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ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT

The OECD is a unique forum where the governments of 34 democracies work together to address the economic, social
and environmental challenges of globalisation. The OECD is also at the forefront of efforts to understand and to help
governments respond to new developments and concerns, such as corporate governance, the information economy and the
challenges of an ageing population. The Organisation provides a setting where governments can compare policy experiences,
seek answers to common problems, identify good practice and work to co-ordinate domestic and international policies.

The OECD member countries are: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Republic of Korea, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States. The European Commission takes part in the work of the OECD.

OECD Publishing disseminates widely the results of the Organisation’s statistics gathering and research on economic,
social and environmental issues, as well as the conventions, guidelines and standards agreed by its members.

This work is published on the responsibility of the OECD Secretary-General.
The opinions expressed and arguments employed herein do not necessarily reflect the official
views of the Organisation or of the governments of its member countries.

NUCLEAR ENERGY AGENCY

The OECD Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) was established on 1 February 1958. Current NEA membership consists of 30
OECD member countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Republic
of Korea, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States. The
European Commission also takes part in the work of the Agency.

The mission of the NEA is:

— to assist its member countries in maintaining and further developing, through international co-operation, the scientific,
technological and legal bases required for a safe, environmentally friendly and economical use of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes, as well as

— to provide authoritative assessments and to forge common understandings on key issues, as input to government
decisions on nuclear energy policy and to broader OECD policy analyses in areas such as energy and sustainable
development.

Specific areas of competence of the NEA include the safety and regulation of nuclear activities, radioactive waste
management, radiological protection, nuclear science, economic and technical analyses of the nuclear fuel cycle, nuclear law
and liability, and public information.

The NEA Data Bank provides nuclear data and computer program services for participating countries. In these and related
tasks, the NEA works in close collaboration with the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, with which it has a Co-
operation Agreement, as well as with other international organisations in the nuclear field.

This document and any map included herein are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any territory, to the delimitation of international
frontiers and boundaries and to the name of any territory, city or area.

Corrigenda to OECD publications may be found online at: www.oecd.org/publishing/corrigenda.
© OECD 2012

You can copy, download or print OECD content for your own use, and you can include excerpts from OECD publications, databases and multimedia products
in your own documents, presentations, blogs, websites and teaching materials, provided that suitable acknowledgment of the OECD as source and copyright
owner is given. All requests for public or commercial use and translation rights should be submitted to rights@oecd.org. Requests for permission to
photocopy portions of this material for public or commercial use shall be addressed directly to the Copyright Clearance Center (CCC) at info@copyright.com
or the Centre frangais d’exploitation du droit de copie (CFC) contact@cfcopies.com.
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COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR REGULATORY ACTIVITIES

The Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities (CNRA) shall be responsible for the programme of the
Agency concerning the regulation, licensing and inspection of nuclear installations with regard to safety.
The Committee shall constitute a forum for the exchange of information and experience among regulatory
organisations. To the extent practical, the Committee shall review developments, which could affect
regulatory requirements with the objective of providing members with an understanding of the motivation
for new regulatory requirements under consideration and an opportunity to offer suggestions that might
improve them or avoid unwarranted disparities among member countries. In particular, it shall review
current management strategies and safety management practices and operating experiences at nuclear
facilities with a view to disseminating lessons learnt. In alignment with the NEA Strategic Plan, the
Committee shall promote co-operation among member countries to use the feedback from this experience
to ensure high standards of safety, to further enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of the regulatory
process and to maintain adequate infrastructure and competence in the nuclear safety field.

The Committee shall promote transparency of nuclear safety work and open public communication. The
committee shall maintain an oversight of all NEA work that may impinge on the development of effective
and efficient regulation.

The Committee shall focus primarily on existing power reactors and other nuclear installations and the
construction of new power reactors; it may also consider the regulatory implications of new designs of
power reactors and other types of nuclear installations. Furthermore, it shall examine any other matters
referred to it by the Steering Committee. The Committee shall collaborate with, and assist, as appropriate,
other international organisations for co-operation among regulators and consider, upon request, issues
raised by these organisations. The Committee shall organise its own activities. It may sponsor specialist
meetings and working groups to further its objectives.

In implementing its programme the Committee shall establish co-operative mechanisms with the
Committee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations to work with that Committee on matters of common
interest, avoiding unnecessary duplications. The Committee shall also co-operate with the Committee on
Radiation Protection and Public Health and the Radioactive Waste Management Committee on matters of
common interest.
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Foreword

This appendix provides the complete compilation of responses received to the questionnaire issued in
conjunction with the International Operating Experience Feedback Workshop. The workshop was
coordinated by the Working Group on Operating Experience. It was hosted by STUK, the Finnish regulatory
authority on 14-16 June 2011 in Helsinki, Finland.

The two workshop topics were:

e Utilisation of operating experience in the regulatory inspection programme and of inspection findings in
the operating experience programme.

e  Operating experience and inspection insights from non-conformance of spare parts.

Due to the unique topics, the members from the Working Group on Operating Experience and the Working
Group on Inspection Practices both participated in the workshop.

The questionnaire responses are provided as received, with changes made only to the formatting.

Each of the respondents was given the following instructions in relation to their response:

e  Only one response per country is required. If more than one person from your country is participating,
please co-ordinate the responses accordingly.

e Please provide responses on separate sheet and clearly identify the questionnaire part and topic.
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TOPIC 1.

UTILISATION OF OPERATING EXPERIENCE IN THE REGULATORY INSPECTION PROGRAMME
AND OF INSPECTION FINDINGS IN THE OPERATING EXPERIENCE PROGRAMME
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Introduction

Following most major events, lessons learned show that similar events occurred prior to the major event.
Further, if the operating experience events or trends were more effectively identified, shared and addressed,
many major events may have been avoided. The assessment, communication and effective use of operating
experience is without question a critical element to maintain nuclear safety. However, the means and the
extent to which operating experience is provided to inspectors and the format used, as well as the
expectations for its use by inspectors vary from country to country. Likewise, inspection information supplied
into an operating experience feedback programme enhances a regulatory body’s efforts to identify and correct
trends early. The examination of this diversity of approaches may provide valuable insights for all
participants to improve the operating experience programme, inspection programme, and the communication
between the two programmes.

Questions

Question 1: Background: Operating Experience to the Inspectors

A. What types of information on Operating Experience is provided to your inspectors? (e.g., recent operating
events, operating experience trends, generic implication based on results of an event assessment).

B. How do your operating experience personnel provide or transmit the information to the inspectors?
(e.g., email, meetings, routine presentations/seminars).

C. What type of detailed information is included? (e.g., event details, analysis of root cause, identification
of generic implications, directions to the inspectors).

D. Beyond the national operational experience feedback (NOEF) programme, do your inspectors receive
operating experience from other sources? (e.g., directly from the OEF local/state programme, from other
inspectors, non-nuclear sources) How often do these communications occur? (e.g., informal discussions/
word of mouth, Routine internal meetings, seminars or presentations, e-mails, reports or publications).

E. From the OEF programme point of view, what are inspectors required or expected to do with OEF
information?

Question 2: Inspection programmes

A. From the inspector point of view, how do inspectors use the OEF information?

B. How does your NOEF programme influence the type of inspections that are performed by the inspectors?

C. How does your NOEF programme influence or is it involved in developing or writing inspection
procedures/guidance?

D. How (and to whom) do inspectors report the results of their activities related to OEF? Is it required?

Question 3: Inspection feedback to operational experience feedback programmes

A. How does your NOEF programme receive feedback from the inspectors on the usefulness of the
information or suggestions for improvement?
B. How has/is your NOEF programme improved by the feedback from the inspectors?

Question 4: General

A. How could your NOEF programme improve its communication with inspectors?

B. When deciding on what information to send to inspectors, does your NOEF programme consider the
ability of inspectors to absorb and take action on OEF? Put another way, do you ensure inspectors (or
related specialists) are not overwhelmed by the volume or technical complexity of OEF that is provided?

C. How does management level interact with or manage operating experience personnel and inspectors to
ensure sufficient cooperation?

11
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Belgium

Following most major events, lessons learned show that similar events occurred prior to the major event.
Further, if the operating experience events or trends were more effectively identified, shared and addressed,
many major events may have been avoided. The assessment, communication and effective use of operating
experience is without question a critical element to maintain nuclear safety. However, the means and the
extent to which operating experience is provided to inspectors and the format used, as well as the
expectations for its use by inspectors vary from country to country. Likewise, inspection information supplied
into an operating experience feedback programme enhances a regulatory body’s efforts to identify and correct
trends early. The examination of this diversity of approaches may provide valuable insights for all
participants to improve the operating experience programme, inspection programme, and the communication
between the two programmes. The discussion topic will not include security or safeguards issues.

If there is a difference between national and local /state level, please specify.
Question 1. Background: Operating Experience to the Inspectors

A. What types of information on Operating Experience is provided to your inspectors? (e.g., recent
operating events, operating experience trends, generic implication based on results of an event
assessment).

Process is as follows: every event (domestic or foreign, NPP’s or not) is evaluated with regards to its
potential impact on nuclear safety and radiation protection. Events which have safety relevance or have a
potential for lessons learned are identified, and are then put into databases. Most significant (or recurrent)
events are then submitted to a deeper analysis from experts. It is important to note that inspectors play an
important part in the analysis because of their inherent multidisciplinary approach.

Feedback is addressed to the licensee by the inspectors.
In practice, only few events are submitted for in-depth analysis.

B. How do your operating experience personnel provide or transmit the information to the inspectors?
(e.g., email, meetings, routine presentations/seminars)

Feedback to inspectors is mainly transmitted throughout emails (or text documents) and during meetings.
However, the databases mentioned above can be consulted by the inspectors (and other experts).

C. What type of detailed information is included? (e.g., event details, analysis of root cause,
identification of generic implications, directions to the inspectors).

For in-depth analysis, every type of information can be included (details, root cause analysis, generic
implications, applicability to other installations).

In the databases, one will find a short description of the event. The inputs includes an analysis of the
affected systems and of the human and organisational factors, reporting criteria, references,...

D. Beyond the national operational experience feedback (NOEF) programme, do your inspectors
receive operating experience from other sources? (e.g., directly from the OEF local/state
programme, from other inspectors, non-nuclear sources) How often do these communications
occur? (e.g., informal discussions/ word of mouth, Routine internal meetings, seminars or
presentations, e-mails, reports or publications).

In Belgium, the foreign and domestic operating experience feedback process is described in the same
documents, although the functions are fulfilled by different persons.

13
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Apart from the NOEF, operating experience for the inspectors (and other experts) is available from the
following sources:

IRS: Incident Reporting System.

IRSRR: Incident Reporting System Research Reactors.

FINAS: Fuel Incident Notification and Analysis System.

Official publications like USNRC Bulletins, Generic Letters, Orders, Information Notices.

WGOE reports.

Any other information can be used on condition that it is issued by a reliable and official source
(including quality journals).

E. From the OEF programme point of view, what are inspectors required or expected to do with OEF
information?

From the OEF point of view, the role of the inspectors is to feed the OEF team with information (of
domestic events mainly, except if Belgian licensees have knowledge of interesting foreign feedback). The
inspectors will also be required to do the follow-up of actions undertaken by Regulatory Body towards the
licensees. In some cases and as mentioned above, they also actively participate in in-depth analyse (e.g.
writing of an IRS, multidisciplinary aspects,...).

Official requests for analysis are issued for important events (for ex. after the FORSMARK July 25 event).
The utility’s answers are evaluated by a team of specialists.

Question 2. Inspection programmes

A. From the inspector point of view, how do inspectors use the OEF information?

Inspectors use the OEF information on a case-by-case basis. Questions or demands from OEF personnel
are taken into account and answered. There is nevertheless room for improvement, especially regarding
proactivity from the inspectors.

B. How does your NOEF programme influence the type of inspections that are performed by the
inspectors?

The annual inspection programme is among others based on the OEF from previous years. Some specific
inspections (beyond the approved annual programme) may of course be performed following specific
events.

C. How does your NOEF programme influence or is it involved in developing or writing inspection
procedures/guidance?

Up to now, there is only few influence of NOEF programme on the inspection procedures / guidances. In
the frame of our ISO 9001 processes, and more specifically the commitment for continuous improvement,
we want to develop ourselves in this field.

D. How (and to whom) do inspectors report the results of their activities related to OEF? Is it required?
The results of activities related to OEF are reported by inspectors mainly in their inspection reports. The
case being, internal meetings between OEF managers, inspectors and specialists are organized to share
information and define the next actions.

Question 3. Inspection feedback to operational experience feedback programmes

A. How does your NOEF programme receive feedback from the inspectors on the usefulness of the
information or suggestions for improvement?

14
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Feedback is given on a case-by-case basis. In the frame of our ISO 9001 processes, we strive for an
improvement in this field (for instance an increase of the periodical meetings between OEF personnel and
inspectors).

B. How has/is your NOEF programme improved by the feedback from the inspectors?

We are still developing our NOEF programme. In the frame of our ISO processes, feedback from the
inspectors will of course be taken into account.

Question 4. General

A. How could your NOEF programme improve its communication with inspectors?

Though a systematic exchange between the different parties is described in the process, the reality is not
always as evident.

It’s the frequency of exchange which seems the most critical point. Moreover, it is sometimes difficult to
convince the inspectors of the necessity to feed the domestic events database as the database needs to be
fed in order to get some feedback.

B. When deciding on what information to send to inspectors, does your NOEF programme consider the
ability of inspectors to absorb and take action on OEF? Put another way, do you ensure inspectors (or
related specialists) are not overwhelmed by the volume or technical complexity of OEF that is
provided?

Inspectors have an active role in the selection of domestic events that have to be analysed, or even in the
analysis itself, thanks to their multidisciplinary character.

In our organization, the volume of information that needs to be provided or handled is a bigger issue than
the technical complexity.

C. How does management level interact with or manage operating experience personnel and inspectors
to ensure sufficient cooperation?

The management level motivates the operating experience personnel and gets informed on the functioning
of the process. However, some reinforcements in operating experience personnel are necessary in order to
deliver its full capacity.

15
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Canada

Following most major events, lessons learned show that similar events occurred prior to the major event.
Further, if the operating experience events or trends were more effectively identified, shared and addressed,
many major events may have been avoided.

The assessment, communication and effective use of operating experience is without question a critical
element to maintain nuclear safety. However, the means and the extent to which operating experience is
provided to inspectors and the format used, as well as the expectations for its use by inspectors vary from
country to country. Likewise, inspection information supplied into an operating experience feedback
programme enhances a regulatory body’s efforts to identify and correct trends early.

The examination of this diversity of approaches may provide valuable insights for all participants to improve
the operating experience programme, inspection programme, and the communication between the two
programmes. The discussion topic will not include security or safeguards issues.

If there is a difference between national and local /state level, please specify.
Question 1. Background: Operating Experience to the Inspectors

A. What types of information on Operating Experience is provided to your inspectors (e.g., recent
operating events, operating experience trends, generic implication based on results of an event
assessment)?

All Canadian NPP licensees are required to report operating event information in accordance with the CNSC
Regulatory Standard S-99 — Reporting Requirements for Operating Nuclear Power Plants.

Event information provided by the licensees is coded and input into a centralized event database called
CERTS (Central Event Reporting and Tracking System). Approximately 400 event reports are input into the
CERTS database every year making it a very important source of Canadian NPP OPEX knowledge.

Both CNSC Site Inspectors (resident inspectors) and CNSC Technical staff located at the CNSC
Headquarters have access to CERTS operating event data and can perform OPEX searches or trends as
required for the conduct of regulatory work.

Additionally, CNSC Site Inspectors (resident inspectors) also have access to licensee OPEX staff and OPEX
databases.

The Senior CNSC Site Inspectors from each NPP Site exchange incoming Canadian OPEX information
(licensee issues which may impact other sites and generic technical developments) during a weekly
teleconference.

OPEX information resulting from trending or from event assessments by CNSC Technical staff located at the
CNSC Headquarters is conveyed to the impacted CNSC NPP Site Office(s) in an ad-hoc manner as
appropriate.

Incoming international OPEX information is screened by CNSC Technical staff located at the CNSC
Headquarters and then conveyed to the impacted CNSC NPP Site Office(s) in an ad-hoc manner as
appropriate.

OPEX information is also presented and discussed at the All-Site Inspector meeting which is held twice a
year.

16
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B. How do your operating experience personnel provide or transmit the information to the inspectors
(e.g., email, meetings, and routine presentations/seminars)?

OPEX information is usually first discussed in person or by telephone and then followed-up by an e-mail
containing all of the relevant technical information.

OPEX information is also presented and discussed in meetings in an ad-hoc manner as appropriate.

C. What type of detailed information is included (e.g., event details, analysis of root cause, identification
of generic implications, directions to the inspectors)?

OPEX information conveyed to the impacted CNSC NPP Site Inspectors includes event details, root cause
analysis data, and identification of generic implications. Any Directions to the CNSC Site Inspectors is
channelled through the appropriate CNSC reporting/organizational structure.

D. Beyond the national operational experience feedback (NOEF) programme, do your inspectors receive
operating experience from other sources? (e.g., directly from the OEF local/state programme, from
other inspectors, non-nuclear sources) How often do these communications occur? (e.g., informal
discussions/ word of mouth, Routine internal meetings, seminars or presentations, e-mails, reports or
publications).

As stated above, CNSC Site Inspectors (resident inspectors) have direct access to licensee OPEX staff and
OPEX databases.

E. From the OEF programme point of view, what are inspectors required or expected to do with OEF
information?

CNSC Site Inspectors are required to review and confirm the relevance of the OPEX information they receive
and determine whether the OPEX information applies to the specific facility they are responsible for
inspecting. CNSC Site Inspectors are also expected to share OPEX information which may be relevant to
other CNSC licensed facilities.

CNSC Site Inspectors are required to ensure relevant and applicable OPEX information is communicated to
the licensee and that any required preventive or corrective measure is implemented. This can be done
informally for simple items of low safety significance or very formally through written requests and/or orders
for complex items of high safety significance.

Question 2. Inspection programmes

A. From the inspector point of view, how do inspectors use the OEF information?

Incoming relevant and applicable OPEX information may have an impact on the compliance activities
conducted by the CNSC Site Inspectors. Additional reactive compliance activities may be conducted; these
may include reactive inspections, documentation reviews, or changes to the scope of planned or ongoing
inspections.

CNSC Site Inspectors ensure the licensee is aware of any relevant incoming OPEX information and that any
required preventive or corrective measure is implemented.

B. How does your NOEF programme influence the type of inspections that are performed by the
inspectors?

Incoming relevant and applicable OPEX information may have an impact on the type of compliance activities
conducted by the CNSC Site Inspectors. Reactive changes in the type of inspections may include a change in
inspection method or scope (e.g. changing a documentation inspection for an on-site inspection, changing a
limited-scope inspection to a wider-scope inspection). For example, the Fukushima event triggered a review
of recent inspection activity surrounding seismic events and spent fuel bay cooling, additional inspections
were added to confirm no issues existed in Canada.
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C. How does your NOEF programme influence or is it involved in developing or writing inspection
procedures/guidance?

Incoming relevant and applicable OPEX information may have an impact on the development or revision of
the CNSC inspection procedures and guides.

Site specific CNSC inspection guides are reviewed prior to use to confirm the accuracy of their content. Site
specific CNSC inspection guides are also reviewed and updated as required on completion of each inspection.
Inspection procedure and guide updates which may be required to reflect relevant and applicable OPEX
information would be done through these routine reviews.

D. How (and to whom) do inspectors report the results of their activities related to OEF? Is it required?

The results of all CNSC site inspections, including those related to OEF, are formally reported to the CNSC
Regulatory Program Director who has overall responsibility for the inspected NPP. This is a CNSC internal
requirement.

Question 3. Inspection feedback to operational experience feedback programmes

A. How does your NOEF programme receive feedback from the inspectors on the usefulness of the
information or suggestions for improvement?

CNSC Site Inspectors provide feedback on the OPEX information they received in an ad-hoc manner as
appropriate.

B. How has/is your NOEF programme improved by the feedback from the inspectors?

CNSC OPEX programme improvements are done in an ad-hoc manner as appropriate.
Question 4. General

A. How could your NOEF programme improve its communication with inspectors?

Communication between CNSC Technical staff located at the CNSC Headquarters and CNSC Site Inspectors
is generally open and effective.

The CNSC OPEX Programme remains in the development for the time being; communication effectiveness of
OPEX information will likely improve when a fully integrated OPEX Programme is developed and
implemented.

B. When deciding on what information to send to inspectors, does your NOEF programme consider the
ability of inspectors to absorb and take action on OEF? Put another way, do you ensure inspectors (or
related specialists) are not overwhelmed by the volume or technical complexity of OEF that is
provided?

The Senior CNSC Site Inspectors from each NPP Site exchange incoming Canadian OPEX information
(licensee issues which may impact other sites and generic technical developments) during a weekly
teleconference.

OPEX information resulting from trending or from event assessments by CNSC Technical staff located at the
CNSC Headquarters is conveyed directly to the Site Supervisor who has the level of technical expertise and
ability required to absorb and take action as appropriate. Additionally, Technical staff located at the CNSC
Headquarters remain available to provide technical support or clarification to the Site Inspectors should it be
required.
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C. How does management level interact with or manage operating experience personnel and inspectors
to ensure sufficient cooperation?

Cooperation between CNSC Technical staff located at the CNSC Headquarters and CNSC Site Inspectors is
generally open and effective and does not usually require any CNSC management interaction.

CNSC management involvement may occasionally be required to delineate and/or prioritize follow-up
compliance enforcement activities which may be required. The CNSC Regulatory Program Director for the
impacted NPP has ultimate responsibility in this area.
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Czech Republic

Question 1. Background: Operating Experience to the Inspectors

1. What types of information on Operating Experience is provided to your inspectors? (e.g., recent
operating events, operating experience trends, generic implication based on results of an event
assessment)

SUJB is a small regulatory body. This allows inspectors to participate in OEF programme directly as
specialists. For that reason, inspectors are provided with all information (i.e. recent operating events,
operating experience trends, and generic implication based on results of an event assessment).

2. How do your operating experience personnel provide or transmit the information to the inspectors?
(e.g., email, meetings, routine presentations/seminars)

Inspectors receive emails on a routine basis.
Furthermore, they do have permanent access to database of all events.

3. What type of detailed information is included? (e.g., event details, analysis of root cause, identification
of generic implications, directions to the inspectors)

Inspectors receive full information, i.e. event details, analysis of root cause, identification of generic
implications, and directions to the inspectors as well.

4. Beyond the national operational experience feedback (NOEF) programme, do your inspectors receive
operating experience from other sources? (e.g., directly from the OEF local/state programme, from
other inspectors, non-nuclear sources) How often do these communications occur? (e.g., informal
discussions/ word of mouth, Routine internal meetings, seminars or presentations, e-mails, reports or
publications)

Inspectors may receive information on events from IRS. For this purpose, a preliminary database has been
created. However, the information is not transmitted systematically yet.

Operating experience from other sources is gathered through informal discussions. This communications
occur occasionally.

5. From the OEF programme point of view, what are inspectors required or expected to do with OEF
information?

Inspectors participate in OEF programme directly. Therefore, they are required to review whether event
analysis is correct (including indentified root causes) and whether appropriate corrective actions were
addressed.

Consequently, inspectors are expected to use OEF information in their particular area during inspections
Moreover, inspectors may take part in assessments (e.g. PSR) where OEF information is useful as well.

Question 2. Inspection programmes

1. From the inspector point of view, how do inspectors use the OEF information?

Inspectors are expected to modify their inspection plan on the grounds of OEF outputs. Individual differences
among inspectors can be observed in this activity, e.g. physical verification of corrective actions realization is
not obligatory for inspectors in general.
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2. How does your NOEF programme influence the type of inspections that are performed by the
inspectors?

Reactive inspections can be started in consequence of OEF findings.

3. How does your NOEF programme influence or is it involved in developing or writing inspection
procedures/guidance?

Inspection procedures/guidance are occasionally modified on the grounds of OEF outputs.
4. How (and to whom) do inspectors report the results of their activities related to OEF? Is it required?

The results are stated in inspections reports. Naturally, it is required.
Question 3. Inspection feedback to operational experience feedback programmes
1. How does your NOEF programme receive feedback from the inspectors on the usefulness of the

information or suggestions for improvement?

As inspectors participate in OEF programme they can address their suggestions directly. However, this does
not occur in a systematic way.

2. How has/is your NOEF programme improved by the feedback from the inspectors?

To be honest, such feedback did not occur so far, nevertheless it is welcomed to occur.
Question 4. General

1. How could your NOEF programme improve its communication with inspectors?
In addition to regular emails, a presentation of interesting events could be held on regular basis.

2. When deciding on what information to send to inspectors, does your NOEF programme consider the
ability of inspectors to absorb and take action on OEF? Put another way, do you ensure inspectors (or
related specialists) are not overwhelmed by the volume or technical complexity of OEF that is
provided?

As stated above, the inspectors have full OEF information. In order to prevent inspectors from
volume/technical overwhelming, the information is pre-screened by OEF coordinator so that inspectors
receive information specifically related to their specialization. Concerning the complexity, inspectors always
have possibility to discuss the issue with a focus group that deals with the event. The same applies for IRS
preliminary database.

3. How does management level interact with or manage operating experience personnel and inspectors
to ensure sufficient cooperation?

OEF personnel and inspectors are not separated groups (see answer to Question 1.1). For this reason,
insufficient cooperation support is currently not at stake.
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Finland

Question 1. Background: Operating Experience to the Inspectors

F.

What types of information on Operating Experience is provided to your inspectors? (e.g., recent
operating events, operating experience trends, generic implication based on results of an event
assessment)

Requirements and criteria for Licensees’ reporting to STUK on events and on plant operation are
presented in the regulatory requirements YVL Guides 1.5 Reporting nuclear power plant operation to the
Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority and 1.11 Nuclear power plant operational experience feedback.

Licensees send event reports, and annual reports on the utilization of OE (from internal and external
sources) in paper form. Daily reports and quick information for questions are sent by email.

Event reports received from the plants are put into STUK’s Document Management System (DOHA).
The inspector responsible for coordinating the review of national OE reports at STUK sends by email
a link on recent reports to all inspectors.

All the reported events are available in STUK’s intranet on the page of oversight of NPPs.

Incidents and failures in equipments and systems having nuclear safety importance, minor deficiencies
in periodic tests, and near misses as well as other low level events are normally reported in weekly
reports by resident inspectors.

STUK encourages all its inspectors making inspections on-site (e.g. oversight during outages) to pay
attention to unusual phenomena and to openly report all safety significant observations, including
errors made in own work.

STUK has a Safety Performance Indicator (SPI) system for NPPs containing over 50 individual
indicators for each plant unit describing the performance of the plant. The areas under consideration
are 1) safety and quality culture, 2) operational events, and 3) structural integrity. These three ares are
divided into a total of 14 sub-areas to be interpreted. The first area illustrates the condition of the plant
and performance of different functional groups of the plant; as maintenance, operation, radiation
protection, quality management, and attitudes to safety as well. Indicators in the second area describe
specially operation and the performance of operation unit through events, their risk-significance and
direct causes of events. In the third safety performance indicator area, the integrity and leak tightness
of multiple barriers (fuel, primary circuit, secondary circuit, containment) are monitored.

SPI system is maintained and coordinated by the office of operation (KAY) of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR) department of STUK. The NRR has assigned persons that are responsible for the
acquisition of the indicator data, their calculation, analyses and trending. Indicator data is maintained
in STUK’s INDI (INdicator DIsplay) system.

Information on operating events abroad are received directly or in regular meetings (twice a year) from
regulatory bodies in the countries with similar kind of NPPs as in Finland (BWRs/Sweden and
VVERSs/Russia, Hungary) and through STUK’s duty system is distributed to experts and OEF staff for
review and assessments and/or for information. Finland and Russia have bilateral cooperation where
operational experiences of Kola, LAES and Loviisa NPP are reported twice a year. OEF personnel has
regular meetings with the Swedish regulatory body, SKI, exchanging information and experience on
events at Olkiluoto NPP and Swedish NPPs.

Information on event or OE and on research results received in international meetings of IAEA (IRS)
and OECD/NEACNRSA and CSNI is transmitted in travelling reports to all inspectors and related
presentations to technical experts. Information is available for all inspectors in STUK’s Document
Management System (DOHA).
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For distribution, review and assessment of OE notifications and OE reports received through IAEA
NEWS and IRS there are separate process (look answer 1D).

How does your operating experience personnel provide or transmit the information to the
inspectors? (e.g., email, meetings, routine presentations/seminars)

Licensees provide OE information to STUK in reports, letters, emails, inspections and meetings.

The resident inspectors inform management and inspectors of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)
about operational disturbances as well as about safety significant events or incidents immediately by
phone call (during office hours) and/or by e-mail.

Events are normally reported in weekly reports of resident inspectors.

Recent operating events are when necessary discussed in the meetings of operation (OPERA) held
every other week at NRR. OPERA meetings are participated by the management of NRR, Heads of
technical specific offices and experts (inspectors). Meeting memos are distributed by email to the
whole staff of department.

Selected significant operational events are reported in STUK’s Annual and Quarterly Reports on ‘the
Use of Nuclear Energy in Finland’. These report act as good collective memory on the events,
licensees’ and STUK’s actions. Reports are available on STUK’s public website

STUK’s safety performance indicators are published in appendix 1 of STUK’s annual report. on
“Regulatory control of nuclear safety in Finland”,:
http://www.stuk.fi/julkaisut_maaraykset/tiivistelmat/b_sarja/en GB.

Look also at 1A: Intranet, Document Management System.

What type of detailed information is included? (e.g., event details, analysis of root cause,
identification of generic implications, directions to the inspectors)

YVL Guides 1.5 and 1.11 set forth the requirements and for the contents of operational event reports.
The event reports (link) are distributed for information for all inspectors. Reports contain the basic
information of events. It depends on the severity of the events how detailed the reports are. Reports on
safety important events or incidents must include in addition to event description also safety
assessment, analyses of causes of the incident, immediate corrective actions and measures to avoid
recurrence. Root cause analysis are made of the most complex and safety significant events.

Event information into STUK’s intranet is taken on a standard form containing following fields: name
of event (describing name), plant unit(s) in question, time and date of event, event report type/event
number, INES-classification, short description of event, causes of even (human/technical failure,
faulty performance), preventive and corrective actions at the plant and at the licensee (description,
time schedules), safety significance of the event, and text published in STUK’s Quarterly Report on
the Use of Nuclear Energy in Finland. Word-search is possible at a time on several reports, but the
system does not enable any trending because coding of events and their root causes or any contributing
factors is not performed as putting events in the storage.

Beyond the national OEF programme, do your inspectors receive operating experience from other
sources? (e.g., directly from the operational experience feedback (OEF) local/state programme, from
other inspectors, non-nuclear sources) How often do these communications occur? (e.g., informal
discussions/ word of mouth, Routine internal meetings, seminars or presentations, e-mails, reports or
publications)

Look at answers 1A, 1B and 1C.

All notifications through IAEA NEWS considering NPP events and IRS reports received through
IAEA/NEA webbased international reporting system (WBIRS) are immediately reviewed by an IOEF
coordinator and relevance assessed if there are concerns or lessons to be discussed or investigated at
Finnish plants.
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e The processes to review and assess any urgent information and IRS reports are described in the
Quality Manual of NRR department. STUK’s international OEF group has around 10 rotating experts
in different technical disciplines who are responsible for assessment of reports assigned to them. The
group has monthly meetings. As needed, the group makes suggestions to the line organization of NRR
department for expert review. Based on the expert memos, the group assesses whether there is a need
for regulatory or licensee measures on the basis of lessons learned. As needed, the group proposes
requests to be made to the licensees on their actions.

e IRS-reports received from IAEA are also stored into STUK’s Document Management System
(DOHA) in separate folder with related presentations given for example in NC or WGOE meetings
and other related documents e.g. reports, memos etc.

e STUK has its own access-based IRS database, where every IRS report is recorded with a short event
description (in Finnish), the categorization, justification for STUK’s position and summary of actions
needed or already performed at Finnish NPPs (in Finnish and in English) for each report categorized to
class 1 or higher.

o  The list of IRS reports is in intranet. STUK’s response on lessons presented in IRS-reports can also be
found in intranet (actions in Finland or good practice in Finland in a case an issue had been addressed
earlier with proper actions).

e STUK’s IOEF group oversees the utilization of international OE by operators through specific
inspection of periodic inspection programme (PIP) for 