
From: Zoulis, Antonios 
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2014 9:28 AM 
To: kra@nei.org 
Cc: 'aph@nei.org'; reb@nei.org; Weerakkody, Sunil 

(Sunil.Weerakkody@nrc.gov); Ferrante, Fernando 
Subject: Comments on the NEI 13-AB, Draft 1 CER Guideline Guidelines for 

Prioritization and Scheduling Implementation (ML13276A147) 
 
Kati, 
 
The NRC staff has reviewed October 1, 2013 letter containing  NEI 13-AB, Draft 1 “CER 
Guideline Guidelines for Prioritization and Scheduling Implementation” (ML13276A147).  Below 
are some general NRC comments on the overall process: 
 

 As presented in the tabletops, the process relies significantly on the expert judgment.  
Therefore, a minimum experience required for the panel/IDP is important (e.g., 
enhancing the specificity of the expertise for GAET members, SMEs, and IDP members 
with some basic requirements that could be met by existing licensee processes and 
established programs). 

 

 Understandably, not all the interactions between the GAET and IDP could be simulated 
in the tabletops due to time constraints. In some cases, some interaction was assumed 
but not exercised. It would be beneficial to include a description/flowchart that specifies 
the communications between the Generic Prioritizations and plant specific 
prioritizations.  Useful information could include specific attributes of the information that 
will be transmitted from GAET to IDP (e.g., template or a table of contents). 

 

 For the process to be transparent and robust, there should be some guidance 
addressing the issue of “Confidence” in the results (e.g., is the conclusion supported by 
available data, operating experience, scientific reasoning, PRA results?). The generic 
and Xcel tabletops included discussions on this, but it has not yet been fully integrated 
into the guidance. The process calls for a qualitative assessment, first, and a quantitative 
assessment, second; where, in some cases, a quantitative assessment could provide an 
answer with a higher level of technical justification than more subjective expert 
judgment. This speaks to the benefit/incentive in PRA use given that several issues in 
the tabletops are amenable to quantification and Xcel indeed exercised its PRA 
model(s).  

 

 The issue of backstops is critical, particularly how to prevent continuous slippages of 
changes required per NRC requirements\orders. 

 

 While upper bound standards such as Appendix B may not apply for the prioritization 
analyses are needed, it would be important to assess what alternative standard could be 
followed that ensures a minimum level of detail/adequacy for an analyses that will 
essentially alter the schedule for meeting regulatory actions by several outages. 

 
We are looking forward to discussing these issues in future public meetings and in updates to 
your draft guidance document. 

 
Regards, 



Antonios Zoulis 
Reliability & Risk Analyst 
PRA Operational Support Branch 
Division of Risk Assessment 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
301-415-1209 
Antonios.Zoulis@nrc.gov 
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