NRC INSPECTION MANUAL | QVB

I NSPECTI ON PROCEDURE 40500

EFFECTI VENESS OF LI CENSEE PROCESS TO | DENTI FY,
RESCLVE, AND PREVENT PROBLEMS

PROGRAM APPLI CABI LI TY: 2515
FUNCTI ONAL AREA: OTHER

40500- 01 | NSPECTI ON OBJECTI VE
To evaluate the effectiveness of |icensee processes for

identifying, resolving, and preventing issues that degrade the
quality of plant operations or safety.

40500- 02 | NSPECTI ON REQUI REMENTS

02.01 | nspecti on Preparation

(bt ain and review a sanpling of materials, to obtain an overvi ew of
the Ilicensee’'s strengths and weaknesses, and to determ ne
appropriate areas to focus the scope of the inspection. Uilize a
per f or mance- based, risk-infornmed approach to prepare for and
conduct the inspection. Pl ace special enphasis on identifying
potential problens in |icensee controls for identification,
eval uation, resolution, and prevention of problens. Such as:

a. Review the strengths, weaknesses, and trends in |icensee
controls identified within each assessnent area during
i npl ement ati on of NRC i nspection procedures (IPs), the | ast
two pl ant perfornmance reviews (PPRs), enforcenent history for
the past 18 nonths, the Plant |Issues Matrix for the
assessnent period, performance indicators, |icensee event
reports (LERs), operating activities, |icensee maintenance
rule periodic evaluation reports, NRC nmanagenent trip
reports, and nmanagenent neeting reports.

b. Review the results of licensee self-assessnments, placing
speci al enphasis on the conclusions and corrective actions.

c. Review strengths and weaknesses of the independent safety
engi neering group (1 SEG (or equivalent) identifiedduringlP
37550, "Engineering," if perfornmed during the evaluation
time frame.
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ot ai n, through di scussion and i nspection report review, the
resident inspector's assessnment of |icensee strengths and
weaknesses.

otain |icensee adm nistrative procedures that control the
identification, eval uati on, and resol uti on of problens. Al so
obtainlicensee procedures and practices for sel f-assessnent.
Sel ected | i censee docunents needed to support the i nspection
may be obtai ned during a pre-inspection trip to the site or
requested to be avail abl e when the i nspectors arrive on site.

otain and revi ew procedures and docunentation on |licensee
efforts to identify, resolve and prevent structure, system
and conponent (SSC) performance probl ens t hrough performance
nmoni toring, root cause analysis, cause determ nation and
corrective action to neet the nonitoring requirenents of the
mai nt enance rule (MR) (10 CFR 50.65).

bt ai n and revi ew ot her docunents that woul d be val uabl e for
the in-office review, such as a list of corrective action
docunents issued fromthe tine of the | ast i nspection of the
corrective action program (e.g. alist of work orders, work
requests, tenporary nodifications, calibration failures,
condition/problem identification reports, operability
eval uations and determ nations, etc.).

02.02 Corrective Actions and Corrective Action Process

Perform inspection activities to assess the effectiveness of
corrective action in the corrective action process, such as:

a.

40500

Revi ew t he deficiencies tracked in the corrective action and
mai nt enance rul e nonitoring prograns.

1. Reviewthe general statistics of itens/issues tracked in
corrective action and nmintenance rule nonitoring
processes. (e.g. How many itens are identified? How
long for resolutions? How many unresol ved? How nmany
repetitive itens? Are operability reviews pronptly
conduct ed? How many systens? Degree of managenent
i nvol venent ? Ri sk significance of these issues?)

2. Reviewsanple to verify the licensee is identifying
significant issues and inplenenting tinely corrective
actions which achieve lasting results.

3. Reviewsanple to verify the adequacy of root-cause
anal yses.

4. Review sanple deferreditens, or interimresolutions for
consi deration of issues such as risk, inpact on safety,
nmonitoring, plans for final resolution, etc.

5. Review sanple to verify that the |icensee is nonitoring

SSCs within the scope of the nmaintenance rule as
necessary to recognize required transition to 10 CFR
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02. 03

50.65(a) (1) status. Determne if corrective actions,
goals and nmonitoring for 10 CFR 50.65(a)(1) SSCs are
adequate. Review MRrepetitive maintenance preventable
functional failures (MPFFs) for indications of weaknesses
inthe licensee s corrective action program Review any
i nstances where performance mneasures or goals were
exceeded and verify if the Iicensee established adequat e
corrective actions and goal s to i nprove SSC performance.
| dentify strengths and weaknesses in the MR nonitoring
program Refer to | P 62706 for additional information on
the reviewof corrective actions to neet the mai ntenance
rule.

Through interviews with a broad sanple of individuals
selected at random from various parts of the |icensee’'s
staff, ascertain the |icensee managenent’s commtnent to the
corrective action program the extent of their understanding
of the licensee's problemidentification process, and their
w | lingness to report problens.

Review the results of licensee audits that evaluated the
effectiveness of the associ ated corrective action prograns.
Were the audits conprehensive and were effective actions
taken to correct problenms or weaknesses identified.

I f applicable, evaluate the |icensee's use of the individual
pl ant exam nation (IPE) to prioritize corrective actions as
a strength or weakness. Refer to IP 93804 for additional
i nformation on | PEs.

| f applicable, evaluate the |icensee’ s corrective action and
mai nt enance rul e noni toring processes for br oad
i npl ement ati on probl ens or programdeficiencies if the above
review i ndicates the potential for such problens.

Li censee’'s Resolution of Probl ens

Conduct detail ed anal ysis of selected issues or problens.

a.

Using the list below, review for issues, that should have
been identified on corrective action docunents but were not;
that indicate adverse trends or patterns (e.g. recurring or
| ongst andi ng probl ens) but were not identified as such; or
for any other event or issues that may indicate a |ack of
effectiveness inidentifying and correcting probl ens. Sel ect
probl ens which involve equipnment or activities with a
relatively highrisk significance based on | PEs or ri sk-based
i nspection guides. For additional guidance on | PEs, see IP
93804. Do not neglect less significant issues that if taken
collectively could be significant or precursors to nore
signi ficant probl ens.

1. Operational events, testing, or maintenance activities
(such as tenporary repairs or t roubl eshooti ng
activities).
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40500

2. Deficiencies or nodi fi cations requiring safety
eval uations or operability determ nations.

3. Procedural adherence deficiencies and procedure change
backl og.

4. QA audits and sel f-assessnents.
5. Repetitive equipnent deficiencies.

6. O her corrective action docunents reviewed in Section
02.01 or 02.02.

7. Check with the resident inspector(s) for specific
exanples of recurrent problens that have not been
correct ed.

8. Any other programthat identifiesissues or problens that
are not considered as being adverse to quality (e.g.
"fix-it-now' prograns, work requests and work orders,
test failure reports, etc.).

Anal yze in detail the probl ens sel ected above. Determ ne the
licensee's effectiveness in performng the foll ow ng:

1. Initial identification and characterization of the
problem including risk significance.

2. Elevation of problens to proper |evel of nmanagenent for
resolution (internal communications and procedures).

3. Root-cause analysis or cause determ nation
4. Disposition of any operability/reportability issues.

5. Inplenentationof corrective actions incl udi ng eval uati on
of repetitive conditions.

6. Expansion of the scope of corrective actions to include
applicable related systens, equipnment, procedures, and
personnel actions.

| dentify any strengths and evaluate the root causes of any
weaknesses or sl ow response identified during the detail ed
anal ysi s above. Possible root causes m ght include | ack of

training, lack of accountability, unclear responsibility,

procedur e i nadequacy, undue schedul e pressure, or inaccuracy
I n desi gn-basis docunents.

In addition, identify any problens with root cause anal ysis
or cause determnation and corrective action for SSCs
experiencing repetitive MPFFs or exceeding their goals or
performance criteria. Li censee’s root cause analysis or
cause determ nation should focus on naintenance problens
identified and corrective actions that wll elimnate a
failure node or |arge anmounts of unavailability caused by
mai nt enance probl ens.
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02.04 Oper ati ng Experi ence Feedback

Consider any indicators of the adequacy of the |I|icensee’'s
i npl enent ati on of operati onal experience feedback di scovered during
performance of other sections of this procedure to determne if
addi ti onal eval uationis needed. Consider the foll ow ng additi onal
i nspection activities:

a. Evaluate the adequacy of the licensee s inplenentation of
corrective actions for operational experience feedback.
Focus on the licensee's effectiveness to assess, to inform
appropriate personnel of the results, and to initiate
corrective actions for information obtained both within and
outside the licensee's organi zation. Consider the foll ow ng
sources of information:[ DO NOT EXPEND | NSPECTI ON RESOURCES
READI NG THESE DOCUMENTS | F CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ARE NOT
| NVOLVED]

1. 10 CFR Part 21 notifications.
NRC bul I etins, generic letters, and i nformati on notices.

Reports issued by NSSS vendors.

W

Reports from other facilities wunder the licensee's
control or from simlar facilities (with respect to
desi gn and vintage).

5. EPRI reports.

b. ldentify any strengths or contributing conditions which
reflect a |ack of responsiveness in |icensee prograns that
i npl ement operational experience feedback.

c. In addition, identify any strengths or weaknesses in the
licensee’s use of industry-w de operating experience to
establish goals for SSCs nonitored under 10 CFR 50. 65(a) (1).
Verify that MR periodic evaluations take industry-w de
oper ati ng experience i nto account, where practical, under 10
CFR 50. 65(a) (3).

02. 05 Sel f - Assessnent Activities

bt ai n, through di scussion, the resident i nspector’s assessnent of
the effectiveness of the |icensee’'s self-assessnent activities.
Consider this and any other indicators of the licensee' s self-
assessnent effectiveness discovered during performance of other
sections of this procedure to determne how nuch additional
evaluation is needed. Performthe foll ow ng additional inspection
activities:

Evaluate the effectiveness of self-assessnent capability by
revi ew ng corrective actions associated with self-assessnent
reports, audits (including audits of both onsite and offsite safety
comrittee activities), and evaluations. Eval uate the recent
performance of equipnent, or activities in which the |icensee
perforned a self assessnent in |lieu of NRCinspection, and conpare
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with the self-assessnent findings. The intent is to not duplicate
evaluations that are perforned in accordance with I P 40501

a. Evaluate the significance of a sanple of self-assessnent
findings to determne the effectiveness of the self-
assessnent effort. |If relatively few significant findings
are identified, reviewthe scope of the self-assessnent and
the qualification of the plant staff involved in the self
assessnent. Determne if the self-assessnent findings are
consistent wth previous inspection findings, pl ant
performance, and third-party audits.

b. Determine if the licensee is aggressive in correcting self-
assessnent findings and determ ne whether the corrective
actions are adequate, tinely, and properly prioritized.
Determne if individuals at all levels inthe self-assessnent
and corrective action process are held sufficiently
account abl e to ensure that corrective actions aretechnically
adequate and tinely. Determne if a neaningful trending
programw t h sufficient i nformati on avail abl e for identifying
recurring problens has been inpl enent ed.

c. Evaluate the overall self-assessnent programto ensure that
the mpjor functional areas (e.g., corrective actions,
Appendi x B, security, fire protection, energency planning,
oper ati ons, engi neering, radiation control, nmai ntenance) are
reviewed as required by the quality assurance audit program
The self assessnent program should also ensure that the
mai ntenance rule program is adequately nonitoring the
ef fectiveness of naintenance and taking corrective actions
when mai nt enance probl ens are found.

d. Interview selected individuals involved with the oversight
function, as well as the audited organi zation, to gain their
insight on the effectiveness of their effort and the
responsiveness of utility managenent and staff to issues
rai sed. Review |icensee perfornmance data and discuss
anomal i es and trends wi t h managenent to obtain their insights
on the effectiveness of these activities.

e. |If possible, witness the performance of and/or preparation
for a self-assessnment by the |icensee’s assessors or
audi tors.

02. 06 Onsiteand Ofsite Safety ReviewConmmittee Activities (or

equi val ent)

bt ai n, through di scussion, the resident i nspector’s assessnent of
the effectiveness of the safety commttees. Consider this and any
other indicators of safety commttee effectiveness discovered
duri ng performance of other sections of this procedure to determ ne
if additional evaluation is needed. Consider the follow ng
addi ti onal inspection activities:

Interview, at random sel ected nenbers of the safety commttees to

get their insights into organizational buy-in and nanagenent
commtment to the commttee recommendati ons and deci Ssi ons.
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Eval uate the effectiveness of the safety commttees by revi ew ng
commttee mnutes, audits, or other actions initiated by the
committees as they relate to risk significance, major corrective
action successes, or failures. Reviewthe foll ow ng as necessary:

a. ldentify what issues are reviewed by the safety commttees
and reviewthe actions initiated by the safety conmttees to
identify, assess, and correct areas of weakness.

b. Review safety commttee activities and discuss specific
activities with selected safety comm ttee nenbers or safety
commttee support staff to gain insights and to assess the
committee's effectiveness, work |oad, and ability.

c. Select audits conducted under the cognizance of the offsite
safety commttee and determne if the audit findings were
consistent with such external assessnments as NRC and
consul tants.

d. Evaluate the licensee's followup toitens identified by the
safety commttees, including commttee-initiated audit
findi ngs and any recurring problens.

02. 07 Corrective Actions for Non-Cited Violati ons and Itens of
Conparable Significance Wthin the Licensee's Corrective Action
Pr ogram

a. Docunentation Review Reviewapproximtely 20 percent or at
least two NCVs at each plant site’ Review the |ist of
non-cited violations (NCVs) and sel ect a sanple for review,
optimzing the foll owm ng consi derations:

° Itens t hat have not been previously revi ewed for adequacy
of corrective actions by the NRC, such as |icensee event
reports.

° Itens that affect risk significant systens and functions

(though not necessarily excluding other systens and
function inportant to safety).

° Items that involve many functional disciplines.
° Itenms that |ikely involve conplex corrective actions.
° Itens shoul d be | ess than two years ol d, but sel ection of

sanpl e shoul d consider allowngtine tothe licensee for
conpl etion of the corrective actions.

In addition to the above, use these same criteria to the
extent possible, to select approximately twoitens withinthe
licensee’s corrective action program for each selected
licensee NCV (see footnote 1). Each of these issues should
be simlar in significance to the NCVs being revi ened.

The size and type of the sanple will be such to provide an assessnent
of the licensee’'s corrective action programinplenentati on on a running basis.
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b. | nspection

1. Determ ne that corrective actions have been taken, such
t hat :

(a) Conpliance was restored on a tinely basis.

(b) These actions reasonably and conpl etely address the
identified problem including the cause and generic
i nplications.

(c) The Ilicensee has assigned responsibility for
inpl enmenting corrective actions, including any
necessary changes to procedures and practi ces.

(d) Corrective actions have been fully inplenented, or
are scheduled for conpletion with an explicit
deadl ine commensurate with the safety and risk
significance of the item

2. The root cause analysis (or cause determ nation for
| esser significant itens) i s reasonably commensurate with
safety and ri sk significance.

3. The generic inplications analysis is sufficiently broad
in scope to identify identical and sim |l ar problens.

02.08 Use of Risk Insights

Consider risk significance as one input in the selection of a
sanpl e of inspection itens.

40500- 03 | NSPECTI ON GUI DANCE

Ceneral CGui dance

NRC s eval uation of thelicensee's ability to detect problens early
and resolve them before they result in significant performance
concerns forns the basis for significant decisions, such as the
future | evel of inspection resource allocation and whether to give
credit tothe licensee for a self-assessnent inother areasinlieu
of NRC i nspection. This evaluation includes: corrective actions,
root - cause anal yses, self-assessnents, safety review conmttee
actions, and corrective actions relative to operating experience
feedback. This evaluation applies to all assessnent functiona
areas. The level of direct inspection effort should be based on
NRC managenent assessnent of |icensee performance. Details of the
i nspection should be determ ned based on the |icensee’ s apparent
strengths and weaknesses identified by the inspector(s) during
i nspection preparation. Since |IP 40500 provides the NRC s prinary
inspectioninthe area of |icensee safety assessnent and corrective
action, it is intended to be conducted as a systematic and
conpr ehensi ve i nspection that considers, in part, the results of
ot her inspections perforned over the previous 12-24 nonths.
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This procedure should not be perfornmed as a routine, pieceneal
i nspecti on. (e.g. Resident inspector followup of |icensee's
corrective action in response to an equi pnent problem would be
perfornmed as reactive inspection and alone does not neet the
objectives of [P 40500. However, the results of reactive
i nspections are considered during the IP 40500 inspection that
assesses the overall effectiveness of |icensee controls). The key
is to ensure that the inspection effort includes a systematic and
conprehensive elenent. This could be done as a dedicated team
i nspection, and is the reconmend way to inplenent this procedure.
Anot her possibility is the use of this procedure separately during
team i nspections. In the latter case, it is inportant that the
i ndi vidual |P 40500 teaminspection efforts renmain systematic and
conpr ehensi ve, and not becone limted to isolated issues.

To t he extent possible, this inspection shouldfollowa perfornmance
based approach. Enphasi ze risk significance, products, and
results. Work backwards through the processes and activities,
prograns and policies and requl ati ons and standards, if necessary,

based on the needs of the particular inspection and findings. It
IS not necessary to conplete all lineitens in this procedure, as
| ong as the conprehensive and systematic nature of this i nspection
is rmaintained. Consi derable discretion is given to the
regions/inspectors in deciding on the overall scope of the
i nspection and where enphasis should be placed based on a
particular licensee’s performance and the significance of the

activities to safety.

| nspection resources for this inspection procedure wll vary
significantly fromsite to site on the basis of NRC nanagenent's
assessnent of |icensee performance. |In sone cases, the additional
i nspection effort to gain an overview wll not be necessary when
good performance is evident from other inspection insights. The
i nspection wll normally be performed during the | ast six nonths of
the assessnment period to provide an independent overview of
| i censee controls.

The term"problent in this procedure is synonynous with conditions
adverse to quality, and any other condition or defect that may be
detrinmental to plant safety. The term"licensee controls” inthis
procedure includes all |icensee activities associated with the
resolution of problens. These activities include actions to
identify, assess, and prevent problens related to regulatory
i ssues, safety issues, and substandard perfornance of personnel and
equi pnent . Typi cal problem resolution systenms that should be
reviewed include: non-conformance reports, deficiency reports,
engi neeri ng work requests, corrective action requests, and safety
comm ttee action itens.

To the extent practicable, the inspector should also evaluate
whet her the |icensee has incorporated into its corrective action
programt he appli cabl e requi renents of the mai ntenance rule (10 CFR
50.65) and determne if poor equipnent reliability and/or
availability resulted fromineffective nai ntenance.

Addi ti onal guidance relative to the maintenance rule can be
found in NUVARC 93-01, "Industry CGuideline for Mnitoring the
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Effecti veness of Miintenance at Nuclear Power Plants,” and
Regul atory CGuide 1.160 which endorses the industry guidance. |If
possi ble, the inspection of naintenance rule activities should
enphasize reviewng those activities associated wth SSCs
i dentified as havi ng poor perfornmance by the MR nonitoring program
(See I Ps 62706 and 62707).

| f significant corrective action problens areidentifiedw thinthe
auspi ces of the mai ntenance rul e, the inspector should consult with
and identify any concerns to regi onal managenent who may consi der
a nore detailed inspection in accordance wwth I P 62706.

The i nspections will concentrate on the identification of problens
and the effectiveness of corrective actions rather than on the
corrective action programand associ ated procedures. |f problens
are noted or plant equipnent is not reliable, the inspector wll
i nvesti gat e such possi bl e causes as managenent di recti on, personnel
performance, training, procedures, or progranms, and wll assess
licensee controls of the activities. |If repeated weaknesses in one
area are identified, performadditional inspectioninthis areato
determine if the weakness is isolated or progranmati c.

NRC personnel wll not take possession of |INPO evaluation
docunents, mneke copies for distribution, identify any |NPO
docunents in inspection reports, or use these docunents to forma
basis for regul atory actions. Refer to Field Policy Manual No. 9,
"NRC Revi ew of | NPO Docunents,"” for additional guidance.

In conducting interviews or other activities with |icensee
personnel, be sensitive to areas where enpl oyees may be rel uct ant
to raise concerns. Although the |icensee nmay be inplenenting an
enpl oyee concerns programregarding the identification of safety
i ssues, the possibility of existing underlying factors that would
produce a "chilling" effect or reluctance to report such issues
could exist. The inspectors should conduct interviews where the
wor kers feel confortable (e.g. intheir work environnent). Select
personnel for the interviews at random and do not allow the
| icensee to select the interview candi dates.

Appendi x Ato this procedure provi des gui dance on preparing for the
i nspection and provides a list of questions that wll help an
i nspector prepare for the interviews. If, as a result of the
interviews, the inspector becones aware of specific exanples of
enpl oyees being discouraged from raising safety or regulatory
issues withinthe licensee s or contractor’s organi zation or tothe
NRC, the inspector should conduct followp interviews with other
W tnesses or participants. The purpose of the additional
interviews is to get as conplete a set of facts as possible. If
the i nspector becones aware of a reluctance of enployees to raise
safety or regulatory issues unrelated to a specific event or
i ncident, continue pursuing the issue during the renaining
interviews and try to determ ne the reason enpl oyees are rel uct ant
to raise issues.

Li censee corrective action programrecords should not be "m ned"

solely for the purpose of identifying violations, other than for
the intent of identifying corrective action issues. Therefore,
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challenges to corrective action program resolutions are
appropriate. Since licensee corrective action prograns nay arrive
at incorrect or inconplete resolutions, inspectors should conti nue
to review and question |icensee concl usions including reviews of
program records. If the inspector can show that the |icensee
corrective action program reached the wong conclusion(s),
enforcenent action nmay be appropriate.

In cases where 10 CFR Part 50, Appendi x B, applies, a violation of
Criterion XVI, "Corrective Action,"” woul d be appropriate. In areas
wher e Appendi x B does not apply, the violation should reference a
license condition or other legal requirenent that stipulates the
exerci se of adequate corrective actions. |n areas where corrective
actions are not addressed by any | egal requirenent, the violation
shoul d reference the basic requirenent which was not net.

I f Severity Level IV violations are identified through the course
of corrective action program reviews, the regional Division
Director nust agree with the enforcenent action after consul tation
Wi th the regional enforcenent coordinator.

See Enforcenent Gui dance Menorandum (EGM 99-002), " Guidance To
| mpl enent I nteri m Power Reactor NCV Policy,"” and Manual Chapter
0610 for additional enforcenent guidance.

Speci fi c @i dance

03.01 | nspecti on Preparation

Revi ew strengths and weaknesses of |icensee controls identified
during inspections of the individual assessnent areas. The review
wi | include operating activities, managenent nmeet i ngs,
performance indicators, licensee self assessnents, and an
evaluation of the licensee's effectiveness when anal yzi ng LERs.

To prepare for the inspection, reviewa sanpl e of docunents to gain
an i npression of overall |icensee performance. Sel ect docunents of
activities in those areas in which deficiencies are known or
suspected to exist. The size of the sanple is established when a
sufficient amount of data has been reviewed to determine if there
are any apparent current weak areas that would require a nore in-
depth revi ew.

Based on this initial review and NRC nanagenent’ s assessnent of
| i censee performance, determ ne the estimated i nspecti on resources
requi red and planned scope of the inspection. It is up to the
skill of the inspector, wth nmanagenent endorsenent, to determ ne
the appropriate areas to concentrate the i nspecti on, based on past
observed performance and the potential safety/risk significance.
03. 02 Corrective Actions and Corrective Action Process

Various |icensee organi zations nmay use individualized corrective
action processes, or they may use a common, plant-w de process.
Therefore, include itens from the various processes in the
i nspection sanple. When nultiplecorrective acti on processes exi st
on site, verify that the licensee's organizations adequately
interact to ensure that all deficiencies required to be in the

| ssue Date: 05/03/99 - 11 - 40500



corrective action prograns are captured and t hat corrective actions
are perfornmed, tracked, and trended. Also, verify that corrective
action is conpleted in a tinmely fashion commensurate with the
safety significance of theitemand that actionis taken to prevent
recurrence or occurrence of a simlar or related problem

Consi der review ng the general statistics of itens/issues tracked
in corrective action and nai ntenance rule nonitoring processes:
(e.g. How many itens are identified? How |long for resolutions?
How many unr esol ved? How many repetitive problens? Are operability
reviews pronptly conducted? How many systens? Degree of
managenent involvenent? Wio (i.e. Licensee, NRC, Oher) first
identified the problens?) This review should help determ ne the
overal |l performance with regards to corrective actions, and help
the i nspector(s) determ ne the inspection areas on which to focus
and level of detail needed to further evaluate the |icensee’s
per f or mance.

Review a wi de range of |icensee root-cause evaluations -- from
significant LERs and plant operational events to equipnent
failures. Select problens for review which the |icensee has
characterized as significant. According to Criterion XvlI of
Appendi x Bto 10 CFR Part 50, |icensees nust take corrective action
to prevent repetition for those significant conditions adverse to
quality. Determne if the selected itenms were accurately

characterized as significant or non-significant by the |icensee.
Some aspects that can be considered when determning the
significance of issues include: the inpact on plant system
functionality, the consideration of whether regul atory requirenents
have not been fulfilled, and the scope of the adverse condition
(isolated vs. generic). Determne if a root-cause analysis was
conduct ed when it was required, and eval uate the effectiveness and
validity of the eval uations.

Do not defer from pursuing problens in the bal ance of plant area
when the analysis indicates the primary cause was in that area.
Verify that the licensee’s maintenance rule nonitoring program
captures bal ance of plant (BOP) problens for BOP SSCs within the
scope of the mai ntenance rule.

Look for instances in which the |licensee failed to identify the
root causes of an event or a problem and for cases in which the
corrective actions were insufficient or ineffective. Consider the
scope of the corrective actions to ensure that simlar conponents
and activities have not been overl ooked.

If problenms with the licensee's assessnent or inplenentation of
corrective actions are identified, review the program and
i npl enmenting procedures in detail to ensure that the progranms and
procedures are adequate. Under an effective program the |licensee
wll expand the scope of the corrective actions to include
evaluations for applicability to related systens, equipnent,
procedures, and personnel actions. An effective corrective action
programw | | ensure that corrective actions applicabl e at nore t han
one of the licensee's facilities, be considered at all of the
facilities.
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| f applicable, review the |licensee’ s mai ntenance rule nonitoring
program to verify that the licensee is nonitoring availability
and/or reliability, or condition, as necessary, for SSCs within the
scope of the maintenance rule. Determne if corrective actions,
goals plus nonitoring for 10 CFR 50.65(a) (1) SSCs are adequate.
The licensee nust nonitor the performance of SSCs under 10 CFR
50.65(a) (1) with goals established for SSCs that are experiencing
repetitive MPFFs or are not neeting established performance
nmeasur es under 10 CFR 50.65(a)(2).

The foll ow ng general standards of acceptable corrective actions
apply to this section and Section 03.03:

° The problemis identified in a tinely manner commensurate
wth its significance and ease of discovery.

° | dentification of the problemis accurate and conpl ete, and
i ncludes consideration of the generic inplications and
possi bl e previ ous occurrences.

° The problem report is properly prioritized for resolution
comrensurate with its safety significance.

° The root causes of the problemare identified and corrective
actions are appropriately focused to address the causes and
to prevent recurrence of the problem

° Corrective actions are conpleted in a tinmely manner.

I rrespective of the above listing, the ultimte standard for
evaluating corrective actions is the reasonableness of those
actions as they pertain to the nature and significance of the
identified problem As long as the corrective actions acceptably
address the identified causes and no other significant, credible
causes exist, the licensee’s actions should be considered
accept abl e.

03. 03 Li censee's Resolution of Probl ens

Performa detail ed anal ysis of sel ected events, issues, and ot her
itens relative to plant performance, to technically understand the
problem to evaluate why it occurred, and to determ ne the roles

played by the quality wverification organizations and |ine
managenent in the identification and resolution of issues. For
sel ected problens and events, this analysis wll include:

° Det erm ni ng the chain of events | eading to the occurrence of
t he probl em

° Devel oping an understanding of the technical and work
activities associated with the problem

° Determ ning the informati on that i s needed for understandi ng
its generic inplications.

° Determining the extent to which the licensee identified

precursors and t he root cause of the probl emand i nvesti gat ed
the facts surrounding its occurrence.
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° | dentifying thelicensee's actions to correct the probl emand
the renmedi al actions taken to preclude its recurrence.

° Determning licensee trending efforts.

See the general standards of acceptable corrective actions
di scussed in Section 03.02 of this procedure.

03. 04 Operating Experience Feedback

Review the inplenentation of tracking and trending prograns
utilized by the licensee for identifying and closing out action
itens associated with the operational experience program Review
the inplenmentation of the nore safety-significant action itens
associated with training prograns, procedures, and corrective
action prograns to ensure the recomrendati ons and concerns have
been i npl enment ed and addressed.

Sel ect and eval uate the nost-safety-significant itens in each of
the maj or functi onal areas, or sanpl e in depth operating experience
in a specific area (e.g. notor-operated val ve perfornance, stress
corrosion cracking, etc.). The evaluation wi |l provide an overall
assessnent of the licensee's prograns for inplenenting industry
| essons | earned. Since the industry information is wusually
provided to the |icensee as recommendations, focus on the
applicability of the recomendations to the |icensee and how t he
reconmendat i ons were handl ed.

In addition, verify that the |icensee uses i ndustry-w de operating
experi ence, where practical, when devel opi ng goal s and nonitoring
for SSCs in the 10 CFR 50.65(a)(1) status. Also, determne if
i ndustry-wi de operating experience is used to conplete periodic
eval uations required under 10 CFR 50.65(a)(3).

03.05 Sel f-Assessnent Activities

The exact organizational arrangenent for safety review at each
licensee will differ. \Watever the organizational arrangenent,
t here nust be serious nmanagenent commtnent to safety review, and
safety review officials nust have the requisite abilities,
experience, and authority to produce high-quality technical work.

Assess the effectiveness of the licensee's quality organizations
and |ine managenent to determ ne whether the |icensee responds
pronptly and effectively to deficiencies in quality. The primary
focus of this evaluation is on the quality of the assessnent with
a secondary eval uati on of the nunber of self-assessnents that were
conducted. The evaluation will be of sufficient depth and detail
to provide an overall assessnent of the licensee's capability to
assess itself, and to determ ne nanagenent's responsiveness to
i ssues raised by the self-assessnent organi zation.

Verify that the quality organi zation has access to upper line
managenent, and the authority to effectively use that access.
Determ ne the extent to which the quality organi zationis actually
nmeeting with |Iine managenent, as this is a key indicator of their
ef fecti veness.

40500 - 14 - | ssue Date: 05/03/99



Verify that quality activity reports, assessnents, and audits
accurately reflect the findings and observati ons of the auditors,
to ensure that managenent is receiving a conplete and unbi ased
perspective of the plant's quality achi evenent and defi ci enci es.
To assess organi zational i1independence, determ ne whether reports
have been revised by line nmmnagenent in a manner that has
i nproperly changed the substantive content of the report prior to
exit meetings or final docunentation.

It is inmportant that resident and regi on-based i nspectors be aware
of significant third-party audits, reviews, and investigations
af fecting plant operations, and the major findings resulting from
such third-party revi ews.

Interviews with various quality organi zati on personnel are useful
when evaluating the effectiveness of comunications and in
identifying additional responsibilities assigned to the quality
or gani zat i on.

03. 06 Onsite and Ofsite Review Committee Activity (or
Equi val ent)

Determine if the commttees have been aggressive in seeking out
areas needing i nprovenent, rather than just responding to events
and i nformation fromoutside sources. The i nspector's review nust
be of sufficient depth and detail to provide an overall assessnent
of the conmttee' s abilitytoidentify, assess, and resol ve i ssues.
Effective safety coomittees will enphasize technical achievenent
over progranmmati c confornmance.

Revi ew the safety commttees' trending prograns for tracking and
anal yzi ng adverse conditions, which include the identification of
repetitive problens that are not readily apparent. Evaluate the
| icensee's trending prograns based on a review of the adequacy of
trends devel oped for repetitive probl ens, anal ysis of trended dat a,
and tinmeliness of i nprovenents, replacenents, and nodifications to
systens or equipnent. In developing these trends, the licensee
shoul d have consi dered t he occurrence of problens that are rel ated
as well as those that are identical. Additionally, trending should
not be reserved for systens and equipnent; trends can also be
invaluable to nmanagers in identifying and correcting personne
performance i ssues. Consider the effectiveness of the safety
comrittees to communicate the results of trending analyses to
managers, and the managers' subsequent involvenment in resolving
rel ated issues.

03. 07 Corrective Actions for Non-Cited Viol ati ons and Itens of
Conpar abl e Significance Wthin the Licensee's Corrective Action
Pr ogram I nspection should include verification of corrective

action inplenentation by physical verificationof plant systens and
conponents or activities in progress, whenever possible.
O herw se, a review of docunentation is adequate.

This inspection will exam ne whether the |icensee's eval uations
i ncluded a reviewof findings frominternal audits and i nspecti ons
inarriving at determ nations on the repetitive and generic nature
of a finding and the effectiveness of |icensee prograns. A sanple
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of both NRC and licensee identified issues is required to assure
licensee’'s are addressing issues commensurate with their risk
significance and are not placing undue significance on an item
sinmply because the NRCidentifiedit. Were anitemis identified
as repetitive in nature, the |licensee shoul d have conduct ed an i n-
depth analysis to determi ne why the previous corrective actions
failed to prevent recurrence. The generic inplications of the
failure should al so be consi dered when applicabl e.

03.08 Use of Risk Insights

The inspector should refer to I C 2515 Appendi x C for gui dance on
the use of P.A insights to help in the selection and
prioritization of itens toinspect. I|f necessary, contact NRCP. A

specialists (e.g., Senior Reactor Anal ysts or the NCRProbabilistic
Saf ety Assessnent Branch) for assistance.

40500- 04 RESOURCE ESTI MATE

For planni ng purposes, the average direct inspection effort to
conplete this inspection procedure is estimated to be 192 hours of
di rect inspection each assessnent period, although the i nspection
time spent at each site will vary according to NRC nanagenent's
assessnent of |icensee performance. For exanple, an inspection of
a good perfornmer mght consist of a one week effort by three
i nspectors, while an inspection for a poor perfornmer m ght consi st
of two or nore weeks and a |larger team |f possible, the resident
i nspector for the site selected should be assigned to the team or
at least be available to provide the team an assessnent of the
strengths and weaknesses of the |icensee’'s corrective action
efforts early in the inspection.
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END

Appendi x A: @ui dance For Conducting Interviews
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APPENDI X A - GUI DANCE FOR CONDUCTI NG | NTERVI EW6

I n preparing to conduct the interviews, the inspector should review
al l egations received inthe last 12 nonths to determne if the NRC
has received or confirned any allegations of discrimnation or
chilling effects. The inspector should also determne if the
al l egations are conmng fromspecific portions of the |licensee’s or
contractor’s organization. To the extent the information is
avai l able, the inspector should determne if there been an
unexpl ai nabl e change i n the nunber or nature of concerns raised by
enpl oyees to the |icensee’'s corrective action programor enpl oyee
concern programor the NRC

Suggest ed Questi ons

1. How woul d the intervi ewee rai se a safety or regul atory i ssue
(e.g. inform supervisor, corrective action program ECP
NRC) ?

2. Wiy would they pick that approach (e.g. supervisor’'s
preference, trying to keep nunbers down, systemdifficult to
use) ?

3. Has t he person being interviewed ever submtted an i ssue to
the corrective action program or the ECP? WAs the issue
adequately addressed? If not, did he or she pursue the

issue? If not, why not?

4, Does the interviewee know whether enployee concerns are
tracked to conpl etion and whet her enpl oyees are i nfornmed of
the result?

5. Does the intervi ewee believethelicensee' s corrective action
prograns are successful in addressing issues submtted?

6. Is the interviewee aware of any specific instances in which
anot her enpl oyee submtted an i ssue to the corrective action
program or ECP and considered the |icensee’ s response

I nconpl ete or unacceptable or was retaliated against for
pursuing the i ssue? (Try to get enough specific information
to followmp wth the other enployee.)

7. Does the interviewee believe there has been a change in the
amount of time necessary to resolve corrective action i ssues
or enpl oyee concerns?

8. Is the interviewee aware of or have there been interactions
wi th NRC personnel that suggest that sone enpl oyees nay be
hesitant to rai se concerns or present information to the NRC?

9. s the intervi ewee aware of any events that woul d di scourage
enpl oyees from raising concerns (e.g. chastisenent for
subm tting i ssues to corrective action program ECP, or NRC
supervi sors hol ding up submttal of concerns).
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10. Has there been an unexplainable change in the nunber or
nature of concerns raised by enployees to the |icensee’s
corrective action programor enpl oyee concern programor the
NRC?

11. Are there any unofficial corrective actions or tracking
systens that exist because the existing formal systens are
t hought to be ineffective? (Unofficial corrective actions
t hat bypass the recognized corrective action program have
been previously in engineering and heal th physics areas.)
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