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[bookmark: _Toc237242984]Introduction
Technical Inspection Guides (TIGs) assist inspectors in making regulatory judgments and providing advice on licence conditions (LCs). Most LCs are goal setting, leaving the specifics of arrangements to the dutyholder, who is responsible for safety. This guidance aims to support consistent inspection of LC23 – Operating rules. 
While not exhaustive or mandatory, the guidance offers a clear framework for inspectors to assess the adequacy of compliance. Additional relevant guidance is available in the Technical Assessment Guide (TAG) on ‘Limits and Conditions for Nuclear Safety[footnoteRef:2]’ [1]. [2:  This TIG and the associated TAG [1] together describe how international good practice with regard to the identification, derivation and implementation of operational limits and conditions fits within the UK nuclear safety regulatory context.
] 

Inspectors should also refer to the ONR policy on ‘Risk-Informed and Targeted Engagements’ (RITE) [2], which guides risk-based prioritisation in regulatory interventions and supports decisions on engaging with dutyholders.

[bookmark: _Toc237242985]Licence Condition 23 – Operating rules
(1) The licensee shall, in respect of any operation that may affect safety, produce an adequate safety case[footnoteRef:3] to demonstrate the safety of that operation and to identify the conditions and limits necessary in the interests of safety. Such conditions and limits shall hereinafter be referred to as operating rules. [3:  As defined in LC1 - Interpretation ‘Safety case’ means the document or documents produced by the licensee in accordance with LC14.] 

(2) The licensee, where ONR so specifies, shall refer the operating rules arising from paragraph 1 of this condition to the relevant nuclear safety committee for consideration.
(3) The licensee shall ensure that operations are at all times controlled and carried out in compliance with such operating rules. Where the person appointed by the licensee for the purposes of Condition 26 identifies any matter indicating that the safety of any operation or the safe condition of any plant may be affected that person shall bring that matter to the attention of the licensee forthwith who shall take appropriate action and ensure that the matter is then notified, recorded, investigated and reported in accordance with arrangements made under Condition 7.
(4) The licensee shall submit to ONR for approval such of the aforesaid operating rules as ONR may specify.
(5) The licensee shall ensure that once approved no alteration or amendment is made to any approved operating rule unless ONR has approved such alteration or amendment.
(6) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this condition ONR may, if in its opinion circumstances render it necessary at any time, agree to the temporary suspension of any approved operating rule.

[bookmark: _Toc237242986]Purpose and outcomes of LC23
The purpose of this condition is to ensure that all operations that may affect safety are supported by an adequate safety case and that this safety case identifies the conditions and limits which ensure that the plant or process is kept in a safe condition. 
It applies to all ‘operations’ as defined in LC1(1), and all permitted modes of operation, i.e., not just to the principal operations or processes carried out at the facility.
The regulatory outcomes being sought by LC23, are that:
Licensees have in place procedures to ensure that at all times operations are within the operating rules (ORs) and these reflect the requirements of the extant safety case.
The licensee acts if and when an appointed Suitably Qualified and Experienced Person (SQEP) is concerned either about the safety of the facility, or one of its operations.
The most important limits and conditions may be referred to a relevant Nuclear Safety Committee (NSC) and/or approved by ONR. ORs may be approved (frozen) or not approved by ONR, depending on the degree of regulatory control deemed necessary.
For the purposes of demonstrating compliance, the interpretation of “at all times” should take into account reasonable practicability and arguments made in the safety case. For example, in some instances, “at all times” may translate into checks made once per shift.
Where necessary, the implementation of ORs is through LC24(2) which requires that written instructions are produced and then used. 
Inspectors should note the distinction made between limits and conditions, which are constraints on how the facility, plant or process should be operated, and instructions, as required by LC24(2), necessary to ensure that any ORs are implemented. A key implication of this distinction is that the conditions and limits derived under LC23(1) need to be set in terms of verifiable operational states or conditions. 
In addition, LC27 (Safety Mechanisms, Devices and Circuits) is of relevance, as it places an explicit duty (‘shall ensure’) on the licensee, to only operate the plant in any way if appropriate safety systems (‘suitable and sufficient’) are working effectively (‘properly connected and in good working order’).

These safety systems are necessary in the interests of safety and will be derived in the safety case. There is an overlap in the duties from LC27 and LC23. Inspectors should seek adequate arrangements for these two LCs that in combination ensure that any safety mechanisms, devices and circuits identified by the safety case will be available whenever required.
For complex nuclear facilities where there are multiple and diverse safety systems fitted, it may be possible for the licensee to justify limited periods of operation whilst specific safety systems are tested and maintained. Inspectors should consider obtaining support from the fault studies specialism to ensure that adequate safe operations is maintained at all times.
The licensee’s should be using a graded approach that is commensurate with the nuclear safety risks, focussing its safety management controls on the most important limits and conditions. Reflecting this, the guidance presented here is intended to apply predominantly to all ORs that the licensee has identified as being most important to nuclear safety. 
The complete set of ORs should achieve that all nuclear safety functions are delivered: namely those necessary for:
Control of reactivity/criticality;
Removal of heat;
Confinement of radioactivity, including shielding.
In line with the graded approach, those ORs that have been identified as the most important (and are in the highest category of the licensee’s OR hierarchy) will be the most significant limits and conditions in ensuring that these functions are achieved.

[bookmark: _Toc237242987]Guidance on arrangements for LC23
Although LC23 imposes specific requirements on the licensee, rather than a requirement to make and implement adequate arrangements, we expect that written procedures are produced to make visible compliance with the various aspects of this condition (referred to as “arrangements” in this guidance).
The arrangements should address all the licence condition requirements. The arrangements should be readily available, be reasonably up to date, signed by an appropriate senior manager and controlled under a quality management system compliant with the requirements of LC17. 
The arrangements should utilise a clear and consistent terminology, for example, with regard to terms such as “Operating Rule”, which may differ from the terminology used in ONR’s guidance.
The arrangements should state that a safety case will be produced for all operations that may affect safety. "Operations" should be defined in accordance with LC1 and thus include maintenance, examination, testing and operation of the plant and the treatment, processing, keeping, storing, accumulating or carriage of any radioactive material or radioactive waste.
ORs are used to define:
the control measures, both engineering and management arrangements, to be put in place to ensure that, should a fault occur, the facility will remain safe; 
the limits of normal operations together with any other limits or conditions needed for nuclear safety (for example, to be applied in fault/accident conditions). 
The safety case should identify all ORs necessary in the interests of safety, together with how frequently and the circumstances under which, these should be monitored against. The safety case should also explain the importance of the Operating Rule within the facility’s overall Defence in Depth framework[footnoteRef:4] (refer also to section ‎5.6 in this TIG). [4:  ORs should be in place to support all levels of the Defence in Depth hierarchy (refer to ONRs Safety Assessment Principles (SAPs) [3]). This is covered in detail in [1]. There should be suitable margins between the Defence in Depth levels to ensure appropriate independence between successive barriers.] 

This TIG has been written to focus principally on those ORs that the licensee has identified as the most important to nuclear safety. Inspectors should however decide on a case-by-case basis, the degree to which it is reasonable to expect similar standards for other lower category ORs identified in the licensee’s safety case. 
The ORs should be documented within operational procedures in a manner that ensures that relevant portions of the safety case will be complied with at all times. The operational procedures should address all the actions to be taken and the limitations to be observed by operating personnel. 
Each OR should be clearly linked to the underlying nuclear safety concern(s) that led to its derivation and substantiated through a written statement providing the reason(s) for its adoption. The safety case should summarise key aspects, including the risks and radiological consequences that arise from failing to comply, and be written in a style and at a level that is meaningful to all its users, sufficient to allow them to be suitably informed when performing their duties. 
Where an OR is in place as a defence against more than one safety concern but has been derived to cater for the most operationally-limiting fault, the safety case should nevertheless provide details of all relevant aspects for which the OR provides (or assists with) a defence.
Ideally, the set of ORs and any accompanying safety case commentaries should be combined into a single document, or failing this, as few documents as is reasonably practicable. This is to ensure that those with responsibility for the safety of the facility are familiar with all of the key limits and conditions within which they need to work and are aware of the risks from failing to comply. 
This/these document(s) would not normally list any OR outside the highest category of the licensee’s hierarchy, which should instead be documented in LC24 – Operating instructions. However, it should be remembered that all safety cases should identify all ORs, including lower category, so there is an auditable trail (‘golden thread’) from the safety case to the operating instructions and this ensures that they are not potentially overlooked when changes are undertaken, either in safety case methodology or in modifications or experiments on plant under LC22.
Arrangements should ensure that personnel with responsibility for the safety of the facility (for example, control room operators) should be thoroughly familiar with the intent and content of the OR in order to comply with the provisions contained therein and to ensure appropriate decision-making. This requires suitable training in order that they fully understand the limitations and capabilities of the plant and equipment under their control, together with relevant portions of the facility’s safety case. The arrangements should ensure that when changes are made to the plant/equipment under their control, the operators are made promptly aware. 

The arrangements should set out clearly how often surveillances are carried out to check compliance with the ORs. The justification for these surveillance requirements should be covered in the safety case. Supporting details should be set out in the operating instructions to be followed by operators, which should be clear and explicit in regard to:
What has to be checked (for example, parameters within limits, plant configurations, equipment availability (especially of safety measures));
Under what circumstances the checks need to be carried out (for example, in what permitted operating mode, or at what Level in the SAPs’ Defence in Depth framework [3]);
What the acceptance criteria are;
How often the monitoring and surveillance needs to be undertaken;
What records need to be made;
Who is responsible for undertaking each specified activity.
The frequency at which compliance with OR needs to be monitored will vary considerably, depending on the type of OR and facility, and on other factors considered in the safety case. For example, operational parameters 
(for example, temperatures, pressures, chemical composition) might require a frequent (for example, hourly etc), formal, recorded check in addition to any on-line continuous observations by the operators. In contrast, plant availability checks might appropriately be performed on a less frequent basis, for example, at every shift handover. However, checks for ORs set for unusual operating modes (for example, during phases of a reactor start-up) might only take place a few times per year. 
Additionally, given that an increasing number of waste treatment and storage facilities are being constructed and operated and also the intent of licensees to place defueled reactors into long term care and maintenance, there is a need to ensure that the revised ORs for such facilities are properly defined within the safety case and are set in suitably measurable terms. It should be noted that in such cases, surveillance inspections will be infrequent, with long gaps, potentially years, between inspections. Thus, any such OR must have robust margins of safety associated with them and this must be demonstrable within the safety case.
Arrangements should ensure that in the event of non-availability of plant or equipment important to safety, and where the OR provide for a time limit before there is a breach (for example, to allow the equipment to be restored, or to bring alternative equipment into service, or to shut down the process), the procedures should require immediate action so that any period of elevated risk is minimised.
Arrangements should ensure that changes to ORs are treated in an analogous manner to plant changes. Safety cases justifying Operating Rule changes should be categorised and processed accordingly. 
Where safety cases may be phased, such ORs identified in the first phase, for example, civil construction, may be impacted upon by changes in design during subsequent phases, such as building services installation or process, plant and equipment installation. Such future submissions have the capability to subvert the original ORs defined in the initial submission or make greater claim on the relevant piece of equipment by placing new OR upon it that were not originally envisaged. Care must be taken to ensure the visibility of ORs during such phased construction applications especially lower category ORs as these can easily get lost in the safety documentation.
The arrangements should clearly identify who is responsible for ensuring compliance with each OR. Persons given this responsibility by the licensee should be Duly Authorised in the case of those ORs most important to safety, in accordance with LC12. 
The licensee’s arrangements should ensure that any breach of an OR is:
Acted upon promptly and appropriately;
Reported (notified) in a suitable and timely manner to ONR consistent with its LC7 arrangements (LC23(3));
Investigated, reviewed and evaluated by suitably qualified and experienced persons at an appropriate level of authority within the licensee’s organisation;
Recorded and documented in a form that facilitates learning from experience and the promulgation of good practice;
Taken into account within the safety case of this and other facilities under the licensee’s control.
As such, the licensee’s procedures should describe the detailed arrangements for ensuring each of these aspects is performed to an adequate extent.
The licensee’s arrangements should ensure that records demonstrating compliance with ORs are made and stored. These records should be evaluated and then retained in accordance with the licensee’s 
LC6 arrangements. The evaluation process should be used to provide further assurance, that the ORs were complied with. 

The evaluation process should be undertaken by persons independent of those who were responsible for the original records. The evaluation process should also include regular periodic reviews to ensure that the ORs remain pertinent in the light of operating experience (at this facility and elsewhere), modifications to the facility and any relevant wider developments in science or technology, and then changed as necessary.
The arrangements should recognise that ONR may specify that ORs be referred to a relevant NSC for consideration. Consideration of ORs should therefore appear within the general terms of reference for the licensee's NSC through its LC13 arrangements.
The procedures should include provision for the temporary suspension of an approved ORs (or parts of it) following the agreement of ONR in accordance with LC23(6). Any request to ONR for such suspensions should include a clear safety justification, the period for which the suspension is required, indicate what temporary procedures will be in place during this period, and have completed due process in the licensee's system.
The arrangements should show how the licensee will respond to a Specification issued under LC23(4) and will ensure that once approved these ORs will not be altered without a further approval. In the event that a licensee proposes to modify any OR previously approved by ONR in accordance with LC23(4), the arrangements should reflect the need for an application to be made to ONR to modify it in accordance with the requirements of LC23(5). 

[bookmark: _Toc237242988]Guidance on inspection of arrangements and their implementation
The following is to support inspectors and inclusion is dependent on the scope of the inspection and the areas the inspector samples.
Inspectors should review the ORs and select a sample for inspection. 
This should involve an examination of the safety case looking at consistency between the ORs and the safety case and the adequacy of the justification supporting the selected ORs. 
[bookmark: _Toc167178854][bookmark: _Toc237242989]Understanding of the safety case
Safety objectives should be clearly stated, readily accessible and understood by relevant personnel.
The safety case should be current and user-friendly, and provide operators with sufficient information to discharge their responsibilities.
The safety case should be maintained; for example, LC22 modifications should be consolidated periodically and changes made visible to Duly Authorised Persons (DAPs) and operators.
Operations that may affect nuclear safety, and the associated nuclear hazards, should be explicitly identified.
[bookmark: _Toc167178855][bookmark: _Toc237242990]Derivation and justification of limits and conditions
ORs should be derived from and align directly with the safety case and the link between them should be clear and well-described (referred to as a ‘golden thread’). 
Inspectors should scrutinise ORs introduced solely through management decisions without support from the safety case, as this may indicate weaknesses in LC14 arrangements. Inspectors should challenge ORs that are not made in the interests of safety such as those relating to commercial targets or other non-safety related objectives
Inspectors should confirm the licensee’s ORs adequately cover:
all the permitted operating modes;
all identified sources of hazard;
all identified fault sequences;
all levels of the defence in depth hierarchy;
all claimed plant and equipment, operating ranges and the resources and support services required; and
all human-related claims, including specific SQEP requirements and staffing levels.
When judging adequacy, inspectors should consider whether the licensee has derived ORs that are:
Written as limits or conditions: ORs should define clear limits and conditions. They should be distinct from and separate to operating instructions, that describe and direct human actions. For example, in specifying a maximum number of cans permitted in a plutonium glovebox (which is an OR); as opposed to the procedure directing operators on the importing/exporting of cans (which is an operating instruction).  
Meaningful: ORs should be based on parameters that facility operators can meaningfully understand and readily measure. For example, whilst a reactor safety case might determine thermal-hydraulic limits (such as a critical heat flux at the clad surface), associated ORs should be based, where possible, on meaningful values such as specific limiting pressures and temperatures that can be measured by operators. 
Unambiguous: ORs should be written as clearly and unambiguously as possible. This includes the use of appropriate language, care with acronyms or abbreviations and the avoidance of potentially-ambiguous qualifiers (such as “approximately”). Licensees should seek human factors expertise in deriving ORs (and any associated operating documentation).
Simple: ORs should be written in straightforward manner using simple terms to ensure operator understanding. Complicated ORs with multiple parameters, conditions or complex logic should be avoided where possible. For example, while a criticality limit may depend on enrichment, moderator, reflector, mass, and configuration, it is preferable to express the limit in straightforward, measurable terms. Instead of a complex requirement, state: “No more than one Type X container may be located in Glovebox Y at any time.”
Practicable: ORs that result in practical actions/responses should be written such that these are demonstrably achievable. Here, the safety case should provide evidence that operator actions and system responses to ORs will be carried out to the required quality and within the specified timescales. Early consultation and ongoing collaboration among safety case authors, operators, and human factors experts is essential.
Holistic and manageable: ORs should be based on an overall understanding of the safety philosophy taken by the safety case and put in place only where needed. For example, if a single, simple OR can provide an appropriate bounding limit or condition to several related fault sequences, then this should be used, where possible, in place of multiple separate but slightly different ORs. OR compliance should be within the capability and capacity of the operators and human factors expertise should be used to ensure that this is the case. 
Robust: ORs should be robust to uncertainties and tolerances in instrumentation, measuring procedures and any calculations needed to demonstrate OR compliance. This should take into account any random error as well as systematic effects like instrument drift. It may also consider the effect of measurement frequency and delays. Suitable margins should be applied such that these effects do not lead to an apparently compliant situation being, in reality, an un-revealed non-compliance.
ORs should address the availability of plant, equipment, alarms/indications, emergency equipment and essential consumables necessary in the interests of nuclear safety, including those needed to implement emergency procedures (for example, emergency lighting and communications).
[bookmark: _Toc237242991][bookmark: _Toc167178856]Managing operating rules
Inspectors should seek confidence that the suite of ORs at any facility are written, controlled, implemented, monitored, reviewed and amended only under appropriate management control. They should reflect the current safety case and only be updated under the relevant change control processes (such as those for LC22).
ORs should be compatible with any associated operating instructions and those with responsibility for writing, amending, compliance and supervision should be suitably qualified and experienced, in receipt of appropriate training and under appropriate supervision.  
Operators should be able to demonstrate how OR compliance is achieved, and ORs should be readily accessible at the point of use in a suitable form.
[bookmark: _Toc237242992]Temporary operating rules
Licensees may need to temporarily modify existing ORs or temporarily introduce new ones, for example during an experiment or other time-limited period. This may need to occur promptly as part of measures to maintain safety pending a repair or other steps to restore the design intent. 
There should be appropriate arrangements in place to control temporary ORs.
Regardless of whether they are permanent or temporary, inspectors should ensure that ORs remain consistent with the safety case (including the amendment supporting any modification or experiment). 
Appropriate management control should be in place to ensure that temporary ORs are reversed when appropriate. Licensees should not misuse temporary arrangements in order to circumvent the full rigour of change control processes. Inspectors should look out for long-standing ‘temporary’ ORs and seek to understand why these have not either been withdrawn or incorporated permanently, depending on the circumstances. 
[bookmark: _Toc237242993]Grading operating rules
Licensees should adopt a graded approach to the implementation of ORs: focusing attention on those limits and conditions that are most important to safety. Many licensees categorise ORs according to their safety significance, but ONR does not prescribe the approach to such categorisation. 
There are several factors that should be considered when determining the significance of an OR. The following list is neither exhaustive nor prescriptive – but identifies some of the key factors that should be considered:
Risk of harm: measured in terms of likelihood and unmitigated potential consequences, for people on- and off-site, either in the short or longer term, of the resulting fault or accident against which the OR provides some defence.   
Sensitivity to the OR: referring to the degree to which the OR is involved in avoiding adverse consequences. This recognises that breaching some ORs can lead more directly and immediately to harm, whereas other ORs form part of a broader collection against which other breaches, or safety measure failures, are needed before harm can result. 
Role in defence in depth (refer to Figure 1 in section ‎5.6): referring the level or levels of the hierarchy of defence in depth to which the OR contributes. This recognises that confining fault progression to within the normal or near-normal operational envelope (levels 1 and 2) is preferable to design basis protection (level 3) or mitigation of beyond design basis conditions or radioactive releases (levels 4 and 5). 
ORs that may span multiple levels of the hierarchy are especially important.
Degree of control: recognising that ORs over which operators have a high degree of control (for example, through respecting limits on operating plant configuration, protection, safety measure availability and process parameters) can be more important than ORs over which operators have less or no influence (for example, limits identifying the theoretical points of fuel clad melt). 
[bookmark: _Ref237241903][bookmark: _Ref237242665][bookmark: _Toc237242994]Operating rules and defence in depth
The safety case should identify ORs that correspond to the safety functions delivered at each level of the defence in depth hierarchy. This is particularly the case for levels 2 to 5. Figure 1 illustrates the behaviour of a representative parametric limit during a fault sequence. The extent to which ORs are required at each level will depend on the nature of the facility, the fault scenario in question and what is reasonably practicable. Appendix 4 of the ‘Limits and conditions for Nuclear Safety (Operating Rules)’ TAG has further information on this [1].
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref228865360]Figure 1 – Schematic illustration of a defence in depth approach to ORs.
[bookmark: _Toc237242995]Operating rule compliance
The licensee should be able to demonstrate that effective management controls are in place to ensure compliance with ORs, in all permitted operational states and conditions. 
A human factors assessment should cover the means by which ORs are implemented and monitored. 
The management controls ensure that positive compliance is demonstrated and that the controls are regularly audited for compliance. ORs are worded such that compliance can be readily demonstrated.
[bookmark: a14_1]Compliance with ORs should have defined surveillance requirements and should be demonstrated by suitable records (logs) that form part of the facility’s quality management system. 
[bookmark: a14_2]SQEPs should be responsible for compliance with the ORs. For those ORs that are most important to nuclear safety, such persons should be Duly Authorised, in accordance with LC12.
[bookmark: a14_3][bookmark: a14_4][bookmark: a14_5]Arrangements should ensure that operators are always aware of trends in relevant plant parameters and the availability/status of the safety measures.
[bookmark: a14_6]Arrangements for controlling, indicating, communicating and assessing the availability of safety measures, other plant, equipment and essential consumables required by ORs should be in place.
[bookmark: a14_7]Such arrangements should cover the extension of allowable periods of unavailability.
[bookmark: a12_2]ORs should be readily available to operators in a suitable form, at the operational point of work (for example, control room or work station). 
The surveillance requirements set-out in the surveillance programme should be clearly linked to the ORs that they support. The exact way the surveillance should be carried out, and the frequency or other conditions by which it should be undertaken, should also be clear, making use of supporting operating instructions as necessary. Where calculations are required, steps to minimise the risk of human error should be implemented (for example, by opting for appropriately validated computational methods, look-up tables, or other simplifications rather than relying on manual calculations).  
The licensee should ensure ORs are robust and include sufficient margins such that measurement uncertainty or timing constraints cannot result in apparent compliance masking an actual breach of the safety case.
[bookmark: _Toc237242996]Periodic review of operating rules
The systematic review of ORs, in light of operational experience and other factors, should form a key part of a licensee’s LC15 periodic safety review process.
When considering the adequacy of a licensee’s periodic review inspectors should consider whether it has been confirmed that ORs remain applicable for their intended purpose and can be complied with. Where necessary, a licensee’s review may lead to changes in ORs as a result of operating experience, revised analysis, changes in safety philosophy or safety argument, technological development and advances in relevant good practice (RGP). 
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[bookmark: _Toc237242997]Operating rule reporting
[bookmark: _Ref106112499][bookmark: _Ref106112504]The safety case should identify the subset of ORs relevant to event reporting under LC23(3) and LC7. Reporting thresholds should be set at a point where non‑compliance reflects a material loss of control, but not so low that routine operational variation leads to unnecessary low-level reporting and a disproportionate administrative burden. 
ONR’s interest in a reported exceedance should be proportionate and will take into account factors such as:
the potential safety consequence; 
the degree of loss of control;
the extent to which the licensee was responsible for that loss of control; 
the duration of undiscovered non‑compliance; and 
any recurrence or failure to act on previous learning.
[bookmark: _Toc167178861][bookmark: _Toc237242998]Normal operations set points
ORs for normal operation should be set below safety measure settings, with an adequate margin, in order to provide a clear demarcation between normal operational states and fault/accident conditions. 
ORs are set at an adequate margin below the settings of the safety measures to prevent spurious activation of the safety measure.
[bookmark: a8_1]A suitable rationale should be applied and justified in the safety case for the margins between OR for normal operation and the safety measure settings.
[bookmark: a8_2][bookmark: _Toc167178862][bookmark: _Toc237242999]Alarms and indications
The availability of alarms and indications needed to ensure nuclear safety should be covered within the ORs. 
The ORs should ensure that adequate alarms will be provided so that operating personnel have enough time to initiate corrective actions before safety measures are initiated. An adequate margin should be allowed for in the alarm settings to enable this.
[bookmark: a9_1][bookmark: a9_2]Alarms should be managed such that standing alarms do not impair the operator response to genuine alarm signals.
[bookmark: a9_3]Defects from standing alarms should be remedied as soon as reasonably practicable.
[bookmark: a10_6][bookmark: a10_7][bookmark: _Toc167178866][bookmark: _Toc237243000]Operating instructions
Any operating instruction that implements an OR is clearly identified as such.
A clear set of operating instructions, governing all permitted modes of normal operation, should be available that ensures the facility is operated within the ORs. 
[bookmark: a13_1]Operating instructions should cover all permitted operational states and conditions.
[bookmark: a13_2]Operating instructions should be authorised, up to date and available to all relevant operations staff.
[bookmark: a13_3]ORs, operating instructions, and other supporting documentation should be maintained as a consistent set of documents.
[bookmark: a13_4]Operating instructions should ensure that the facility is operated so as to maximise the margin between normal operations and Safety Limits.
[bookmark: a13_5]Compliance with ORs alone may not be sufficient to demonstrate that the overall risk from the facility is ALARP. Therefore, operations and configuration should be kept under surveillance (for example, through the use of risk monitors). 
[bookmark: _Toc167178858][bookmark: _Toc237243001]Use of surrogate parameters
Where a surrogate parameter is used, the safety case should justify its use and define an unambiguous relationship to the relevant safety critical parameter.
[bookmark: a5_1]Where a directly measurable/observable parameter is not available, an appropriate surrogate should be identified and justified in the safety case. The surrogate value should be set so that compliance can be determined definitively, with adequate warning and clear indication to operators when a breach has occurred.
[bookmark: a5_2]Where interpretation or calculation is required to demonstrate compliance, the supporting tools (for example, tables, diagrams or software) should be fit for purpose, controlled, and supported by suitable training.
[bookmark: a5_3]Analysis should demonstrate that any compliance calculations can be completed within appropriate timescales.
[bookmark: _Toc167178859]Conditions and limits derived from criticality analyses should be translated into operational parameters that are meaningful to operators and included in the ORs.
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Revision commentary
	Issue
	Description of update(s)

	7
	Updated to be consistent with NS-TAST-GD-035. 

	7.1
	Minor revision to reformat, ensure alignment with the revised TAG (NS-TAST-GD-035), seek agreement with the HoP - Fault Analysis, update to the new TIG format and reduce repetition in sections 4 and 5.
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