
 
 
 
 
 

August 11, 2014 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Nathan Sanfilippo, Chief 

Performance Assessment Branch 
Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation  

 
FROM: Andrew Waugh, Reactor Operations Engineer    /RA/  
 Performance Assessment Branch 

Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF THE REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS WORKING 

GROUP PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON JULY 16, 2014 
 
 
On July 16, 2014, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff hosted the Reactor 
Oversight Process (ROP) Working Group (WG) public meeting with the Nuclear Energy Institute 
(NEI) ROP Task Force and other industry representatives.  Enclosure 1 contains the meeting 
attendance list; Enclosure 2 (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML14216A299) contains the white papers and handouts discussed 
during the meeting; Enclosure 3 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14216A315) contains the 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) Log and the FAQs discussed during the meeting; and 
Enclosure 4 (ADAMS Accession No. ML14216A323) contains an ROP WG action items log.  
Meeting attendees discussed topics related to probabilistic risk assessment (PRA), assessment, 
and performance indicators (PIs). 
 
The PRA Operations and Human Factors Branch (APHB) staff informed the meeting 
participants that the NRC held a public meeting on May 19, 2014, to discuss issues related to 
risk assessment methods in the NRC Significance Determination Process (SDP).  The issues 
discussed at the May 19th meeting were the use of: (1) Conditional Core Damage Probability 
(CCDP); (2) licensee PRA models; and (3) minimum joint Human Error Probability threshold.  
Although there was general agreement that the use of CCDP metric is a reasonable technical 
approach in SDP assessments, the industry view, as represented by the Pressurized Water 
Reactor Owners Group, is that the use of the CCDP metric is a change in NRC policy.  The 
NRC staff informed meeting participants that a public meeting was planned for July 24, 2014, to 
discuss the issue concerning the use of CCDP in SDP assessments.  A summary of that 
meeting can be found at ADAMS Accession No. ML14219A390. 
 
The Japan Lessons Learned Division (JLD) staff provided a brief overview of options for 
regulatory oversight and mechanisms for dispositioning issues associated with the Mitigating 
Strategies Order and subsequent rulemaking. Long-term oversight involves two separate, but  
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related issues – oversight itself (mechanism, scope, and timing of inspections/reviews) and how 
to disposition issues identified during these inspections/reviews.  During the meeting, JLD staff 
discussed the current options for dispositioning issues identified at reactor sites and received 
feedback from the industry.  The current options are:  1) utilize the ROP and develop an SDP; 2) 
utilize Traditional Enforcement and add Severity Level examples in the NRC Enforcement 
Policy; and 3) utilize Notices of Deviation against specific details of the licensees’ plan/FLEX 
procedures.   
 
Industry representatives provided feedback that the industry supports the development of an 
SDP, but recommends that the SDP be risk-informed because a non-risk-informed SDP could 
produce escalated results that are inappropriate for the low-probability scenarios in which FLEX 
equipment would be called upon to be used.  Industry representatives further stated that an 
SDP similar to that used for B.5.b equipment and procedures is inappropriate for FLEX and 
should not be used as a model.  Appendix L, “B.5.b Significance Determination Process,” could 
be modified to be more risk informed and include FLEX.  There should be a backstop that would 
recognize this equipment has no actual impact on plant operation.  Further, industry 
representatives suggested that the NRC demonstrate the chosen mechanism in table top 
exercises.  Finally, industry representatives stated that the oversight mechanism for the SAFER 
National Response Centers should emulate vendor inspections, because the NRC has judged 
vendor inspections to be adequate for design-basis equipment.  
 
The Reactor Inspection Branch (IRIB) staff noted that a public meeting was held on July 3, 
2014, to discuss comments received from NEI on draft NUREG-1022, Revision 3, Supplement 
1, “Event Reporting Guidelines: 10 CFR 50.72(b)(3)(xiii).”  All concerns identified by the NRC at 
the meeting have been addressed.  The NRC indicated that a final NUREG-1022, Revision 3, 
Supplement 1, is likely to be issued in the late September or early October 2014 timeframe. 
 
IRIB staff also noted that Inspection Notice 2013-13, “Deficiencies with Effluent Radiation 
Monitoring System Instrumentation,” will be revised to address an incorrect discussion on 
maintenance rule scoping of emergency plan equipment.  The revision will reflect the actual 
maintenance rule requirements (i.e., equipment within scope includes non-safety related 
equipment that is relied upon to mitigate accidents or transients or are used in plant emergency 
operating procedures).  The revision will likely be issued at the end of September 2014. 
 
The IRIB staff reiterated a current staff position found in Section 3.2.12 of NUREG-1022, 
Revision 3 that states an event report is required under 50.72 if a state agency is notified of an 
unusual or abnormal effluent release.  The origins of the current guidance can be traced back to 
Example 5.2 on page 35 of NUREG-1022, Revision 0, Supplement 1 (dated February  
1984, ADAMS Accession No. ML101550097).  Industry indicated a desire to have future 
discussions on the matter.  The NRC did not object and indicated that future engagement would 
be coordinated via NEI. 
 
The IRIB staff indicated that the Enforcement Guidance Memorandum (EGM) associated with 
momentary inoperabilities of the secondary containment is currently being routed internally for 
concurrence and that some concerns have been identified.  Staff indicated it would provide 
further updates on the status of the EGM when additional information is known. 
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The Performance Assessment Branch (IPAB) staff discussed the recent Staff Requirements 
Memorandum for SECY-13-0137, “Recommendations for Risk-Informing the Reactor Oversight 
Process for New Reactors,” dated June 30, 2014.  The staff anticipates the deliverable to be a 
paper to the Commission with recommended approaches to enhance the SDP and appropriate 
PIs for new reactors about a year before commercial operation of the first Vogtle and Summer 
AP-1000 reactors, possibly by the end of 2016.  Staff anticipates a series of public meetings or 
workshops to solicit and discuss concepts and details with industry and other interested 
stakeholders as a long-term project over the next couple of years.  As noted in the SRM, the 
overall structure of the existing ROP should be preserved for new reactor applications, and if the 
staff identifies any further changes that are necessary based on operating experience with the 
new plants, they would notify the Commission through the annual ROP self-assessment report.  
 
IPAB staff also discussed the NRC’s effort to compile lessons learned from the San Onofre 
Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) steam generator tube degradation event.  As part of this 
effort, IPAB staff will be evaluating the use of Confirmatory Action Letters (CALs) and Inspection 
Manual Chapter (IMC) 0351, “Implementation of the Reactor Oversight Process at Reactor 
Facilities in Extended Shutdown Condition for Reasons Other than Significant Performance 
Problems,” at SONGS.  The staff requested input from industry representatives by the next ROP 
WG meeting on the use of CALs in general, any additional formal communication needed with 
licensees regarding the future use of CALs, and on the use of IMC 0351 at SONGS.   
 
The IPAB staff also briefed the highlights from the draft revision to IMC 0305, “Operating 
Reactor Assessment Program.”  The most significant proposed change is to the definition of 
“repetitive degraded cornerstone,” which currently states that it is a cornerstone that is degraded 
for more than four consecutive quarters.  Staff is proposing to revise the wording to require for 
more than five consecutive quarters to pass for the cornerstone to be considered repetitive 
degraded.  This proposal would allow licensees additional time to prepare for the supplemental 
inspection, and for the Regions to schedule and complete the inspection.  
 
IPAB staff noted that another Substantive Cross-Cutting Issues (SCCI) WG meeting is planned 
to focus on options to be recommended to the ROP Division Directors at their August 2014 
counterpart meeting.  Once the recommendations are finalized, another public meeting will be 
scheduled to brief industry on the recommended changes to the SCCI process.  
 
In the area of the PI program, staff and industry addressed the following items: 
 
(1) The staff notified industry that the PI data management system was successfully tested 

to receive Hatch’s Alert and Notification System (ANS) PI data for second quarter of 
2014. Industry representatives confirmed that the Consolidated Data Entry (CDE) 
system was also tested to include Hatch’s ANS PI data. 

(2) The staff noted that it is still expecting industry’s comments on a white paper on PI 
validity during extended shutdown and subsequent startup. Industry plans to provide 
comments during the next ROPWG meeting.   

(3) The staff reminded industry to provide a generic FAQ for the white paper on the 
definition of “initial transients” for the Scrams with Complications PI, specifically for 
boiling water reactors.  The generic FAQ should incorporate the minor comments 
discussed in the previous meeting.  



N. Sanfilippo  - 4 - 
 

   

(4) Industry requested additional comments from the staff on the path forward to address 
the Mitigating Systems Performance Index white paper on the exclusion of low risk 
trains/segments from the unavailability index.  The staff responded in the previous 
meeting with a white paper that proposes several options to address the low risk-
significant unavailability issue. The staff plans to discuss its proposed resolution during 
the next ROPWG meeting. 
 

Staff and industry discussed the following PI FAQs (see Enclosure 3): 

• FAQ 14-01: This FAQ is tentative final.  This is a generic FAQ developed by Industry to 
incorporate the MSPI PRA Technical Adequacy white paper into NEI 99-02, Appendix 
G.  The staff will review the FAQ for consistency with the white paper and plans to 
confirm the FAQ as final during the next ROP Working Group meeting.   

 
• FAQ 14-02: This FAQ was discussed.  This is a site-specific FAQ developed by Fort 

Calhoun Station to address the validity of MSPI performance indicators as a result of an 
extended shutdown.  Fort Calhoun performed a sensitivity analysis and recommends 
that the MSPI performance indicators remain invalid until the first quarter 2015 
performance indicator data submittal, reported in April 2015.  The staff indicated that 
industry concluded, and the staff agreed, in a prior white paper entitled “Simulation of 
MSPI Indicator Reaction to Plant in Long Term Shutdown and Initial Startup” (ADAMS 
Accession No. ML13079A693) that MSPI validity after extended shutdown would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis, but that as a starting point the MSPI should be 
grayed out until 12 months of operation have accumulated.  The staff did not identify a 
discussion in this FAQ justifying the need to accrue five quarters of data prior to 
reporting the MSPI as valid, instead of 12 months as proposed in the referenced white 
paper.  The staff expects the licensee to provide a justification for using five quarters of 
data prior to reporting the PI as valid, or agreeing to make the MSPI data valid after 12 
months of operation (i.e., starting on fourth quarter of 2014) during the next ROPWG 
meeting. 

 
• FAQ 14-03: This FAQ was discussed. This is a site-specific FAQ for Arkansas Nuclear 

One (ANO), Unit 2.  This FAQ addresses the Unplanned Scrams with Complications 
performance indicator guidance on the flowchart question regarding the status of main 
feedwater availability after the scram.  Specifically, ANO proposes that because of the 
unique design of their feedwater system, the intention of the flowchart question 
regarding the availability of feedwater is met and that the scram should not be 
considered complicated.  ANO provided additional information about the design of their 
feedwater system during this meeting.  The NRC staff expects to provide a proposed 
response during the next ROPWG meeting 
 

• FAQ 14-04: This FAQ was introduced. This is a generic FAQ to revise the definition of 
concurrent failures under the Occupational Exposure Control Effectiveness PI in  
NEI 99-02.  This generic FAQ captures the revision to the definition as proposed in FAQ 
12-04.  
 

• FAQ 14-XX: This FAQ was introduced. This is a site-specific FAQ for Hatch. This FAQ 
addresses the validity of the Alert and Notification System PI for Hatch. The licensee 



N. Sanfilippo  - 5 - 
 

   

proposes to report the results in accordance with NEI 99-02 and enter zeroes for trailing 
quarters until four quarters of data have accumulated.  

 
 
 
The next ROP WG public meeting is scheduled to be held on September 11, 2014.  
 
 
Enclosures: 
1.   Attendance List – July 16, 2014 
2.   White Papers Discussed in the  

July 16, 2014, ROP WG Public Meeting 
3.   Reactor Oversight Process Task Force  

FAQ Log – July 16, 2014 
4.   ROP Working Group Action Items  

Tracking Log – July 16, 2014
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  Enclosure 1 

REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS PUBLIC MEETING 
ATTENDANCE LIST  

July 16, 2014 
 
Nathan Sanfilippo   NRC 
Dan Merzke    NRC 
Andrew Waugh   NRC 
Luis Cruz    NRC 
Ron Frahm    NRC 
Mike Balazik    NRC 
Eric Powell    NRC 
Ray Powell    NRC 
See-Meng Wong   NRC 
Aron Lewin    NRC 
Steve Vaughn    NRC 
Chase Franklin   NRC 
Mandy Halter    NRC 
Alonzo Richardson   NRC 
Rani Franovich   NRC 
Jared Justice    NRC 
Andrew Letourneau   NRC 
Jim Slider    NEI 
Larry Parker    STARS Alliance 
Gary Miller    Dominion 
Robin Ritzman   FENOC 
Adrienne Driver   Duke Energy 
Bruce Mrowca    ISC 
Shirelle Allen    Duke 
Ken Heffner    Certrec 
Suzanne Leblang   Entergy 
Pete Wilson    TVA 
Steve Catron    NextEra Energy 
Roy Linthicum    PWROG/Exelon 
Deann Raleigh   Scientech 
Lenny Sueper    Xcel Energy 
Shane Jurek    PPL 
Jeff Horton    Entergy 
David Bice    Entergy 
John Giddens    Southern Nuclear 
Sarah Zafar    Erin Engineering 
Elijah DeVaughn   Southern Nuclear 
Ray Fine    FENOC 
Carlos Cisco*    Winston 
Nick Pappas*    NEI 
Dan Ludwig* 
Jonathan Rund* 
Lori Tkaczyk* 
Richard Rogalski* 
Kevin Boston*   
 
*participated via teleconference and/or online meeting 


