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Dear Ms. Bailey: 
 
On behalf of the fuel cycle industry, the Nuclear Energy (NEI)1 Institute appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on Draft Guide 3044 (DG-3044), “Acceptability of Corrective Action Programs (CAP) at Fuel Cycle 
Facilities.” I trust you will find these comments generally consistent with those expressed by industry during 
the March 5, 2014 public meeting and useful as the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff proceeds 
to finalize it. We are pleased that staff modified the previous version of this guide (Draft NUREG-2154) in 
response to most of industry’s comments, and we offer the general comments below and specific comments 
attached on DG-3044 for your consideration. 
 
First, we appreciate the steps NRC has taken to allow for the disposition of relatively low risk inspection 
findings to an NRC-approved CAP, in lieu of issuing Severity Level IV violations. Specifically, we endorse the 
revised NRC enforcement policy to allow reliance on the licensee’s CAP, and issuance of the two relevant 
guidance documents for comment (i.e., Draft NUREG-2154 and DG-3044). To that end, as has been previously 
noted, all fuel facilities have a CAP in place today and some are deciding whether to seek NRC approval of 
their CAP for these purposes. In that regard, we applaud the efforts of NRC and Louisiana Energy Services 
whereby NRC approved the CAP at LES as stated in the March 4, 2014 NRC letter to LES. 
 

                                            
1 The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) is the organization responsible for establishing unified industry policy on matters affecting the nuclear 
energy industry, including the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical issues.  NEI's members include all entities licensed to 
operate commercial nuclear power plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel cycle facilities, 
nuclear materials licensees, and other organizations and entities involved in the nuclear energy industry. 
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Second, both industry and NRC have acknowledged and emphasized the importance of a comprehensive, 
effective CAP that yields predictable and reliable results on which to base corrective actions to prevent 
recurrence of events, incidents and problems. As such, the CAP is a key element of a fuel facility’s 
operational management and oversight program. While industry recognizes that NRC considers an NRC-
approved CAP to be a fundamental and necessary cornerstone of any enhanced oversight process for fuel 
facilities, industry continues to believe that both NRC’s and industry’s finite resources could be used more 
effectively and efficiently by making risk-informed enhancements to the current oversight process with or 
without an NRC-approved CAP.  
 
Third, we continue to believe that the potential benefits of having an NRC-approved CAP might be 
outweighed for some facilities by several factors. For example: 1) the CAPs in place today meet the needs of 
the fuel facilities and their customers; 2) there is a lack of certainty with regard to the magnitude of 
program changes needed to meet NRC’s expectations; 3) the reality that very few Severity Level IV 
violations are issued to any one facility or across the fleet in any one calendar year continues to raise the 
question of whether this effort is an effective use of limited NRC and industry resources; and 4) there are 
short- and long-term resource impacts associated with NRC review and approval of a facility’s CAP and 
future NRC inspections. As you know, these industry messages--in the context of cumulative impacts--are 
not new, they are important and we continue to support them.  
 
Finally, the draft Regulatory Analysis which accompanied DG-3044 is deficient in its scope, level of detail, 
and the statement regarding expected cost savings. Industry disagrees with the conclusion that 
development of an NRC-approved CAP for disposition of certain violations would yield cost savings for the 
industry. Quite the contrary is true when one considers the potential costs associated with CAP 
enhancements to meet NRC’s expectations, NRC qualification inspections and reviews, and ongoing NRC 
inspections as part of program maintenance versus the costs associated with the very low number of 
Severity Level IV violations cited annually.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on DG-3044 and the public meeting held on March 5, 
2014.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Andrew Mauer at 202-739-8018; 
anm@nei.org. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 

Janet R. Schlueter 
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c: Mr. Anthony T. Gody, Jr., R-II/DFFI, NRC 
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