
1

STABILIZING THE PRA QUALITY
EXPECTATIONS AND

REQUIREMENTS

Public meeting
May 13, 2004

D. Harrison, S. Magruder, G. W. Parry,
M. Tschiltz, NRR
M. T. Drouin, RES



2

PURPOSE OF MEETING

• To provide a forum for stakeholders to
comment on the draft action plan in
response to SRM COMNJD-03-0002

• To present the staff’s latest thoughts on
policy issues

• To discuss industry activities in the area of
uncertainty analysis
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APPROACH IN THE SRM

• Adopts a phased approach to achieving an
appropriate quality for licensee PRAs for
NRC’s risk-informed regulatory decision-
making

• Allows continued practical use of risk
insights while progressing towards more
complete, and technically acceptable PRAs
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SRM DIRECTION

• Directs the staff to develop an action plan
to:
– Define a practical strategy for implementation
– Address the resolution of technical issues, such

as:
• Model uncertainty
• Seismic and other external events
• Human performance issues
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STATUS

• Interoffice (NRR/RES) working group
established

• Draft plan made available 3/15
• Soliciting input from stakeholders

– Conducted two public meetings (2/24 and 3/24)
– Met with ACRS subcommittee (3/25), and full committee (4/15)
– Letters from NEI, and ASME/ANS, ACRS

• Final plan due to Commission 6/30/04
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POLICY ISSUES

• Initially the staff proposed two issues that
addressed the disposition of reviews
– Standards exist for a significant contributor but

submittal uses alternate methods to PRA
– Standards do not exist, but licensee uses a PRA to

expand the scope of an application

• These are no longer considered policy issues
• Three remaining policy issues are addressed later
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NEW TASK TO ADDRESS
REVIEWS

• To resolve concerns of stakeholders (industry and
ACRS), the staff proposes to develop a process for
prioritizing and scheduling submittal reviews

• Would take into account
– Staff resources required
– Safety benefit of application
– Economic benefit
– Whether application is furthering the state of practice
– Whether the application is a pilot for an application

seen as a net safety benefit
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14

Licensee Identified a Specific 
Application

Is guidance in place for all envisioned 
applications for Phase 3?

What PRA scope is needed to support 
the identified application?

Is all guidance in place to address the 
identified PRA scope for the 

application?

Do the applicable portions of the 
base PRA conform to the existing 
standards for the risk-significant 

PRA scope?

Are the risk-significant 
contributors not in the scope of the 
PRA addressed by other means?

Are the risk-significant 
contributors not 
meeting current 

guidance addressed by 
other means?

Process for 
prioritizing and 

scheduling 
review

Reject submittal

Box 2

Box 3

Box 4

Box 1-1

Box 1

Phase 1 Phase 2

Phase 3

no

yes

yes

yes

no

Yes

no

no

yesDo the applicable 
portions of the PRA 
conform to existing 

standards?

no

Box  5

Box 1-2 Box 1-3

Box 2-1

no

Yes
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Licensee Identified a
Specific Application

Is guidance in place for all envisioned
applications for Phase 3?

Has the licensee’s base
PRA conformed to the
existing standards to

address all current and
anticipated applications?

Licensee requesting
one time review or
application specific

review?

NRC one time
review

Box 2

Box 1

Phases 1 or 2

Phase 3yes

no

yes

no

yes

no

Box 3-3

Box 3-2

Box 3-1

Has the licensee’s base
PRA conformed to the

existing standards for the
risk-significant contributors
for the specific application?

yes

application
specific review
(Phase 2)

Reject submittal

no
Box 3-5

Box 3-4

Box 5
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POTENTIAL POLICY ISSUE #1

• Issue:  When guidance for all current and anticipated
applications is in place (Phase 3), should every licensee be
required to conform to that guidance before submitting any
risk-informed submittals?  Recommendation:  No

• Pro:  If a licensee is only interested in a small number of
applications, development of a full scale PRA would be an
unnecessary burden

• Con:  - The availability of PRAs of predictable and
consistent quality would be beneficial in analyzing events
and performing Phase 3 SDP evaluations
-  If not, there is no forcing function to go to Phase 3
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POTENTIAL POLICY ISSUE #2

• Issue:  When guidance for all current and anticipated
applications is in place (Phase 3), should an application
that does not conform to the Phase 2 guidance for that
application be rejected outright?  Recommendation:  Yes

• Pro: - Reinforces the Commission’s goal for more
complete PRAs
-  Increased efficiency in staff review

• Con:  Industry could argue that conservative bounding
analyses should still be allowed for significant contributors,
since they have been allowed in the past
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POTENTIAL POLICY ISSUE #3

• Issue:  If the SDOs decline to produce a Standard
considered necessary for an application, should NRC
develop its own guidance?  Recommendation:  Yes

• Pro:  - Staff could develop guidance in less time and more
efficiently than SDOs
- Staff development of guidance could provide an incentive
for industry to develop their own guidance

• Con:  Potential for a lack of alignment with industry on a
voluntary initiative
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RESOLUTION OF TECHNICAL
ISSUES

• Model uncertainty
– Guidance document (e.g., NUREG) being developed that addresses the

issue of treatment of uncertainties (e.g., model) in both the PRA and in
decision making

• Seismic and other external events
– ANS standard on external events under staff review (preliminary staff

position for public review and comment this summer)
– Above document (on uncertainties) also includes guidance for acceptable

alternative methods (e.g., bounding, sensitivity analyses) to a PRA

• Human performance issues
– NUREG on good HRA practices to supplement the PRA (HRA) standard



14

NEXT STEPS

• Incorporate stakeholder comments
• Finalize plan
• Send to Commission by June 30


