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1. Introduction
In the 3rd quarter of 2017 the WANO MC On-site Representatives (hereafter referred to as OSRs/On-site Reps) at 22 NPPs sites of WANO Moscow Centre have conducted a target observation on topic: “Assessment of Use Effectiveness of SOER 2015-2 “Risk Management Challenges”.

In practice, the OSRs assessed the implementation status of SOER 2015-2 “Risk Management Challenges” recommendations, identifying positive and negative trends.
Analysis of the target observations’ outcomes allowed to group similar negative and positive facts across the Moscow Center NPPs, and as well highlight similar recommendations given to NPPs for them to improve implementation status of SOER 2015-2 “Risk Management Challenges”.
The following WANO documents were used to support and form the basis of target observations:

· PL 2013-2 "Excellence in Integrated Risk Management" (rev.1);
· SOER 2015-2 "Risk Management Challenges";
· SOER 2015-2 "How to Review SOER 2015-2. Risk Management Challenges".

The WANO MC OSRs have conducted this target observation on site in two manners: independently and with assistance of plant specialists. Request letters were forwarded to 24 NPPs Directors to ask stations organize assessment of SOER 2015-2 recommendations implementation status and facilitate work of WANO MC OSRs.    
The resulting number of reports submitted by NPPs to WANO MC was 22 reports from 22 NPPs.  
WANO MC OSRs were conducting target observations on site of NPPs on their own and as well with assistance of NPP personnel.
This report represents a summary of target observations conducted be WANO MC OSRs.

2. Criteria
The following criteria were used to assess current status of SOER 2015-2 "Risk Management Challenges" recommendations implementation.
	Acronym/

Colour
	Description
	Comment

	SAT
	Satisfactorily Implemented
(SAT)
	The station has reviewed the SOER recommendation and gives confirmation for satisfactory recommendation implementation. 

	AI
	Awaiting Implementation
(AI)
	The station has reviewed the SOER recommendation, developed an action plan for corrective measures implementation, based on identified deficiencies and gives confirmation information that significant progress is being made for recommendation implementation.

	FAR
	Further Action(s) Required
(FAR)
	The station has not carried out an adequate analysis of the implementation of the recommendations, currently do not plan to develop corrective action plan due to lack of self-assessment. During observations discrepancies with examples of practices on the field found, that did not correspond to the expectations

	NP
	Not Relevant to the plant 
(NP)

	Given reasoned conclusions about the inapplicability of this recommendation into NPP practice.


3. Assessment of SOER 2015-2 "Risk Management Challenges" recommendations implementation
Recommendation 1. Verify that managers promote appropriate risk behaviours and reinforce RM policy or expectation requirements through station communications, training and management interactions.
The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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3 NPP sites implemented the recommendation satisfactorily, at 18 sites the recommendation is awaiting implementation, and at 1 NPP site further actions are required for implementation.
Positive evidence:

· Station declarations and corporate declarations are implemented at plants, declaring expectations in risk management among other.
· Plant has adopted corporate documents on risk management.

· Plant has developed and adopted own risk management documents.
· Plant has developed training materials (TM) and trained personnel in risk management.

Negative evidence:

· There is no plant document determining plant policy and management expectations in risk management.
· There are no plant documents setting requirements for works performance, procedures and responsibilities in terms of risk management.
· Training was either not conducted or conducted for limited number of employees.
Recommendations:

· Develop a document declaring risk management policy and management expectations in this area.
· Develop a station risk management document.

· Develop training materials, select personnel, who shall undergo training in risk management and conduct the training.
Conclusions:

Thus two main obstacles of the way of implementation of recommendation 1 are related with lack of documents determining risk management policy and plant management expectations in this areas, and with lack of risk management training for personnel.
It should be noted that NPPs, which in their reports assessed implementation status of recommendation 1 as “satisfactorily implemented” did not provide any information confirming existence of plant documentation on risk management or risk management training.  
Recommendation 2. Verify that individuals understand the RM policy or expectation requirements and feel empowered to identify risks.
The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily implemented” – 5 NPP sites, 

“Awaiting implementation” – 17 NPP sites. 
Positive evidence:
•
NPP personnel recognizes the need to rigorously follow the risk management principles in all areas of plant performance.
•
Personnel has access to documents from PC at the working place.

Revealed incompliances:
•
Taking in consideration the number of surveyed field personnel and questions quality a plant cannot be said to have implemented the recommendation successfully.
•
Not all employees have clear understanding of risk management process.
•
NPP did not test personnel’s knowledge and understanding of risk assessment principles/requirements.
Recommendations:
•
Develop specific questions for different personnel categories.

•
Periodically test personnel’s knowledge and understanding of risk management policy and management expectations.
•
Conduct risk management training.

Comment:

Main gap in recommendation implementation is lack of assessment of personnel’s knowledge and understanding of risk management policy and management expectations.
Periodical tests of personnel’s knowledge would allow identify gaps and timely undertake corrective actions. 

It is stated that line managers do assess if personnel recognize importance of risk management issues and challenges during regular knowledge tests, however the questions regarding risk management are not included into the scope of regular knowledge tests.  
Recommendation 3. Ensure that the RM policy or expectations are embedded into the following key processes that maintain plant safety: online and outage work management, operational decision-making, equipment reliability, modification and project management.
The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily implemented” – 6 NPP sites,

“Awaiting implementation” – 16 NPP sites.

Brief information on identified facts выявленных фактах представлена в таблице 2.

Positive evidence:
Majority of On-site Reps stated that basic documents adopted at NPPs define requirements to works performance during normal operation and outage, operational decision making, ensure equipment reliability, change management and design management.  
Revealed incompliances:
· Gaps in works planning because of gaps in documents. Some types of risks are not considered; the documents don’t set clear requirements for risks identification.
· Risk monitoring is not always successfully applied at NPPs.

· Some risk assessment models, such as, for example, risk matrix, are not used at NPPs..

Recommendations:

· Correct plant documents for them to more comprehensively consider risks.

· Conduct risk management training to personnel.
Recommendation 4. Ensure that first-of-a-kind or first-in-a-while projects, complex modifications, infrequently performed tests and evolutions and emergent conditions with significant reduction in operating and design margins, are appropriately assessed with the degree of risk.
The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily implemented” – 9 NPP sites,

“Awaiting implementation” – 13 NPP sites.
Positive evidence:
· There are plant documents regulating the procedure of rare and complicated switching operations. 

· Documents set requirements for temporary modifications and evaluation of their impact on plant safety.
· Emergency response documentation is developed, which describes required personnel actions in case of emergency with a significant decrease of plant operational and design margins.

· Risk assessment for emergencies with a significant decrease of plant operational and design margins are provided in probabilistic safety analysis (PSA) of power units. 
Identified incompliances:
· Lack of documents regulating risk management during modifications.

· NPP is not fully effective in performing potential risks assessment during modernization, modifications, maintenance. These discrepancies were recognized as causes of events which occurred at plant.
· Some of the emergency procedures were not enacted.

Recommendations:
· Make a comparative analysis of NPP performance in the area of modifications and the world best practices.
· Develop documents presenting requirements for risk management during modification processes.  
Recommendation 5. Verify that, as risks increase, key decisions require escalation to a higher RM forum or level in management and, if applicable, include independent review and corporate participation.
The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily implemented” – 9 NPP sites,

“Awaiting implementation” – 13 NPP sites.

Positive evidence:
· NPP has implemented documents regulating information communication in case of normal operation, off-normal operation, (danger of) terror attacks, and other abnormal situations or emergencies at NPP.
· Crisis Center (hereinafter referred to as CC) was established by Concern Rosenergoatom in order to enable efficient receipt, procession and submission of information, and provide emergency assistance to nuclear power plants. CC ensures emergency preparedness and emergency assistance to nuclear power plants (OPAS). CC participants submit information regarding accident, undertaken mitigating measures and maintain availability of communication means and software at working places. 
· NPP hosts independent reviews performed by corporate as well as by international organizations.
Identified incompliances:
· Absence of clear criteria or documents regulating requirements for risk information communication to employees who have the related experience and are authorized to take decisions.

· No unified approach exists at NPP to identify, prioritize and communicate risks to employees who have the related experience and are authorized to take decisions.

Recommendations:
· Define criteria of risks communication to employees who have the related experience and are authorized to take decisions.

· Set a unified order of risks information communication to employees who have the related experience and are authorized to take decisions.
Comment:

Information communication system used in normal operation mode, off-normal operation and in other abnormal situations on site, is implemented at NPPs which assessed the recommendation implementation status as “SAT” and as well at some of NPPs which assessed it as “AI”.

Recommendation 6. Verify that action plans for eliminating, minimising or mitigating risks are specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timely (SMART). Verify that changes to actions or plans are communicated and approved by appropriate leadership levels and/or decision making forums.

The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily Implemented” – 7 NPP sites,

“Awaiting Implementation” – 14 NPP sites,

“Further Action Required” – 1 NPP site. 
Positive evidence:
· NPP has firm requirements set for the order of corrective actions implementation and risks mitigation or minimization. The developed corrective actions are approved by regulatory body when appropriate.  

· NPP provided a procedure for control over actions implementation.
Identified incompliances:
· Absence of single highest-level document which would regulate principles and requirements of risk management including the existing processes for risks identification, evaluation, mitigation and communication to employees who have the related experience and are authorized to take decisions.
· Some of the events were related with insufficient risk analysis.
· Some actions are performed with violation of established deadlines. Assessment of risks caused by delays is not performed.
Recommendations:

· Each utility must have an implemented single highest-level document intended to regulate principles and requirements for risk assessment.
· Due dates of actions aimed at risk mitigation and minimization must be tracked. In the event of violated deadlines – assess the related risks.
Recommendation 7. Verify that a self-assessment of the RM implementation is conducted using internal operating experience, observations of behaviours and checking full implementation of risk-related criteria in the PO&Cs. Ensure that identified gaps are addressed through the station’s corrective action programme. 

The diagram below presents the status of recommendation implementation according to assessment results.
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“Satisfactorily Implemented” – 6 NPP sites,

“Awaiting Implementation” – 13 NPP sites,

“Further Action Required” – 3 NPP site. 
Identified incompliances:
· Self-assessment has not been conducted or finished.

· Internal operating experience was not considered during the self-assessment, namely analysis of events caused by or contributed by gaps in RM.

· During the self-assessment it was not reviewed if the risk criteria described in PO&C 2013-1 “Performance Objectives and Criteria” were successfully realized at NPP.
Recommendations:
· Periodically self-assess the station risk management policy.
· Evaluate NPP progress in realization of the risk criteria described in PO&C 2013-1 during self-assessment.

· During the self-assessment consider progress in risk management implementation taking into consideration the internal operating experience and observations over personnel behaviours.









2
"Confidentiality notice": Copyright © 2018 World Association of Nuclear Operators (WANO). All rights reserved. Not for sale or commercial use. This document is protected as an unpublished work under the copyright laws of all countries which are signatories to the Berne Convention and the Universal Copyright Convention. Unauthorised reproduction is a violation of applicable law. Translations are permitted. All copies of the report remain the exclusive property of WANO. This document and its contents are confidential and shall be treated in strictest confidence. In particular, without the permission of both the Member and the applicable WANO Regional Governing Board, this document shall not be transferred or delivered to any third party1 and its contents shall not be disclosed to any third party or made public, unless such information comes into the public domain otherwise than in consequence of a breach of these obligations. Furthermore, the circulation of this document must be restricted to those personnel within the Member organisations who have a need to be informed of the contents of the document.".

1
TSM-12


_1592811247.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (5)

		AI (17)

		FAR (0)

		No data (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 2

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 2

5

17

0

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 2

		SAT (5)		5

		AI (17)		17

		FAR (0)		0

		No data (2)		2

				24

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811324.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (9)

		AI  (13)

		FAR  (0)

		No data  (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

9

13

0

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

		SAT (9)		9

		AI  (13)		13

		FAR  (0)		0

		No data  (2)		2

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811394.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (7)

		AI  (14)

		FAR  (1)

		No data  (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 6

7

14

1

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

		SAT (7)		7

		AI  (14)		14

		FAR  (1)		1

		No data  (2)		2

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811482.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (6)

		AI  (13)

		FAR  (3)

		No data (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 7

6

13

3

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

		SAT (6)		6

		AI  (13)		13

		FAR  (3)		3

		No data (2)		2

				24

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811334.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (9)

		AI  (13)

		FAR  (0)

		No data  (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 5

9

13

0

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 4

		SAT (9)		9

		AI  (13)		13

		FAR  (0)		0

		No data  (2)		2

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811282.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (5)

		AI (17)

		FAR (0)

		No data (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации 3

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 3

5

17

0

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации 3

		SAT (5)		5

		AI (17)		17

		FAR (0)		0

		No data (2)		2

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






_1592811182.xls
Диаграмма1

		SAT (3)

		AI (18)

		FAR (1)

		No data (2)



Оценка выполнения рекомендации

Оценка выполнения рекомендации 1

3

18

1

2



Лист1

				Оценка выполнения рекомендации

		SAT (3)		3

		AI (18)		18

		FAR (1)		1

		No data (2)		2

				Для изменения диапазона данных диаграммы перетащите правый нижний угол диапазона.






