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Dated: November 5, 2003.
Sher Bahadur,

Associate Director for Technical Support,
ACRS/ACNW.

[FR Doc. 03—28414 Filed 11-12—03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Solicitation of Public Comments on the
Fourth Year of Implementation of the
Reactor Oversight Process

AGENCY: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Request for public comment.

SUMMARY: Nearly 4 years have elapsed
since the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) implemented its
revised Reactor Oversight Process
(ROP). The NRC is currently soliciting
comments from members of the public,
licensees, and interest groups related to
the implementation of the ROP. This is
a followup to the FRN issued in
November 2002, which requested
feedback on the third year of
implementation.

DATES: The comment period expires on
December 31, 2003. The NRC will
consider comments received after this
date if it is practical to do so, but is only
able to ensure consideration of
comments received on or before this
date.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be e-mailed
to nrcrep@nrc.gov or sent to Michael T.
Lesar, Chief, Rules and Directives
Branch, Office of Administration (Mail
Stop T-6D59), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555—
0001. Comments may also be hand-
delivered to Mr. Lesar at 11554
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland,
between 7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. on
Federal workdays.

Documents created or received at the
NRC after November 1, 1999, are
available electronically through the
NRC'’s Public Electronic Reading Room
on the Internet at http://www.nrc.gov/
reading-rm.html. From this site, the
public can access the NRC’s
Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System (ADAMS), which
provides text and image files of the
NRC’s public documents. For more
information, contact the NRC’s Public
Document Room (PDR) reference staff at
301-415-4737 or 800—-397-4209, or by
e-mail at pdr@nrc.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: MT.
Michael J. Maley, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation (Mail Stop OWFN
7A15), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission, Washington DC 20555—
0001. Mr. Maley can also be reached by
telephone at 301-415-2919 or by e-mail
at mjm3@nrc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Program Overview

The mission of the NRC is to regulate
the civilian uses of nuclear materials in
the United States to protect the health
and safety of the public and the
environment, and to promote the
common defense and security by
preventing the proliferation of nuclear
material. This mission is accomplished
through the following activities:

+ License nuclear facilities and the
possession, use, and disposal of nuclear
materials.

 Develop and implement
requirements governing licensed
activities.

+ Inspect and enforce licensee
activities to ensure compliance with
these requirements and the law.

While the NRC’s responsibility is to
monitor and regulate licensees’
performance, the primary responsibility
for safe operation and handling of
nuclear materials rests with each
licensee.

As the nuclear industry in the United
States has matured for more than 26
years, the NRC and its licensees have
learned much about how to safely
operate nuclear facilities and handle
nuclear materials. In April 2000, the
NRC began to implement more effective
and efficient inspection, assessment,
and enforcement approaches, which
apply insights from these years of
regulatory oversight and nuclear facility
operation. The NRC has also
incorporated risk informed principles
and techniques into its oversight
activities. A risk informed approach to
oversight enables the NRC to more
appropriately apply its resources to
oversight of operational areas that
contribute most to safe operation at
nuclear facilities.

After conducting a 6-month pilot
program in 1999, assessing the results,
and incorporating the lessons learned,
the NRC began implementing the
revised Reactor Oversight Process (ROP)
at all 103 nuclear facilities (except D.C.
Cook) on April 2, 2000. Inherent in the
ROP are the following key NRC
performance goals:

(1) Maintain safety by establishing
and implementing a regulatory oversight
process that ensures that plants are
operated safely.

(2) Enhance public confidence by
increasing the predictability,
consistency, and objectivity of the
oversight process; providing timely and
understandable information; and

providing opportunities for meaningful
involvement by the public.

(3) Improve the effectiveness,
efficiency, and realism of the oversight
process by implementing a process of
continuous improvement.

(4) Reduce unnecessary regulatory
burden through the consistent
application of the process and
incorporation of lessons learned.

Key elements of the ROP include
revised NRC inspection procedures,
plant performance indicators, a
significance determination process, and
an assessment program that incorporates
various risk-informed thresholds to help
determine the level of NRC oversight
and enforcement. Since process
development began in 1998, the NRC
has frequently communicated with the
public by various means. These have
included conducting public meetings in
the vicinity of each licensed commercial
nuclear power plant, issuing FRNs
soliciting feedback on the process,
publishing press releases about the new
process, conducting multiple public
workshops, placing pertinent
background information in the NRC’s
Public Document Room, and
establishing an NRC Web site containing
easily accessible information about the
new program and licensee performance.

NRC Public Stakeholder Comments

The NRC continues to be interested in
receiving feedback from members of the
public, various public stakeholders, and
industry groups on their insights
regarding the fourth year of
implementation of the ROP. In
particular, the NRC is seeking responses
to the questions listed below, which
will provide important information that
the NRC can use in ongoing program
improvement. A summary of the
feedback obtained will be provided to
the Commission and included in the
annual ROP self-assessment report.

Questions

Questions Related to Specific ROP
Program Areas

(As appropriate, please provide
specific examples and suggestions for
improvement.)

(1) Does the Performance Indicator
Program minimize the potential for
licensees to take actions that adversely
impact plant safety?

(2) Does appropriate overlap exist
between the Performance Indicator
Program and the Inspection Program?

(3) Do reporting conflicts exist, or is
there unnecessary overlap between
reporting requirements of the ROP and
those associated with the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations (INPO), the
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World Association of Nuclear
Operations (WANO), or the
Maintenance Rule?

(4) Does NEI 99-02, “Regulatory
Assessment Performance Indicator
Guideline” provide clear guidance
regarding Performance Indicators?

(5) Is the information in the
inspection reports useful to you?

(6) Does the Significance
Determination Process yield equivalent
results for issues of similar significance
in all ROP cornerstones?

(7) Does the NRC take appropriate
actions to address performance issues
for those licensees outside of the
Licensee Response Column of the
Action Matrix?

(8) Is the information contained in
assessment reports relevant, useful, and
written in plain English?

Questions Related to the Efficacy of the
Overall Reactor Oversight Process (ROP)

(As appropriate, please provide
specific examples and suggestions for
improvement.)

(9) Are the ROP oversight activities
predictable (i.e., controlled by the
process) and objective (i.e., based on
supported facts, rather than relying on
subjecting judgement)?

(10) Is the ROP risk-informed, in that
the NRC’s actions are graduated on the
basis of increased significance?

(11) Is the ROP understandable and
are the processes, procedures and
products clear and written in plain
English?

(12) Does the ROP provide adequate
assurance that plants are being operated
and maintained safely?

(13) Does the ROP improve the
efficiency, effectiveness, and realism of
the regulatory process?

(14) Does the ROP enhance public
confidence?

(15) Has the public been afforded
adequate opportunity to participate in
the ROP and to provide inputs and
comments?

(16) Has the NRC been responsive to
public inputs and comments on the
ROP?

(17) Has the NRC implemented the
ROP as defined by program documents?

(18) Does the ROP reduce unnecessary
regulatory burden on licensees?

(19) Does the ROP result in
unintended consequences?

(20) Would you benefit if the NRC
conducted a ROP Public Workshop in
the future?

(21) Please provide any additional
information or comments on other
program areas related to the Reactor
Oversight Process.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 5th day
of November, 2003.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Stuart A. Richards,

Inspection Program Branch, Division of
Inspection Program Management, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

[FR Doc. 03—28413 Filed 11-12—-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Notice of Opportunity To Comment on
Model Safety Evaluation on Technical
Specification Improvement Regarding
Revision to the Completion Time in
STS 3.6.3, “Containment Isolation
Valves” for Combustion Engineering
Pressurized Water Reactors Using the
Consolidated Line Item Improvement
Process

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Request for comment.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the staff of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) has prepared a
model safety evaluation (SE) relating to
changes to the completion time in
Standard Technical Specifications (STS)
3.6.3 “Containment Isolation Valves
(Atmospheric and Dual).” The proposed
change to the Technical Specifications
(TS) would extend to 7 days the
completion time to isolate the affected
penetration flow path when selected
containment isolation valves (CIVs) are
inoperable in either a penetration flow
path with two CIVs or in a penetration
flow path with one CIV in a closed
system. This change is based on
analyses provided in a generic topical
report submitted by the former
Combustion Engineering Owner’s Group
(CEOG; now incorporated into the
Westinghouse Owners Group). The
Owners Group participants in the
Technical Specification Task Force
(TSTF) proposed this change to the STS
in Change Traveler TSTF-373, Revision
2. This notice also includes a model no
significant hazards consideration
(NSHC) determination relating to this
matter.

The purpose of these models is to
permit the NRC to efficiently process
amendments to incorporate this change
into plant-specific TS for Combustion
Engineering (CE) pressurized water
reactors (PWRs). Licensees of nuclear
power reactors to which the models
apply could request amendments
conforming to the models. In such a
request, a licensee should confirm the
applicability of the SE and NSHC
determination to its reactor. The NRC
staff is requesting comments on the

model SE and model NSHC
determination before announcing their
availability for referencing in license
amendment applications.

DATES: The comment period expires on
December 15, 2003. Comments received
after this date will be considered if it is
practical to do so, but the Commission
is able to ensure consideration only for
comments received on or before this
date.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted either electronically or via
U.S. mail.

Submit written comments to: Chief,
Rules and Directives Branch, Division of
Administrative Services, Office of
Administration, Mail Stop: T-6 D59,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555—0001.

Hand deliver comments to: 11545
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland,
between 7:45 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. on
Federal workdays.

Copies of comments received may be
examined at the NRC’s Public Document
Room, One White Flint North, Public
File Area O1-F21, 11555 Rockville Pike
(first floor), Rockville, Maryland.

Comments may be submitted by
electronic mail to CLIIP@nrc.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William Reckley, Mail Stop: O-7D1,
Division of Licensing Project
Management, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555—
0001, telephone (301) 415-1323.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Regulatory Issue Summary 2000-06,
“Consolidated Line Item Improvement
Process for Adopting Standard
Technical Specification Changes for
Power Reactors,” was issued on March
20, 2000. The Consolidated Line Item
Improvement Process (CLIIP) is
intended to improve the efficiency and
transparency of NRC licensing
processes. This is accomplished by
processing proposed changes to the STS
in a manner that supports subsequent
license amendment applications. The
CLIIP includes an opportunity for the
public to comment on proposed changes
to the STS following a preliminary
assessment by the NRC staff and finding
that the change will likely be offered for
adoption by licensees. This notice is
soliciting comment on a proposed
change to the STS that changes the
containment isolation valve (CIV)
completion times for the CE STS,
NUREG-1432, Revision 2. The CLIIP
directs the NRC staff to evaluate any
comments received for a proposed
change to the STS and to either
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