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FROM:
SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20585

Novem 10, 1988

Victor Stello, Jr.
Executive Director for ations

Samuel J. Chilk, Secr
STAFF REQUIREMENTS ~ SECY¥88-277 - AMENDMENT

TO 10 CFR 50 RELATED INTENANCE OF
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

This is to advise you that the Commission (with Chairman Zech and
Ccmmissioners Carr and Rogers approving, Commissioner Roberts
disapproving, and Commissioner Curtiss not participating) has
approved publication in the Federal Register of the proposed rule
for public comments, subject to the updates transmitted in your
memorandum dated October 13, 1988, and the focllowing comments and

changes.

I. In regard

to the l'ederal Register Notice:

1. The Federal Register should solicit public comments on
the following:

9408170103 940629
PDR COMMS NRCC
CORRESPONDENCE FDR

The Commission believes that the proposed
maintenance rule should be considered under 10 CFR
50.109(a) (4) of the backfit rule which would
exempt the maintenance rule from backfit
requirements based on the precepts that effective
maintenance is necessary to assure adequate public
protection and that the proposed rule codifies and
standardizes previously existing Commission
requirements, both explicit and implicit, in plant
technical specifications, licensee safety analysis
reports, and 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. The
Commission requests public comment concerning the
need for a backfit analysis for this rulemaking.

The Commission believes that the inclusion or
balance of plant (BOP) equipment in the propcsed
maintenance rule is necessary and proper.

However, the Commission also recognizes that some
licensee maintenance programs, as presently
configured, apply to structures, systems, and
components that are, without questinn, irrelevant
to protection of public health and safety from
radiological hazards associated with the operation
of the nuclear power plant. The Commission
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requests public comment concerning what
limitation, if any, should be placed on the final
maintenance rule to provide some licensee
flexibility in this regard.

The Commission desires to establish criteria
within the maintenance rule which would form the
basis for determining when a maintenance program
is fully effective and additional improvement is
not warranted from a safety standpoint. Such
criteria might be either guantitative or
gualitative and could be based on specific
measurable attributes, on overall plant
performance, on program results, or on other
attributes. The Commission reguests public
comment concerning the need for such criteria, the
form of such criteria, and the criteria
themselves.

The Commission believes that individual worker
accountability plays an important role in an
effective maintenance program. The Commission is
therefore soliciting comments on the means for
incorporating this consideration into a licensee’s
maintenance program.

The Commission plans to issue by November 1989, a
Regulatory Guide establishing standards and
criteria for determining what constitutes an
effective maintenance program. This Regulatory
Guide is being developed in parallel with the
final rulemaking. The Commission encourages the
industry to establish its own standards and
acceptance criteria. If an acceptable industry
standard is available in this time frame, the
Commission will consider endorsing the industry
standard in the Regulatory Guide. An industry
comnitment to develop a maintenance standard,
consistent with the Commission’s schedule to issue
a final Regulatory Guide by November 1989, would
be necessary during this public comment ‘period.

Commissioner Roberts had the following views: "I
cannet join the majority in supporting the
proposed rulemaking on maintenance. In order to
have the benefit of the public’s comments, it has
been my custom to agree to publication of proposed
rulemakings. I cannot do so in this instance. I
have asked one fundamental question. What are we
trying to accomplish with this rule that cannot
more effectively and innovatively be accomplished
without a regulation? I have not received a



-3-

satisfactory answer. I do not believe the case ha-
been made that licensees do not have established
maintenance programs. Most importantly to me,
there has been no demonstration that this rule
would improve implementation of existing programs.
Neither have I been provided with compelling
documentation on what the problem is and how,
specifically, this rule will fix it. On the
contrary, the trends staff has provided show
continued improvement in the maintenance area.

The proposed rule the Commission is now publishing
fails to provide a basis for determining when a
maintenance program is effective or when
improvements are "appropriate." We are even
delaying publicaticn of the accompanying
Regulatory Guide until the final rule. Without
being afforded the opportunity to review this
inplementation document, the Commission is left in
the position of approving a specious rule. It is
no wonder that this rulemaking would elicit such
widespread opposition. The public is being ask to
comment on a rule of form but nc substance. I
believe it would be more productive to delay
issuance of this proposed rule until the draft
regulatory guide is available for comment. Only
then can we receive meaningful comments on the
rulemaking package.

I am concerned that this rule goes beyond our
authority. I can not agree with a rule that would
have the NRC regulating maintenance on all
systems, structures and components regardless of
whether they have a nexus to radiological safety
or not. I am troubled by the attitude
demonstrated when we request public comments on
what limitations, if any, should be placed on the
final rule to address structures, systems and
components that are "

(my emphasis) to the protection of public health
and safety." This clearly abdicates our
recponsibility to show that a regulation is
needed. We must ask ourselves: are we proceeding
with this rulemaking for the sake of the rule
itself? As attested to by the cases where the
Commission cited licensees, the NRC already has
the authority to enforce compliance in the
maintenance area.

The arguments advanced by both the staff and the
Commission in trying to comply with the
requirements of the backfit rule have played a
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significant role in my decision not to support
this proposed rulemaking. The staff argument for
the rule’s compliance with 50.109 has been made on
the basis of cost. The staff states that the
backfit analysis shows that "...the rule will
provide a substantial increase in the protection
of the public health and safety without any
additional cost." I am skeptical of the
assumptions made in the backfit and regulatory
analysis and request comments on both these
documents. I also request comments on the views
of the ACRS. They state that "...there are
characteristics of regulations, and especially the
way in which they are typically enforced, that
lead us to believe that, under a rule, a move
toward uniformity would occur, and this is likely
to decrease the effectiveness of some of the
better existing programs.” I share their concern
that the existence of this rule could make things
worse and diminish rather than enhance the
protection of the public.

Regarding "adequate protection," the Commission
appears to be saying that since effective
maintenance is necessary to maintain adequate
protection, this rule should be excepted under
50.109(a)(4). This exemption would prohibit staff
from taking implementation costs into consideration.
However, it would require that a documented
evaluation be prepared for public comment.
Therefore my opposition to the excepticn is not to
the exception itself but to the precedential
nature of the use of the adegquate protection
argument. Let me state that I too strongly
believe that effective maintenance is necessary to
assure that nuclear power plants are safe and to
provide adequate protection to the public. I also
believe, just as strongly, that

, and that as
the ACRS noted it may well have the opposite
effect. I believe that we can not afford to be
careless about the use of the "adequate -
protection" argument for exception to the backfit
rule. The Commission is in litigation about this
very issue. The Commission addressed this point
in detail under the heading "Adequate Protection"
in the Response to Comments on the final 10 CFR
Part S0
Reactors. Let us remember that there had been
concerns that in dealing with the backfit rule,
the Commission would use the phrase "adequate
protection® arbitrarily. The Commission could
unwittingly be giving credence to that view.
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Additionally, it seems to me that the Commission
position as stated in the above comment 1.2 is
internally inconsistent. The Commission needs to
recognize that when it states that this rule is
needed to maintain adequate protection, it is
saying that the current operating plants now pose
undue risk to the public which we are presently
tolerating. If I believed that, I would suggest
(as I'm sure would the rest of the Commission)
that this rule become immediately effective. This
is clearly not the case. As the Commission in the
very same comment shows, "...the proposed rule
codifies and standardizes previously existing (my
emphasis) Commission requirements, both explicit
and implicit, in plant technical specifications,
licensee safety analysis reports, and 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B." It seems to me that the Commission
can’t have it both ways.

I request comments on my views."

2 The attached revised cost table (Attachment-l) as well
as the accompanying narrative should be incorporated in
the draft Regulatory Analysis.

3. The editorial changes and additions described in
Attachment-2 should be incorporated into the Federal
Register Notice.

(EDO) (SECY Suspense: 11/18/88)

The staff is to continue, on an integrated and high priority
basis, its effort to develop a final Regulatory Guide on
Maintenance of Nuclear Power Pliants by November 1989. The
final rulemaking package is due to the Commission by April
21, 1989. The final rule is to be accompanied by a draft
Regulatory Guide or industry plan, standards and acceptance
criteria, even in preliminary form, and schedule for
developing complementary standards for maintenance which the
Commission would consider endorsing in the final Regulatory
Guide. The industry schedule must be consistent with the
plan to issue the final Regulatory (uide in November 1989.

The Commission intends to postpone the effectiveness of the
final rule pending publication of the final Regulatory Guide
and a reasonable period for licensees to establish
compliance with this rule.
(EDO) (Final Rule and Draft Reg Guide,
SECY Suspense: 4/21/89 PRIORITY)
(EDO) (Final Reg Guide, SECY Suspense: 11/89 PRIORITY)
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Additional Commissioner comments are incorporated in their vote
sheets (Attachment-3).

Attachments:
As stated

cc: Chairman 2ech
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Carr
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner Curtiss
0GC
GPA



ATTACHMENT -2
REVISED COST TABLE
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Ranges for the Cost Estimates in Chapter S

PNL has been asked to provide ranges for the cost estimates in Chapter §
of the maintenance regulatory analysis. This note discusses each of the major
cost elements in Chapter 5 and presents upper and lower estimates for each,

A summary table, corresponding to Tsbles S.1 and 5.1 1n the regulatory
analysis, 1s alsc provided.

The ranges are intended to give some indication of the sensitivity of the
cost estimates to varfations in some of the major assumptions. It should be
stressed that the ranges are not statistical confidence interval. ord should
not be interpreted as such,

There are two basic uncertainties in the re?uhtory analysis that dominate
a1l the others. Both were explicitly discussed in the regulatory analysis.

First, the nusber of plants that will require substantfal maintenance
{mprovements 1s not precisely known. Both the costs and benefits can be
strongly related to this factor. Industry asserts that the maintenance
initistives undertaken in recent years have resulted in major fc : - asents
and that now there are very few plants with weak maintenance. NRC asserts
that a significant number of plants stil]l need substantial fmprovement. Nefther
NRC nor industry has & , up-to-date, quantitative basis for estimati
this number with precision. The best-documented bas‘s 1s still NUREG-1212,
which was published more than 2 years age. The regulatory analysis relfed
heavily on NUREG-1212.

Second, the improvements that plants will be required to make are not
precisely defined. The standard that plants will have to meet has not yet
been written. And even 1f the standard already existed, the costs would be
sensitive to how 1t was interpreted and impiemented. Therefore, any estimate
of costs to comply with the standard must be highly uncertain at this time.

Maintenance Plan Development Costs

As an upper estimate, it 1s assumed that the more substantial effort
discussed in Chapter 5 (6 staff-months per plant, or $54,000) applies to all
110 plants, for & total cost of $5.9 million. As & lower estimate, the smaller
level of effort (3 staff-months per plant, or $27,000) 1s assumed to apply at
all 110 plants, for a total cost of §3 |1ilion. The base case assumed a 1:2
sixture of these two levels of effort, for a total cost of $4 million.

Recordkeeping and Reporting Costs

The base case estimate was $98 willion. The dominant factor was the
assumption that the average plant would need to devote an additional 1820 staff-
hours per year to data collection, data entry, and report generation, (This
consisted of 1/2 staff-year, or 1000 hours, of professionai labor for data
collection at $54 per hour, 1/4 staff-year, or 500 hours, Yor a data-ent
technician at $3)1 per hour, and 8 staff-weeks or 320 hours of professiona
labor for reporting). This added up to $86,800 per plant per year; when summed
over all plants and over 30 years, this element accounted for $90 million of
the total recordkeeping and reporting cost of $98 millfon. In developing a




range for recordkeeping and reporting costs, 1t 1s sufficient to focus on
the dominant $90 million estimate.

This estimate could vary depending or. the extent of existing fn-plant
data collection activities, If 1t s assumed that the sverage plant already
collects the necessary data and stores it n a readily retrievable form, the
only incrementa] cost would be the cost of producing the rts, or 320 hours
per year times $54 per hour. This amounts to $17, per plant per year,
Summed over 110 plants and 30 years of remaining plant 1ife, the total 1s $17.9
willion, as compared to the base case of $90 milifon. Thus the total
recordkeeping and reporting cost estimate would be roughly $26 millfon insteaz
of $98 millfon. This 1s an optimistic lower bound; many plants do not currently
collect 211 of the information needed for the postulated saintenance performance
indicators.

As an upper estimate, 1t 1s assumed that the average per-plant labor for
collecting performance indicator data, entering 1t into a data base, and
enerating reports is twice as high as the base case. This sssumption results
?u & total recordkeeping and reporting cost of $188 millfon.

Industry Standard Development Costs S

The regulatory analysis provided a range of $1.76 million to $3.73 millifon
for this cost element, with a nominal (base case) value of $2.75 willion.

Regulatory Guide Development Costs

In the base case, 1t was assumed that 2 workshops would be held to obtain
industry input on the development of the Regulatory Guide, and that two staff
members would attend from each plant. As a lower estimate, a single workshop
attended by onlg one person per plant may be assumed, which would reduce the
estimated cost 8 factor of 4, to $95,000. As an upper estimate, 1t may be
assumed that a third workshop might be needed, which would increase the base
case cost by 50% to $570,000,

Costs to Implement Needed Maintenance Improvements

Before presenting nn?u for the costs of each of the postulated
maintenance improvements, it 1s worth stressing that the principal source of
uncertainty 1s not in the Individual cost elements {dentified under this
heading. Rather, as stated in the ulatory analysis, the more basic fssue
is to determine what fmprovements wi'l be required:

"It s difficult to estimate with any precision the specific actions

that each plant will have to take to improve 1ts maintenance pmgru
based on the rule. There are two principal reasons for this., First
available data on plant-specific maintenance programs and practices are
Timited. Second, at this early stage in the maintenance rulemaking
process, there 1s not yet & clear, detafled definition of what constitutes
an effective maintenance progras.*



Preventive Maintenance

The base case estimate was founded on essentially two factors:

1. Roughly 253 of the 110 plants would have to irplement extensive upgrades
of their preventive Baintenance programs. This estimate was derived
from information 1n HUREG-1212.

2. The average cost of the upgrade would be $56 mi111on, Ths was based
®ainly on the Sales experience.

$ 1n the last
discussed in lUREB—IZIZ.
now need substa (13}
reduction from the base Case estimate

As an upper estimate, 1t Bay “e argued that the maintenance rule wil)
Tead to ratcheting and that & Targe * number of plants will need to make
substantial improvements, even those that were Judged 1n NUREG-1212 to have
ddequate or extensive prevent{yve mafrtenance programs. The only plants that
®might not be affected woulg be those - + already have Programs comparab)e to
the one at Salem. If 1t 15 dssumed . . V&% of the plants would be
significantly effected, the bage Case 1. w14 pe tripled,

Haintencnce-Operat!ons Coordinct!on

base case, 1t was éssumed tha pIants would need to stronfthen
1

Ce-operations interface by formally ass1gning the responsibi i1ty
for -afntcnance~operations coordination to a designated indfvidual, NUREG-
1212 had found that 133 of the plants had sition with this respensibflfty,
The additional effort was a5 staff-hours per year, which {s
roughly one day a week, I estimate, 1t Biy be argued that industry
inftiatives since NUREG-1212 have dddressed this fssue,

&nd that only a han f p) (1.e., 5) wil) Stil) need additiona)
effort 1n this area, e estimate . 1 would be
reduced by a 1111on,

As an upper estimate, 1¢ ®ay be argued that one
hours a year {s not sufficient to dchieve the necessary
10 plants, 1t might be necessary to assign this
responsibilfty, f.e., 2000 hours & year, which base case
COST estimate by o factor of § <5 $10.4 willfon,

Maintenance Information Systems

For the base case 1t was the plants would need to
portions of thefr main Systems to provide enhanced
es for « The initial cost per
in staff was estimated
fected plant was estimated as
0,000, which ass pec « After sumning the operating costs
over 30 years and discounting 1o present valye &t 2 102 real discount rate,
the Operating costs per affected plant were about §$5.31 Billfon and the tota)




cost including the additional hardware and trunln? was $5.3 millfon per
a:{::ud plant. For all affected plants, the total estimated cost was $147
siilion.

As 2 lower estimate, 1t will be assumed thit only 10% rather than 25% of
the plants might incur such costs, which would reduce the estimate by a factor
of 2.5. The resulting estimate 1s about $59 million,

As an upper estimate, 1t may be argued that all plants should have
sophisticated equipment relfability trending capabilities. If 253 of the
plants already have such capabilities and another 25% will acquire them through
their preventive maintenance upgrades (as discussed smntcly{. then the
remaining 50% of the plants would stil] need upgrades and should be included
in this cost estimate. This would increase the cost by a factor of two. If,
fn addition, the average cost of the upgrade were doubled to allow for more
extensive computer equ nt and wore staff, another factor of two increas»
in the costs would result. Thus, the upper estimate will be taken as 3600
million, or four times the base case.

Maintainabil{ty

For the base case, 1t was assumed that the rule would not vequire any
maintainability fmprovements. To provide some perspective on the
maintainability issue, the nguhtory analysis discussed & hypothetical
maintainability fmprovement effort and estimated 1ts cost as about $82 million.
This can be used as an upper estimate, although 1t should be recognized that
maintainability {mprovements costs could be significantly higher, depending
on how extensive the requirements were.

Spare Parts

The regulatory analysis discussed the possible need for computerized
spare parts management, and estimated that the few plants that needed
fmprovement in this area wou'd combine this upgrade with the preventive
maintenance upgrade discussed separately. Therefore, the incremental cost
under this heading would be zero. As an upper estimate, one could argue that
2 few plants would need to implement computerized spare parts management.
However, the costs shouid stil] be negligible compared to other cost categories.
Therefore, no upper estimate fs given for this cost element,

Procedures

It was assumed that 5 plants would need to extensively overhaul their
saintenance procedures at a cost of $2.7 million per plant, for a total cost
of $13.5 millfon. As an upper estimate, the number of affected plants might
be significantly larger, perhaps by a factor of 5 (1.e., 25 plants). The
total cost would then be $67.5 millton, y

As 2 lTower estimate, 1t may be argued that industry fnitiatives have
reduced the number of plants needing procedures upgrades to 2, rather than
th:]? assumed in the base case. The total cost would then be roughly $5.4
sillion.



Staffing to Reduce Overtime

The n?ulatory analysis provided a range of $40 million to $60 million,
with $50 ®illion as .he nominal or base case estimate,

Reduced Risks of Onsite Property Damage

The regulatory analysis estimated a range of $26 milifon to $39 wmillion,
$33 willion was used as the base case.

Cost Savings Due to Improved Avaflability

The base case estimate assumed that 20 to 30 affected plants (with
substantial room for improvements in maintenance) would achieve & 5 percentage
point fmprovement in capacity factor. This resulted in cost savings ranging
from $1.5 billion to $2.3 billion. The mid-point of the range, $1.9 billfon,
was used as the base case.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 50

Ensuring the Effectiveness of
Maintemance Programs for Nuciear Power Plants

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
ACTION: Proposed Rule.

SUMMARY: The Cosmission is proposing to amend ¥ts regulations to require
commercial nuclear power plant licensees to stremgthen their maintenance SN
activities in order to reduce the 1ikelihood of failures and events caused

by the lack of effective maintenance. The Commission believes ufct.?"a; mwt
be enhanced by defining an adequate maintenance program to ensure the
effectiveness of such programs throughout the muclear industry. The proposed
rule requires plant maintenance programs to imclude specific activities,
including the monitoring of the effectiveness of plant maintenance programs.

DATE: Comment period expires [insert a date 2 months after the date of
publication]. Cowmesats received after this date will be considered if it
is practical to do so, but assurance of consideration cannot be given
except as to comments received on or before this date.

ADDRESSES: Mai) written comments to: Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, 11155 Rockville Pike, Rockville, MD 20852, Atunt}on: Docketing

and Service Branch,

Deliver comments to: 11155 Rockvile Pike, Rockville, MD 20852
between 7:30 am and 4:15 pm weekdays.

1 Enclosure 1
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Copies of the paper on rulemaking options, transcript and proceedings
of the Public Workshop, draft NUREG report, draft regulatory amalysis,
environmental assessment and finding of no significant impact, the supporting
statement submitted to OME, and comments received may be examined at: the
NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, Lower Level, N.¥., Washington,

D.C. 20037.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Moni Dey, Office of Mucliesr Regulatory
Research, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555,
(301) 492-3730.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
BACKGROUND

On March 23, 1988, the Commissfon published a fina) Policy Statement
on Kaintenance of Nuciesr Power Plants. In the Policy Statement, the
Commission stated thet it expected to publish & Notice of Proposed
Rulemsking in the near future and provided the genera) framework for the
proposed rule.

The Commission has a program to continually eveluste the operetional
performence of nuclesr power plants. Analysis of operational events has
shown that, in some cases, nuclear power Diant equipment 1s not being
mainteined at & leve]l to ensure that the equipment will perfors, with &
high degree of relfability, its intended function when required. A
Timited NRC exasination of nuclear power plant meintenince programs hes
found « wide varfation 1~ Loy ef.ectiveness of these programs. At some
plants, saintenance has been a sign! iiant contributor to plant relfabilfty
propiems end hence, is of sefety concern. The Commission believes safety
% m::hanccd by strengthening the effectiveness of maintenance programs
throughout the nuclear industry and this 1s the objective of this prop ¢

rule.

? Enclosure 1
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DESCRIPTION  Pofance o+ ro‘-*

It 4s the objective of the CommicsionAhat all components, systems
and structures of nuclear power plants befeffectively maintained so that
7lant equipment will perform fts in function when required. The
scope of the proposed rule 1s intended/to cover all systems, structures
snd components including those in the . To accomplish this objective,
the proposed rule would require eech commercial nuclesr power plant to
develop and 1mplemsit & well-defined progrem to assure that maintenance
activities are conducted to preserve or restore, with prospt repatr, the

lability, performance and relfability of plant structures, systems,
and components. Tae program should clesrly define the compunents &nd
activities included, as well a5 the mansgement systems used to control
those activities. Further, the program should include feedback of specific
results to ensure corrective actions, provisions for overall program )
evaiuation, and the tdentification of possible component or system design
problems. Compliance with the rule would be verified by NRC avdit and
irspection,

The proposed rule does not nquin thet Ticensees Sireawinritd to—

report Matintenance Pcrforuncc 1 ton (”ls!. ver, ul’c(o Hcenu«
would be required to have Ms own miuring bl which would be swjoct
to NRC review. The Cosmission ulictts comments on the application and
usefulness of MP1s as part of the rule, and whether a set of MPis exists
which could indicate the effectiveness _&f aut me intenance ograms. . l.n‘,
addition, the Commission solicits feedback " m u’lsw 1
4a the rule. g dota nrC ar porte

PUBLIC WORKSHUP

The Cosmission held & Pubifc Workshep on July 11-13, 1988 in
Washington, D.C. to solfcit early input for the formulation of the rule
from the public and regulated industry. Prior to the Workshop, & paper on
rulemiking options was distributed to interested parties to facilitate

3 Enclosure 1
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Workshop discussions. The paper on rulemeking optioml. and the
transcript and proceedings (NUREG/CP - 0!)”)2 of the Workshop are
available for inspection fn the NRC Public Document Roos, 2120 L Street,
Lower Level, K.M., Washington, D.C. 20037

As & result of Workshop discussions, the Commission has come to the
following conclusions:

1. Rulemaking should encourage industry initfatives directed towarc
improving maintenance, since such initiatives promote {ndustry
responsibility for probles fdentification and resolution;

2. Prescriptive rulemeking options may impede industry in‘tiatives
and responsibility to fmprove maintenance; énd

3. Rulemaking should be directed toward specifying the NRC'S
expectations in maintenince ano roquirf:m'a toring of the
¢ .ectiveness of maintenence programs.

Therefore, the Coamission proposes & maintenance rule which gives
incentive for industry to develop & standard for 2 maintenance progras, which
NRC may encorse in & Regulatory Guice.

1 Memorandum from Yictor Stello, J"~3 Executive Director for
Operations, to the Commissioners, “Proposed Rulemaking for the
Maintenance of Nuclear Power Plants,” dated June 27, 1988,

2 Copies of HUREG series reports u{ be purchased through the U.S.
Government Printing Cffice by calling {(202) 275-2060 or by witina to
the U.S. Government Printing Office, P.0. Box 37082, Washington, D.C.
20013-7082. _ Copies may 4130 be purchased from the National Technical
Informetion Service, U.S. Department of [ommerce, 5285 Port Royal
Road, Sprimgfield, VA 22161. A copy 13 available for inspection
or copying for a fee in the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street,
Lower Levé!, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037.

I Enclosure 1
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EXPECTATIONS FOR MAINTENANCE STANDARD

The Commission encourages industry to develop ¢ Maintenance Standerd
which will provide guidance for complying with requiresents of the proposed
rule. The Commissicy . .lieves that the development of & standerd will guide
current industry initistives towards daveloping and implementing acceptable
maintenance programs, and that utility participation in preparation of &
Meintenance Standard will provide additional incentive anc responsibility for
improving plant meintenance programs.

The Commission .. . to develop & Regulatory Guide to provide guidance
for complying with the rule 1f industry does not develop an sdecuate standard,
However, the Comnission prefers tu endorse an industry-developed m:{d-”
To meet the Commission's plans for {mplementation of the rule the commi t
to develop @ Maintenance Standard should be made now and & final stugurd
should be proposed ho later than Septesber 1, 1589. The Cosmission expects to
publish & Regulatory Guide endorsing & Haintenance Standarc or providing
NRC guidence by April |, 1990. The comprehensive program requirements of
the proposed rule would be required to be fully fmplemented within one
year following publication of the Regulatory Guide.

The proposed rule defines those attributes the Commission considers necessary
for an ecceptabls Maintensnce Program. To be acceptable, any standard
developed to implement the rule should have the following characteristics:

* Should define the plant systems, structures and components
fncluded in the maintenance program (the scope of the rule
covers all systems, structures and components fncluding those
in the BOP); :

*  Should require i vstematic evaluation ("systems approach®) of
the functions ¢ ~Hisctive . of plant systems, components and
structures to ¢ coruine maintenance activities and requirements:

<& Enclosure 1
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*  Should provide clear and specific programmatic requirements that can be
practically implemented to achieve high relfability;

*  Should be comprehensive in addressing the activities and functions
included in ihe proposed rule plus provisions for self assessment;

¢ Should reference stand:-?: or guidelines such as those developed by ANS,
ASME, IEEE, ASTM, INPO, or EPRI where proctical to provide (a) specific
programmatic requirements or (b) guidance for maintenance of specific tys
of equipment;

*  Should allow flexibility for adoption of new fnnovetive technologies as 1
are validated; and

. Should provide for sufficient documentatioo so that program effectivenes
and complisnce with requirements of the standard can be evaluated.

THNSERT =

\‘."S:{’y

9

As noted above, an integral part of & good maintenance progras {s the monitor
and feciback of results. Programs should wtilfze quantitative measures to

monitor and adjust the mainte' ace program activities., Measures that are bas
upon actual component relfability and faflure history provide useful indicatt
of maintenance effectiveness. Such measures need & well structured and compo

GrTented system; e.9.)0PRDS)to capture and track equipment history data. Th

Commission notes and encourages the use of the industry-wide NPRDS for this

purpose in view of the multiple uses for this data.

In addition, the Commission has conducted studies o review effective mainten
spproaches and practices in other countries and industries and has documented
findings in a draft NUREG series -eport. ¥ The Commissfon seeks comments on
draft NUREG report which may be sutmitted to the NRC as indicated under the
ADDRESSES heading.

A free single copy of draft NUREG-1333, "Maintenance Approaches and Practice:
Selected Foreign Muclesr Power Programs and Other U.S. Industriee: Biview an
Lessons Learned,” to the extent of supply, may be obtained by .,-"1;.2 to the
Distribution Services Section, Document Contro! Branch, Division of Support
Services, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Coen‘ssion, Washington, D.C. 20555. A cop
a1so available for inspection or copying for a fee in the NRC Public Cocumen
Room, 2120 L Street, Lower Level, NY.. Washimgton, D.C. 20037.

. Enclosure ]



° Should provide clear and specific
programmatic requirements that can be
practically fmplemented to acdieve high
reliability;

° Should be comprehensive in adiressing the
activities and functions included in the
proposed rule plus previsions for self
asscesnpant;

© Should reference standarde or cuidelines such
as those developed by ANS, ASME, IEEE, ASTN,
INPO, or EPRI vhere practical to provide (a)
specific programmatic regquirements or (b)
guidance for maintenance of specific typss of
egquipment;

° Should allow flexibility for adoption of new
innovative technologies as they are
validaled; and

o Should provide for sufficient documentation
so that program effectiveness and compliance
with requirements of the standard can be

TuseRT evaluated,
The Commission bas conducted studies to reviev elfective

saintenance appreaches and practices 4m cother countries and
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industries and has documentod the findings 42 & draft NURNG
series report.” The Commission seeks comments om the draft WUREG
report which may b submitted to the FRC as indicated under the
ADDRESSES headimy.

Az noted above, a&n integral part of a good maintenance program is
the monitoring wnd feedback of results. Programe should utilize
quantitative measures to monitor and adjust the maintemance

program activities. Measures ths. are based upon actual ‘
component reliadility sand failure bhistory provide useful
indication of maintsrzance effectivensss. Such measures need &

wall structured and coaponent eriented svatam; e.g., NPRDS to

Ips

capture and track equipment history data. The Commission notes
and encourages the use of the industry-wids NPRDS for this '
purpose in view of the multiple uses for tkis data.

The Commission views maintenance rulemaking as an opportunity te
encourage (a) goof maintenance practices, (B) the adoption of
common maintenanow standards, and (c) the development of walid
gquantitative measures of effectiveness whizh could become the
basis for regulatioa by outcomes rather thaz processses. The

A tree single copy of draft NUREG-1333, "Maintenance
Approaches and Practices in Selected Foreign Kucloar Powver Prograns
and Other L.S. Industries: Poview and lLessons Taearned,* to the
extent of supply, amay be obtained Ly w lting to the Distribution
Services Secticrn, Document Control Branch, Division of Support
Services, U.B. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C.
20555. A copy is also avallable for inspection or copying for a
fee in the NRC Public Document Foom, 2120 L Street, lowver lLsvael,
F¥W., Washington, D. £. 200137.

- 62 -




herein proposed rule addresses (a) and (b) but mot (o). PFollow-
on rulemaking is envirioned which would build on the bases
established in this rule and would define those validated
measurable guantities or indicators that could credibly bscome
the basis for regulatory attentiom or action iz the fulire
instead of the systems for maintenance establisdid under (a) and

(b) of this propesed rule.

Tl —D T
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The draft NUREG|report concludes that ’7{ following are practices in

foreign country and other U.S. industry) maintenance programs which have
been found to contribute significantly to effective maintenance:

1. Focus on long term maintenance objectives; establish a proactive
saintenance progria *t opposed to reactive maintenince;

2. Use of a reliability centered approach to maintenance, including
considerstion of the man-machine interface;

3. Collection and engineering evaluation of failure data (root
cause analysis); :

4, Use of sn integrated information syst.il for collecting data and
monitoring the effectiveness of a maintenance program;

5, Use of maintenance technician training/certification programs;
€. Derive planning and scheduling trom overall prdgru objectives;

7. Enhance environment/motivatiun of maintenance technicians (e.g.
thru cross-training, "Crew Chief® concept); and

8. Clearly define interfaces between maintenance and other activities
(engineering support, operations QA, QC, corporate offices, sefety
review).

The Comnission encourages in the development of any Maintenance 'Stamre,
consideration of the findings in the above referenced draft NUREE report
and sny other mtmt suﬂu on eff tiu meintensnce practices.

The Commission 21350 encourages @t ninuungg ;gndarifto consfger 7

{ncorporating appropriate u!ntmm derived from plant aging stucin{

7 Enclosure !
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CERTIFICATION OF PLANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS

fbc Commission vishes to encourage industry initiatives and
responsibility for problem identification and resolution.

Therefore, as 2 further way of sncoursging industry participation

and responsibility, the Commission is willing to consider a

process of utilizing a designated third partx(:; reviev and

certify licensee maintenance programs for conformance with the
Maintenance Standard. This process, if successful, could
alleviate the need for detailed NRC inspection of all licensee
maintenance programs. The Commission solicits proposals for
conducting such a certification procuss.
COMMENTS REQUESTED
In addition to comments on tho content of this Notice of
Proposed Rulemaling, ths Commission specifically solicits input
on the following gquestions:
1. Is it appropriate for the nuclear powver
industry to devalop a Maintenance Standard
ané, if so, would the industry develop such a
Maintenance Standard?
2. What level of detail should be included in
the Mainteance Standard?
3. Is tvo years a reasonable time to develop,
ard izsplement a standard?
4. Is it appropriate for a designated thivrd

party to certify plaui maintenance proorams



to comply vith the Maintenance Standard; and,
if so, would an organization be willing to
perform such certification?

$. Should an industry-wide component failure
reporting system, e.g., NPRDS, be used by all
plants in ordcr to support the saaring of
generic, wtcmrhm and facilitate
monitoring of maintenance effectiveness?

6. Are performance indicators that are being K¢
uced by inodustry, may be used in ths fntiro.
or bave been used in the past appropriate
candidates as Quantitative mezsures of
saintenance effectivensss? The Commission is
particularly interested in experience er
analysis concerning indicators or the use of
indicators of component reliadbility as

maintenance performance indicaters.

i Thcx:’u:au%"ﬁ dragk regulatory ‘“\%:u; Hat
47 The economic impact/of the proposed requirement cn licensees

should be negligible. [ Xithough initial financial investments

will be required by some licansees to establish a systematic and

comprehensive maintenance progran, the savings due to decreased

corrective maintenance costs and increased plant availability

ahcu2l4 outweigh the investment ccsts. The Commission reguacts

ceoparation of 1nfnruod sources in oroe. ¢ 4cveicy further

detuils and verification of this analysis.

e AH-‘.... L e C”n-ssoon ‘glcvcx f"f 7‘(': ’fof“d rule T La V0P+ue
ol ID CFR 50.109(a)(4) neT fu‘Jc.d' to +he regur remenit Lor @

L“L‘*' Qu\ij and u-lms -8 - "f" has ac»ur‘mclcss P"'FcrmtJ

- lys1 ¢t and Mu' ‘lc‘&‘ + factors as =n d‘firﬁlf'v’C i
g s B i supelbirs P ol Lt
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= .end comments regarcing this burden estimate or any other
=== collection of information, inciuding suggestions for

== aurden, to the Records and Reports Management Branch,

x rormation Support Services/IRM, Office of Administration ard
~swmmement, U.S. Nuc ear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C.
== wne 0ffice of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of
meemx Sudget, Washington, D.C. 20503,

REGULATORY ANALYSIS

xrssion has prepared a draft regulatory anelysis on this
~wmiation. The enalysis examines “he costs and benefits of the
== -apsidered by the Commission. The draft amalysis is
== -nspection in the NRC Public Document Roow, 2120 L St., N.W,
=_._. 20037. Single copies of the draft analysic wey be

—=xrmoni Dey, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
—-J1) 492-3730.

axssion requests public comment on the draft regulatory
——amnts on the draft analysis may be subuitted to the NRC as
= the ADDRESSF™ heeding. ‘

BACKFIT ANALYSIS
- gbre
eyt bF-bhvatl , the Commission has completed s backfit
==e proposed rule. The Commission has determined, besed on
. that backfitting to comply with the requirements of this
-mme wil] provide & substantfa) increase in protection to public

mumery without any sdditiona]l costs. The backfit analysis on
——mwrwination 1s based 15 as follows:

10 : Enclosure 1
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P 503‘ Analysis and Determination That the Rulemeking to ot ‘-h
@ i@\‘f’\ Amend 10CFREC Concerning Maintenance Complies *®
¥ with Backfit Rule 10 CFR 50.109 Tw Gasq Evact

Wdile Cora S catiion Dbl F?'auu dmla,
The Commission's oxisung regulations do not gxg\ig;]; address

the requiremenis of 4 W effective maintenance program. The
Commission belfeves that safety can be enhanced by improving the g

effectiveness of maintenance pmrm throughout the nuclear industry.
The proposed rule requires nuclesr power plant maintenance programs to \é
have @ set of functions and activities which the Commission believes are %

essential for & comprehensive and effective program.

The findings and conclusions of the Commission's assessment of the
< effectiveness of plant maintenace prugrams can be found in NUREG-1212,
> *Status of Maintenance in the U.S. Nuclear Power Industry.” The study
¥ showed weaknesses at plants in a number of areas of maintenence which the
T Commizsion believes 15 critical for an overal)l effective program,
> Further, analysis of operational everts has shown that, in some cases,
plant equipment 1s not being maintained with a high degree
of reliabd that the equipment will perform 1ts intended function when
required. The'objeciive of the proposed rule is to require improvements

for those plants that are poorly maintained, and also to pnv’gtmthc
declining performance of plants that are ne'l-uintunod waﬁl& “’

o ek Lniilod Unsy the Agimat Q‘MM‘

aadresy wg wader-tucd uuve-uﬂ' .
The benefit of improvements in maini mnu n been o mated to be in

the order of 250,000 person-rem for the lifetime of a1l nuclear power
plants. Common sense &350 suggests that 2 well-maintained plant poses
less risk than cne poorly maintained. The proposed rule will help ensure .
8 satisfactory level of performance for maintenance programs by specifying-
those activities and practices which, through experience, have been shown
to be key elements of effective maintenance programs, and should result 1

8 substantial enhancement of public health and safety.

r

} ‘

c14¢

Improvements in maintenance serve to meet dual objectives: (1)
enhance safety; and &1so (2) increase plant availability and capacity
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fssued amgier Sec. 184, 68 Stat. 954, as amended (42 U.5.C. 2234),
Sectiom 50,103 also 1ssued under Sec. 108, 68 Stat. 939, as amended
(42 L.5.C. 22%7).

For the purposes of Sec. 223, 68 Stat. 958, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2273), §§ 50.10(a), (b), and (c) 50.44, 50.46, 50.48 anc 50.54 enc
50.54(a) are 1ssued under Sec. 161b, 68 Stat. 948, as tmended (42
U.5.C. 2201(8)); §§ 50.10(b) and (c) and 50.54 are issued under Sec.
1611, 68, stat. 949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(1)); and §§ 50.5,
80.55(e), 50.59(b), 50.70, 50.71, $0.72, $0.73 and §0.78 are issued
under Sec. 16lo, 68 Stat. 950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(e)).

A new § 50.65 s added to read as follows:

§ 50.65 Requirements to ensure the effectiveness of
meintensmce programs for nuclear power plants.

(a) Applicabiliity. The requirements of this section apply to all
nuclear power rsactors licensed under § 50.21 b or 50.22.

L)

(v) Dafinitiuns. Fo <he purpose of this ucuonjtu Ce-isstg:
defines meintenance as the aggregate of thos Acctions required
to preserve end promptly restore operability, reliability, and
availadility of, or to prevent the fatlure of, plant structures,
systems, and components. The Commission intends the scope of
the rule to cover all systems, structures and compounents,

iacluding those in the Balance-of -P lant, commuasorete-withtheir.

&

Maimtenance includes not only activities traditionally associeted
with identifying and correcting actual or potential degraded

20 Enclosure |
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@1.0.. repair, surveillance, diagnostic examinations,
v

ive measures; but extends to a1l supporting functions

for the conduct of these activities. Maintenance includes the
following activities:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

{7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Technology in the areas of:
(1) Corrective maintenance,
(11) Preventive saintensnce,
(141) Predictive maintenence, and
(1v) Maintenance Surveillance;

Engineering in support of main‘inence;

Quality assurance and quality control of maintenance
activities; .

Incorporation of plant modifications into the
maintenance program;

Equipment history and trending;
Maintenance record keeping;

Mansgement of parts, tools, and facilities;
Kaintenance procedures;

Post-Maintenance testing and return-to-service
sctivities;

Neasures of overall mainienance program effectiveness;

£l Enclosure 1
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(11) Maintenance management and organizetion in the areas
of:

(1) Planning,

{11) Scheduling,

(111) Staffing,

{tv) Shift coverage, and
(v) Resource allocation;

(12)  Control of contracted maintenence services;

(13) Radiological exposure control (including ALARA) during
maintenance activities;

(14)  Maintenance personne] qualification and training;

(15) Internal communications between the meintenance
orgenization enc plant operations and support groups;

(16) Commnications between plant and corporite management
and the maintenance orgenization; and
Gﬂ'oww;' ;
(17) A[untcmnu recommendations or requirements of
ingividual vendors.

(¢) Reguirements. Each holder of an operating license subject to a-‘)“'{
this section shall (1) establish, !w‘wnt! and umn&‘u _:ol.
effective and documented maintenance program.ee defined in
paragraph (b) of this section, and (2);“:033 e effectiveness
of this maintenance program and, based upon this asszssment,
meke improvements, as eppropriste. i

(¢) Implementation, By [insert a date 2 ywars afver the effective
date of the amendment] each licensee shall certify, by letter to

22 Enclesure 1
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the Director of the Office of Nuclear Resctor Regulation, that &
comprehen: ive documented maintenance ’"’L‘&é'.”:‘.ﬂ.ﬂ‘"“‘""

and implemented, which addresses all olmnu“m
froereessy defined in nrcgraw’&)‘mg .?‘f'ti. wwq_ R
messures to monitor /ZAhd vimprove the program, where appropriate.

In aduition, each riccnuc shall develop [insert a date 3 months

after the effective date of the amendment] & timely and

expeditious plan and schedule (including Key Milestones) for

meeting the requiresents of this section.

Dated &t Rockville, Maryland this day of , 1988

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Semuel J. Chilk,
Secretary of the coemission.
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I am 1n favor of publishing this oropecsed rule on 1ai tenance of
Nuclear Fower Flants. subject to the cateiled comments ..stad

bel ow. I believe that arfective maintenance 18 €$86""iél ~“0 the
contiued sete operation of auclear powers plants and trat such &
“ulé 18 neoded 0 crlor to make clear the Commission’s zafetv
requirements reagarding =+4ective maintenance, to furtra- enhanca -
the effectiveness of mairtenance at some plants, anc to assure
the zont:inued atfectiveness of maintenance at the others. i
reccgnize that the industrv hes made significant progress over
ths -4st several years in improving averall parformance tncluding
maintenance performance. and 1 encourele® their continued effcrts
AN Shis regard. While I recuinize the difficultv of specifving
uniform reguirencnts for maintensnce given the sresent generation
ot "tustom Loilt Dlantst, I believe that the stass’'s croposed
g@neral agproach to ralemaking will provide the necessaryv

=i 1p01l:it,y ta accommodate plant s0@cific d1Ferences. ! commend
tme '"RT stdf to carefully studv comments recelved frem the
induztry and the public. in recognition of the vast wealth of
kncwledge and exper- ence that thev have acguired 1n the area of
maintenance. ~nd to meticulously prepare the +inal rule in such a
way that “he fesult will Se to enhance., rather than detract from,
the srfectiveness of current maintenance practices. ! also
commend the MRC stafd to continue to aonit.~ indus-ry anphasl s
270 Progress: N AMpProsing mainterance effectiveness during the
Fulsnaking crucoss.

T2 tullowira getailed comments should be .Acludad .o che
publicatior ¢ %tte oroposed rules
1 " Ay view thig proposed Maintenancs rule snaoid e

ionsidered under 10 CFR 20.10%a/ (4) of the cachbs1= rule.
Led@d 07 Lh@ wurecents that @F+@.t1i.@ Maintensncsd .3
Aeceszcar/ to assure trat the sacility “uses 0 wndue risk to
Lhe Judlic health and safety 2nd Zhat the propds=—d rule
codifies and standardizes ore v ouSly @i stioe mOM. suion
requirements. both explicit and .mplicit. .r plant -echnical
specifications, licerses safety analvsis regorts, +nd 10 CFR
30, Appendix B. .
I believe that eviective vaintenancze 18 necessary Lo provice
reasonable assurance that plant structures. svetems, ov
components (S5Cs) will perform their i1ntended <uactior when
"@oui-ed. The Jemonstration of svetem operability via tect,
“QQuired 10 tN¢ olanc teronical spesificetiiat. R LTS 0 O D B
Y UGeaonastratitln o+ the Lapability of a G50 4o ceriora fts )
(ntended satety function i€ the 3SC remains .~ -“e gesion’
confiQuratliom <nd 1tg performance Japab.lity 13 adintained
wiEhin (he J€E10N Rarameters asS.Cmes in piLsnt sara™.y
nal rees.
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In the past, the Lommission hag nforced Neln-sna ce
requirements at nuc.ear power plants largely based zn
technical sperificaetion requirements, commitments _cntatned
in plant safety anal.'sis reports, and the quaiity sssursnce
criteria of 1CCFRS0, Appendix B. The mairtenance
requirements 1IN Mmany CLSES are iaplicit in those cocuments
ratrher t™Han amplicit. In av view, this propcsed rutemaking
acrtion milld privnarily provide explicit treatment +or
pre-existing requirements for asintenance®, clarity the
Commisaion’s expactations for the attainment 2¢ uniformly -
high standards of maintenance at all nuclear power plants,
and provide the enforcement tools that mav Le naeded to
achieve the Cumnission’ s expectations.

1 beliese that “he extensicon of NRC'z maintenance rile toc
alaice oFf plant vqu.pnont 18 NBCEesSSary and proper.

However. =OomE (ICENSUe fALNteNance pPrograms, a3 presently
CandtiJured, aep. . L0 structures. systams. «nd components
that sre. without question, irrelevant to protection of
public fealth ang safwty from radicological hazards
«$8CCl1atec with the cperatiorn of the nuclear power plant.
The sta+¥ s3houid caresullv consider what limitation, 1 any,
shouid D8 placec on the final maintenance rule, to provide
some licensee +lexioility in this regard.

The staff must carsfully consider the criteria that it will
apply to geterming when & maintenance orogram is fully
aftfective and further improvements ar= no lorger warranted
from a safetv standpoint, I encourace the steff to provide
clarification of its criteria. either 1n the final rule. or
in the accompanving regulatorv guide.

Tive Fegeral Pegister MNotice should solizit oublic cooments

concerningy coments 1, O, and T sbove. The rellowing are
sroposerd Cuesticns Yor 1nclusion ir the ~otices

"~

Crairman Tech Lelieves that the proposed maintenance
rui® shoulcd be exempt +rom the backfit rule
reguiresents based on the precepts that cffective
saintenance 15 Nnecessary to assure edeguate punlic
protection end that the proposed rule codifles .na
stancardizes previously existing Comnission
reguiresents. both axplicit and implicit. :n piant
technical specifications, licenser safety analyeirs
reports, and 10 CFR S0, Appendix B. The Commigsion
reguests public comment concerning the need for a
back+1it I'll ‘Sia far this rulonakxng.

N
B LM%
RAZE 2 "'W"'r--'-'--rarr%‘u.mrc*—»----. - e
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B. Chairman lach bhelieves thai the 1nclusion ¢+ sslance o+

plant (PCP) ecuipment in the praposed mainisnance

rule

IS nacessary and poper. Howe.er, Chairvmar ezn also
recognize#s that some licenses® @aintiznence Ircyrams, as
presently confijurad, apply to structures. sys.ems. end

compcre@nts that are, without guestion, irreilevant
pretection of public health and safety from

te

radiclogicsal hazards associlated with the operation of

the nucleér powaer plant., The Commission recuests

public commant cocncerning what limitation, i+ anv,

should & placed on the final maintenance rule., to

provioe scaw l.censee flexibility in this ~egara.

e Thairman .ech desires t2 establish criteria within the

SaintEnanc?® rule which would form the basis for
datermirirg when a maintenance prog-am 18 fully

2ffeitiv2 »0d additional i1mprovement 15 NOt warranted

from A @atety atangpoint. Such c-:iteria miaht be

eitrer cuartitative or qua.itative and coulg Le based
ON SUETLY LG wedsSurable attributes. on uverall plant

perfornance, on orogram results, or on other

attribuzes. The Commission regquests public comement
concernirg the raed for such criteria, the form of such

vriteria, and the criteria themselves.

e I agrze with Commissioner Roger’s vot sheet comment
reyarding perornance-based rulemarin.. I support his
desire to maintain this option for the ‘uture.

€. -f wodition tou the «bDuve comments, specific eartcrial
changQes are marked on the attacned sheetes.

- .lr ‘. . Rl
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DESCRIPTION  Pofance o+ plt

It 1s the objective of the Cosmission/that a1l components, systems
and structures of nuclear pover plants be/effectively maintained so that
plant equipment will perform its intended) function when required. The
scope of the proposed rule is intended/to cover all systems, structures
and components including those in thel0. To accompiish this objective,
the proposed rule would require vech commercial nuclear power plant to
develop and implement a well-defined program to assure thrt maintenance
activities are conducted tu preserve or restore, with prompt repair, the
availability, performance and relfability of plant structures, systems,
and components. The program should clearly define the compunents and
activities included, as well as the management systems used to coatrol
those activities. Further, the prograw should include feedback of specific
results to ensure corrective actions, provisious for overall program
evaluation, and the identitication of possible component or system u;ign
problems. Compliance with the rule would be verified by NRC sudit anc
inspection.

The proposed rule does not require thal licensees Se-reqiiied-tim—
report Maintenance Performa i rs (MPIs). 5 1" .
po enance Pe nc’o’ I o tors (m.,;i ! However, e%c‘(L ~§:nne
would be required to have his o\m‘nonit.oring ‘wua wnich would be subject
to NRC review. The Commission solicits comments on the application and
usefulness of MPls as part of the rule, and whether a set of MPls exists
which could indicate the effectiveness 2: plant meintepance proqrm. ln;_
i oa v 'R 2

- - “* .
addition, the Commission solicits fndbl:ﬂn‘um;. r n’!sw

44 the rule. A W JURXV T YN f"*
PUBLIC WORKSHUP
The Commission held a Pubiic wWorasaop or July 1113, 1988 in
Washington, D.C. to solicit early input for the formilation of the ruie

from the public and regulated industry. Prior to the wurkshop, a paper on
rulemaking options was distributed to interested parties to facilitate

3 Enclosure 1
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Workshop discussions. The paper on rulemaking optionsl. and the
transcript end proceecings (NUREG/CP - 0099)2 of the Workshop sre
available for inspection in the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street,
Lower Level, N.¥., Washington, D.C. 20037

As & result of Workshop discussions, the Commission has come to the
following conclusions:

1. Rulemaking should encourage industry initiatives directed towars
improving maintenance, since such initiatives promote industry
responsibility for problem identification and resolution;

2. Prescriptive rulemaking options may impede industry initiatives
and responsibility to improve maintenance; énd

3. Rulemaking should be directed toward specifying the KRC's
b | Commnts
expectations in maintenance anc rﬂuirfmniuring of the
effectiveness of meintenance programs.

Therefore, the Compission proposes & maintenance rule which gives
incentive for industry to develop a standard for & maintenance program, which
NRC may encorse in a Regulatory Guice.

1 Memorandum from Victor Stello, Jr., Executive Director for
Operations, to the Commissioners, “Proposed Rulemaking for the
Maintenance of Nuclear Power Plants,” dated June 27, 1588,

R J

Copies of NUREs series reports nx be gurcfuud through the U.S.
Government Printing Cffice by calling (202) 275-2060 or by writing to
the U.S. Government Printing Office, P.C. Box 37082, Washington, D.C.
20613-7082. Copies may ¢1s0 te purchasec from the wationa! Technica®
Inforsation Service, U.5. Department of Commerce, 5285 Port kuye!
Road, Springfieia, VA 22161. A copy is available for inspection

or copying for a fee in the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street,
Lower Level, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037.

¢ Enclosure 'l
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EXPECTATIONS FOR MAINTENANCE STANDARD

The Commission encourseges industry to develop @ Maintenance Stinderd
which will provide guidance for complying with requirements of the proposed
rule. The Commission believes that the development of & standard will guide
current industry initiatives towards develuping and implementing acceptable
s intenznce programs, and that utilfty participation in preparation of a
Maintenance Standard will provide additiona)l imcentive anc responsibility for
improving plant maintenance programs.

The Commission plans to develop a Regulatory Guide to' provide guidence
for complying with the rule if industry does not develop an adequate standard.
However, the Cosmission prefers to endorse an industry-developed standard.

To meet the Commission's plans for implementation of the rule tnc‘cnllﬁilunt
to develop @ Maintenance Standard should be made now and 2 final standard
should be proposed no later than September 1, 1989, The Coamission ixpccts to
publish a Regulatory Guide endorsing a4 Maintenance Standara or providing

NRC guidance by April 1, 1990. The comprehensive program requirements of

the proposed rule would be required to be fully implemented within one

year following publication of the Regulatory Guide.

The proposed rule defines those attributes the Commission considers necessary
for an eccepiable Maintenance Program. To be acceptable, any standard
developed to implement the rule should have the following characteristics:

* Should define the plant systems, structures and components
included in the maintenance program (the scope of the rule
covers a11 systems, structures and components including those
in the BOP);

- . Shoul¥ require & systematic evaluation ("systems approsch*’ of -

the functions and objectives of plint systems, components and
structures to determine maintenance activities and requirements;

5 Enclosure 1
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Should provide clear and specific pregra-watic requirements that can be
practically implemented to achieve hige relfability;

Should be comprehensive in addressing the activities and functions
incluGed in the propased rule plus provisions for self pssessment;

Should reference stance~ds or guidelines such as those developr . ., ANS
ASME, IEEE, ASTM, INPO, or EPRI where practical to Zrovide (a) specific
programmatic requirements or (b) guidance for maintenance of specific t
of equipment;

Should allow flexibility for adoption of new innovative technologies as
are validated; and

Should provide for sufficient documentation so that program effectivem
snd compliance with requirements of the standard can be evaluated.

As noted above, an integral part of 2 good maintenance program 1s'thc monit
and feedback of results. Programs should utilize G.antitative measures to
monitor and adjust the meintenance program activities. Measures that are b
Fﬁ'fr' upon actual component relfability and failure history provide useful indica
D g fh’-of maintenance effectiveness. Such measures need 3 well structured and com

e’
1 *7 S————gFiented system; e.g., NPRDS)to capture and track equipment history data.

e /
Commission notes and encoursges the use of the industry-wide NPRDS for this

purpose in view of the multiple uses for this data.

In addition, the Commission has conducted studies to review effective maint
approaches and practices in other countries and industries and has document
findings fn a draft NUREG series report. ’ The Commission seeks comments ©
draft NUREG report which may se submitted to the KRC as .indicated under the
ADDRESSES heading.

S free single copy of drefl NURCS-1333, "Maintenance Approaches and Practic
Selectee roreign Nuclear Power Programs aiid Other U.S. Industrici: Keviéew @
Lessons Learned,” to the extent of supply, may be obtained by writing to t*
Distribution Services Section, Document Control Branch, Division of Suppert
Services, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555. A cc
also available for inspection or copying for a fee in the NRC Public Docume
Room, 2120 L Street, Lower Level, NW., Washington, D.C. 20037.

- b = Enclosure 1
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1e$ '
The draft NUREG/report concludes that the following are practices in
foreign country and other U.S. industry maintenance programs which have
been found to contribute significantly to effective maintenance:

1. Focus on long term maintenance objectives; establish a prosctive
BRINLEnance program as oppused to reactive maintenance;

Use of 4 reliability centered approach to maintenance, including
consideration of the men-machine interface;

Collection and engineering evaluation of failure data (root
cause analysis):

Use of an integrated ‘nformati-n system for collecting data and
monitoring the effectiveness .f & maintenance program;

Use of maintenance technician training/certification programs;
Derive planning and scheduling trom overall program objectives;

Enhance environment/motivation of maintenance technicians (e.g.
thru cross-training, “Crew Chief" concept); and

Clearly define interfaces between meintenance and vther ectivities
(engineering support, operations QA, GC, corporate offices, safety
review).

The Commission encoursges in the development of any Maintenance Stanodrga,
consigeretion of the findings in the above referencec draft NUREE report
end any nther pertinent studies on effective o ince practices.

(L“'l.l.dq'j e —

The Commission also enc0uragcs;éb3 Maintenance Stindard)to consiger >

incourporating appropriate maintenance derived from plant aging stuc1€s{ : A
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CERTIFICATIO\\ﬂ( PLANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS

The Commission wishes to encourage industry initiatives and ¥
for problem identification and resolution. Therefore, as a further way of
encouraging industry participation and responsibility, the Commission is
willing to consider a process of utilizing a designated third plrty
and certify licensee maintenance programs for conformance with the mintommc
Standard. This process, if successful, could alleviate the need for detailed
KRC inspection of all licensee maintenance programs. The Commission solicits
proposals for conducting such a certification process.

COMMENTS REQUESTED

In agdition to comments on the content of this Notice of Proposed Rule~
making, the Commission specifically solicits input on the following questions:

s Is it appropriate for the nuclear power industry to develop a

Maintenance Standard and, if so, would the industry develop such

& Maintenance Standarda? .

What level of detail should be included in the Maintenance Standard?

Is two years a reasonable time to develop, and {mplement a standard?

Is it appropriate for a designated third party to certify plant

maintenance programs to comply with the Maintenance Standard;

and, if so, would an organization be willing .to perfore such

certification?

Should an industry-wide component faflure reporting system, e.g.,

NPRDS, be used by all prants in order to support the sharing of gener
o atBa o ~eperiting experience and ucmuu -onit.oring of maintenance effec~

7
tivenessy ‘ Ju Fhanet *‘Lj
ta scotite O

The economic/impact of the proposed requiresent on licqntccs should
be naq\1g1blo.ﬁtﬂﬁthough inftial financial investments will be reguired oy
some 1icensees to establish & systesatic and comprehensive maintenance
progra=. the savings due to decreased corrective maintenance costs and
incressed plant aveilability should cutweigh the 1nvestaent costs. The
Commission requests cooperation of informed sources in order to develop
further details and verification of this amalysis.

Enclosure |
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conc1t1ozii>1.e., repair, surveillance, diagnostic examinations,
and preveritive measures; but extends to a11 supporting functiuns
for the conduct of these activities. Maintenance includes the
following activities:

(1) Technology in the areas of:
(1) Corrective maintenance,
(11) Preventive maintenance,
(114) Precictive maintenance, and

(fv) Maintenance Surveillance;

Engineering in support of maintenance;

Quality assurance aad quality contrcl of maintenance

activities;

incorporation of plant modifications into the
meintenance program;

Equipment history «nd trending;
Maintenance record keeping;

Management of parts, tools, and facilities;
Maintenance procedures;

Post-Maintenence testing and return-tou-service
sctivities;

Meesuies 0f overal] mainfenance progrem eftect veness;

Enclosure 1
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Should provide clear and specific programmatic requirements that can be
practically impiemented to achieve high relfabilfity;

Should be comprehensive in addressing the activities and functions
included in the proposed rule plus provisions for self assessment;

Should reference stancards or guidelines such &s those developed by ANS
ASME, I1EEE, ASTM, INPO, or EPRI where practical to provide (a) specific
programmatic requirements or (b) suidance for maintenance of specific t
of equipment;

Should allow flexibility for adoption of new innovative technologies as
are validated; and

Should provide for sufficient documentation so that program effectivem
and compliance with requirements of the standard can be evaluated.

As noted sbove, an integral part of @ good maintenance program 1s‘th0 monit
and feedback of resulits. Programs should utilize quantitative measures to
monitor and adjust the maintenance program activities. Messures that are b
upon actual component relfability and failure history provide useful indics
of maintenance effectiveness. Such measures need & well structured and com
| " S—————gFiented system; e.g.»NPRDS)to capture end track equipment history data.

Comnission notes and eacourages the use of the industry-wide NPRDS for this
purpose in view of the multiple uses for this data.

In addition, the Commission has conducted studies to review effective maint
approaches and practices in other countries and industries and has document
findings in a draft NUREG series report. ’ The Commission seeks comments o
draft NUREG report which may be submitted to the NRC as .indicated under the
ADDRESSES heading.

‘A free single copy of drefl NURZS-1133, "Maintenance Approaches and Practic
Selected roreign Nuclear Power Programs aiid Other U.S. Industrici: Keview &
Lessons Learned.” tu trs extent of supply, may be cbtained by writing to tf
Distribution Services section, Document Control Branch, Division of Suppart
Services, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 205%8. A cc
also available for inspection or copying for a fee in the NRC Publi" Docume
Room, 2120 L Street, Lower Level, NW., Washingten, D.C. 20037.

“ b - Enclosure )
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The draft NUREG/report concludes that the following are practices in
fureign country and other U.S. industry/ maintenance programs which have
been found to contribute significantly to effective maintenance:

Focus on long term maintenance objectives; establish proactive
Baintenance program s opposed to reactive maintenince;

Use of a reliability centered approach to maintenance, including
consideration of the man-machine interface;

Collection and engineering evaluation of failure gats (root
cause analysis);

Use of an integrated ‘nformation system for collecting data and
monitoring the effectiveness of & maintenance program;

Use of maintenance technician training/certification programs;
Derive planning and scheduling trom overal) program objectives;

Enhance environment/motivetiun of maintenance technicians (e.q.
thru cross-training, "Crew Chief® concept); and

Clearly define interfaces between meintenance and uther ectivities
(cngineering support, operations QA, CC, corporaste uffices, sefety
review),

The Commission encoursges in the development of amy Maintenance Stuncera,
consigerstion of the findings in Lhe above references draft NUREGC report
end any nther pertinert studies on effective maintenance practices.

(dh.~.l—4¢'1 —
The Commission also cncourages;@EE Maintenance Stindard)to consicer

/

incorporating appropriate maintenance derived from plant aging stucwes{ pl

Enclosure.!
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CERTIFICATION PLANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS
The Commission wishes to encourage industry initfatives anc v bility

for probles identification and resciution. Therefore, as & further way of
encouraging industry participation and responsibility, the Commission {s

a willing to consider a orocess of utilizing a designated third party/to review
and certify licensee maintenance programs for conforsance with the Maintenance
Standard. This process, if successful, could alleviate the need for detailed
NRC inspection of all licensee maintenance prograss. The Commissicn solicits
proposals for conducting such a certification process.

COMMENTS REQUESTED

In agdition to comments on the centent of this Notice of Propesed Rule-
making, the Commission specifically solicits input on the following questions:

e Is 1t appropriate for the nuclear power industry to develop a
Maintenance Standard and, if so, would the industry develop such
& Maintenance Standarg? )
What leve)l of detail should be included in the Maintanance Standard?
Is two years 2 reasonable time to develop, and implement a standard?
Is it appropriate for a designated third party to certify plant
maintenance programs to comply with the Maintenance Standard;
and, if so, would an organization be willing.to perform such
certification?

S, Should an industry-wide component failure reporting systes, e.g.,
NPRDS, be used by all plants in order to support the sharing of gener

o aBa o m.xpcrnmo and facilitate monitoring of maintenance effece

t‘lvomss/_? dn# rydebiy Shonrs #(.j;

T --"‘a‘-
e ecco=Jusby

The ocono:lsjc;puct of the proposed requirement on licensees should
be noqliqib!c.ﬁdﬂtﬁougn inftia) financial investments will be reguired by
some licensees to establish & systesstiz and comprehensive maintenance
progra® the savings due to decreased corrective maintenance costs asgd
increased plant availadility should culweigh the i1nveitaent costs. The
Commission reguests cooperation of ‘nformed sources in order to deveiop
further details and verification of this analysis.

-8 - Enclosure |
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™
cond1tiouéy h.e., repair, surveillance, diagnostic examinations,

and prevertive measures; but extends to &1 supporting functiouns
for the conduct of these activities. Maintenence inciudes the
following activities:
(1) Technology in the aress of:

(1) Corrective maintenance,

(11) Preventive maintenance,

(111) Predictive maintenence, &nd

(fv) Maintenance Surveillance;

Engineering in support of maintenance;

Quality assurance and gquality contrc) of maintenance
activities; ‘

Incorporation of plant mogifications into the
maintengnce program;

Equipment history end trending;
Maintenance record keeping;
Management of parts, tools, und facilities;

Maintenance procedures;

Post-Maintenance testing and return-tu-service
sctivities;

Measuies 0t overal] mainfenance progrem eftect veness;
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fssued under Sec. 184, 68 Stat. 954, as amended (42 U.S5.C. 2234),
Section 50.103 also issued under Sec. 10B, 68 Stat. 539, as amended
(42 U.S5.C. 2237).

For the purposes of Sec. 223, 68 Stat. 956, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2273), §§ 50.10(a), (b), and (c) 50.44, 50.46, 50.48 and 50.54 enc
50.54(a) are issued under Sec. 161b, 68 Stat. 948, as amended (42
U.5.C. 2201(b)); §% 50.10(b) and (c) and 50.54 are issued under Sec.
1611, 68, stat. 949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(1)); and §§ 50.9,
50.55(e), 50.59(b), 50.70, 50.71, 50.72, 50.73 and 50.78 are issuec
unger Sec. 1€6lo, 68 Stat. 950, as amended (42 U.5.C. 2201(0)).

A new § 50.65 s added to redc as follows:

§ 50.65 Requirements to ensure the effectiveness of
maintenance programs for nuclear power plants.

(a) Applicability. The requirements of this section apply to all
nuciear power reactors licensed under § 50.21 b or 50.22.
Definitions. For the purpose of this scct1o:j(tne Commission
defines maintenance as the aggregate of those/ actions required

A
to preserve end promptly restore operability, reliebiiity, and

availability of, or to prevent the failure of, plant structures,
systems, and components. The Commission intends the scope of
the rule to cover all systems, structures and compunents,
including those 1n the Balance-of -Plant,

: . e e

«
»

Maintenance includes not only activities traditicnz!ly 2ssocieted

with foentifying end correcting actual or putential degraded

gEnclosure |




(11, Maintenance management and organization in the areas
of:

(1) Planning,

(11) Scheduling,

(114) Staffing,

(iv) Shift coverage, and
(v) Rescurce allocation;

Control of contracted maintenance services;

Radiologica) exposure control (including ALARA) curing
maintenance activities;

Maintenance personnel qualification and training;

Interns] communications between the maintenance
organization «nd plant operations and support groups;

Communications between plant and corporste mansegement
and the maintenance organization; and

Ct-m&«.}w-? }

Alh‘ﬂtcnlnce recommendations or requirements of
ingisidual vendors.

(¢) Reguirements. Each holcer of an operating license subject to
this section shell (1) establish, "Eéfﬂfﬁﬁzlfzﬁ,f‘}iif12;2:.;*1 o
effective end documented maintenance program,ee defined in
paragraph (b) of this section, and (2);;:;Ess‘€%c effectiveness
of this maintenance progrie end, based upon this assessment,
make improvedents, 45 appropriete.

Implementation. By [insert a date 2 years after the effective

date of the emendment] each licensee shall certify, by Jetter Lo
y

Enclosure !
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the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, that a

comprehensive documented maintenance program s‘g}_j.n ”inuim
and implemented, which addresses all clmnuA%

froagrem=ss defined in 90"9"9"“(‘2)‘%‘}#& JSectiox 19cluding  eous

measures to monitor/Zind vimprove the program, where «ppropriate.
In addition, each ﬁmf.‘. shall develop [nsert 2 date 3 months
after the effective date of the amendment] & timely and
expeditious plan ana schedule (including Key Milestones) for
meeting the requirements of this section.

Dated at Rockville, Marylang this day of , 1988

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Samue! J. Chilk,
Secretary of the Commission.

23 Enclosure |
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| DATE
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TME _COMMENTS ON SECY-88-277

I fully support the views of the ACRS on this propesed rulemaking
and can not approve this proposed maintenance rule. The rule as
proposed would require that each licensee establish, implement,
and maintain an effective and documented maintenance program and
to assess the effectiveness of this program and make
improvenents, as appropriate. Without beine afforded the
opportunity to review the accompanying Regulatory Guide , the
Comnission is left in & positicn of approving & specious rule.

Furthermore, I do not believe that the staff has adeguatsly made
a case that licensees dc not have established maintenance
programs. Staff has not demonstrated that this rule would
improve the implementation of the existing programs. Staff
provides no basis to determine when a maintenance program is
effective or when improvements are "approuriaste®. I also do not
agree with a rule that would have us regu.id...g maintenance on
all systems, structures and components regardless of whether they
have & nexus with radiclogical safety or not. I am skeptical of
the assumptions made in the backfit and regulatory analyses and
specifically reguest comments on both of these documents.

I alsc reguest comments on the views of the ACRS. I share its
concern that the existence of this rule could make things worss.
They state that "... there are characteristics of regulations,
and especially the way in which they are typically enrorced, that
lead us to believe that, under a rule, a mcve toward uniformity
would occur, and this is likely to decrease the effectiveness of
some of the better existing programs.* It is because I believe
on the importance of good maintenance practices that I am voting
against this rule.
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COMMENTS: See attached comments.
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1.

2.

Commissioner Carr's vote on SECY-BB.277

el

ree with the Chafrman's and Commissioner Rogers' comments. In
tion, 1 have the following comments.

I believe that maintenance programs should provide & means for
establishing individual worker accountability for maintenance
performed. | recommend that staff carefully consider how this
criterion can be incorporated into the rulemaking and 1 would
solicit comment on this subject in the rulemaking notice.

The current staff proposal is for issuance of the Final Rule in
April 1989 with the lo!nhtory Guide to follow in November 1989.

A better course of action would be to delay fssuance of the Final
Rule so that it can de put forward along with the h‘\mtory Guide
which will provide essentfal inforwation on rule implementation.
Therefore, | recommend thal the Regulatory Guide, vhich will
endorse the industry standard or define the NRC guidance, be
issued concurrently with the Final Rule by November 1989.



ROTATION VOTE
RESPONSE SHEET

T0: SAMUEL J. CHILK, SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION
FROM: COMMISSIONER ROGERS

SUBJECT: SECY-B8-277 ~ AMENDMENT TO 10 CFR 50 RELATED TO
MAINTENANCE OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

Sosiger Te

APPROVED tomme 1  kt@ DISAPFROVED ABSTAIN

NOT PARTICIPATING _______ REQUEST DISCUSSTON
COMMENTS :

1 hold the opinion that the Commission nov has & unigo opportunity
here to take an important new positive step ation.
Therefore, I feel that the proposed rule should include an
additional statement that allows that to take place. My approval
of the proposed rule is contingent upon such an addition. The
-ugqutd additional wording is included in the nev pages € and &
wh

ch are attached. KOk
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] Should provide clear and specitic
programmatic requirements that can be
practically implemented to achieve high
reliability;

] Should be comprehensive in addressing the
activities and functions included in the
proposed rule plus provisions for salfl
assessment;

° Should reference standards or guidelines such
as those developed by ANS, ASME, IEEE, ASTN,
INPO, or EPRI where practical to provide (a)
specific programmatic requirements or (b)
guidance for maintenance of specific types of
equipment;

© Should allow flexibility for adoption of new
innovative technologies as they are
validated; and

° Should provide for sufficient documentation
so that program effectiveness and compliance
vith reguirements of the standerd can be
evaluated.

The Commission has conducted studies to reviev effective

saintenance approaches and practices in other countries and

oo Enclosure 1



industries and has documented the findings in a draft NUREG
series report.’ The Commission seeks comments on the draft NUREG
report which may be submitted to the WRC as indicated under the
ADDRESSES heading.

As noted above, an integral part of a good maintenance progras is
the monitoring and fesdback of results. Programs vkould utilise
quantitative measures to monitor and adjust the maintenance
program activities. Neasursas “hat are based upon actual
component reliability and failure history provide useful
indication of maintenance effectiveness. BSuch measures need a
well structured and component oriented system; e.¢., NPRDS to
capture and track equipment histery data. The Commission notes
and sncourages the use of the industry-wide NPRDS for this
purpose in view of the multiple uses for this data.

The Commission views maintenance rulemeking as an opportunity te
encourage (a) good maintenance practices, (b) the adoption of
common paintenance standards, and (¢) the development of wvalid
gquantitative measures of effectiveness which could becoms the

basis for regulation by outcomes rather than processes. YThe

A free wingle copy of draft NUREG-1333, “Maintenance
Approaches and Practices in Selected Foreign Nuclear Pover Programs
and Other U.S8. Industries: Reviev and lLessons Learned,* te the
extent of supply, may be obtained by writing to the Distribution
Services Section, Document Control Branch, Division of Support
Services, U.8. Nuclear R latory Commission, Washington, D.C.
20555. A copy is also available for inspection or copying for a
fee in the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, Lower lavel,
NW., Washington, D. €. 20037.
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herein proposed rule addresses (&) and (b) but nmot (e}. Pollow-
on rulemaking is envisioned which would build en the bases
established ip this rule and would define thoee validated
measurable guantities or imdicators that oould oredibly become
the basis for regulatory attention or actiom im the future
instead of the systems for maintanance established under (o) and

(b) of this proposed rule.
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CERTIFICATION OF PLANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS
The Commission wishes to encourage industry initiatives and
responsibility for problem identification and resolution.
Therefore, as a further way of encoureging industry participation
a-d responsibility, the Commission is willing to consider a
process of utilizing a designated third party to reviev and
certify licensee maintenance prograss for conformance with the
Maintenance Standard. This process, if successful, could
~1leviate the need for detailed NRC inspection of all licensee
maintenance programs. The Commission solicits proposals for
conducting such a certification process. |
COMMENTS REQUESTED
In addition to comments on the content of this Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, the Commission specifically solicits input
vn the following guestions:
i. Is it appropriate for the nuclear pover
industry to develop a Maintenance Standard
and, if so, would the industry develop such »
Kaintenance Standard?
2. What level of detail should be included in
the Mainteance Standard?
3. Is twvo years a reasonable time to develop,
and implesent & standard?
4... Is it appropriate for a designated third
{. party to certify plant maintenance programs

-




to comply with the Maintenance Standard; and,
if so, would an organization be willing to
perfora such certification?

8. Should an industry-vide comporant failure
raporting system, e.g., KPRDS, be used by all
plants in order to support the sharing of
generic operating experience and facilitate
monitoring of maintenance effectivensss?

€. Are performance indicators that are being Kei
used by industry, may be used in the future,.
or bave besn used in the past appropriate
candidates as guantitative measures of
saintensnce effectiveness? ¥he Commission is
particularly interested in experience or
«nalysis concerzing indicators or the use of
indicators of componsnt reliability as

saintenance performance indicators.

IMPACT

The economic impact of the proposed requirement on licensees
should be negligible. Although initial financial investments
will be regquired by some licensess to establish a systematic and
comprehensive maintenance progras, the savings due to decreased
corrective maintenance costs and increased plant availability
should outweigh the investment costs. The Commission requests
coocperation of in/srmed sources in order to develop further

details and vari. cation of this analysis.
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