was noted that NEI 99-02, “Regulatory
Assessment Performance Indicator Guidelines,” Rev. 2, page 91, addressed this issue and
stated the requirement in order to receive participation credit. NEI would submit the proposed
FAQ to the NEI ROP Oversight Committee for a submittal during the May meeting.

Agenda items 2.c. and 2.d. had been inadvertently included when agenda topics were
gathered. The two FAQs had already been discussed, approved, and archived. Therefore, it
was agreed that they need not be further discussed at this meeting.

2. ANS Performance Indicator data collection change from “reliability” to “availability”

The staff explained that the ANS performance indicator (Pl) was a subject of a previously held
publicly observed meeting on February 20, 2002. At that time, it was discussed that the current
method of collecting data for the Pl was based upon “reliability” and calculated using the
number of successful siren tests divided by the total number of tests. Discussion on changing
the method of data collection from reliability to “availability” occurred.

The following topics were presented by those in attendance and deliberated. The staff cited the
inability for the current Pl data (under reliability) to directly relate the performance of siren
systems, especially for those periods between tests. The original intent of the ANS PI was to
monitor the “health” of the licensee’s ability to maintain emergency preparedness equipment
and that the ANS was a logical choice since it was already being monitored and reported.
However, it was still unclear whether the collection of data using availability would provide a
better indicator. Regardless, the staff believes that an availability methodology for the P1 would
determine the color of system performance and relinquish the need to utilize the significance
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determination process for ANS issues. The staff referenced a draft model using 10 sirens. It
was based upon identifying the number of days a siren was available during the year. The staff
expressed concerns over individual siren availability vs. total system availability and how the
new calculation would apply.

NEI noted the need to clarify and define the model for ANS availability. Conditions of the model
and methodology used must be determined. Definitions for “planned unavailability” and
“unplanned availability” need to be resolved as well as determining what constituted the start
and end of an unavailable data collection period (e.g., “time of discovery”, known unavailability).
It was agreed that the calculation method of T/2 was not appropriate and would not be
considered in the model calculation.

The contractor representative for FEMA cited that there are currently 4100 sirens within 62
Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) of the 103 commercial nuclear power plants. He further
stated that the median was 61 sirens, the mean was 65 sirens, with a range of a minimum of
11 to a maximum of 165 sirens for those sites with a siren system. As a result of a recently
conducted industry survey, per those that responded, NEI stated that 24 of 28 states are
currently reporting reliability while 4 states are reporting availability. It was agreed that this
information could be used to establish a basis for the model and case studies. It was further
discussed that the methodology should evaluate a range of sirens. The staff proposed using
data points of 20, 60 and 150 sirens. The results should evaluate the pros and cons,
unintended consequences, and cost/benefit. If deemed by the staff and industry to warrant
further study, a pilot would be undertaken as defined by the reactor oversight process (ROP)
program. Ultimately, the licensee and state reporting requirements (via the annual letter of
certification to FEMA) would be consistent.

The staff noted that an information notice was being developed to address topics concerning

the ability to provide prompt public notification and information. This information notice would
cite recent industry events related to ANS. These events would be considered for inclusion in
the case study.

3. Draft Revision to Emergency Preparedness Significance Determination Process (SDP)

The staff discussed the origins of the SDP document as an attempt in establishing consistency
between inspection assessments and findings for the 16 planning standards of

10 CFR 50.47(b). For a risk-significant planning standard (10 CFR 50.47 (b)(4), (5), (9) and
(10)), the current SDP does not provide sufficient guidance for a degraded condition and a
white finding. A draft revision was provided for review and comment to evaluate issues
pertaining to a degraded risk-significant planning standard which do not warrant a yellow finding
and would be determined as white. The other 12 planning standards were also revised to
include examples and clarifying statements. The draft revision (with meeting comments
incorporated) is provided as Attachment 4.

NEI provided definitions (Attachment 5) for 3 key terms used in the EP SDP document. These
included the words function, degraded, and judgment. NEI presented a draft flowchart for the
SDP non-compliance branch (Attachment 6). The staff discussed the incorporation of
numerous references and examples and, in some instances, numerical parameters, to better
define a planning standard function as being classified as met, degraded, or a loss.
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It was agreed that the draft revision of the SDP needed further review. The staff would
continue to accept comments from the region inspectors and industry. NEI would solicit
comments from the industry and conduct an industry task force meeting on May 21, 2002.
Another publicly observed meeting will be held soon to revisit the draft SDP.
Having completed discussion of the agenda items, the meeting was adjourned.

Project No. 689

Attachments: As stated
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ATTENDEES LIST

PUBLICLY OBSERVED MEETING ON TOPICS RELATED TO THE
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS CORNERSTONE
OF THE REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS

APRIL 24, 2002
ONE WHITE FLINT NORTH
0-13-B4

NAME ORGANIZATION
1. | Robert Kahler NRC
2. | Merrill Maddox Southern Nuclear
3. | Alan Nelson NEI
4. | Vernon K. Higaki FirstEnergy
5. | Martin Vonk Exelon
6. | John Kaminski Constellation
7. | Brian McBride Dominion Resources
8. | William Yarosz Nuclear Management Co.
9. | Barbara Culverhouse Southern California Edison
10. | Walter Lee Southern Nuclear
11. | Rodney Brown Duke Power
12. | Michael Ginn FirstEnergy
13. | John Fuoto AMEC / FEMA
14. | Edwin Fox NRC
15. | Dan Barss NRC
16. | Rick Thomas Entergy
17. | R. L. Sullivan NRC
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Cornerstone

Emergency Preparedness

PI

EPO1 Drill/Exercise Performance

Posting Date

XXIXX/2002 ID | XXX Topic | PAR notification opportunity

Question

At one point in the 2001 Off-Year Exercise, a wrong sub-area was identified as part of the affected PAR determination.
This PAR determination, including the incorrectly identified affected sub-area, was approved for inclusion in the State
notification. The State notification was made to the simulated State responder as approved and in a timely manner.
Subsequently, the error in the PAR was discovered and a corrected PAR was developed, approved, and
communicated to the simulated State responder, beyond the original 15 minutes.

This event was initially counted as three successes out of four opportunities (a successful emergency classification, a
successful emergency notification, an unsuccessful PAR determination, and a successful PAR notification). Through
discussions with the Senior Resident NRC Inspector, the question was raised concerning whether the paragraph on
page 81, lines 6-8, of NEI 99-02, Revision 1 (page 89, lines 4-5 of Revision 2), applies to errors made during PAR
determination. The paragraph is clear concerning classification errors, in that one classification error does not cascade
to the notifications and PAR. However, a similar paragraph addressing errors made in PARs determination was not
found in NEI 99-02. Additionally, the definition of Accurate states that the notification form should be completed
“appropriate to the event,” rather than appropriate to the understanding of the event at that time.

Because the issue had not been resolved at the time of the fourth quarter 2001 NRC PI submittal, this event was
reported as two successes out of four opportunities (a successful emergency classification, a successful emergency
notification, an unsuccessful PAR determination, and an unsuccessful PAR notification). This FAQ was developed and
submitted to clarify whether the PAR notification is considered successful if the PAR information, including the
incorrectly identified affected areas, is communicated and approved.

For a failure to properly identify the affected areas for a PAR development, is the notification considered successful if
the information, including the incorrectly identified affected areas, is communicated as approved?

Response

Yes, for a failure to properly identify the affected areas for a PAR development, the notification is considered successful
if the information, including the incorrectly identified areas, is communicated as approved. The paragraph describing
an incorrect classification as “only one failure” was intended as an example. The situation with PARs is analogous to
that described in NEI 99-02 as applied to classification of an event. The Performance Indicator result should be an
incorrect opportunity for development of the PAR and a successful opportunity for notification of the PAR (in addition to
the successful emergency classification and emergency notification).

Attachment 2



Cornerstone | Emergency Preparedness
Pl | EPO2 Emergency Response Organization Drill Participation (ERO)
Posting Date | XX/XX/2002 ID | XXX Topic | Individual versus Crew Evaluation of DEP and ERO
Credit
Question | NEI 99-02 states in the clarifying notes for the ERO PI, “When the functions of key ERO members include
classification, notification, or PAR development opportunities, the success rate of these opportunities must contribute to
Drill/Exercise Performance (DEP) statistics for participation of those key ERO members to contribute to ERO Dirill
Participation.”
Must the key ERO members individually perform an opportunity of classification, notification, or PAR development in
order to receive ERO Drill Participation credit?
Response | No. The evaluation of the DEP opportunities is a crew evaluation for the entire Emergency Response Organization.

Key ERO members may receive credit for the drill if their participation is a meaningful opportunity to gain proficiency in
their assigned position.

Attachment 3



Appendix B

Emergency Preparedness
Significance Determination Process

1.0 INTRODUCTIQN

The framework of the Emergency Preparedness (EP) Cornerstone is described
in SECY-99-007 and SECY-99-007a. The Cornerstone Objective and Performance
Expectation are the bases for the inspection program and performance
indicators. They are repeated here for convenience.

The Emergency Preparedness . Cornerstone Objective is to: “Ensure that the
licensee is capable of implementing adequate measures to protect the public
health and safety in the event of a radiological emergency.”

The Objective is supported by a Performance Expectation: “Demonstrate that
reasonable assurance exists that the licensee can effectively implement its
emergency plan to adequately protect the public health and safety in the
event of a radiological emergency.”

Licensee performance in this cornerstone is assessed by considering the
relationship of performance indicators (PIs) with regard to thresholds and
the significance of inspection findings. The significance determination
process (SDP) provides a method to place inspection findings in context for
risk significance in a manner that allows them to be combined with PI
results. This information is used to determine the level of NRC engagement
in accordance with (IAW) the Reactor Oversight Process Action Matrix (found
in MC 0305.)

The EP SDP consists of flow chart logic to disposition inspection findings
into one of the following categories: “green - licensee response band,”
“white - increased regulatory response band,” “yellow - required regulatory
response band,” or “red - unacceptable performance band.” Manual Chapter
0610* contains criteria for determining which inspection issues should be
placed in context through SDP. Although MC 0610* allows ‘“no color
findings,” the EP SDP is structured such that any finding that enters the
SDP will be at least green. The EP SDP is designed such that the
significance of a finding reflects the impact on the Tevel of emergency
preparedness at the site.

During the development of EP Cornerstone, the most risk significant
elements were identified as distinct from other important program elements.
These development efforts were performed by a group of EP subject matter

Issue Date: 5/3/02 Rev B-9 0609, App B
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experts, including industry stakeholders, with input from members of the
public. The EP SDP methodology recognizes failures in the identified risk
significant elements as more significant than failures in other program
elements. 10 CFR Part 50 codifies a set of EP planning standards in 10 CFR
50.47(b) and supporting requirements in Appendix E to Part 50. The more
risk significant elements of EP align with a subset of the planning
standards and requirements. The SDP Togic identifies the loss of program
function required by planning standards as more significant than
noncompliance with administrative regulatory requirements. Functional
failure of the more risk significant planning standards results in greater
significance than the loss of function of the other planning standards
(e.g., a yellow finding as opposed to a white finding.) The stratification
of EP requirements is as fellows:

. the most risk significant planning standards (RSPS); 10 CFR
50.47(b)(4), (5), (9) and (10) and portions of Appendix E (as
identified in the specific RSPS sections,)

. the remaining planning standards (PS); 10 CFR 50.47(b)(1), (2),
(3), (6), (7), (8), (11), (12), (13), (14), (15), and (16) and
portions of Appendix E (as identified in the specific PS
sections,) and

. other EP related regulations, (portions of Appendix E not
referenced in the specific PS sections, 10 CFR 50.54(q),
50.54(t), Plan commitments and other regulatory commitments.)

While the EP SDP assigns risk significance to findings it should be
understood that even a green finding (very low risk significance) does not
mean that the performance associated with the finding is acceptable. The
finding may represent a violation of 10 CFR. The green significance
determination means that the safety significance of the finding is very low
and correction of the item is considered to be within the “licensee
response band.”

2.0 GENERAL GUIDANCE FOR SDP USE

The following general guidance is provided to assist in using the EP SDP.

a. “RSPS” means 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4), (5), (9) and (10) and portions
of Appendix E as identified under each RSPS.

b. “PS” means the planning standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b), including
the RSPS and portions of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 as identified
under each PS.

0609, App B B-10 Issue Date: 5/3/02 rev
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C. “Regulatory requirements” means any EP related requirement,
including the PS and Appendix E, including the PS, e.g., failure
to follow PTan commitments is non-compliance with 50.54(q).

d. “Failure to comply” means that a program is not in compliance
with a regulatory requirement that is more than minor.

e. “Loss of PS function” or “PS functional failure” means that
program elements are not adequate, in compliance or otherwise not
functional to such an extent that the function of the PS is not
met. This is a subset of a “failure to comply.” It may be that
the Plan commitments are not met, that the Plan is inadequate,
that implementing-procedures are inadequate or that program
design is inadequate, but the result is that if the program
element was implemented as designed, it PS would not meet its
intended function.

f. Loss of PS function is non-compliance with the applicable
regulation (10 CFR 50.47(b) and Appendix E.) However, the
regulatory wording of the PS may not be exact and the
determination of a loss of PRS function may not be obvious. The
determination may be informed by program compliance with the
guidance of NUREG-0654, which provides guidance for licensees to
use 1in developing a program to meet the PS. The Plan was
assessed (for most plants in the early 1980s) for adequacy
against NUREG-0654 and other guidance, orders and regulations,
and approved by NRC. The Plan is the Ticensee’s commitment for
meeting the PS. The Plan may have been approved with processes
that differ from the guidance of NUREG-0654, but which appeared
to meet the regulatory requirements. The guidance of NUREG-0654
is not regulation. The citation of this guidance is only
intended to inform the process of determining adequacy of a
program. The determination of loss of PS function will be based
on the criteria provided in this SDP and informed judgement.

Judgement must also be applied to determine if a failure to
comply rises to the level of a loss of PS function. There are
many elements to a PS and a program may be in non-compliance with
some and yet be able to meet the PS function. In this case,
there may be a noncompliance with the Plan or an inappropriate
change to the Plan may have occurred that removed commitments.
The PS function remains, but a failure to comply exists that
should result in a finding (probably green).

Issue Date: 5/3/02 Rev B-11 0609, App B
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“Degradation of RSPS function” is used for the RSPS only. It
means that program elements are not adequate or not in compliance
but the function of the PS is still met but degraded. This is a
subset of a “failure to comply.” It may be that the Plan
commitments are not met, that the Plan is less than adequate,
that implTementing procedures are not effective or that program
design is not fully adequate, but the result is that if the
program element was implemented as designed, it would meet the
intended function of the RSPS, but with degradation. Degradation
of RSPS function has been incorporated into the EP SDP to allow
an intermediate level of significance i.e., a white rather than a
yellow finding, to be determined where appropriate. Examples of
degradation of RSPS function are given for each RSPS.

“Failure to implement” means that a failure to comply with
regulatory requirements occurred during an actual event.

Failure to implement means that there was a failure to comply 1in
the implementation (only) of program elements. Generally,
failure to implement is the result of personnel errors. The
program element is adequatetand if implemented as designed would
support the associated PS and that PS would meet its function.

However, a failure to implement is not always a result of
personnel error and may reveal that the program element itself is
not adequate. Additional inspection is appropriate to determine
if there is a loss of PS function. Resulting issues would be
reviewed against the criteria for loss of PS function.

A performance problem during a drill or exercise is a problem
that should be corrected, but is not a “failure to implement” as
the term is used in this SDP.

A “drill or exercise critique problem” means that the critique
did not identify participant performance problems (i.e.,
weaknesses,) that could have precluded effective implementation
of the Plan in an actual emergency. Failure to implement is a
subset of weaknesses, i.e., there could be weaknesses that are
not a failure to implement, but not vice versa. The term
“critique” includes all formal, documented aspects of drill
assessment. A finding in this area means that there was a
performance problem in the drill or exercise and assigned
evaluators failed to identify the performance problem.

0609, App B B-12 Issue Date: 5/3/02 rev
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1. There are three branches of the EP SDP, “Actual Event
Implementation Problem,” “Drill or Exercise Critique Problem” and
“Failure to Comply/PS 50.47(b)(14) Problem.” Findings should be
assessed through all paths that are applicable and the most
significant finding issued. Parallel findings may be noted in
the inspection report, but only the most significant finding
should be issued. For example, an implementation problem during
an actual event may also reveal a loss of PS function. If the
loss of PS function is more significant, it would dictate the
color of the finding.

m. Failure to correct weaknesses and deficiencies should be analyzed
against PS 50.47(b)(14) and the PTlan for compliance. A failure
to correct weaknesses associated with RSPS functions may
represent a loss of. PS 50.47(b)(14) function. The guidance for
PS 50.47(b)(14) as it pertains to the correction of weaknesses 1is
provided in section 6.0 of this attachment.

n. The Enforcement Policy (NUREG-1600) indicates that a failure to
make reports required by NRC regulations is an item of
noncompliance that cannot be assessed through the SDP process.
However, under the EP Cornerstone, the failure to classify and
notify are integral to the EP SDP and guidance is provided, e.g.,
a failure to activate ERDS or staff the ENS Tine is a failure to
comply with the requirements of 50.72 and should be considered a
failure to implement under the EP SDP.

0. The NRC Policy Statement on Safety Goals for the Operations of
Nuclear Power Plants, states that EP 1s a defense in depth
measure. EP and many other elements 0f reactor safety (e.g.,
remote siting and containment,) are implemented as a matter of
prudence rather than in response to a quantitative analysis of
accident probabilities. This being the case, the probability of
a reactor accident requiring the use of EP should not be used to
determine the significance of an EP problem. Rather, 1in
determining the significance of an EP problem it should be
assumed that the EP program is being implemented in response to
an emergency and the impact of the problem assessed. This view
should be used to answer the MC 610* “Threshold for Documentation
Questions.”

3.0 ACTUAL EVENT IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEM

Background

Issue Date: 5/3/02 Rev B-13 0609, App B
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This branch of the SDP is used when a failure to comply with
regulatory requirements occurred during an actual event. Weaknesses
exhibited during an actual event should be noted as opportunities to
improve. However, there is no regulatory issue unless there was a
failure to comply.

Failure to implement means that there was a failure to comply in the
implementation (only) of program elements. Generally, failure to
implement is the result of personnel errors. The program element is
adequate and if implemented as designed would support the associated
PS and that PS would meet its function.

However, a failure to-implement is not always a result of personnel
error and may reveal that the program element itself is not adequate.
Additional inspection is. appropriate to determine if there is a 10ss
of PS function. Resulting issues would be reviewed against the
criteria for loss of PS function.

The definition of “timely” and “accurate” for the DEP PI are not
universally appropriate for determining whether a RSPS was implemented
during an actual event. Timeliness should be judged in context with
the competing pressures placed on the staff to respond to the event
and ensure public health and safety through mitigative actions. The
performance expectation is that classifications will be made as soon
as possible after conditions/data are available to allow
classification. This will usually be within 15 minutes. Similarly,
notifications are expected to be made within 15 minutes of
classification. In general, classifications and notifications that
are initiated within 15 minutes are adequate. Those that take Tonger
should be examined and a judgement as to adequacy rendered. There may
be good reason for the delay and it may have minimal impact on the
Cornerstone Objective. It is not the intent to issue findings for
classifications or notifications that are a few minutes Tate when
licensee was performing safety related activities meant to protect the
public health and safety. However, errors in recognition, delays not
based on competing safety related activities or delays that deny
offsite authorities the opportunity to protect the public health and
safety may be assessed as not implementing the RSPS. Each event
response must be judged on a case-by-case basis.

Similarly, the definition of “accurate” in the DEP PI indicates the
efficacy of program elements such as training, drills, procedure
quality, corrective actions, etc. An error in the notification form
may have no impact on off site agency efforts, but would have been
considered a failure under the PI definition. The effect of errors
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4.

0

should be judged against the RSPS function to determine if the failure
rises to the Tevel of a failure to implement a RSPS.

Failure to comply with requirements during a drill is a performance
problem that _should be corrected, but is not a “failure to implement”
as the term is used in this SDP.

Criteria

a. Failure to comply with a requirement has occurred during an
actual event. This is generally determined by reviewing
compliance with a regulation or Plan commitment.

b. Failure to implement a PS function has occurred during an actual
event. This is generally determined by reviewing licensee

performance against the PS function.

Considerations

Review the PS function. If the poor performance had Tittle impact on
function, it may not be appropriate to consider the performance as a
failure to implement a PS or perhaps even a failure to comply.

DRILL OR EXERCISE CRITIQUE PROBLEM

Background

This branch of the SDP is used for inspector issues identified through
the baseline program inspection of licensee drills and exercises.
Inspection Procedure Nos. 71114.01 and 71114.06 instruct inspectors to
observe exercises and drills and identify weaknesses (i.e., a
demonstrated level of performance that could have precluded effective
implementation of the emergency plan in an actual emergency.)
Performance that would be a failure to implement had it occurred
during an actual event is a subset of weaknesses and represents a more
significant performance problem, i.e., there could be weaknesses that
do not rise to the Tevel of a failure to comply, but not vice versa.

The SDP stratifies critique failures at two Tevels; those involving
the failure to identify RSPS weaknesses represent a loss of PS
function and are potentially white and the failure to identify other
weaknesses are potentially green.
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10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) requires that Periodic exercises are conducted to
evaluate major portions of emergency response capabilities, periodic
drills are conducted to develop and maintain key skills and
deficiencies identified as a result of exercises and drills are (will
be) corrected. Appendix E, section IV, F, g, states All training,
including exercises, shall provide for formal critiques in order to
identify weak. or deficient areas that need correction. Any weaknesses
or deficiencies that are identified shall be corrected. Neither of
these regulations speaks to the quality of the critique. However, the
EP Cornerstone Ticensee response band is created by the PI system and
the licensee’s corrective action program. Data for the DEP and ERO PI
values comes from drill and exercise critiques. If the critique
program is not identifying performance problems, the EP licensee
response band comes into question. The white finding for a single
failure to identify RSPS weaknesses is a high standard based on the
NRC need to ensure the efficacy of the licensee critique program and
hence the licensee response band.

There are additional considerations regarding the logic of this branch
of the SDP. NRC inspectors evaluate only a small sample of critique
activities. The small sample amplifies significance when problems are
found. Additionally, a tenet of the reactor oversight process is that
aggregation of issues does properly reflect risk significance. This
being the case, the significance of a single critique problem must be
determined. While the standard is high, such problems are expected to
be rare. Baseline inspection significantly changed the interaction
between NRC and licensees in the evaluated exercise. Inspection
reports in the past addressed performance directly, offering
judgements on numerous activities and weaknesses were documented. The
baseline only judges the critique, not the performance directly, and
offers so judgement on performance. This change reduces unnecessary
regulatory burden while maintaining safety. However, a high standard
is expected of the critique process and when problems are encountered
management attention should be focused on corrective actions and NRC
follow up inspection is appropriate.

Findings under this branch of the SDP are not cited as violations.
These findings are based on the need to ensure the efficacy of the
licensee response band, rather than noncompliance with regulations.
The colored finding is issued without noncompliance citation.

Licensees perform critiques in many different ways and the baseline
inspection instructs inspectors tp be flexible in accepting mechanisms
for problem identification. The critical feature of any critique is
that weaknesses are captured and entered into a corrective action
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system with appropriate priority. If the inspector can be assured
that the weakness will be entered into a corrective action system, the
critique should be considered successful.

The disposition of critique findings varies between sites. The
licensee must evaluate numerous evaluator observations and prioritize
resources for.correction. Indeed, some evaluator suggestions may be
counter productive in the judgement of responsible EP management.
Care should be taken to understand the logic for suggestion
disposition before the disposition is identified as a critique
problem. However, disregard for well founded evaluator identified
weaknesses should be considered as a critique problem. In particular,
if the weakness would-be a failure to implement if the event had been
actual, the NRC expectation is that it will be captured by the
critique.

The Plan contains the approved commitments for NRC regulations. The
implementing procedures are the licensee’s methods of implementing
those commitments and may be used to judge effective, timely and
accurate implementation. If the Plan or procedures themselves are
inadequate, it is not a drill/exercise critique issue and the branch
of the SDP for a failure to comply with regulatory requirements should
be used to determine significance.” Licensee mistakes and mis-steps
that only detract from implementation should not be considered
weaknesses. Mistakes are likely to happen in the course of an
exercise and when these are corrected by the ERO it reveals an
organizational strength rather than a weakness.

RSPS problems should be given the highest priority in the critique
process. The baseline inspection program 1S based on the availability
of accurate PI data to properly reflect Ticensee performance. The DEP
PI is based on licensee determination of timely and accurate
classification, notification and PAR development. If the Ticensee
critique fails to identify an inaccurate or untimely classification,
notification or PAR development effort, it should be judged as a
failure to identify a RSPS problem. NEI 99-02 defines timely and
accurate for classification, notification and PAR development. A
critique that fails to identify problems within the definitions,
should be considered as a failure to identify RSPS problems. A
failure to identify some facet of these processes that is outside the
definitions would not be considered as failure to identify RSPS
problems. The expectation is for the critique to emphasize evaluation
of performance in the RSPS areas.
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The RSPS include 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9). This RSPS is covered by the DEP
PI in an indirect manner (i.e., classification and PARs may be based
on dose projections.) Judgement may be exercised in viewing the
significance of performance problems concerning this RSPS, i,e., some
mis-steps may not rise to the level of a weakness. However, the
expectation is for the critique to emphasize evaluation in the RSPS
areas and weaknesses should be identified and corrected.

Criteria

A Ticensee critique of a drill or exercise has failed to identify a
weakness observed by NRC inspectors.

Considerations

The weakness that was missed by the critique must be a demonstrated
level of performance that could have precluded effective
implementation of the emergency plan in an actual emergency. Some
mis-steps in performance may not rise to the Tevel of a weakness
and/or were corrected by the subsequent actions of the ERO.

Critique processes differ among licensees and a licensee should be
given credit if the weakness would have been captured by these
processes whether the weakness was verbalized at a critique meeting or
not.

5.0 LOSS OF PS FUNCTION

“Loss of PS function” or “PS Functional Failure” means that program
elements are not in compliance with the PS of 10 CFR 50.47(b) because the
function of the PS is not available for emergency response. It may be that
the Plan commitments are not met, that the Plan commitments are inadequate,
that implementing procedures are inadequate, that program design is
inadequate, that training is inadequate, etc., such that the program
element can not be implemented or the personnel responsible for it are not
capable of implementing it. The PS function is taken from 50.47(b) and
Appendix E. Compliance with all NRC requirements is necessary. However,
the PS function is identified for the purposes of determining the
significance of a failure to comply. Examples of the loss of PS function
are provided.

Loss of PS function is more significant than failure to comply with
individual requirements associated with the PS. The PS often have several
elements and Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 contains requirements that generally
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align with the PS. The Appendix E requirements are grouped with the PS and
compliance with all regulations is required, However, PS functionality does
not require compliance with every requirement. The failure of a program to
implement one or a few of these guidance items does not necessarily mean a
loss of PS function. Judgement must be rendered to determine if the PS
function is met even with the noncompliance. If the function is met, there
may still be failure to comply without the loss of PS function.

A review of the licensee program against the planning criteria of NUREG-
0654 can inform the judgement of PS function. The review must consider any
deviations from the guidance approved by NRC. However, the guidance of
NUREG-0654 is not regulation. The citation of this guidance is only
intended to inform the process of determining adequacy of a program. The
determination of Toss of PS.function will be based on the criteria provided
in this SDP and informed judgement.

Loss of function of RSPS results in a yellow finding. There may be cases
where the RSPS function is not lost, but is degraded. These cases warrant
a finding, but do not rise to the level of a yellow finding. Examples are
provided for the degraded RSPS contingency under each RSPS and these
findings would be white. A failure te comply that does not rise to the
level of a degraded RSPS, results in_.a green finding.

The failure to correct RSPS weaknesses may be a functional failure of PS
50.47(b)(14). The guidance for this area is extensive and is placed 1in
Section 6.0 rather than with the guidance for PS 50.47(b)(14).

5.1 10 CFR 50.47(b)(1)

The PS functions are:
. Responsibility for emergency response is assigned.

. The response organization has the staff to respond on a
continuing basis.

Requirements are found in Appendix E, §IV. A. 1., 2., 3., 4., 5.,
6., 7., and 8.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. A.

Examples of loss of PS function include:
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. The organization assigned responsibilities in the Plan no
longer has the authority, staff or resources to respond and
to augment initial response on a continuous basis.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Changes to the Plan have occurred that decrease the
effectiveness, but do not cause a loss of PS function.

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. None

5.2 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2)

The PS functions are:

. On-shift emergency response responsibilities are assigned,
. Adequate initial response staff is maintained.
. The capability for timely augmentation of initial response

staff is maintained.

Requirements are found in Appendix E, §IV. A. 2. a., b., and
c. and 3 and Appendix E, §IV. C.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. B.
Examples of loss of PS function include:

. On-shift emergency response responsibilities are not
assigned to the extent that the responsibilities for key
decision makers (i.e., the Emergency Director) in the
control room, TSC or EOF are not assigned.

. On-shift staffing routinely does not comply with Plan
commitments (more than about 3% of off normal shifts over a
six month period.)

. Staffing augmentation processes are not capable of ensuring
augmentation of the initial response staff IAW facility
activation commitments, i.e., for more than one required ERO
function TAW Plan commitments to NUREG-0654 Table B-1.

. Changes (not approved by NRC) to the Plan have resulted in a
staff that no longer meets applicable guidance (or is not
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consistent with previous NRC approval) for emergency
response staffing, i.e., more than one Plan required ERO
function ITAW Plan commitments to NUREG-0654 Table B-1.

Examples of a green finding would include:
. On-shift emergency response responsibilities are not

assigned to the extent that any NUREG-0654 Table B-1
function as committed to in the approved Plan, is not

assigned.

. On-shift staffing sometimes does not comply with Plan
commitments.

. Staffing augmentation processes are not capable of ensuring

augmentation.of the initial response staff IAW facility
activation commitments for any required ERO function IAW the
Plan.

. Changes (not approved by NRC) to the Plan have resulted in a
staff that no longer meets applicable guidance (or is not
consistent with previous NRC approval) for emergency
response staffing for any required ERO function.

Examples of a minor violation would Anclude:

. On-shift staffing does not comply with Plan commitments for
a short period while qualified personnel are being called
in.

. A Tapse in ERO augmentation capability occurs, perhaps due

to equipment failure of scheduling errors, for which
compensating measures are rapidly pursued.

5.3 10 CFR 50.47(b)(3)

The PS functions are:
. Arrangements for requesting and using offsite assistance
have been made.
. State and local staff can be accommodated at the EOF IAW the
Plan.
Requirements are found in Appendix E § IV. A. 6. and 7.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. C.

Examples of loss of PS function include:

Issue Date: 5/3/02 Rev B-21 0609, App B
Attachment 4



. Plan elements have degraded to the point that Plan
commitments for offsite assistance can no longer be met for
medical, fire or law enforcement support.

. The EOF has been changed in such a manner that it can no
longer accommodate offsite authorities, IAW the Plan.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Agreements with organizations committed in the Plan as
supporting the response effort have not been allowed to
lapse, but the agency remains willing to support the Plan.

. Plan elements have degraded to the point that Plan
commitments~for offsite assistance can no longer be met for
support other- than medical, fire or law enforcement support.

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. An MOU is under revision but has lapsed with agreement for
continuing support.

5.4 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4)

The RSPS function is:

. A standard scheme of emergency classification and action
levels be in use.

Requirements are found in Appendix E § IV. B. and C.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § D.

It should be noted that NRC has endorsed NESP/NUMARC-007 which
provides an alternate “standard scheme of emergency

classification.” Additionally, NRC has allowed certain
modifications to the classification scheme as outlined in EPPOS-
1.

Examples of loss of RSPS function include:

. EAL changes (not approved by NRC) have downgraded the
Emergency Class of an initiating condition (or conditions)
such that more than two Alerts, more than one Site Area
Emergency or any General Emergency that should be declared
under approved guidance would not be declared under the
changed scheme.
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Examples of degradation of RSPS function include:

. EAL changes (not approved by NRC) have downgraded the
Emergency Class of an initiating condition (or conditions)
such that more than one Alert and any Site Area Emergency
that should be declared under approved guidance would not be
declared under the changed scheme.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. EAL changes (not approved by NRC) have downgraded the
Emergency Class of an initiating condition (or conditions)
such that any-Alert or Notification of Unusual Event that
should be declared under approved guidance would not be
declared under. the changed scheme.

. Changes to the EAL scheme that deviate from approved
guidance but do not rise to either of the above levels may
be a decrease in effectiveness and in noncompliance with 10
CFR 50.54(q).

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. A typo or minor error in-an EAL, not substantially affecting
the declaration of the proper Emergency Class, is identified

for correction.

5.5 10 CFR 50.47(b)(5)

The RSPS functions are:

. Procedures for notification of state and local officials are
established, in use and capable of initiating notification
within 15 minutes of declaration of an emergency
(requirement from Appendix E that is a function of the
RSPS.)

. The means for public alert and notification are established
and available, (The ANS PI covers reliability and the SDP
does not address findings for siren reliability problems.
However, availability problems are not addressed by the PI,
but can be addressed by the SDP.)

. The public alert and notification system shall be capable of
providing an alert signal throughout the 10 mile EPZ,
within 15 minutes (REP-10 and Case Law.) (However, the ANS
PI addresses this function adequately.)
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. The public alert and notification system shall be capable of
ensuring direct coverage of essentially 100% of the
population within 5 miles of the site (REP-10 and Case Law.)

. Special arrangements will be made to ensure 100% of the
public in the EPZ is notified within 45 minutes (REP-10 and
Case Law.)

Requirements are found in Appendix E §IV. D. 1. and 3. Much
of these requirements are integral to the RSPS function and have
been incorporated above.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § E

Criteria are found- in FEMA-REP-10. Some of these criteria are
integral to the RSPS function and have been incorporated above.

Case law includes: ASAB-935, Appeal of Seabrook ANS Issues; ASLBP
No. 82-472-03, Shearon Harris ANS issues: ASAB-852, Appeal of
Shearon Harris ANS issues. It may be noted that ASAB rulings are
precedent setting nationally. ASLBP ruling are not, but the
guidance therein can inform:deliberations.

Examples of lToss of RSPS function include:

. Procedures will not enable personnel to initiate offsite
notifications within 15 minutes of declaration of an
emergency .

. Communications systems will not enable personnel to initiate
offsite notifications within 15 minutes of declaration of an
emergency.

. The public alert and notification system i.e., sirens and

supporting primary notification methods:

= are not designed or

= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

= the sound level coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

= demographics have changed or

m background noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not immediately (within
15 minutes) and directly deliver at least the sound level
approved in the Design Report for more than 5% of the public
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(or perhaps this should be 5% of the sirens?), (or more than
200 households,) within 5 miles and:

u This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and
= Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

These criteria, as related to siren systems, are intended to
be used for design problems, maintenance problems or
demographic changes and not to judge a known siren
reliability problem. Such problems are covered by the ANS
PI. It is.assumed that if the problem is known,
compensating.measures would be put in place and repair
efforts would proceed with high priority. If such measures
are not in place the problem, essentially was not known.

. Public alert and notification systems i.e., sirens, supporting
primary notification methods and other special arrangements:

= are not designed or

= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

= the siren sound coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

= demographics have changed or

= background noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not ensure that greater
than 95% of the public in the EPZ is notified within 45
minutes (or perhaps this should be 95% of the EPZ?), (and
more than 400 households?) and

= This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and
= Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

The “system” referred to here is likely more than just the
siren system and may include route alerting, tone alert
radios and other special arrangements. The above criteria
are intended to be used for the public alert and
notification system design problems, maintenance problems,
demographic changes or other degradations and not to judge a
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known siren reliability problem. Siren reliability problems
are covered by the ANS PI. It is assumed that if the
problem is known, compensating measures would be put in
place and repair efforts would proceed with high priority.
I[f _such measures are not in place, essentially the problem
was not known.

Examples of degradation of RSPS function include:

. The public alert and notification system i.e., sirens and
supporting primary notification methods:

= are not designed or

= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

» the sound level coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

= demographics have changed or

m packground noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not immediately (within
15 minutes) and directly deliver at least the sound level
approved in the Design Report for more than 2% of the public
(or perhaps this should be 2% of the sirens?), (or more than
200 households,) within 5 miles and:

= This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and
= Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

These criteria, as related to siren systems, are intended to
be used for design problems, maintenance problems or
demographic changes and not to judge a known siren
reliability problem. Such problems are covered by the ANS
PI. It is assumed that if the problem is known,
compensating measures would be put in place and repair
efforts would proceed with high priority. If such measures
are not in place the problem, essentially was not known.

. Public alert and notification systems i.e., sirens, supporting
primary notification methods and other special arrangements:

= are not designed or
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= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

= the siren sound coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

m_demographics have changed or

m background noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not ensure that greater
than 98% of the public in the EPZ is notified within 45
minutes (or perhaps this should be 98% of the EPZ?), (and
more than 400 households?) and

] This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and
] Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

The “system” referred to here is 1likely more than just the
siren system and may include route alerting, tone alert
radios and other special arrangements. The above criteria
are intended to be used for the public alert and
notification system design problems, maintenance problems,
demographic changes or other degradations and not to judge a
known siren reliability problem. Siren reliability problems
are covered by the ANS PI. It is assumed that if the
problem is known, compensating measures would be put in
place and repair efforts would proceed with high priority.
[T such measures are not in place, essentially the problem
was not known.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. The public alert and notification system i.e., sirens and
supporting primary notification methods:

= are not designed or

= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

= the sound level coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

= demographics have changed or

m pbackground noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not immediately (within
15 minutes) and directly deliver at least the sound Tlevel
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approved in the Design Report in all areas within 5 miles

and:

u This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and

= Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

These criteria, as related to siren systems, are intended to
be used for design problems, maintenance problems or
demographic changes and not to judge a known siren
reliability-problem. Such problems are covered by the ANS
PI. It is assumed that if the problem is known,
compensating measures would be put in place and repair
efforts would proceed with high priority. If such measures
are not in place the problem, essentially was not known.

. Public alert and notification systems i.e., sirens, supporting
primary notification methods and other special arrangements:

= are not designed or

= have degraded (e.g., due to poor maintenance practices)
or

= the siren sound coverage has degraded (e.g., due to poor
maintenance practices) or

= demographics have changed or

= background noise levels have increased.

to the extent that the system will not ensure that 100% of
the public in the EPZ is notified within 45 minutes and

= This condition has been in existence for more than
about 30 days. and
= Compensating measures have not been in place during the

30 day period.

The “system” referred to here is likely more than just the
siren system and may include route alerting, tone alert
radios and other special arrangements. The above criteria
are intended to be used for the public alert and
notification system design problems, maintenance problems,
demographic changes or other degradations and not to judge a
known siren reliability problem. Siren reliability problems
are covered by the ANS PI. It is assumed that if the
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problem is known, compensating measures would be put in
place and repair efforts would proceed with high priority.
I[f such measures are not in place, essentially the problem
was not known.

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. TBD

5.6 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6)

The PS functions are:

. Systems are established for prompt communications among
Principal emergency response organizations.
. Backup power supplies exist and are operational for at least

one onsite and one offsite communication system (from
Appendix E.)

. Systems are established for prompt communications to
emergency response personnel.

Requirements are found in Appendix E § IV E. 9.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. F.
Examples of loss of PS function include:

. Communications equipment is significantly degraded (e.g.,
many phones and more than two circuits) in the TSC, EOF, or
Control Room, such that implementation of the Plan would be
impacted, for longer than about a day. In the event of
major disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion,
loss of power, etc.,) or planned outages, compensating
measures are acceptable while repair activities proceed with
high priority.

. Backup power supplies for at least one onsite and one
offsite communication systems, as required by Appendix E,
are not functional for more than 30 days, in the absence of
compensating measures.

. Communications equipment is significantly degraded (e.g.,
many phones and more than two circuits) such that
communications with field monitoring teams, emergency news
facility, the 0SC or damage control teams would be impacted,
for longer than about a week. In the event of major
disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of
power, etc.,) or planned outages, compensating measures are
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acceptable while repair activities proceed with high
priority.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Communications equipment is significantly degraded (e.g.,
many phones and more than two circuits) in the TSC, EOF, or
Control Room, such that implementation of the Plan would be
impacted, for longer than a few hours. In the event of major
disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of
power, etc.,) or planned outages, compensating measures are
acceptable while repair activities proceed with high
priority.

. Backup power supplies for at least one onsite and one
offsite communication systems, as required by Appendix E,
are not functional for more than a few days, in the absence
of compensating measures.

. Communications equipment is significantly degraded (e.g.,
many phones and more than two circuits) such that
communications with field monitoring teams, emergency news
facility, the 0SC or damage control teams would be impacted,
for longer than about a day. In the event of major
disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of
power, etc.,) or planned outages, compensating measures are
acceptable while repair activities proceed with high
priority.

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. A few phones are out of service in any emergency center.

. Communications equipment is significantly degraded (e.g.,
many phones and more than two circuits) in any emergency
center, such that implementation of the Plan would be
impacted, for a short time before repair or compensating
measures are implemented.

5.7 10 CFR 50.47(b)(7)

The PS functions are:

. EP information is made available to the public on a periodic
basis within the EPZ.
. Procedures for coordinated dissemination of public

information during emergencies are established.
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Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. D. 2.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. G.

Examples of loss of PS function include:

. EP related public information has not been disseminated for
a period 50% longer than that committed to in the Plan or in
the absence of Plan commitment, federal guidance.

. EP related public information documents do not contain the
required information, i.e., how the public will notified,
what their actions should be, and the principal points of
contact for-information during an emergency.

. Processes for- dissemination of information during
emergencies can not be effectively implemented, e.g., staff
necessary to operate the emergency news center is not
knowledgeable enough to operate the center, procedures for
dissemination of information are not established,
augmentation (call out) processes will not ensure activation
of center staff in a timely manner (activation goals plus
100%,24/7) and/or metheds for information approval will not
allow timely and accurate information releases.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. The dissemination of EP related public information is not
complete in that transient areas, EPZ segments or other
groups are not sent the information.

. Procedures for dissemination of information to the public
are not maintained such that significant elements of the
public information process are degraded (e.g., contact Tists
are not effective, approval process can not be implemented
due to organization changes, etc.)

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. The news center misses activation timeliness goals during an
actual event by 30 minutes.
. EP related public information documents are disseminated a

month Tate, or a few transient areas (e.g., hotels) do not
receive (or remember receiving) the documents.

5.8 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8)

The PS functions are:
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adequate facilities are maintained to support emergency
response and

adequate equipment is maintained to support emergency
response.

Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. E. 1, 2, 3, 4, 8,
and G.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. H.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0696

Examples of loss of PS funetion include:

Examples of

The TSC or 'EOF. is not functional for a period of Tonger than
about a day. In the event of major disruptive events (e.g.,
hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of power, etc.,) or planned
outages, compensating measures are acceptable while repair
activities proceed with high priority.

The TSC or EOF is not functional to the extent that
unavailability exceeds .01 (as defined by NUREG-0696, with
the exception that cold shut down time should be included in
the calculation) over a four quarter rolling average. In
the event of major disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire,
explosion, loss of power, etc.,) or planned outages
compensating measures are acceptable while repair activities
proceed with high priority.

The backup or alternate EOF is not functional for a period
of lTonger than about 30 days. In the event of major
disruptive events (e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of
power, etc.,) or planned outages, compensating measures are
acceptable while repair activities proceed with high
priority.

Equipment necessary to implement the Plan is not available
or not functional to an extent that would severely hamper
implementation of the Plan for Tonger than about a week.
e.g., lack of field monitoring team instrumentation, lack of
damage control equipment, etc. The availability of
additional equipment, on site, in a reasonably timely manner
is considered as compensating for the PS function.

a green finding would include:

Equipment committed to in the Plan is not available to such
an extent that implementation would be hampered.
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. Changes have been made to the TSC or EOF that do not comply
with the Plan, but the facilities remain functional.

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. A few equipment or instrumentation items committed to in the
Plan are missing or out of calibration and replacement

equipment or instrumentation is available on site.

5.9 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9)

The RSPS function is:

. Methods, systems and equipment for assessment of radioactive
releases are in use.

Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. B. and E. 2.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. I.
Examples of loss of RSPS function include:

. More than 50% of on-shift and augmentation personnel
responsible for dose assessment, can not effectively
implement methods to estimate source term or project offsite
doses in timely manner as determined through NRC observed
performance drills TAW IP 82001.

. Methods are inadequate (i.e., do not conform to regulatory
guidance or are not otherwise technically justifiable,) to
estimate source term and/or project offsite dose due to a
radioactive release.

. Equipment for dose projection is not functional for lTonger
than about a three days, to the extent that no on-site
capability exists for immediate dose projection.

. Changes have been made to dose projection systems (e.g.,
software) that result in Toss all on site assessment
capability through failure of software, significant
systematic errors (i.e., not due to normal uncertainty in
the process) or loss of input parameter capability, and the
condition exists for more than about three days without
compensating measures.

Examples of a degradation of the RSPS function include:
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. More than 25% of on-shift and augmentation personnel
responsible for dose assessment, can not effectively
implement methods to estimate source term and/or project
offsite doses in timely manner as determined through NRC
observed performance drills TAW IP 82001.

. The field monitoring function is unavailable for more than
about 3 days. In the event of major disruptive events
(e.g., hurricane, fire, explosion, loss of power, etc.,) or
planned outage, compensating measures are acceptable while
repair activities proceed with high priority.

. More than 25% of personnel responsible for dose assessment
can not recognize erroneous results beyond physical
possibility-as determined through NRC observed performance
drills TAW IP-82001.

. Equipment or systems for dose projection are not functional
for longer than a day, to the extent that no capability
exists for immediate dose projection in on site emergency
response centers as committed in the Plan.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Dose projection equipment and systems are not available (or
not operational) as committed in the Plan, but redundant or
back up systems are available, for longer than about a day.

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. Dose projection equipment and systems are not available (or

not operational) as committed in the Plan, but redundant or

back up systems are available for some period less than a
day.

5.10 10 CFR 50.4/7(b)(10)

This PS has two aspects that are of differing risk significance. The
establishment and implementation of PARs is integral to protection of
public health and safety and is considered to be a RSPS. ' However, the PS
also addresses emergency workers. While the protection of emergency
workers is very important, it is not as important as the protection of
public health and safety. The worker protection portion is considered to
be a PS.

The RSPS function is:

0609, App B B-34 Issue Date: 5/3/02 rev
Attachment 4



. A range of public protective action recommendations (PARs)
is available for implementation during emergencies.

There are no requirements in Appendix E.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. J. 1., 2., 3.,
4., 7., 8., 10 and Supplement 3.

Examples of loss of RSPS function include:

. 50% of of on-shift and augmentation personnel responsible
for the development of PARs are not able to implement the
guidance as~determined through NRC observed performance
drills TAW IP-82001.

. Procedures 'do not provide PARs that are in accordance with
Plan commitments or federal guidance to the extent that in a
General Emergency PARs would not be issued to cover affected
populated areas greater than about 1% of total EP/Z area or
areas beyond the EPZ when conditions warrent.

. Licensee procedures do not provide a full range of PARs 1in
that the owner controlled area is not adequately addressed
(e.g., IAW IN 2002-14.)

Examples of a degradation of the RSPS function include:
. Procedures do not provide PARs that are in accordance with
Plan commitments or federal guidance to the extent that in a
General Emergency PARs would not be issued to cover affected
populated areas the EPZ.
. Licensee procedures do not provide a full range of PARs 1in

that the owner controlled area is not effectively addressed
(e.g., TAW IN 2002-14.)

Examples of a green finding would include:
. TBD

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. TBD

The PS function 1is:

. A range of public protective actions is available for
emergency workers during emergencies.
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There are no requirements in Appendix E.

Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. J. 2., 3., 4.,
5. and 6.

Examples of Toss of PS function include:

. the accountability processes is flawed (as determined by a
review) to the extent that it can not ensure that on site
accountability is accomplished and maintained during an
emergency (Note: missing a timeliness goal or poor
performance during a drill may indicate a problem for
review, but-in itself is not sufficient to establish a loss
of PS function.)

. Knowledgeable personnel are not available to implement
protective actions for workers.
. Plant page systems are out of service in occupied areas (>

25% of coverage) that may become high radiation areas during
reactor accidents for greater than about a week without
compensating measures.

. Plant page systems are out of service in general plant and
on site areas (> 25% coverage) that should be evacuated
during an emergency for more that about 30 days.

. Respiratory protective equipment on-site is degraded to the
extent that the minimum complement of control room operators
could not be protected for at least 4 hours if needed for a
period of more than about a day.

. The site evacuation the processes is flawed (as determined
by a review) to the extent that it can not be accomplished
during an emergency (Note: missing a timeliness goal or poor
performance during a drill may indicate a problem for
review, but in itself is not sufficient to establish a 10ss
of PS function.)

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Plant page systems are out of service in occupied areas (>
25% of coverage) that may become high radiation areas during
reactor accidents for greater than about a day without
compensating measures.

. Plant page systems are out of service in general plant and
on site areas (> 25% coverage) that should be evacuated
during an emergency for more that about a week.

. Respiratory protective equipment on-site is not maintained
[AW regulations or plan commitments.
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Examples of a minor violation would include:

. Plant page systems are out of service in a few occupied
areas

5.11 10 CFR 50.47(b)(11)

The PS function is:

. The means for controlling radiological exposures for
emergency workers are established.

Requirements are~found in Appendix E. §IV. E.. 1.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. K.
Examples of loss of PS function include:

. Radiological control equipment or instrumentation, necessary
to control emergency worker exposures is not available (or
out of service/calibration) to such an extent that emergency
work in high radiation_areas could not be conducted TAW
regulatory requirements during emergencies, the availability
of additional equipment, on site, in a reasonably timely
manner is considered as compensating for the PS function.

. Processes for controlling exposures during emergencies will
not ensure that exposures are maintained IAW Plan
commitments.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Equipment or instrumentation necessary for controlling
necessary to control emergency worker exposures as committed
in the Plan is not available to such an extent that
emergency work in high radiation areas could not be
conducted IAW regulatory requirements during emergencies.

Examples of a minor violation would include:
. Equipment or instrumentation items committed to in the Plan
are missing or out of calibration and replacement equipment

or instrumentation is available at the storage location or
on site with reasonable accessability.

5.12 10 CFR 50.4/(b)(12)
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The PS function is:

. Arrangements are made for medical services for contaminated
injured individuals.

Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. E. 5., 6. and 7.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. L.
Examples of loss of PS function include:

. The support hospital(s) is no longer available or qualified
or equipped~for the care of contaminated injured personnel
or support arrangements are no longer in place for the care
of contaminated injured personnel, in the absence of
compensating measures and a high priority effort for
obtaining replacement support arrangements.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. MOUs for medical support are not current, but the capability
remains.

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. None

5.13 10 CFR 50.4/(b)(13)

Due to the non-emergency nature of recovery efforts, there is no
PS functional failure that would be assigned for failures in this
area, i.e., any failure to comply would not exceed a green
finding.
There are no requirements in Appendix E.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. M.

Examples of loss of PS function include:

. None.

Examples of a green finding would include:
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. Recovery efforts are not preplanned.
Examples of a minor violation would include:
. None

5.14 10 CFR 50.4/(b)(14)

The PS functions are:

. A drill and exercise program is established.

. Drills and exercises are assessed via a formal critique
process.

. Identified weaknesses and deficiencies are corrected.

Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. F. 1. And 2.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. N.

Examples of loss of PS function include:

. More than two drills/exercises during the inspection cycle
(i.e., the period over which all attachments of IP 71114 are
conducted, usually about two years,) have not been conducted
[AW the Plan.

. The drill and exercise critique process does not identify
RSPS performance problems (determined through the
“Drill/Exercise Critique Problem” branch of SDP.)

. Formal critiques are not conducted for more than two
drills/exercises during the inspection cycle.

Appendix E, Section IV, F, g. requires that weaknesses and
deficiencies be corrected. The correction of weaknesses and
deficiencies is of fundamental importance to the Cornerstone
Objective. Guidance for this element of the PS is provided in
Section 6.0.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. A drill (or required element of the drill program) during
the inspection cycle (i.e., the period over which all
attachments of IP 71114 are conducted, usually about two
years,) has not been conducted IAW the Plan.

Examples of a minor violation would include:
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. None

5.15 10 CFR 50.47(b)(15)

The PS function is:
. Training is provided to emergency responders.
Requirements are found in Appendix E. §IV. F. 1.
Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. O.
Examples of loss of PS funetion include:

. Personnel have not received required EP training to such an
extent that coverage by emergency response personnel is not
available (due to Tack of personnel with current training
qualifications) for any key ERO function (as defined by
NET 99-02.) Note that if personnel have been removed from
EP duty, their training qualifications are not a regulatory
concern.

Examples of a green finding would include:

. Personnel have not received required EP training to such an
extent that coverage by emergency response personnel is not
available (due to Tack of personnel with current training
qualifications) for any Table B-1 function (as defined by
the Plan.) Note that if personnel have been removed from EP
duty, their training qualifications are not a regulatory
concern.

Examples of a minor violation would include:

. Personnel have not received required EP training but there
are qualified personnel available to staff the affected
positions.

5.16 10 CFR 50.4/(b)(16)

Due to the non-emergency nature of Plan development efforts, there is
no PS functional failure that would be assigned for failures in this
area, i.e., any failure to comply would not exceed a green finding.

There are no requirements in Appendix E.
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Informing criteria are found in NUREG-0654 § II. P.
Examples of loss of PS function include:
. None.
Examples of a green finding would include:
. Responsibilities for Plan development are not established.
Examples of a minor violation would include:

. None

6.0 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
6.1 INTRODUCTION

NRC Reactor Oversight Process EP Cornerstone is based on the
licensee response band created by the PI program and the licensee
problem identification and resolution (PI&R) program. As related
to EP, PI&R encompasses the drill and exercise critique program,
critique of actual events and other assessment activities such as
QA audits and reviews performed IAW 50.54(t), as well as the
corrective action program. The EP Baseline Inspection Program
provides oversight of Ticensee efforts to critique drills and
exercises and correct weaknesses. 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) and
Appendix E § IV. F. 2. g. require drills and exercises be
formally assessed and that identified wWeaknesses be corrected.

The EP Cornerstone is designed to foster drill and exercise
programs that develop and maintain emergency response
organization skills. It is the nature of a drill program that
performance errors will occur and that equipment, facility and
procedure problems will surface. The identification and
correction of these weaknesses is a positive and vital aspect of
the program. The Drill and Exercise Performance PI provides a
90% success threshold for the licensee response band. This
infers that a level of performance error (in drills/exercises) 1is
acceptable and that correction of errors and problems is within
the licensee response band.

The regulations require that weaknesses identified during
training and drills be corrected. Weaknesses may be identified
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through processes that are not drill or training related, such as
assessment of performance during actual events, reviews required
by 50.54(t), audits, surveillance activities, etc. It is the NRC
expectation that weaknesses identified through these processes
will also be corrected, even if failure to do so is not 1in
noncompliance with NRC requirements. In this case, a colored
finding may be issued without an item of noncompliance. The SDP
reflects this expectation.

6.2 TIMELINESS

Background

Guidance is provided on the timeliness aspect of correction of
weaknesses. The timeliness guidance should not be interpreted as
a requirement. Rather, the guidance delineates when it is
appropriate for an inspector to review corrective action efforts
for timeliness.

The 1licensee determines the safety significance of weaknesses and
sets priorities IAW commitments and approved corrective action
programs. The appropriateness of those priorities are judged in
the context of the problem, but the timeliness guidance may be
used as a limit for inspector involvement e.g., if the weakness
is corrected in a shorter time than that suggested in the
guidance, the inspector probably does not need to review the
basis for timeliness of corrective actions.

Root cause analyses, common cause analyses and the Tike may take
60 days, or longer in some cases, to complete. While immediate
corrective actions, such as briefings or lessons learned
summaries may be implemented rapidly, they may not represent
actual correction of the weakness. The expectation is that the
licensee will resolve problems in a manner appropriate to the
risk significance. That will often be in Tess time than
suggested below, but there are times when a licensee should take
more time. When the time is longer, the inspector should review
the scheduling rationale for reasonableness and potential to
impact the public health and safety. Should a corrective action
item be scheduled in a manner that is not reasonable or
potentially impacts the public health and safety (in that the
Plan can not be implemented effectively) a finding may be
appropriate for failure to comply with PS 50.47(b)(14).
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. Resolution of a loss of RSPS function or a failure to
implement a RSPS during an actual event is typical within 60
days of identification.

. Resolution of a loss of PS function, a failure to implement
a PS during an actual event or RSPS related drill/exercise
performance weaknesses (i.e., this performance would be a
failure to implement a RSPS if it had occurred during an
actual event) is typical within 90 days of identification.

. Resolution of a failure to comply with a regulatory
requirement, failure to implement a regulatory requirement
during an actual event or PS related drill/exercise
performance weaknesses (i.e., this performance would be a
failure to implement a PS if it had occurred during an
actual event) is typical within 180 days of identification.

. Resolution of other drill/exercise performance weaknesses
(i.e., this performance would be a failure to implement a
regulatory requirement if it had occurred during an actual
event) is expected, but no timeliness guidance is offered
due to the lTower risk significance of these efforts and
expected lower priority of such efforts.

EP related corrective action systems may track enhancement
suggestions that result from the drill program. These
suggestions often add value to the program, but are not required
nor do they address weaknesses. There is no NRC timeliness
expectation for resolution of enhancement suggestions.

Criteria

The timeliness of the resolution of a problem is not appropriate
for its risk significance. If the problem is RSPS related (i.e.,
loss of RSPS function, a failure to implement a RSPS during an
actual event or RSPS related drill/exercise performance
weaknesses) the failure to correct should be considered a loss of
PS function for 50.47(b)(14) [i.e., a white finding], otherwise
it should be considered a failure to comply with regulatory
requirements [i.e., a green finding]. If the problem did not
result from a drill, exercise or training evolution, the finding
may be issued without a noncompliance citation.

Considerations
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It is not appropriate to consider the timeliness of enhancement
items. The lack of timeliness in corrective actions should be
well in excess of the suggested guidance and judged as
inappropriate in view of the significance of the problem.

FAILURE TO CORRECT

Determination of a failure to correct requires a detailed review
of the problem and the corrective actions. It is not intended
that a single repeat of a problem, e.g., in a drill,
automatically be judged as a failure of the corrective action
system. Conversely, success in a drill/exercise, e.g., by one
well drilled teamy-Should not be considered as success. When an
apparent failure.to resolve a problem is observed, a review of
specific corrective actions should be conducted. Similar
occurrences in response to actual events, drills, exercises and
training evolutions should be reviewed. The status of relevant
PIs should be considered. Corrective action, self assessment
and inspection records should be reviewed for an inspection
cycle (biennial exercise to biennial exercise, nominally two
years,) with emphasis on similar problems. Completion of
corrective actions should be verified, in detail. Assessment of
the effectiveness of the corrective actions should be based on
the full record.

Failure to correct equipment, facility or procedure weaknesses

Background

A premise of the EP Cornerstone is that site PIs in the licensee
response band indicate a program that is identifying equipment,
facility and procedure problems and resolving them at an
acceptable rate. The basis for this premise is:

. The DEP PI would not be in the green band without operating
equipment, functional centers, and effective procedures and

. when the ERO PI is in the green band a substantial portion
of the emergency response organization will have recently
used equipment, facilities and procedures, will identify any
problems that occur and

. that the corrective action program will resolve these
problems.

[AW with this premise, the EP Baseline Inspection focuses on
licensee programs to correct problems, rather than on problem
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identification. Where inadequate problem resolution is found, a
basis of the EP Cornerstone comes into question. If an
uncorrected problem was found through mechanisms other than the
drill/exercise program, the finding should be issued without an
item of _noncompliance.

Criteria

Equipment, facility or procedure problems exist, have been
previously identified and are not corrected. Problems are of
such a magnitude that if an actual event occurred, the problem
would result in a failure to implement a PR or RSPS. If the
problem involves-a-RSPS problem, the failure to correct may be
considered a failure to meet PS 50.47(b)(14) (i.e., a white
finding.) Other findings under this criteria would be assessed
as green.

Considerations

A certain level of equipment failure is to be expected. Phones
fail, equipment malfunctions and procedures are misfiled. An EP
program operating in the licensee response band should be allowed
to correct these kinds of“problems. Findings should only be
issued in this area when the Tack of correction would prevent
implementation of the Plan in an actual event.

Failure to resolve drill and exercise weaknesses

Background

10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) requires that Periodic exercises are
conducted to evaluate major portions of emergency response
capabilities, periodic drills are conducted to develop and
maintain Key sKkills and deficiencies identified as a result of
exercises and drills are (will be) corrected. Appendix E,
section IV, F, g, states All training, including exercises, shall
provide for formal critiques in order to identify weak or
deficient areas that need correction. Any weaknesses or
deficiencies that are identified shall be corrected.

Although the PI system collects performance data from a broad
cross section of drills, the Ticensee response band allows for
ERO members to fail in the process of developing and maintaining
key skills. The correction of drill/exercise weaknesses 1is
within the licensee response band. If NRC oversight unduly
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penalizes failures in drill performance, it would detract from
the development and maintenance of key skills.

The DEP PI allows a 10% failure rate threshold for the licensee
response band in the most risk significant areas of the
Cornerstone. If the PI crossed the threshold the Ticensee would
plan actions to correct the performance problem and a white input
would documented. However, no finding against corrective actions
would be necessary, even though the failure to correct weaknesses
may be part of the root cause of crossing the PI threshold.

In performance areas not covered by the DEP PI, there is no PI
threshold across-which regulatory oversight is increased. The
SDP must address.the failure to correct weaknesses in these
areas. If the threshold for performance in the most risk
significant areas of EP is 10%, it would appear that an
appropriate regulatory threshold for the correction of weaknesses
in other areas of EP would be a 20% failure rate 1in
drill/exercises performance. This is means that detailed
inspection of correction of drill/exercise weaknesses is not
necessary unless performance problems are above a 20% failure
rate over an inspection cycle.

The performance failure rate in non-RSPS areas is not compiled.
However, data from drill critiques may be used to develop these
statistics. The number of opportunities and failures may be
determined through a review of drill/exercise critiques, if it is
assumed that the absence of identified weaknesses indicates
success.

Where performance in an area exhibits greater than a 20% failure,
rate, the inspector should review the corrective actions to
determine adequacy. If corrective actions are not adequate and
the weakness involves a RSPS area not covered by the DEP PI
[e.g., 50.47(b)(9)] a Toss of PS function should be assessed
(i.e., a white finding.) A white finding is only appropriate for
performance problems that would result in a “failure to comply”
if implemented during an actual event. Any other findings would
be green.

Criteria
The Ticensee has failed to correct weaknesses in drill/exercise

performance, in areas not covered by the DEP PI, as indicated by
failure rate worse than about 20%.
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Failure to correct weaknesses that affect a RSPS (i.e., that
would result in a “failure to comply” if implemented during an
actual event) should be assessed as a functional failure of PS
50.47(b)(14), i.e., a white finding. Other failures to correct
weaknesses would be no greater than green.

Enhancement or improvement items are not intended for
consideration under the EP SDP.

Considerations

I[f corrective actions are aggressive, appear to be complete but
are still not effective, a judgement may be made to allow more
time for performance improvement. In this case, future drills
are expected to show performance improvement.

Failure to resolve actual response problems

Background

“Failure to implement” problems (occurring during actual events)
may result in findings IAW sheet 2 of the SDP. However, if the
same (or similar) problems were previously identified in drills
or actual events, a finding against corrective actions may be
appropriate.

I[f the failure to implement problem involved areas covered by the
DEP PI, a review of PI data may be useful. If the failures are
skewed toward the failure to implement problem, it may indicate a
failure to correct weaknesses. Data 7S skewed if the ratio of
failures to opportunities for classification, notification or PAR
development, (taken individually,) is 30 higher than the PI
value. For example, the PI value is a percentage, and in non-
rigorous mathematical terms, o is the square root of that value.
So if the DEP PI is at 94%, o is 9.7 and 30 is about 29%. If the
success rate for notifications taken alone is lower than about
94% - 29%, or 65% there may be a problem with correction of
weaknesses. 30 is thought to be appropriate (as opposed to 1 or
20) due to the relatively small number of opportunities.

If DEP data is skewed and that same area is the actual event
failure to implement problem, it may indicate a failure to
correct weaknesses. The 30 analysis is not a regulatory
criteria. It does however, indicate an area worthy of additional
inspector review. Where this criteria is met, the inspector
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should review the corrective actions in detail and determine its
adequacy.

The similarity of the of the occurrences should be reviewed
critically. Differences in circumstances may negate the initial
appearance of similarity. If the failure to implement is truly
not similar to past occurrences, it may be inappropriate to
pursue a finding in corrective actions.

The completeness of corrective actions should be viewed
critically. The most effective corrective action includes root
cause analysis. Less complete corrective actions, such as
lessons learned briefings and practice in drills, are often
implemented and may be appropriate for some problems. Weaker
solutions include required reading, procedural changes and
generic classroom training. In the case of repetitive problems
and failure to implement during actual events, these later
actions are suspect.

Finally, the licensee should be held to high standards for the
correction of actual event performance problems, especially WRT
the RSPS areas of classification, notification, PAR development
and assessment. Repetition of avoidable problems during actual
events, should be reviewed for a failure to correct weaknesses.
I[f it appears that licensee corrective actions were not complete
and effective or that an existing weakness led to the subsequent
error, a finding of a loss of PS function should be issued.

Criteria

An identified weakness was not resolved, was repeated during an
actual event (i.e., resulted in a failure to implement finding)
and review of associated corrective actions shows them to be
inadequate.

If the weakness involves a RSPS, the failure to correct is
assessed as a PS functional failure (i.e., a white finding.)
Other failures to correct are assessed as no greater than green.

Considerations

The apparent similarity of repeat problems should be reviewed
critically. An apparent repetitive problem may have actually
occurred under very different circumstances.
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Emergency Preparedness Significance Determination Process
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Emergency Preparedness Significance Determination Process
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Emergency Preparedness
Significant Determination Process
Definitions

5.0 Loss of PS Function

Function
One of a group of related actions contributing to a larger action

Degraded
Reduced far below ordinary standards

Judgment
The process of forming an opinion or evaluation by discerning and comparing

NRC Inspection Manual — Manual Chapter 0610 9/26/01
Green Finding: A finding of very low safety significance

White Finding: A finding of low to moderate safety significance

Yellow Finding: A finding of substantial safety significance

Red Finding: A finding of high safety significance
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