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2011 Reactor Oversight Process External Survey

Thank you for participating in the survey. Your feedback is important to us and will be used in the ROP self-
assessment program to evaluate the effectiveness of the ROP. There are 20 items in the survey and places for
written comments. We seek constructive feedback to improve the program, and your comments with specific
examples are welcomed. If you are filling out a hard copy, please use additional sheets for comments if needed.

Because your comments will not be edited toremove any identifying or contact information, the NRC cautions you
against including any information in your submission that you do not want to be publicly disclosed.

If you cannot fill/save the pdf file, please fill out the Word version of the survey (http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/
OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/201 IROPsurvey.doc) or print out a hard copy.

The survey ends on January 13, 2012.

Instruction: For each of the statements, please indicate if it's reasonably true. If you don't have enough
knowledge/experience, please select U/A (unable to answer).

1. The performance indicator (PI) program provides useful insights, particularly when combined with the

inspection program, to help ensure plant safety and/or security.

(e Yes Can you 1. Yes - BUT, the inspection program findings are too soft on licensees. There

C No recommend any could be hundreds of green findings and the assessments would be that all's

" U/A improvements? fine because it's green. I know that there is no mathematical connection to thel

2. Appropriate overlap exists between the PI and the inespection program• tb provide for a comprehensive
indication of licensee performance.

C Yes Can you

G, No recommend any[2. See #1 and #6

C, U/A improvements?

3. NEI 99-02, "Regulatory Assessment Performance Indicator Guideline," provides clear guidance regarding
performance indicators.

C, Yes Can you

C No recommend any

R U/A improvements?

4. PI program effectively contributes to the identification of performance outliers based on risk-informed,
objective, and predictable indicators.

C7 Yes Can you

C7 No recommend any

(e,; U/A improvements?



5. Information contained in inspection reports is relevant, useful, and written in plain English.
t

C
Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

5. Information in the inspection reports only reflect the narrow scope of the
planned inspection. Inspection reports do not show the "other" things that
inspectors see during their inspections. By keeping the inspections narrowly

6. The inspection program adequately covers areas that are important to plant safety and/or security and is
effective in identifying and ensuring the prompt correction of performance deficiencies.

G

C

Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

6. Yes, but your definition of prompt is way too slow. The NRC needs to
reinvent itself in this area. Many times there are items that are cited as
"licensee identified". These items were only identified because the NRC was

7. The Significance Determination Process (SDP) results in an appropriate regulatory response to performance
issues.

C

C-

Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

7. No, the creation of the SDP has the appearance that industry had a major
influence on its development. SDP needs to be notched up to reflect a truer
picture of safety issues within the plants and industry.

8. The NRC takes appropriate actions to address performance issues for those plants outside the Licensee
Response Column of the Action Matrix.

C

C

Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

8. No, ever since the NRC stopped issuing fines for violations (again under the
pressure of the nuclear industry) the "hammer" that the NRC has used has been
unused or too softly applied. There needs to be a means to grab the licensee'stU

9. Information contained in assessment reports is relevant, useful, and written in plain English.

C.

C:

Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

10. The ROP safety culture enhancements help in identifying licensee safety culture weaknesses and focusing
licensee and the NRC attention appropriately.

C Yes

(No

7U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

10. No, the ROP helps, but there needs to be a "feel" for what is happening.
The ROP helps the NRC with resource utilization to an extent, however, this
can get in the way of using resources in more important areas. As mentioned

11. ROP oversight activities are predictable (i.e., controlled by the process) and reasonably objective (i.e., based
on supported facts, rather than relying on subjective judgment).

Y Yes

CNo

C U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

11. Yes, but that's not necessarily the best for the situations at hand.
Subjective judgment can still offer insights that the predictive indicators fail tol
offer. The NRC has many years of experience that could contribute much



12. The ROP is risk-informed, in that actions and outcomes are appropriately graduated on the basis of increased
significance.

C'7 Yes Can you

No recommend any

C' U/A improvements?

12. No, the grading needs to be much stricter.

13. The ROP is understandable and the processes, procedures, and products are clear and written in plain English.

( Yes

( No
G. U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

14. The ROP provides adequate assurance, when combined with other NRC regulatory processes, that plants are
operated and maintained safely and securely.

(,

C',

Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

14. No, as mentioned above, issues such as what the inspectors see that never
make it to a report, the lack of subjectivity, etc. and the difficulty for a licensee
to get anything more than a "green" finding make the ROP appear to be an a

15. NRC actions related to the ROP are high quality, efficient, realistic, and timely.

C(7 Yes Can you

(, No recommend any 15. No, the actions are way too soft.

C" U/A improvements?

16. The ROP ensures openness in the regulatory process.

C',
Yes

No

U/A

Can you
recommend any
improvements?

16. No, the dog and pony shows that the NRC annually puts on in front of the
public are a mockery of the system. The NRC has already met with the
licensees and then attempt to fool the public that the news the licensees are

17. There are sufficient opportunities for the public to participate in the process.

C' Yes Can you

, No recommend any
C U/A improvements?

17. No, there should be many more opportunities. Even the 2.206 process is
too difficult to get issues onto the table for greater evaluation. Almost all
2.206 petitions result in rejection. You do the math - then take a good hard

18. NRC is responsive to public's comments and inputs on the ROP.

C',.

Yes

No

U/A

Can you 18. No, the NRC has an answer to every question asked showing that the NRC
recommend any is never wrong or in need of improvement.
improvements?



19. The ROP has been implemented as defined by program documents.

C Yes Can you

C. No recommend any

(' U/A improvements?

20. The ROP does NOT result in unintended consequences.

C Yes Can you 20. Rather than answer this final question to this slanted survey, I offer this

C. No recommend any parting comment. The NRC likes to claim that they are independent. In many

(e U/A improvements? areas they are and would most likely argue that they are always independent,A

Which of the following groups best describe your affiliation/interest?

(e- State/Local Government

C Public (interested member of the public or public interest groups)

C Industry (licensee and its employees, INPO, NEI, etc)

" Other:

Please press the Submit Survey button, or mail a hard copy (with docket ID
NRC-2011-0270) to:

Cindy Bladey
Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Office of Administration (Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555_0001

If you submit this survey by email, you will receive an acknowledge email. If you
do not receive such email in two business days, please contact us at
ROPSurveyknrc.gov. Please save a copy of the filled survey for your record.

Paperwork Reduction Act
This survey contains information collections that are subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.).
These information collections were approved by the Office of Management and Budget, approval number 3150-0197, which
expires August 31, 2012.

The burden to the public for these voluntary information collections is estimated to be 45 minutes per response. The information
gathered will be used in the NRC's self-assessment of the reactor oversight process. Send comments regarding this burden
estimate to the Information Services Branch (T-5 F53), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, or by
Internet electronic mail to I NFOCOLLECTS.RESOURCE@NRC.GOV; and to the Desk Officer, Chad Whiteman, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs. NEOB-10202, (3150-0197), Office of Management and Budget, Washington, DC 20503.

Public Protection Notification
The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a request for information or an information
collection requirement unless the requesting document displays a currently valid OMB control number.

Submit Survey
I I I i I



NRC Survey

1. Yes - BUT, the inspection program findings are too soft on licensees. There could be

hundreds of green findings and the assessments would be that all's fine because it's

green. I know that there is no mathematical connection to the # of green's to equal a

yellow, etc. Even the cross-cutting issues don't add up to indicate that there are

significant problems until it's too late.

2. See #1 and #6

3. U/A

4. U/A

5. Information in the inspection reports only reflect the narrow.scope of the planned

inspection. Inspection reports do not show the "other" things that inspectors see during

their inspections. By keeping the inspections narrowly focused, and the reports the

same, the other findings go unreported. These issues may be passed on to the

licensees, but lack the openness that the NRC says it has.

6. Yes, but your definition of prompt is way too slow. The NRC needs to reinvent itself in

this area. Many times there are items that. are cited as "licensee identified". These

items were only identified because the NRC was planning to inspect the area -where the

deficiency(ies) were found and the licensee goes ahead to clean up and find all they can

before the NRC inspectors show up. By allowing these last minute findings to go

without consequence does not reflect the true condition of the plants. If the NRC had

not announced the inspection then the items would likely have been found by the NRC's

inspectors or gone on uncorrected. NRC inspections should be unannounced thereby

providing a truer picture of what plant conditions really are. When a licensee is allowed

to pre-condition the inspection results it should be treated no differently than if they

had pre-conditioned a surveillance test.

7. No, the creation of the SDP has the appearance that industry had a major influence on

its development. SDP needs to be notched up to reflect a truer picture of safety issues

within the plants and industry.

8. No, ever since the NRC stopped issuing fines for violations (again under the pressure of

the nuclear industry) the "hammer" that the NRC has used has been unused or too

softly applied. There needs to be a means to grab the licensee's attention where they

feel it most. Fines often reflected poorly of their performance in a way that every rating

agency and the public could clearly see. When the fines were done away with the NRC

said that they were too small to really mean anything. Rather than increase the amount

of the penalties the NRC went the other way to eliminate them entirely. Some of the.



reasoning was that is they hurt them financially, thru penalties or ratings it would carry

over to the safety of the plant. If this were true than the NRC would have had to take

even further action, which the industry lobbied heavily against.

9. No, they are too textbook and wordy. Get to the point and lay out the facts.

10. No, the ROP helps, but there needs to be a "feel" for what is happening. The

ROP helps the NRC with resource utilization to an extent, however, this can get in the

way of using resources in more important areas. As mentioned elsewhere in these

responses, the NRC has a vast knowledge base that can help to focus the licensee and

NRC attention more appropriately.

11. Yes, but that's not necessarily the best for the situations at hand. Subjective

judgment can still offer insights that the predictive indicators fail to offer. The NRC has

many years of experience that could contribute much more.

12. No, the grading needs to be much stricter.

13. U/A

14. No, as mentioned above, issues such as what the inspectors see that never make

it to a report, the lack of subjectivity, etc. and the difficulty for a licensee to get anything

more than a "green" finding make the ROP appear to be an industry created program.

Look back at the original launch of the ROP. The industry comments and direction that

it tried to sway the NRC will be obvious that they wanted a program that would not get

them into trouble in the public's eye which would then affect their ratings, earnings, and

stature amongst peers.

15. No, the actions are way too soft.

16. No, the dog and pony shows that the NRC annually puts on in front of the public

are a mockery of the system. The NRC has already met with the licensees and then

attempt to fool the public that the news the licensees are receiving is new to their ears.

Sorry NRC, you are not fooling anyone and only making fools of yourself. If you truly

want to be open then be open. Don't play games in public because it doesn't work.

17. No, there should be many more opportunities. Even the 2.206 process is too

difficult to get issues onto the table for greater evaluation. Almost all 2.206 petitions

result in rejection. You do the math - then take a good hard look at the issues to see

that there is a public that cares about nuclear safety. The 2.206 process should also be

amended. As it stands now the process requires a team of lawyers to get past square

one. There needs to be a better way for the common person to get concerns about

safety issues into the NRC.

18. No, the NRC has an answer to every question asked showing that the NRC is

never wrong or in need of improvement.



19. U/A

20. Rather than answer this final question to this slanted survey, I offer this parting

comment. The NRC likes to claim that they are independent. In many areas they are

and would most likely argue that they are always independent, however, for example, in

the decommissioning arena the industry has won a major victory over the NRC RIS 2001-

07 Rev. 1. This RIS was seeking to get at the truth about the co-mingling of radiological

decommissioning funds with those required for states portion for non-radiological

decommissioning and site cleanup and restoration. The NRC had a great document

prepared, but made the submission of data voluntary. In the Backfit Discussion it states

that "Any response to this request for additional information is strictly voluntary."

Because this RIS was voluntary critical information was not provided. If licensees would

have provided this data the NRC would have clearly seen that not all of the funds were

available for the radiological decommissioning, and that the actual funds would be

proven deficient. The NRC would then have had to compel many licensees to contribute

additional funds to the decommissioning accounts. Should the NRC wish to verify any of

this they should merely look to see how many licensees actually provided the requested

information. If the NRC has true regulatory authority over the nuclear industry, and is

truly independent, it would have made submission of this information mandatory. It

was not burdensome, could have been done in a simple letter and the truth would have

been evident.

Thank you.


