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Gentlemen:

Attached are comments from the Strategic Teaming and Resource Sharing (STARS)'
nuclear power plants on the implementation of the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP). The
STARS plants appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on the ROP. The STARS plants
have been working with NEI in the development of industry comments.

Since implementation in April 2000, the ROP has exhibited marked improvement over the
former inspection and enforcement process. Subjecting the ROP to continuous improvement by
way of the routine ROP public meetings and the periodic solicitation of public feedback has
assisted the ROP in effectively meeting the intended objectives, i.e., to maintain reactor safety; to
enhance public confidence; to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and realism of the oversight
process; and to reduce unnecessary regulatory burden. STARS supports and looks forward to
assisting in the continuing efforts to further develop and improve the ROP.

XSTARS is an alliance of six plants (eleven nuclear units) operated by TXU Power, AmerenUE, Wolf Creek
Nuclear Operating Corporation, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, STP Nuclear Operating Company and Arizona
Public Service Company. -e :> :5 _ ?0
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The STARS plants appreciate the opportunity to comment on the ROP. If there are any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 254-897-6887 or dwoodlal txu.com.

Sincerely,

D. R. Woodlan, Chairman
Integrated Regulatory Affairs Group
STARS

Attachment
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STARS Comments on the Implementation of the
Reactor Oversight Process

The NRC is requesting feedback on the Reactor Oversight Process. Feedback was requested
from two perspectives - the initial year of ROP implementation (2000) and current ROP
implementation. Note that the lower the number the more favorable the response.

1 = very much
2 = somewhat
3 = neutral
4 = somewhat less than needed
5 = far less than needed.

1. Does the Performance Indicator Program promote plant safety?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o o 0 o o
Current ROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
The performance indicators have had a positive effect on promoting plant safety since initial
implementation of the Reactor Oversight Process. Over the course of the past five years,
improvement trends have been realized in most of the performance indicators. The most
pronounced improvements have been in the performance indicators that licensees have the most
control over such as unplanned power changes, occupational radiation safety, and protected area
equipment. This indicates that licensees do focus on improving the areas considered by the ROP
to be important to safety. Enhancements such as the adoption of the Mitigating Systems
Performance Index (MSPI) will further promote plant safety.

2. Does appropriate overlap exist between the Performance Indicator Program and the
Inspection Program?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
The performance indicators work in concert with the inspection program under normal
conditions to form a strong oversight program. For events that occasionally occur at plants, the
regions have made liberal use of management directive 8.3 to determine the need for additional
inspection. There is no need to have a performance indicator for Scrams with Loss of Normal
Heat Removal if the decision whether to perform additional inspection is not driven by that
indicator. In that case there is unnecessary overlap.



STARS Comments on the Implementation Attachment to STARS-04022
of the Reactor Oversight Process (continued) Page 2 of 8

3. Is the reporting of PI data efficient?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
Reporting performance indicator data is efficient. Making use of internet technology and
electronic media reduces burden on licensees. While differences still exist in the plant data
reported to other organizations such as INPO and WANO, improvements have been made to
lessen the burden on licensees by using technologies like Consolidated Data Entry (CDE). The
concept of breaking data into elements and using the algorithms in CDE to manipulate the data
element to derive the performance indicators to suit the needs of multiple organizations was an
improvement. Additional work is needed to further align the performance indicator definitions
between INPO, WANO, and the NRC.

4. Does NEI 99-02. "Regulatorv Assessment Performance Indicator Guideline" provide clear
guidance regarding Performance Indicators?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 o 0 o o
Current ROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
The guidance in NEI 99-02 for the most part is clear. There are still areas that need to be
improved, most notably the guidance for IE 02 (Scrams with loss of normal heat removal). The
Frequently Asked Questions process is effective in providing real time clarification to NEI 99-02
and should continue. Every effort should be made to use the guidance in NEI 99-02 as written,
not as interpreted. When examples arise where the guidance in NEI 99-02 produces an
unintended consequence, the guidance should be revised, not worked around.

5. Is the information in the inspection reports useful to you?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 * 0 0
Current ROP o o * o o

Comments:
For the most part information in the inspection reports is useful and acceptably formatted. The
inspection reports do not always provide an adequate understanding of the basis for a cross-
cutting aspect being applied to an inspection finding. The reports should continue to focus on
risk and safety significant issues, leaving any suggestions for improvements to the exit meeting
venue.
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6. Does the Significance Determination Process 3ield equivalent results for issues of similar
significance in all ROP cornerstones?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o o o 0 o

Comments:
The Significant Determination Process (SDP) does not yield equivalent results for issues of
similar significance across all ROP cornerstones. Specifically, issues and events such as
Emergency Preparedness, Security, Radiation Protection, and Fire Protection are evaluated using
processes that are more deterministic in nature. These deterministic SDPs tend to exaggerate the
actual risk. The reactor safety SDP is the most risk informed and should be used whenever
possible. "Specialized" SDPs should be minimized.

7. Does the NRC take appropriate actions to address performance issues for those licensees
outside of the Licensee Response Column of the Action Matrix?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o 0 * 0 0
Current ROP o o * o o

Comments:
Actions taken by the NRC to address performance issues for licensees outside the Licensee
Response Column conform to the current ROP program. While the program is being followed as
written, improvements should be considered. The consequences of being outside the Licensee
Response Column are severe enough to encourage licensees to resist any type of input greater
than green, especially findings that are categorized using deterministic SDPs. Consideration
should be given to increasing the number of white inputs into the Action Matrix from 2 to 3 in
order for a licensee to be placed in the Degraded Cornerstone Column or reduce the length of
time a finding remains active to a time period that is commensurate with the significance of the
finding.

Licensees that are inside the Licensee Response Column are sometimes moved into a defense
posture because of additional NRC scrutiny or oversight. We recommend that the NRC resist the
temptation to act on a licensee's performance trend in the Green Band.
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8. Is the information contained in assessment reports relevant, useful, and written in plain
English?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o 0 o 0 o

Comments:
Yes, the information contained in assessment reports is relevant, useful, and written in plain
English.

9. Are the ROP oversight activities predictable (i.e.. controlled by the process) and obiective
(i.e.. based on supported facts, rather than relying on subjective judgment)?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o o 0 o o
Current ROP o o o 0 o

Comments:
The ROP oversight activities are predictable and objective when a plant is in the Green Band of
the Action Matrix with no events. Inspectors typically follow the guidance provided in the
baseline inspection procedures. However, once an event occurs, and management directive 8.3
is being used, the oversight activities are not as predictable.

Categorizing findings is not as predicable as the inspection process. When a finding doesn't
neatly fit in an SDP, there appears to be an effort to classify it as a 10 CFR 50 Appendix B,
Criterion XVI violation or a cross cutting issue which are more subjective in nature. An example
of this is in the area of corrective action associated with conditions classified as "adverse to
quality." Criterion XVI specifies that conditions adverse to quality need to be promptly
identified and corrected. If a problem classified as a condition adverse to quality recurs, some
inspectors view the recurrence as ineffective corrective action because the root cause was not
addressed. Although significant conditions adverse to quality do require actions to determine the
cause and actions to preclude repetition, there is no requirement in Criterion XVI to address the
root cause of all condition adverse to quality.

Also, the current ROP guidance lacks criteria for defining the specific aspects that make up cross
cutting issues. As such, the application of cross cutting issues is very subjective. The
identification of substantive cross cutting issues often lacks the clarity required to ensure the
appropriate focus for corrective actions. As a result, the criteria to be used to assess removal of
the substantive crosscutting issue are very subjective.

There are not clear criteria for the documentation of cross-cutting aspects. What guidance does
exist is not definitive or consistently applied, and relies on individual subjectivity. The bases for
documentation of cross-cutting aspects are not consistently discussed with licensees at the level
of detail that findings are discussed. They sometimes get added as almost an afterthought with
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little or no discussion. In addition, a Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R) cross-cutting
aspect may be tagged to a finding contrary to corrective action program requirements.
Corrective action program requirements do not require "prevention of recurrence" for all issues
and, therefore, to tag a recurrence of such an issue with a PI&R cross-cutting aspect is incorrect.

10. Is the ROP risk-informed, in that the NRC's actions are graduated on the basis of increased
significance?

1 2 3 4 5
InitialROP Implementation o 0 o o 0
Current ROP o 0 o o 0

Comments:
Many areas of the ROP are risk-informed such that NRC actions are on the basis of increased
significance but there are some areas that are still deterministic in nature such as Emergency
Preparedness, Security, and Operator Training. The areas covered by Manual Chapter 0609,
Appendix A are the most risk informed. Efforts to better risk-informed the ROP should
continue.

11. Is the ROP understandable and are the processes, procedures and products clear and written
in plain English?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o o 0 o o

Comments:
Generally the ROP is understandable and the process, procedures, and products are clear and
written in plain English. There are some areas that need clarification such as the definitions
"self-identified," "self-revealing," and "inspector identified" in Manual Chapter 0612. Also, the
term "mining" used in the contest of "mining the corrective action program" has a different
meaning to licensees than it does to NRC inspectors.

12. Does the ROP provide adequate regulatory assurance when combined with other NRC
regulatorv processes that plants are being operated and maintained safely?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP 0 0 0 0 0

Comments:
The ROP does provide adequate regulatory assurance that plants are being operated and
maintained safely.
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13. Does the ROP improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and realism of the regulatorv process?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o 0 0 0 0
CurrentROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
The ROP is an improvement over the old SALP process. Inspections are more focused, findings
are evaluated using a more structured tool, and performance assessment is more objective.
Efficiency could be gained by combining related inspection activity and evaluating the need for
some inspection activity that may be excessive such as in the area of occupational radiation
protection which has been a very good performing area. Additional efficiencies could be gained
by moving on in an activity when the point of diminished returns is reached such as in the SDP
process when the effort expended by licensees and the NRC to evaluate the significance of a
problem is more than performing an inspection.

14. Does the ROP ensure openness in the regulatory process?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o 0 o 0 0
Current ROP o o 0 o o

Comments:
For most areas of the ROP, the regulatory process is open. However, Security has been very
closed and disassociated with the rest of the ROP. Also, examples of some communication
breakdowns have been realized especially when inspection information is processed in the
Region. Field inspectors will routinely debrief with licensee staff and leave the station with the
understanding that an item or event observed by the field inspector is not an issue or one of very
little significance and then a day before (or in some cases the day of) the exit meeting, licensees
are told that the finding or observation will be characterized as having a higher level of
significance. We believe these changes in characterization are happening during regional review
without an open dialog with the licensee.

15. Has the public been afforded adequate opportunity to participate in the ROP and to provide
inputs and comments?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation 0 0 0 0 0
Current ROP o 0 o o o

Comments:
The public is afforded adequate opportunity to participate in the ROP process. On a monthly
basis, the NRC has held public ROP meetings to discuss improvements in the ROP process and
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answer Frequently Asked Questions. The monthly ROP meetings have been effective in
maintaining open lines of communication between the NRC, industry, and other stakeholders.

16. Has the NRC been responsive to public inputs and comments on the ROP?

Initial ROP Implementation
Current ROP

1 2 3 4 5
0 0 0 0 o

0 0 0 0 0

Comments:
The NRC has for the most part been responsive to public input and comments on the ROP. This
past year a system was developed and used during the monthly ROP meetings to track and status
issues discussed or brought to the meetings. The tracking system has been effective in ensuring
input and comments made on the ROP are assigned and tracked to closure.

17. Has the NRC implemented the ROP as defined by program documents?

Initial ROP Implementation
Current ROP

1 2 3 4 5
o 0 o o o

o 0 0 o o

Comments:
For the most part, the NRC has implemented the ROP as defined by program documents.
Occasional differences in interpreting the ROP documents have occurred, the most noticeable is
in the way some inspectors interpret NEI 99-02. Some inspectors try to make problems that
occur in an area covered by a performance indicator count in the indicator when the problem
does not fit the definition of the performance indicator. Some problems are better evaluated and
dispositioned using the inspection program. The program does give us a way to raise these issues
using FAQs which we never had before.

18. Does the ROP reduce unnecessary regulatorv burden on licensees?

Initial ROP Implementation
Current ROP

1 2 3 4 5
o 0 0 0 0

o 0 0 0 0

Comments:
The ROP has reduced unnecessary regulatory burden but more could be realized if more
confidence were placed in the performance indicators. Based on the reluctance of the NRC to
accept the Mitigation System Performance Index without the provision to perform redundant
SDPs on failures is an indication that some in the NRC have little confidence in the ability of
performance indicators to adequately characterize significance.
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19. Does the ROP minimize unintended consequences?

1 2 3 4 5
Initial ROP Implementation o o 0 o o
Current ROP o o 0 o o

Comments:
The ROP does minimize unintended consequences. However, the following examples of
unintended consequences could very easily occur under the current process:

The Scrams with Loss of Normal Heat Removal performance indicator as currently written
includes verbiage that penalizes licensees for taking conservative actions especially when the
decay heat load is very low and a scram occurs.

A proposed change is being made to the guidance in NEI 99-02 to prevent flooding the indicator
with "opportunities" that would encourage licensees to reduce reliability maintenance on Alert
and Notification sirens.

Findings of low safety significance based on condition reports written by licensees are being
documented in inspection reports. When inspectors ask for "all condition reports" for the past
year or two and document the ones that rise to the level of low safety significant findings,
licensees view this as "mining" the corrective action program. This type of inspection activity
has the potential, as an unintended consequence, to provide a disincentive for licensees to
document problems.

20. Please provide any additional information or comments related to the Reactor Oversight
Process.

An SDP is being developed to address issues associated with the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Facilities. Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facilities are currently not part of the ROP. We
understand that the NRC has regulatory oversight responsibly in this area and others that are not
currently within the bounds of the ROP. Care should be taken to either properly integrate them
into the ROP or clearly define the oversight process that bounds them.


