
 

 
 
 
 
 

December 15, 2015 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:   William M. Dean, Director 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
THRU:     Scott A. Morris, Director /RA/ 

Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 

FROM:    Steven D. Rose, Acting Chief /RA JPeralta For/ 
    Reactor Inspection Branch 
    Division of Inspection and Regional Support 
    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

 
SUBJECT: COMPLETION OF STAFF ACTIONS ON THE REACTOR 

OVERSIGHT PROCESS INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT 
REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

 
 
On October 22, 2012, the Commission directed agency staff to provide a fresh review of the 
practices and approaches the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission had developed for the 
Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) over the course of years.  Specifically, the Commission 
requested an independent review of the program’s objectives and implementation.  On 
February 11, 2014, the ROP Independent Assessment Working Group that was assembled to 
complete this review issued a report (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession Number ML14035A571) in response to the Commission’s request.   
 
The ROP Independent Assessment Working Group identified opportunities to further enhance 
the ROP structure, program implementation, and the conduct of self-assessments, and each 
issue was prioritized by designation as either a “recommendation” or a “suggestion.”   
 
On March 5, 2015, the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs in 
the Office of the Executive Director of Operations issued a memorandum (ADAMS Accession 
Number ML14058A250) to the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation directing the staff to 
address how the applicable recommendations and suggestions in the ROP Independent 
Assessment report will be considered.   
 
 
CONTACT:  Stephen J. Campbell, NRR/DIRS 
          301-415-3353 
 
 
 



W. Dean 2 
 

Enclosed is a summary of the staff’s actions for each of the Independent Assessment Working 
Group’s recommendations and suggestions.  The memorandum completes the staff’s efforts on 
these specific actions.  We will continue to consider additional enhancements to the ROP, to be 
more efficiently and effective, through the ROP self-assessment processes.  If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me or Stephen Campbell at 301-415-3353. 
 
 
Enclosures:   
1. Disposition of Independent Report 
2. Disposition of Independent Report Recommendations 
3. Disposition of Independent Report Suggestions 
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Initial and Final Disposition of Independent Assessment Report Recommendations and 
Suggestions 

 

 
Enclosure 1 

Final Disposition of the 2013 ROP  
Independent Assessment Recommendations and Suggestions 

 
Background 
 
On October 22, 2012, the Commission directed agency staff to provide a fresh review of the 
practices and approaches the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has developed for 
the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) over the course of years.  Specifically, the Commission 
requested an independent review of the program’s objectives and implementation.  On 
February 11, 2014, the ROP Independent Assessment Working Group, which consisted of a 
six-person team, completed its review and issued a report (Agencywide Documents Access and 
Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML14035A571) in response to the Commission’s 
request.   
 
The ROP Independent Assessment Working Group identified opportunities to further enhance 
the ROP structure, program implementation, and the conduct of self-assessments, and each 
issue was prioritized by designation as either a “recommendation” or a “suggestion.”  The 
Working Group identified eight (8) recommendations and 10 suggestions to further enhance the 
program.  A “recommendation” designates an issue that the Working Group believed would 
enhance the ROP in terms of meeting its overall objectives and warrants staff evaluation.  A 
“suggestion” relates to an option for potential improvement at an operational level that the 
Working Group believed should be considered by staff as future changes to the ROP are 
evaluated. 
 
On March 5, 2015, the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs in 
the Office of the Executive Director for Operations issued a memorandum (ADAMS Accession 
No. ML14058A250) to the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) directing the staff to 
address how the applicable recommendations and suggestions in the ROP Independent 
Assessment report will be considered.   
 
Initial Disposition of Independent Assessment Recommendations and Suggestions 
 
On April 18, 2014, staff issued SECY-14-0047, “Reactor Oversight Process Self-Assessment for 
Calendar Year 2013” (ADAMS Accession Number ML14066A418), which presented the results 
of the NRC staff’s annual self-assessment of the ROP for calendar year 2013 and, among other 
items, summarized the disposition of the recommendations and suggestions from the ROP 
Independent Assessment report.  Enclosure 2, “Staff Actions to Address the 2013 Reactor 
Oversight Process Independent Assessment” (ADAMS Accession No. ML14066A424), of 
SECY-14-0047 lists the initial disposition of the recommendations and suggestions.  The staff 
accepted 17 of the recommendations and suggestions and identified Suggestion 6 as already 
completed.   
 
NRC staff in NRR’s Division of Inspection and Regional Support (DIRS) was assigned the 
responsibility to evaluate the recommendations and suggestions documented in the 
Independent Assessment report and to either take the action as documented in SECY-14-0047, 
develop additional actions, or reject the recommendations or suggestions with appropriate 
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justification.  DIRS staff created an ROP tracker spreadsheet that contained, among other 
ROP-related activities, the description of the suggestion or recommendation, the action taken, 
milestones to complete the action, and the owners of each item.   
 
Final Disposition of the Independent Assessment Recommendations and Suggestions 
 
Enclosures 2 and 3 contain descriptions of the recommendations and suggestions as 
documented in the Independent Assessment report, the recommended actions documented in 
SECY-14-0047, and the actions NRR/DIRS staff took to address the recommendations and 
suggestions, respectively. 
 
Summary of Final Disposition of the Independent Assessment Recommendations and 
Suggestions 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Of the eight recommendations, the staff is implementing seven and dispositioned one with no 
action.  A number of the recommendations resulted in new procedures or revisions to existing 
procedures.  For example, the staff will issue a new procedure, Inspection Procedure (IP) 
71111.21N, “Design Bases Inspection (Programs),” to assess the licensee’s effectiveness of 
engineering programs.  Also, the staff revised Manual Chapter (IMC) 0305, “Operating Reactor 
Assessment Program,” which contains new guidance on a phased approach for conducting IP 
95003, “Supplemental Inspection for Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple Degraded 
Cornerstones, Multiple Yellow Inputs or One Red Input.”  The staff also revised LIC-504, 
“Integrated Risk-Informed Decision-Making Process for Emergent Issues.”  Staff created a 
procedure for the DIRS Division Director Biweekly Call, which includes a permanent agenda 
item for discussing Recommendation 7-type generic issues.     
 
The completion of other recommendations were captured in a Commission Paper 
(SECY-15-0108 (ADAMS Accession Number ML15076A066)) that proposed a revision to the 
definition of degraded cornerstones, and a memorandum to revise Substantive Cross-Cutting 
Issues.  The staff recently finalized changes to the ROP self-assessment process in IMC 0307, 
“Reactor Oversight Process Self-Assessment Program,” and two associated appendices.  The 
staff’s actions to enhance communications with external stakeholders include incorporating plain 
language into inspection report cover letters and redesigning the Reactor Oversight Process 
external website which includes a “Contact Us” form.  After careful review and analysis, the staff 
rejected Recommendation 2 for reasons documented in Enclosure 2.   
 
Suggestions: 
 
Of the 10 suggestions, the staff is implementing nine and dispositioned one with no action.  Five 
were accomplished through revisions to IMC 0305.  This included incorporating additional 
guidance on actions for traditional enforcement violations, trends in allegations, substantive 
cross-cutting issues, mid-cycle and end-of-cycle assessments, and evaluation of issues not 
related to licensee performance.  The staff also developed and conducted training in response 
to two of the suggestions.  This included training on Probabilistic Risk Assessment and the use 
in Significance and Enforcement Review Panel decision making; and Performance Indicator (PI) 
effectiveness.  In addition, the PI page on the ROP public website has been updated to improve 
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communication with external stakeholders.  One additional suggestion involved enhanced 
communications which the staff addressed by incorporating plain language into the Significance 
Determination Process letter boilerplate describing preliminary and final significance.  The staff 
assessed Suggestion 7, regarding flexibility of the use of the ROP by inspectors, and 
determined that the ROP was adequate; requiring no changes, but IPs needed improvement 
regarding minor revisions to clarify terminology.  After careful review and analysis the staff 
rejected Suggestion 4 and a portion of Suggestion 5 for reasons documented in Enclosure 3. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The 18 recommendations and suggestions assigned to NRR/DIRS staff have been evaluated 
and dispositioned.  Actions determined from the evaluations either are ongoing or have been 
implemented.  The staff provided justification for rejecting one recommendation and one 
suggestion.  The staff’s efforts on these specific actions are considered complete.  



Final Disposition of Independent Assessment Report Recommendations 
 

 
Enclosure 2 

Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

Recommendation 1 
Clarify expectations for the timing of 
supplemental inspections for Column 4 of the 
Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) Action 
Matrix, or portions thereof, to ensure that the 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s 
(NRC’s) assessment of continued operation 
and consideration of additional regulatory 
actions are completed in a timely manner. 

Staff has developed several options to address 
timeliness of supplemental inspections under the 
scope of the ROP enhancement project.  In 
practice, staff already completes an initial 
assessment under Inspection Procedure (IP) 
95003 [“Supplemental Inspection for Repetitive 
Degraded Cornerstones, Multiple Degraded 
Cornerstones, Multiple Yellow Inputs or One 
Red Input”] to give staff assurance that a 
licensee in Column 4 is operating safely and to 
decide whether additional regulatory actions are 
necessary.  Staff can revise IP 95003 or 
Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0305 
[“Operating Reactor Assessment Program”] to 
formalize this practice. 

The staff revised IMC 0305 on April 9, 2015, to 
incorporate guidance in Section 11.04.i for regional staff 
to consider a phased approach for conducting the IP 
95003 supplemental inspection to inform decision-
makers whether continued operation of the facility is 
acceptable and to decide whether additional regulatory 
actions are necessary to arrest declining licensee 
performance.  A complimentary proposed revision to IP 
95003 was issued for comment on August 26, 2015.  The 
final revision is expected to become effective January 1, 
2016. 

Recommendation 2 
Consider including additional measures in the 
ROP to minimize abrupt changes in the Action 
Matrix characterization of plant performance 
caused by mechanistic relaxation of oversight 
based on the passage of time and completion 
of NRC inspections. 

Staff is currently evaluating potential ROP Action 
Matrix improvements under the ROP 
enhancement project, specifically the 
appropriateness of criteria for moving a licensee 
in the Action Matrix.  This recommendation has 
been added to the scope of the enhancement 
project.  The IMC 0305 working group is 
evaluating the recommendation and considering 
adding guidance to IMC 0305 to require 
licensees to demonstrate improved performance 
before moving back to the Licensee Response 
column, or to potentially use a phased approach 
to moving licensees in the Action Matrix. 

The staff rejected the recommendation for several 
reasons: 
 
• The assessment process is performance-based.  If a 

licensee is in Column 3, returns to Column 1, and 
then reenters Column 2 or 3 within the next year, 
there can be several reasons for this situation.  Poor 
performance requires additional NRC inspection.  
Licensees who address their performance issues to 
the satisfaction of NRC inspectors should be allowed 
to return to Column 1. 

• It would be a challenge to allow some licensees to 
close out supplemental inspections to planned 
corrective actions, while requiring others to actually 
implement their corrective actions before closure.  
Some licensees have more effective corrective 
action programs than others, but there are no criteria 
to measure program effectiveness.  This would be 
subjective, unpredictable, and it would be difficult to 
explain to the licensees and the public.  Licensees 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

who do not implement their planned corrective 
actions should expect to move back to a higher 
column with resultant increased oversight. 

• Not all licensees move back and forth in the Action 
Matrix due to ineffective corrective actions from the 
first escalated enforcement action.  Sometimes they 
have a completely different problem which moves 
licensees to increased levels of regulatory response 
of the Action Matrix. 

• There are currently no objective criteria for 
determining when a licensee’s corrective actions 
could be considered “effective” or “sustained.” 

• A gradual return to Column 1 is problematic in Action 
Matrix space.  A licensee who moves out of Column 
3 would only be allowed to do so after successfully 
completing an IP 95002, “Inspection for One 
Degraded Cornerstone or Any Three White Inputs in 
a Strategic Performance Area” and the associated 
findings closed or PIs returned to Green.  If they 
then moved to Column 2 for a period of time, the 
regulatory action associated with that move would 
be to do an  IP 95001, “Inspection for One or Two 
White Inputs in a Strategic Performance Area” 
inspection, which would be redundant since they just 
completed a 95002.  This would require a change to 
the criteria for entry into Column 2, since we would 
see licensees with no greater-than-green inputs in 
Column 2.  Changing the criteria for a licensee to 
transition to Column 2 would require a Commission 
decision. 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

Recommendation 3 
Include a risk-informed periodic review of 
licensee programs or actions implemented to 
address generic issues to enhance the 
agency’s assurance that these measures 
continue to be effectively implemented.   

This recommendation was examined under the 
ROP enhancement project - baseline inspection 
program review.  Specifically, recommendations 
were made to implement an IP operating 
experience (OpE) update process which would 
provide a method for linking recent OpE directly 
to individual IPs.  The process would help to 
inform the selection of inspection samples and 
provide inspectors with past examples, as well 
as guidance for probing potential issues based 
on current OpE analysis.  This would also 
include consideration of licensee responses to 
relevant generic communications and generic 
issues, to be reviewed during related 
inspections, e.g., Problem Identification and 
Resolution inspection. 

The staff is developing a new IP, IP 71111.21N, “Design 
Bases Inspection (Programs)” to assess the 
effectiveness of the licensee’s implementation of their 
engineering programs.  The staff plans to perform this 
inspection in a pilot program at selected sites during 
calendar years 2015 and 2016.  First licensee 
engineering program selected for review will be the 
environmental qualification program.  The inspection 
procedure, IP 71111.21N will be revised based on the 
lessons learned from the pilot inspections and periodic 
review of licensee programs will become part of the 
baseline inspection program, which will begin in the next 
triennial cycle, beginning calendar year 2017.    
     

Recommendation 4 
Consider enhancements to improve the 
effectiveness of NRC messages through more 
extensive use of plain language, a focus on the 
desired effect of the communication on 
stakeholder perceptions, and the use of 
wording that conveys the significance of issues 
to the broadest possible audience. 

Staff has initiated an effort to more fully 
incorporate plain language into inspection 
reports, and once alignment is reached, IMC 
0612 [“Power Reactor Inspection Reports“] will 
be revised.  Staff is also planning to revise the 
annual licensee assessment letters to 
incorporate plain language.  Staff has already 
completed revisions to ROP communications 
tools, such as NUREG-1649 [“Reactor Oversight 
Process”] and brochures which describe the 
ROP. 
 

Actions were taken to incorporate plain language into 
IMC 0612 inspection report cover letters.  Efforts to more 
fully incorporate plain language into inspections reports 
are currently underway.  Additionally, the staff reviewed 
and evaluated the external website on the ROP.  The 
staff solicited feedback on the external website from both 
internal and external stakeholders.  After feedback was 
received, the staff coordinated the complete redesign of 
the external website on the ROP to include a more 
extensive use of plain language.  In an effort to ensure 
that the web content had the desired effect on 
stakeholder perceptions, the staff created a publically 
available “Contact Us” form specific to the ROP. 

Recommendation 5 
The NRC should review the criteria for 
transition to Column 3 of the NRC Action Matrix 
against the original ROP program goals to 
ensure that the significance of White inspection 
findings is not being overemphasized and to 
ensure that agency resources used to process 
White inspection findings are commensurate 

This recommendation was already scoped into 
the ROP enhancement project.  The staff agrees 
that a lot of resources are expended in 
identifying, assessing, and defending [W]hite 
findings.  The IMC 0305 working group is 
researching the technical basis for two White 
findings in a cornerstone resulting in a licensee 

A working group was established to review the criteria for 
transition to Column 3 of the Action Matrix.  The working 
group recommended revising the definition of a 
Degraded Cornerstone from two White inputs in the 
same cornerstone to three White inputs in the same 
cornerstone, with no change to the other criteria.  Staff 
submitted a notation vote paper to the Commission, 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

with findings that, by definition, are of low to 
moderate safety significance.   

being moved to the Degraded Cornerstone of 
the Action Matrix.  Staff will work with internal 
and external stakeholders to ensure the criteria 
for entering Column 3 of the Action Matrix is 
appropriate.  If the criteria are determined to be 
inappropriate, the working group will make 
recommendations to revise the Action Matrix. 

SECY-15-0108, “Recommendation to Revise the 
Definition of Degraded Cornerstone as Used in the 
Reactor Oversight Process,” dated August 28, 2015 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML15076A066).  The 
Commission approved this change and IMC 0305 will be 
revised effective January 1, 2016. 

Recommendation 6 
The NRC should perform a comprehensive 
analysis to determine whether the use of cross-
cutting issues and safety culture, as currently 
incorporated in the ROP, provides regulatory 
value in terms of licensee safety performance 
for the resources expended.  To support that 
determination, NRC staff should clarify and 
document the goals, purposes, uses, and 
desired outcomes associated with the inclusion 
of cross-cutting issues and safety culture in the 
ROP.  If program changes are needed, the staff 
should determine whether Commission 
approval is required for implementation.   
 

The staff has completed an effectiveness review 
of the Substantive Cross-Cutting Issue (SCCI) 
process, which was initiated in November 2013.  
As part of that review, staff also examined the 
question of resources expended versus 
regulatory value associated with SCCIs.  In 
documenting the results and conclusions from 
that review, staff will also document the goals 
and desired outcomes for the SCCI process.  
The memo transmitting the results of that review 
will be issued by the end of April 2014. 

The staff completed an effectiveness review of the SCCI 
process, and documented the results in a memo, 
“Effectiveness Review of Substantive Cross-Cutting 
Issues,” dated April 23, 2014 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML14099A171).  The report documented the purposes 
and goal of SCCIs.  A working group was established to 
review the process and make recommendations to revise 
or replace the SCCI process.  The recommendations 
were documented in a report, “Working Group 
Recommendations to Revise the Substantive 
Cross-Cutting Issue Process,” dated Nov. 5, 2014 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML14309A612).  The staff 
determined Commission approval was not necessary to 
implement the recommendations. 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

Recommendation 7 
Clarify ROP program expectations for when 
performance issues that are common to 
multiple facilities should be considered for 
resolution through a generic issues process in 
order to improve the use of NRC inspection 
resources and ensure a thorough and 
consistent industry response.   

This recommendation was considered during the 
recent revision to Office Instruction COM-106, 
“Control of Task Interface Agreements.”  Issues 
identified in a Task Interface Agreement (TIA) as 
potentially generic are communicated to 
appropriate processes (e.g., Generic 
Communications Branch, enforcement 
coordinator, Operating Experience Branch, 
Inspection Programs Branch for possible 
inspection under a Temporary Instruction).  
Additionally, LIC-504, “Integrated Risk-Informed 
Decision-Making Process for Emergent Issues,” 
is being revised to clarify expectations for 
communications between the regional managers 
who identify potential generic issues and 
Headquarters staff under the coordination of the 
licensing project manager. 

Staff issued Revision 4 to LIC-504 (Non-Public ADAMS 
Accession No. ML14035A143) on June 2, 2014.  Section 
5, “Responsibilities and Authorities,” established a 
Management Lead to identify and use resources in 
support of implementation of the LIC-504 process, which 
includes working with the technical lead and the 
responsible project manager to maintain process 
schedule and milestones and working with the 
appropriate regional manager when regional support is 
needed.   
 
On March 26, 2015, Division of Inspection and Regional 
Support, Reactor Inspection Branch staff issued Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation Procedure for Headquarters 
and Regions Bi-weekly Call (ADAMS Package Accession 
No. ML15085A028) which established a permanent 
agenda item to discuss Recommendation 7-type generic 
issues and a requirement to document a summary of the 
call.  Also, instructions are included in the procedure to 
communicate to internal stakeholders (via bi-weekly call 
meeting summaries and the Inspector newsletters) and 
external stakeholders (via ROP Monthly Public Meeting) 
how the NRC staff had handled Recommendation 7-type 
generic issues.  To date, the following Recommendation 
7-type generic issues were processed and 
communicated to internal and external stakeholders: 

• Tornado Missile Issue (July 2015, Quarterly 
Inspector Newsletter, June 17, 2015, ROP 
Public Monthly Meeting) 

• Resolution of Seismic Qualification of Electrical 
Cabinets (October 2015 Quarterly Inspector 
Newsletter, September 16, 2015, ROP Public 
Meeting (ADAMS Accession Number 
ML15239B190) and letter to the Nuclear Energy 
Institute (NEI) dated August 28, 2015 (ADAMS 
package Accession Number ML15219A508)). 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in 
SECY-14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

Recommendation 8 
Consider revising the ROP self-assessment 
process to better solicit and assess both 
tactical and strategic feedback.  Reexamine 
how internal and external feedback is collected, 
analyzed, and used to improve oversight 
approaches to and the implementation of the 
ROP.   

Staff has assembled a working group to review 
the ROP self-assessment metrics to identify 
metrics that are more objective than those based 
on subjective perceptions identified through the 
external survey.  The working group will identify 
options for soliciting feedback from all 
stakeholders to inform the ROP self-assessment 
process.  The target is to incorporate the new 
metrics into the ROP self-assessment process 
for Calendar Year (CY) 2015.  

The staff incorporated this recommendation into the 
revised self-assessment process.  The final governance 
documents were issued in November 2015 and will be 
used for the CY 2015 self-assessment.  The staff will 
also summarize the process changes, reference the 
program documents, and describe the implementation 
plans in a Commission paper.  
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in SECY-
14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

Suggestion 1 
Review current Performance Indicators (PIs) to 
evaluate whether they are providing meaningful 
information on licensee performance.  If the PIs 
are validated as being appropriate and not 
needing adjustment, develop messages to 
enhance stakeholder understanding of how the 
PIs continue to contribute to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s) assessment of 
plant safety and licensee performance. 

Staff continuously reviews the usefulness of PIs and 
refines or revises them through the Frequently Asked 
Questions process.  The staff will consider 
developing messages in Reactor Oversight Process 
(ROP) communication tools to ensure stakeholders 
understand the significance of the PI process in the 
oversight of nuclear reactor licensees. 

The staff reviewed “always Green” PIs against 
findings in their associated cornerstones (mostly 
Barrier Integrity and Public Radiation Safety) 
and determined that the PIs reflect the same 
performance levels revealed by inspection 
findings.  Case studies of recent plants with 
poor performance show that PIs usually 
contributed to their assessment at varying 
degrees.  Updates to the PI page on the ROP 
public website for external stakeholders will 
communicate these findings in a more coherent 
fashion.  Internal training on PI effectiveness, 
along with the case studies, will be conducted at 
the regional inspector counterpart meetings and 
will be posted to the internal PI SharePoint page 
for internal stakeholder use to aide their 
understanding when communicating with the 
public. 

Suggestion 2 
Enhance the Operating Reactor Assessment 
Program to ensure that plant performance 
assessment decisions fully and consistently 
consider “other” relevant performance 
perspectives discussed in Inspection Manual 
Chapter (IMC) 0305, including traditional 
enforcement, allegations, substantive cross-cutting 
issues (SCCIs), and safety culture in addition to 
the Action Matrix outcomes. 

Staff initiated [F]eedback [F]orm 0305-2004 to 
address this suggestion.  IMC 0305 already allows 
for consideration of “other” relevant performance 
perspectives, such as traditional enforcement, 
allegations, etc.  The suggestion was for staff to 
more clearly explain how or when to factor these 
considerations into the assessment process.  Staff 
will develop language in a future revision to IMC 
0305 to provide that clarity. 

The staff revised IMC 0305 on April 9, 2015, 
incorporating additional guidance on 
considering additional actions for traditional 
enforcement violations, being alert for trends in 
allegations, and several changes were made to 
the SCCI process. 

Suggestion 3 
Consider expanding the list of relevant indicators 
of licensee performance in the Operating Reactor 
Assessment Program description in IMC 0305 to 
include significant performance concerns that may 
come to light through Title 10 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (10 CFR) 2.206 petitions, 
licensing issues, or financial issues that are within 

Staff initiated [F]eedback [F]orm 0305-2005 to 
address this suggestion.  Regions currently solicit 
input from licensing project managers during mid-
cycle and end-of-cycle meetings on licensee 
performance related to licensing actions to provide 
more complete picture of licensee performance.  
However, that practice has not been formalized in 

The staff revised IMC 0305 on April 9, 2015, to 
incorporate additional guidance during mid-
cycle and end-of-cycle assessment reviews.  
The document now includes guidance for 
licensing Project Managers, with the support of 
technical staff, to be prepared to discuss 
significant performance concerns that might 
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Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in SECY-
14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

the scope of NRC regulations. guidance documents.  Staff will develop language in 
a future revision to IMC 0305 to provide that 
guidance. 
 
 
 

come to light through 10 CFR 2.206 petitions, 
licensing issues, or financial issues that are 
within the scope of NRC regulations.  Division of 
Operating Reactor Licensing staff are 
developing a template for project manager input 
into the semi-annual assessment meetings. 

Suggestion 4 
Consider including additional guidance in IMC 
0305 to enable the use of management discretion 
in determining whether to accelerate the timing of 
supplemental inspection activities particularly for 
cases in which it is determined that a licensee is 
not making reasonable progress in preparing for 
these inspection activities. 

Staff initiated [F]eedback [F]orm 0305-2006 to 
address this suggestion.  Timeliness of supplemental 
inspections was included within the scope of the 
ROP enhancement project.  Staff has already 
developed several options to address the timeliness 
concern.  Providing guidance for the use of 
management discretion is one possible option to 
ensure timeliness of regulatory actions.  When the 
working group identifies a recommended option, 
headquarters and regional management will be 
consulted for a final decision.. 

The IMC 0305 working group rejected this 
recommendation.  NRC and licensee resources 
would not be effectively utilized to inspect a 
licensee who was not prepared for the 
inspection.  The licensee would likely require a 
re-inspection.  Timeliness of supplemental 
inspections is important, and staff will continue 
to pursue efforts to encourage licensees to 
complete them in a timely manner. 

Suggestion 5 
The criteria for discussion of licensee performance 
issues during the Agency Action Review Meeting 
(AARM) and End-of-Cycle Summary Meeting 
should allow senior management the opportunity 
to discuss plants with performance issues 
considered to be at the threshold for additional 
regulatory action particularly those considered to 
be at risk of moving into Column[s] 3 or 4 of the 
NRC Action Matrix. 

Staff initiated [F]eedback [F]orm 0305-2007 to 
address this suggestion.  Staff recognizes the value 
in providing some discretion to discuss licensee 
performance concerns that may not meet the criteria 
for discussion at the End-of-Cycle Summary 
meeting.  Language will be incorporated into the next 
revision to IMC 0305 to provide that discretion. 

The staff revised IMC 0305 on April 9, 2015, to 
address this suggestion.  Guidance was added 
to Section 07.04, “End-of-Cycle Summary 
Meeting” to allow regional administrators the 
flexibility during the End-of-Cycle Summary 
Meeting to discuss plants with performance 
issues on the threshold for more significant 
regulatory action (i.e., at risk of moving to 
Columns 3 or 4 of the Action Matrix). 
 
The staff disagreed with the recommendation to 
include discussion of plants at the threshold for 
increased regulatory activity at the AARM.  The 
objective of the AARM is for senior managers to 
review the appropriateness of regulatory actions 
taken for licensees with significant performance 
issues, defined to be Column 4 or IMC 0350 
plants.  The AARM agenda is generally too full 
to discuss other plants that have not 
demonstrated significant performance issues. 
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Suggestion 6 
The list of activities that do not constitute Action 
Matrix deviations provided in IMC 0305 could be 
expanded to allow more efficient management 
decisions on resources needed to address 
oversight at plants with unique, ongoing, technical 
challenges or with ongoing safety culture or 
SCCIs. 

This suggestion was already incorporated into the 
most recent revision of IMC 0305 and IMC 2515, 
[“Light-Water Reactor Inspection Program – 
Operations Phase”] to allow additional inspection to 
evaluate emerging technical issues unrelated to 
licensee performance, e.g., Seabrook alkali-silica 
reaction, without being considered a deviation from 
the Action Matrix.    

The staff revised IMC 0305 on October 18, 
2013, to state that application of additional 
resources to evaluate issues not related to 
licensee performance is not considered a 
deviation from the Action Matrix.  Guidance for 
applying additional resources can be found in 
Section 07.03, “Generic Safety Issues, Special, 
and Infrequent Inspections,” of IMC 2515.  IMC 
2515 states, “An existing Appendix A or C 
inspection procedure may be used to evaluate 
emerging technical issues not related to 
licensee performance issues. This is not 
considered an Action Matrix deviation and does 
not require an Action Matrix deviation 
memorandum per IMC 0305.  The Regional 
Administrator should inform the Deputy 
Executive Director for Reactor and 
Preparedness Program and the Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation Office Director in a 
memorandum in cases where resources from 
multiple offices are involved (approximately 1 
FTE or greater) to follow-up on technical 
issue(s).” 

Suggestion 7 
Periodic inspector counterpart seminars, training, 
and mentoring should be used as opportunities to 
ensure that inspectors and managers have a 
common understanding of the inherent flexibilities 
in the ROP inspection program.  Best practices in 
using the ROP flexibilities should continue to be 
highlighted, and a similar approach should be 
used to communicate the importance of indirect 
inspection activities and how to effectively and 
efficiently manage these activities. 

The staff will leverage opportunities such as 
inspector counterpart meetings and training to 
reinforce the message that the ROP has inherent 
flexibilities.  Training on inspection procedures, 
including flexibilities in sample selection, is also a 
recommendation from the ROP enhancement project 
- baseline inspection program.  

Flexibility (as it pertains to an inspector’s ability 
to follow their judgement and not be unduly 
constrained by ROP procedures) allowed to 
inspectors in the ROP was a special topic in the 
ROP Baseline Inspection Program 
Enhancement Project.  A working group was 
formed to evaluate flexibility within the baseline 
inspection program.  The working group 
reviewed inspector responses from past ROP 
self-assessment surveys (which included 
questions on flexibility in the ROP), bases 
documents, and the inspection procedures for 
their analysis.  The working group identified 
some resident inspectors wanted more flexibility 



Final Disposition of Independent Assessment Report Suggestions 
 

4 

Description Accepted Recommended Disposition in SECY-
14-0047 

Additional Action Taken by NRR/DIRS Staff

than the program allowed for while others 
thought the current level of flexibility was 
sufficient.  The working group identified that 
there are different opinions on the topic of 
flexibility, and supervisors use discretion and 
exercise flexibility based on their judgement.  
The working group determined that the current 
level of flexibility in the ROP was adequate and 
no changes were required.    
 
As noted above responses to previous 
self-assessment surveys indicate a large 
majority of inspectors think that the current level 
of flexibility provided by the ROP is sufficient.  
Although the results of the ROP Baseline 
Inspection Program Enhancement Project 
stated that no changes were required, several 
improvements have been or are in progress 
relating to flexibility.  Inspection procedures are 
being revised to ensure that terminology such 
as “should” and “must” are being used 
appropriately to further clarify where flexibility is 
allowed.  Inspection procedures containing 
requirements will no longer be referred to as 
guidance and it is expected that staff follow 
program documents as closely as possible 
unless there are extraordinary circumstances.  
Additionally, as part of the revised ROP 
self-assessment process baseline inspection 
procedures will now be evaluated for flexibility.  
These efforts will further clarify to inspectors 
where flexibility is given and when it is not and 
ensure flexibility is adequate.  In accordance 
with existing guidance, as improvements are 
made to the ROP governance documents, the 
need for training will be evaluated and training 
will be conducted as warranted.  These efforts 
will help ensure regional consistency and a 
common understanding of flexibility within the 
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ROP.  Additionally, new inspectors are 
mentored to ensure an understanding of the 
ROP and associated procedures. 
 
For indirect inspection activities inspectors 
receive formal and informal training that covers 
topics such as completing inspection 
procedures, tracking completed inspection 
samples, the purpose of estimated number of 
inspection hours, flexibility allowed to 
inspectors, and best practices.  Additionally, 
inspectors have various resources available to 
them should a specific question arise.  The 
program office is currently exploring ways to 
reduce the burden of indirect inspection 
activities such as improving the way inspection 
reports are written and simplifying processes 
such as the minor screening criteria defined in 
IMC-0612, “Power Reactor Inspection Reports.“ 
 

Suggestion 8 
Significance and Enforcement Review Panel 
(SERP) members should be provided with periodic 
training or briefings regarding the uncertainties 
inherent in the agency’s probabilistic risk 
assessment (PRA) tool outputs and the use of 
PRA quantitative results in SERP 
decision-making. 

This suggestion was also identified by the 
Significance Determination Process (SDP) Business 
Process Improvement Project.  There is a course 
available for decision-makers, P-109, “Assessing the 
Adequacy of Models for Risk-Informed Decision,” 
regularly offered at the Professional Development 
Center.  This course would sensitize SERP members 
to uncertainties in PRA models.  Consideration is 
also being given to have Regional Senior Reactor 
Analysts brief regional SERP participants, potentially 
during an inspector counterpart meeting. 

Four training modules were developed focusing 
on an overview of PRA and regulatory 
applications, the SERP process and 
responsibilities of its members, integrated 
risk-informed decision-making and risk-informed 
decision-making behaviors.  The training was 
given to most regional SERP members in July 
2015 soliciting their feedback.  The training will 
be enhanced and given to additional SERP 
members and be made available for refresher 
training.         

Suggestion 9 
To the extent practicable, steps should be taken to 
better understand stakeholder concerns with the 
documentation of SDP results and to enhance the 
communication of SDP results to improve the 
transparency of the process for the broad 
audience of stakeholders. 

Staff had previously [F]eedback [F]orm form 
0609-1923 to address this concern, raised in 
responses to ROP surveys.  One option being 
explored is to revise the template for SDP letters 
describing preliminary or final significance to have a 
dedicated paragraph in plain language to describe 

In order to take steps to better understand 
stakeholder concerns with the documentation of 
SDP results, the staff submitted a feedback 
form on the Enforcement Manual 
recommending plain language incorporation into 
the SDP letter boilerplate describing preliminary 
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the safety significance of inspection findings. and final significance.  The feedback form 
recommended an additional paragraph in the 
SDP preliminary and final significance letters to 
summarize the finding (and the associated 
degraded condition) and describe how/why it is 
significant in plain language for the broadest 
audience.  The recommendation was accepted 
in an effort to enhance communication of SDP 
results and to improve the transparency of the 
process.  

Suggestion 10 
Consider replacing the use of SCCIs and the 
current cross-cutting aspects, components, and 
areas with a process that uses the recently 
developed Nuclear Safety Culture Common 
Language traits and attributes in a graded 
regulatory response aligned with the overall ROP 
philosophy.  Further, a more graded regulatory 
response could be established to allow licensees 
to address safety culture issues when 
performance is in the Licensee Response column 
and would escalate the NRC’s level of 
engagement as the significance of findings 
increase. 

This suggestion falls within the scope of the ROP 
enhancement project.  A working group has been 
formed to evaluate an industry proposed model to 
assess licensee safety culture in lieu of the SCCI 
process.  Staff has held one public meeting on the 
SCCI process, and plans to hold another meeting in 
May 2014.  Options have been developed to revise 
the SCCI process in the event the industry proposal 
is not acceptable to staff.  A graded regulatory 
response to safety culture issues is being 
considered. 

A working group was established to review the 
process and make recommendations to revise 
or replace the SCCI process.  The 
recommendations were documented in a report, 
“Working Group Recommendations to Revise 
the Substantive Cross-Cutting Issue Process,” 
dated November 5, 2014, ADAMS Accession 
No. ML14309A612.  The recommendations 
were incorporated into the latest revision of IMC 
0305, dated April 9, 2015, and implemented for 
the 2015 mid-cycle assessment meetings.  
Thresholds for identifying a cross-cutting theme 
were changed, and a backstop was created for 
a cross-cutting theme at the cross-cutting area 
level.  The subjective questions used to decide 
on whether or not to issue an SCCI were 
removed.  The recommendations increased 
predictability and objectivity. 

 


