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SUBJECT: Response to Solicitation of Public Comments on the Fourth
Year of Implementation of the Reactor Oversight Process

PSEG Nuclear (PSEG) is submitting this letter to provide comments on the fourth
year of implementation of the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP), as requested by
the NRC in the Federal Register on November 13, 2003 (68 Fed. Reg. 64374).
In general, we concur with the comments provided by NEI in its letter dated
December 18, 2003. In addition, we would like to emphasis the following points.

The ROP, initially implemented in April 2000, represents an improvement over
the previous oversight process. The development of performance indicators
(Pls) and a baseline inspection program, with findings categorized by risk
significance, has allowed the oversight process to more objectively focus on
safety issues. The Pls and inspection program act in a complementary fashion
to assess licensee performance on an on-going basis and permit an appropriate
escalation of NRC oversight if safety performance declines. Although the ROP is
a vast improvement, there are opportunities for continued improvement within the
ROP framework.

Industry and NRC have been working together to develop and implement a new
PI, the Mitigating System Performance Index (MSPI), to replace the current
Safety System Unavailability (SSU) indicator. Significant resources have been
expended to develop the technical basis for an indicator that includes both an
availability and a reliability component. All success criteria were successfully
demonstrated during the pilot program. A roll out plan that involves finalizing the
reporting guidance, training, workshops, and regulatory interactions necessary to
support implementation has been developed. We request that the NRC approve
MSPI in sufficient time to allow for successful implementation by January 2005.
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We also concur with the NEI letter dated December 11, 2003, concerning the
prerequisites for the implementation of MSPI. As mentioned above, a key
principle of the ROP is the complementary nature of the Pis and the inspection
program, which includes the Significance Determination Process (SDP). When
PIs are established to evaluate performance within a specific area, inspection
activities should be maintained at the baseline level. Consistent with ROP
principles, NRC and industry agreed before the pilot program began that the SDP
would not be used in cases of simple, single failures of components covered by
MSPI. Inspection and follow-up to licensee corrective actions would continue to
be performed per the baseline program. The SDP would be performed in
instances which involved complicated failures, multiple concurrent failures, or
failures which would not be discovered through normal surveillance tests.
Because MSPI includes both an availability component and a reliability
component, it is a more than adequate tool to assess the significance of simple,
single failures; the SDP should be reserved for more complicated events. We
recommend that the use of the SDP for single failures of components in systems
covered by the MSPI be eliminated when the MSPI is implemented.

The Scram with Loss of Normal Heat Removal indicator is resulting in an
increasing amount of confusion since the implementation of the ROP. The cause
of this confusion is inconsistent interpretation over time, deviation from the initial
definition of the PI, and lack of agreement over its purpose. In addition, it is
redundant to other aspects of the ROP (the scram indicator that measures the
rate of scrams and NRC's practice of assessing the risk-significance of every
scram). NRC and industry resources were committed to an effort to improve this
indicator. These efforts have been unsuccessful to date. We recommend that
this performance indicator be eliminated and replaced with an indicator that will
more accurately assess the impact of risk-significant scrams over time.

The Unplanned Power Change PI should be revised so that it better corresponds
to plant performance and eliminates the penalty for voluntarily reducing power for
minor corrective or preventive maintenance. In addition, reducing power due to
events that occur in the switchyard or along the transmission lines should not be
included in the PI. The PI should count instances that are plant-driven, not
management-driven. We recommend that the focus of this PI be changed to
power reductions that are unanticipated. Examples of this could include power
reductions that occur automatically or immediately without operator action, power
reductions that occur as a result of prompt operator actions, and power
reductions that occur in response to Technical Specification Action Statements.

We recommend the following two changes to the action matrix. First, the action
level criteria should be changed from two to three white inputs in a cornerstone
for a Degraded Cornerstone. Changing this threshold will reduce licensee
resistance to the identification of a single white finding, which places the licensee
on the brink of a degraded cornerstone for an entire year. Secondly, we suggest
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that the period of time that findings are active in the action matrix be graded. We
recommend that a white finding would be active for a minimum of two quarters, a
yellow for three quarters, and a red for four quarters. As currently is the case,
the findings would remain active until the NRC is satisfied that the issue has
been satisfactorily resolved.

Communication between the NRC staff and the licensee at the beginning of an
SDP needs to improve. Agreement on the key issues should be reached up-front
so the licensee can provide adequate information to the NRC. We are
concerned over the new emphasis on conducting external event analysis, even
though techniques do not exist to perform this analysis in a consistent manner.
We also recommend that the phase 2 notebooks be replaced with the improved
SPAR models for the phase 2 assessment. An alternative approach would be to
review a utility's PRA and, after acceptance, use that PRA to determine risk
significance. This approach would have the advantage of using the more specific
model, minimize NRC costs in having to continually update the SPAR model, and
improve timeliness in assessing the safety significance of inspection findings.

We recognize that further refinements to the ROP will occur in the future. The
ROP should be a continuously improving process which corrects weaknesses,
while maintaining stability through well thought out change management
processes. We believe the program is now operating in an effective manner, and
is a vast improvement over the previous inspection, assessment and
enforcement process of industry oversight. If you have any questions or
comments regarding this submittal, please contact Robin Ritzman of our
Licensing staff at 856 339-1445.

Sincerely

Parlin
WeePresident - Nuclear Assessments


