
 
 
 
 
 

August 1, 2014 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Nathan Sanfilippo, Acting Chief 

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

 
FROM: Stephen Vaughn, Reactor Operations Engineer    /RA/  
 Performance Assessment Branch 

Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS THE 

CHARACTERIZATION OF INITIATING EVENT INSPECTION 
FINDINGS IN THE SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION PROCESS  

 
 
On July 24, 2014, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff hosted a public meeting 
with the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) and other industry representatives.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to discuss the technical basis for the Significance Determination Process (SDP) 
and to determine the appropriate process to model the safety significance of inspection findings 
that cause initiating event occurrences.  An NRC manager provided opening remarks and noted 
that the main objective of the meeting was to achieve a consensus approach to characterizing 
the safety significance of inspection findings that are the proximate cause of initiating event 
occurrences.   
 
The NRC technical staff began the discussion using a set of slides (see Enclosure 2 for more 
details) to frame the dialogue.  NRC staff provided a detailed overview of the relationship 
between conditional core damage probability (CCDP), core damage probability (CDP), core 
damage frequency (CDF), and delta core damage frequency (ΔCDF).  During this technical 
overview, the NRC staff demonstrated how subtracting out the nominal CDP from the CCDP 
resulting from a particular inspection finding (e.g., pump unavailable for three months) is 
extremely approximate to a ΔCDF calculation.  In addition to the mathematical and technical 
relationship between CCDP-CDP and ΔCDF calculations, the SDP basis document language, 
specifically section 8 of Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0308, Attachment 3, “Significance 
Determination Process Basis Document,” was reviewed and discussed.  The NRC staff noted 
that the first several paragraphs of section 8 of IMC 0308, Attachment 3 describe two different 
CCDP definitions.   
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The first definition describes a CCDP that combines and initiating event occurrence with actual 
equipment line-ups and operator actions at a precise moment in time.  The industry and NRC 
staff agreed that this definition of CCDP describes a risk analysis that would normally be 
performed to support a decision for a reactive inspection (e.g., in accordance with Management 
Directive 8.3 “NRC Incident Investigation Program”) and/or a risk analysis to support the 
Accident Sequence Precursor (ASP) program.  In addition, both industry and the NRC staff 
agreed that this definition of CCDP does not apply to the risk analyses to support the SDP 
because equipment that is out for test and maintenance unrelated to a specific inspection 
finding is not included in the evaluation.   
 
The next definition of CCDP describes a risk analysis that evaluates a degraded condition over 
a specified duration of time.  Both the NRC staff and industry agreed that this definition of CCDP 
is the approach used to support the SDP evaluations involved with both degraded conditions of 
equipment and safety functions and/or the increase of initiating event frequencies.  In addition, 
there was no disagreement that all inspection findings need to be assessed by the SDP.  
However, industry stated that the original intent of the Scrams with Loss of Normal Heat 
Removal performance indicator (PI) (which is currently Scrams with Complications) was to 
capture initiating event occurrences; rather than the inspection program.  The NRC staff pointed 
out that the previous Scrams with Loss of Normal Heat Removal PI only captured a small 
subset of initiating events and the assessment program was designed to have some overlap 
between the PI and inspection programs. The industry noted that the diagram in Exhibit 3 of 
IMC 0308, “The Reactor Oversight Process Basis Document,” the initiating event cornerstone 
key safety attribute of “Procedure Quality” is monitored by only verifying the PI.  The NRC staff 
noted that the same diagram listed the key safety attribute of “Human Performance” as being 
monitored by both PI verification and the inspection area of non-routine evolutions.   
 
At the end of the meeting, the industry and NRC staff identified the current areas of agreement 
and disagreement.  The NRC staff and industry agree that: 
 

1) A CCDP-CDP calculation is extremely approximate to a ΔCDF calculation using a 
mitigating systems example, 

2) All inspection findings need to be assessed using the SDP,  
3) Certain inspection findings can either cause initiating event frequencies to increase or 

cause an initiating event to occur.  
  
However, there was one key area of disagreement between the NRC staff and industry.  The 
NRC staff and industry disagreed in: 
 

1) The magnitude an initiating event frequency should be increased for findings that are the 
proximate cause of an initiating event occurrence. The NRC staff asserted that the 
initiating event frequency should be increased to 1 per year or the initiating event should 
be set to 1.0 (i.e., the initiating event occurred).  The industry noted that the initiating 
event frequency should increase to a new number; however, that new number should be 
less than 1 per year and the initiating event should not be set to 1.0 (i.e., should not 
assume that the initiating event occurred).   

 
The NRC staff and industry agreed that all interested stakeholders should review all of the 
guidance documents that provided the foundation for the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) 
(e.g., SECY 99-007, SECY 99-007A, SECY 00-0049, and the corresponding SRMs) and gain  
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an understanding of how those documents were used to develop the ROP basis document  
(i.e., IMC 0308) and its five attachments.  Both the NRC and industry agreed that another public 
meeting is needed and will be scheduled sometime in late 2014.    
       
 
 
Enclosures: 
1.  Attendance List – July 24, 2014 
2.    NRC Presentation Slides 
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  Enclosure 1 

PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS THE CHARACTERIZATION OF INITIATING EVENT 
INSPECTION FINDINGS IN THE SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION PROCESS (SDP) 

 
ATTENDANCE LIST  

July 24, 2014 
 
Stephen Vaughn   NRC 
Scott Morris    NRC 
Donald Chung    NRC 
Michelle Kichline   NRC 
Chase Franklin   NRC 
Nathan Sanfilippo   NRC 
Rani Franovich   NRC 
Jeff Circle    NRC 
Keith Tetter*    NRC 
Dale Yielding*    NRC 
Jim Slider    NEI 
Chris Earls    NEI 
Victoria Anderson   NEI 
Jana Bergman*   CURTISS-WRIGHT SCIENTECH 
Roy Linthicum*   Exelon/PWROG 
Peter Wilson    TVA 
Larry Parker*    STARS Alliance 
Thomas Morgan    Maracor/ENERCON 
Aaron Chladil*    Xcel Energy 
Elijah DeVaughn*   Southern 
John Bretti*    Entergy 
Sarah Zafar*    Erin Engineering 
Zhiping Li*    AMEREN 
Deepak Rao*    Entergy 
Marvin Lewis*    Public Stakeholder 
Cindy Williams*   FENOC 
Justin Hiller*    AMEREN 
Will Rogers*    Lockheed Martin 
Al Haegar*    Certrec 
Robin Ritzman*   FENOC 
Richard Turcotte*   Nextera Energy 
John Favara* 
 
 
*participated via teleconference and/or online meeting 
 
 
 
 
 


