
 
 
 
 
 

May 14, 2014 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:    Stephen D. Dingbaum 
    Assistant Inspector General for Audits 
    Office of the Inspector General 
 
FROM:    Mark A. Satorius /RA/ 

Executive Director for Operations  
 
SUBJECT:  STATUS OF RECOMMENDATIONS: AUDIT OF NUCLEAR 

REGULATORY COMMISSION’S OVERSIGHT OF ACTIVE 
COMPONENT AGING (OIG-14-A-02)  
 

RERERENCE:  ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITS 
MEMORANDUM DATED JANUARY 30, 2014 

 
 
By memorandum dated January 30, 2014, you requested that I intervene to resolve differences 
between the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) staff’s views regarding OIG-14-A-02, “Audit of NRC’s Oversight of Active 
Component Aging.”  In doing so, I completed a thorough assessment of the OIG audit findings 
and recommendations, the staff’s comments on the draft OIG report, and the OIG’s disposition 
of the staff’s comments in the final report. 
 
In your report, OIG recommended that the staff “perform and document a thorough and 
systematic evaluation of the need for an NRC program to oversee the management of active 
component aging activities, all within the context of the current ROP [Reactor Oversight 
Process] environment” and “develop and incorporate the mechanisms for monitoring, collecting, 
and trending age-related data for active components within NRC policy and procedures.” 
 
In its response, the staff disagreed with the audit report findings and the need for these 
recommendations based on its belief that the ROP already performs the task of providing an 
effective framework for addressing both active and passive aging issues.  In your response, OIG 
noted that the NRC is not in the position to determine if the ROP is effectively overseeing active 
component aging issues because a specific evaluation on that topic has not been conducted. 
 
I believe the fundamental disagreement is related to the primary cause and effect message 
delivered in this report.  OIG has concluded that “the NRC’s approach for oversight of licensees’ 
management of active component aging is not focused or coordinated.”  The reason for this is 
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given as, “This has occurred because NRC has not conducted a systematic evaluation of 
program needs for overseeing licensees’ aging management for active components since the 
establishment of the ROP in 2000, and does not have mechanisms for systematic and continual 
monitoring, collecting, and trending of age-related data for active components.”  This 
combination of statements leads the reader to understand that OIG believes that if such a 
systematic evaluation or analysis had been completed, some changes to the program would 
result that would make the agency’s approach focused and coordinated.  In the absence of that 
evaluation, OIG appears to conclude that via the examples given in the report as evidence, the 
Agency’s approach is not focused or coordinated. 
 
While I agree that the staff has not performed a specific review of oversight of active component 
aging, the staff does use various mechanisms to look for gaps in our regulatory oversight 
framework.  A discussion of these mechanisms does not appear in your report or the staff’s 
comments on the report.  Since the inception of the ROP, the staff has continually evaluated it 
for needed improvements via the self-assessment program as documented in Inspection 
Manual Chapter (IMC) 0307, “Reactor Oversight Process Self-Assessment Program.”  The staff 
reports the results of this annual assessment in a paper to the Commission.  In addition, staff 
performs the Industry Trends Program as documented in IMC 0313, “Industry Trends Program,” 
to provide a means to assess whether the nuclear industry is maintaining the safety 
performance of operating reactors and to identify significant trends in safety performance.  One 
such Industry Trends Program indicator used is “Equipment Forced Outages per 1000 Critical 
Hours,” which measures how equipment failures cause forced outages at a plant.  Should aging 
issues with active equipment cause failures, that would be reflected in this indicator.  The staff 
also reports the results of this annual assessment in a paper to the Commission.  Every year, 
senior executives conduct the Agency Action Review Meeting (AARM) to review the 
appropriateness of NRC actions for plants with significant performance issues, trends in overall 
industry performance, and the results of the ROP self-assessment.  In addition, the Commission 
invites select licensees with performance issues to appear before the Commission as a result of 
the AARM.  Management Directive 8.14, “Agency Action Review Meeting,” includes a complete 
description of the process.   
 
In addition, in SRM-SECY-12-0081, “Risk-Informed Regulatory Framework for New Reactors,” 
the Commission directed the staff to pursue an independent review of the ROP’s objectives and 
implementation.  As a result, the staff created a working group and performed an independent 
assessment of the program in 2013 to identify potential enhancements or areas for further 
examination.  The working group was composed of NRC staff with no current responsibility for 
ROP maintenance or implementation, and no substantial involvement in the original 
development of the program.  The working group report entitled “Reactor Oversight Process 
Independent Assessment 2013” was completed in February 2014 and assigned to the Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation for review and action by the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor 
and Preparedness Programs (Agencywide Documents Access & Management System 
Accession No. ML14058A231).  The working group concluded that the ROP has been effective 
in accomplishing its objectives of maintaining safety, increasing openness, and making NRC 
activities and decisions more effective, efficient, and realistic.  The working group also provided 
several recommendations and suggestions to further enhance the ROP structure and program 
implementation.   
 
Age-related degradation is one of many possible reasons for component failure, and licensees 
must manage aging issues to prevent adverse situations at their plants.  Fundamentally, the 
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ROP assesses the performance of our licensees by evaluating performance deficiencies.  
Aging, in and of itself, is not a performance deficiency, while failure to effectively monitor aging 
of components can be more directly tied to licensee performance.  A licensee must monitor and 
maintain its equipment and correct deficiencies that are identified, regardless of root cause.  
This is why the staff is more interested in programmatic self-assessment, effective corrective 
action programs, and surveillance of equipment performance than a specific analysis of aging 
active components.  To that end, during the 2014 AARM held on April 22, 2014, senior 
executives discussed recent examples of licensee performance issues related to maintenance 
effectiveness and committed to continue to explore ways for the ROP to better address these 
issues.   
 
While I understand that your recommendations are looking for very specific treatment related to 
active component aging, it was not clear to me whether you considered the breadth and depth 
of the ROP self-assessment program, Industry Trends Program, AARM program, and the recent 
independent assessment of the ROP in the development of your recommendations.  I have 
confidence that these programs thoroughly and effectively evaluate the Agency’s regulatory 
approach and that as a result, adequate protection of public health and safety exists.   
 
While the Agency is always interested in continuous improvement and commits a significant 
amount of resources to address self-assessment, it’s often difficult to decide at what point the 
program is wholly effective and any additional modifications would be incremental 
enhancements.  I am concerned that additional expenditure in this already robust area could 
displace or distract from more safety-significant work, such as the review, licensing, and 
inspection of Fukushima lessons-learned items.  Given the rigor of our oversight program and 
our self-assessment of that program, I do not believe the additional resources required to 
perform these recommendations will yield nuclear safety outcomes for our licensed community 
and that the resources are best utilized elsewhere in our reactor safety programs. 
 
For the reasons described herein, I support the NRC staff in its reluctance to adopt the 
recommended actions in the OIG report. 
 
cc: Chairman Macfarlane 

Commissioner Svinicki 
Commissioner Apostolakis 
Commissioner Magwood 
Commissioner Ostendorff 
SECY
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