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Appendix F 

Physical Protection 
Significance Determination Process 

1. Introduction 

The objective of this-cornerstone is to provtde assurance that the safeguards 
systems can effectively protect against the design basis threat (DBT). The 
attributes of this cornerstone are based on defense in depth and are intended 
to provide protection against both internal and external threats.  

Licensee performance in this cornerstone is assessed by considering both 
performance indicators and findings. This Physical Protection Significance 
Determination Process (PPSDP) consists of a logic flow chart that 'Will allow 
individual findings to be categorized into one of the four response bands: 
GREEN - Licensee Response Band; WHITE - Increased Regulatory Response Band; 
YELLOW - Required Regulatory Response Band; or RED - Loss of Confidence 
Response Band. This PPSDP is the tool with which NRC inspectors will assess 
the risk significance of findings.  

The input to this logic chart is a finding that has some significance 
(screened using the MC 0610* minimum threshold process - or those questions in 
Attachment 0609.02?). The source of the finding might be either licensee's 
problem identification systems, events, or NRC inspector observations. In 
order to enter the PPSDP, an observation must pass any one of the following 
tests: 

a. Does the issue have an actual or credible potential impact on safety?; 
b. Is the issue an immediate precursor to a more significant issue?; 
c. If no action is taken, will the condition worsen?; 
d. Will recurrence of the issue result in a more significant concern? 

Once defined: the finding will be evaluated using the attached chart and 
definitions. The following assumptions are necessary to understand and 
efficiently utilize this evaluation tool.  

" Substantive reduction in the effectiveness of security performance 
produces some increased risk, even without an actual event.  

" Operational solutions are relevant in determining risk significance of a 
completed or the substantial potential for the successful completion of 
an act of radiological sabotage.  
Both the insider and external elements of the DBT are considered in the 
PPSDP.
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* Multiple findings at a low level do not necessarily increase risk, 
unless the repetitiveness or ability-to reproduce the problem 
i-•t-terelates to the capabilities of the design basis threat.  

2. Guidance 

Logic Block Definitions: 

Access control - All elements necessary to ensure that access of vehicles, 
material and personnel into the protected area and vital areas are properly 
implemented.  

BOP - Behavioral Observation Program as defined in the licensee's plan.  

DBT - Design Basis Threat. This includes the Adversary Design Characteristics 
(ADC as defined. [ADC currently under construction] 

Evaluated exercise - A planned evolution used to evaluate the plant's 
integrated response to a contingency event or defend against the Design Basis 
Threat (DBT) or a component thereof. The exercise is judged against a set of 
criteria to determine if required capabilities or training objectives have 
been met.  

Exploitable - A condition in which a potential adversary is able to capitalize 
on equipment-- or system deficiencies beyond their design capabilities or 
procedural deficiencies for which inadequate compensation has been provided.  

Finding - An output/result of using the MC 0610* minimum threshold process for 
evaluating an observation.  

Green - Performance only calling for NRC "baseline" oversight Cornerstone 
objectives fully met. No significant deviation from expected performance.  
(NUREG-1649, "New NRC Reactor Inspection and Oversight Program.") 

Intcrdict Action taken by the lien~see's; contingency rcesponsc forc t 
sucezesfuqly dcny an adversar-ia! intrucion fromff damfaging eelcents of tar-get 
sets.  

Intrusion - An act of wrongfully entering a protected or vital area, during an 
event or evaluated exercise.  

Loss of function - Incapable of performing its intended purpose.  

Malevolent act - An attempt to produce harm within the scope of the DBT.  

Neutralize - The act of containing a malevolent intruding force such that 
target sets are protected in accordance with the site protection strategy.
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Performance objectives of protective strategy - The defined objectives in the 
licensee's plans or procedures to protect the plant against the design basis 
threat of radiological sabotage.  

Plans - Licensee documents that detail requirements or processes for 
implementation of safeguards programs.  

Physical protection systems - Equipment or systems installed or personnel 
posted at the perimeter of the protected area and vital areas for intrusion 
prevention, detection and assessment purposes.  

Predictable - Based on the manner in which a program was implemented or how 
equipment or systems were operating, it could be determined in advance that a 
specific occurrence might be made to happen, e.g., metal detectors, intrusion 
detection zones could be circumvented or defeated without detection based on 
the special knowledge obtained beforehand.  

Radiological Sabotage - [Definition deferred pending NRC evaluation.] 

Red - Unacceptable Performance - Plant performance significantly outside 
design basis. Loss of confidence in ability of plant to provide assurance 
of public health and safety with continued operation. Significant reduction 
in margins of safety. (NUREG-1649, "New NRC Reactor Inspection and Oversight 
Program.") 

Repeated deficiency - A similar deficiency that occurs more than twice in four 
quarters.  

Safeguards - The general term that includes the various specific elements of 
processes, equipment and people that are focused on plant protection. This 
includes, but is not limited to physical protection, contingency response, 
training and qualification, fitness for duty, access authorization, behavioral 
observation, and tactical and operational response to DBT events.  

Safeguards contingency response - An event or evaluated exercise requiring a § 
73.55(h) type of response.  

Significant deficiency - A deficiency that would likely render a protective 
strategy ineffective.  

Similar findings - Findings that could have been prevented by corrective 
action taken for a like (in substance or essentials) finding in the past.  

Site protection strategy - The licensee's contingency response strategy in 
accordance with its physical security plan designed to protect against 
radiological sabotage by a DBT adversary.
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I Structures, Systems and Components (SSCs) , The asserblage of eEquipment and 
buildings such as valves, pumps, switches, electrical power sources, 
containment and buildings, piping and electrical busses that make up the of a 
Target Set. Target Set SSCs ape-include those SSCs that are specifically 
designed to keep the core cooled and preserve containment integrity when 
operated in accordance with the plant operating procedures.  

Target set - A group of structures, systems or components such that all 
elements must be rendered non-functional to achieve radiological sabotage.  

Vulnerability - A condition of systems or plans being open to attack or damage 
or to a required function being bypassed within the scope of the DBT, to 
include predictable or exploitable conditions.  

White - Performance calling for increased regulatory response. Cornerstone 
objectives met with minimal reduction in safety margin. Outside bounds of 
expected performance. Changes in performance but with very small effect on 
accident risk. (NUREG-1649, "New NRC Reactor Inspection and Oversight 
Program.") 

Yellow - Performance calling for required regulatory response. Cornerstone 
objectives met but with reduction in safety margin. Changes in performance 
with a small effect on accident risk. (NUREG-1649, "New NRC Reactor 
Inspection and Oversight Program.") 

Assumptions for Entering Reactor Safety SDP: 

Assumptions must be made prior to entering the Reactor Safety SDP from the 
PPSDP precipitated by the successful demonstration of a malevolent act(s) that 
resulted in the loss of function of one or more structures, systems or 
components specifically protected in the defense-in-depth context of the site 
protection strategy of a targct•. st. In order that the Reactor Safety SDP may 
be used, the following assumptions are given: 

" Any assumption made pursuant to the use of the Reactor Safety SDP would 
be based upon conditions that existed only after the threat is known to 
have been terminated, neutralized or contained.  

" Undamaged equipment out of service for maintenance during the safeguards 
contingency response would be considered as initially unavailable (but 
potentially recoverable under the guidelines established under the 
Reactor Safety SDP). This presumes that the adversaries used advanced 
knowledge of plant maintenance conditions to enhance the chance of 
success to commit radiological sabotage.
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* The "exposure time" input needed for the Reactor Safety SDP is the 
length of time that the plant was being operated or was transitioning to 
achieve and maintain stable shutdown conditions with equipment degraded 
due to the attack. The exposure time would presumably not be greater 
than three days so that the Reactor Safety SDP Table 1, third column 
would be applicable.  

Proposed Frequently Asked Questions: 

1. The MC 0610* mini-mum threshold process questions are somewhat different 
than those in 0609. Until made identical, which should we use? 

2. When determining whether a deficiency is significant or repeated, why 
base the answer on 0610* minimum threshold criteria? 

3. The Reactor SDP is entered (Logic chart Sheet 2) if there has been a 
loss of function of one or more protected SSCs due to failure in the 
site protection strategy. Does this mean that the protection strategy 
has failed if the function of one SSC is lost even though the strategy 
allowed for this occurrence by a fall back depth-in-depth strategy? If 
so, why? 

4. On Logic chart Sheet 1-Why does one branch block have "Intrusion?" while 
another branch block has "Safeguards Contingency Response Required?" if 
the first automatically leads to the second? Please provide some 
examples/scenarios using the thought processes expected for making 
determinations with these fault-trees.
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2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

2.1 INITIATING EVENTS CORNERSTONE 

The objective of this cornerstone is to measure the frequency of those events that upset 
plant stability and challenge critical safety functions, during shutdown as well as power 
operations. If not properly mitigated, and if multiple barriers are breached, a reactor 
accident could result which may compromise the public health and safety. Licensees 
can reduce the likelihood of a reactor accident by maintaining a low frequency of these 
initiating events. Such events include reactor shutdowns due to turbine trips, loss of 
feedwater, loss of off-site power, and other significant reactor transients.  

The indicators for this cornerstone are reported and calculated per reactor unit.  

There are three indicators in this cornerstone: 

"* Reactor shutdowns per 7,000 critical hours 
"* Reactor shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal per 12 quarters 
"* Secondary Plant Shutdowns per 7,000 critical hours 

REACTOR SHUTDOWNS PER 7,000 CRITICAL HOURS 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors the number of times the reactor is taken from critical to 
subcritical within 15 minutes of commencing to insert negative reactivity due to off
normal plant conditions or events. It measures the frequency of such shutdowns and 
provides an indication of initiating event frequency. Thresholds are set assuming these 
events are uncomplicated by equipment or human failures.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of reactor shutdowns due to off-normal plant conditions or events per 
7,000 critical hours during the previous four quarters.  

Data Reporting Elements 

The following data is reported for each reactor unit: 

"* the number of reactor shutdowns due to off-normal plant conditions or events in the 
previous quarter 

"• the number of hours of critical operation in the previous quarter 

Calculation

July 12, 2000
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value = (number of reactor shutdowns in the previous four .uarters.) (number of critical hours in the previous four'quarters) ,000 hours 

Definition of Terms 

Reactor shutdown, for the purposes of this indicator, occurs when, due to off-normal 
plant conditions or events, a critical reactor is taken subcritical within 15 minutes of 
commencing to insert negative reactivity by any means, e.g., boron, insertion of control 
rods, opening reactor trip breakers.  

Criticality, for the purposes of this indicator, typically exists when a licensed reactor 
operator declares the reactor critical. There may be instances where a transient 
initiates from a subcritical condition and is terminated by a reactor shutdown after the 
reactor is critical. Such an event would count in this indicator.  

Clarifying Notes 

Reactor shutdowns comprise primarily those events that are reportable per 10 CFR 
50.73(a)(2)(iv)(A) and (a)(2)(iv)(B)(1).  

10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(iv)(A) requires reporting of any event or condition that resulted in 
manual or automatic actuation of any of the systems listed in paragraph (a)(2)(iv)(B) of 
this section except when: 
(1) the actuation resulted from and was part of a pre-planned sequence during testing 
or reactor operation; or 
(2) the actuation was invalid and 

(i) occurred while the system was properly removed from service or 
(ii) occurred after the safety function had already been completed.  

10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)iv)L(B) states that the systems to which the requirements of 
paragraph (a)(2)(iv)(A) of this section apply are: 

(1) Reactor Protection System (RPS) including reactor scram or reactor trip.  

7,000 critical hours represent one year of reactor operation with an 80% availability 
factor.  

2,400 critical hours is the minimum number of critical hours in four consecutive quarters 
for which an indicator value is calculated. Rate indicators can produce misleadingly 
high values when the denominator is small; for critical hours under 2,400, a single 
shutdown can produce a value that crosses the green-white threshold. Therefore, the 
displayed value will be N/A. All data elements must nevertheless be reported.  

Reactor shutdowns that occur during the execution of a procedure in which there is a 
high probability of a shutdown but the shutdown is not intended are included in the 
indicator.  

DRAFT July 12, 2000

812/00



DRAFT

Off-normal plant conditions that may lead to a reactor shutdown that would be included 
in this indicator are as follows:

Turbine Trip 
Loss of Main Feedwater Flow 
Loss of Normal Heat Sink (main 

condenser) 
MSIV Closure 
Loss of Offsite Power 
Loss of Electrical Load (includes 

generator trip) 
Excessive Feedwater (overcooling 

transient) 
Loss of Auxiliary/Station Power 
Small Loss of Coolant Accident (includes 

reactor/recirculation pump seal failures) 
Loss of Service Water/Component 

Cooling Water

Loss of Vital AC/DC bus 
Secondary/balance-of-plant 

Piping/Component Ruptures 
Reactivity Control Anomaly (e.g., dropped 

or misaligned rod) 
Other Initiators Leading to Automatic 

Actuation of Reactor Protection System 
Reactor shutdowns conducted in response 

to plant conditions in accordance with 
off-normal procedures (e.g., emergency 
procedures, abnormal operating 
procedures, and alarm response 
procedures)

Pre-planned sequences that are not included in the indicator include the following: 

Reactor shutdowns that are planned to occur as part of a test (e.g., a reactor 
protective system actuation test).  

Reactor shutdowns that are part of a normal evolution made in accordance with 
normal plant procedures.  

Frequently Asked Questions 

ID Question 
If a licensee enters an LCO requiring the plant to be in Mode 2 within 7 hours, applies a 
standing operational procedure for assuring the LCO is met, and a manual scram is 
executed in accordance with that procedure, is this event counted? 

Response 
If the plant shutdown to comply with the Technical Specification LCO was conducted in 
accordance with the normal plant shutdown procedure, and that procedure includes a 
manual scram to complete the shutdown, the scram would not be counted. However, 
the power reduction would be counted as an unplanned power change (assuming the 
shutdown resulted in a power change greater than 20%). However, if the actions to 
meet the Technical Specification LCO required a manual shutdown outside of the 
normal plant shutdown procedure, then the scram would be counted.

July 12, 2000
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ID Question 
With the Unit in Operational Condition 2 (Startup), a shutdown was ordered due to an 
insufficient number of operable Intermediate Range Monitors (IRM). The reactor was 
critical at 0% power. "B" and "D" IRM detectors failed, and a plant shutdown was 
ordered. A manual scram was inserted in accordance with the normal shutdown 
procedure. Should this count as a reactor shutdown? 

Response 
No. If it was part of a normal shutdown (plant was following normal shut down 
procedure), the reactor shutdown would not count.

July 12, 2000
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SECONDARY PLANT SHUTDOWNS PER 7,000 CRITICAL HOURS 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors the number of times the generator was taken off line per year of critical 
operation. Because the contribution to risk of secondary plant shutdowns varies considerably, it 
is not possible to assign a risk significance to this indicator. It is believed to provide leading 
indication of the frequency of risk-significant initiating events.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of times the generator was taken off line per 7,000 critical hours during the previous 
four quarters.  

Data Reporting Elements 

Report the following data for each reactor unit each quarter: 

"* the number of times the generator was taken off line in the previous quarter 

"• the number of critical hours in the previous quarter 

Calculation 

(number of times generator taken off line in the previous four quarters) 
value = ........... "(number of critical hours in the previous four quarters) 7 X 000 hours 

Definition of Terms 

Secondary plant shutdown occurs when the generator is taken off line for any reason.  

Clarifying Notes 

7,000 critical hours represent one year of reactor operation with an 80% availability factor.  

2,400 critical hours is the minimum number of critical hours in four consecutive quarters for 
which an indicator value is calculated. Rate indicators can produce misleadingly high values 
when the denominator is small; for critical hours under 2,400, a single shutdown can produce a 
value that crosses the green-white threshold. Therefore, the displayed value will be N/A. All 
data elements must nevertheless be reported.
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2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

2.1 INITIATING EVENTS CORNERSTONE 

The objective of this cornerstone is to measure the frequency of those events that upset 
plant stability and challenge critical safety functions, during shutdown as well as power 
operations. If not properly mitigated, and if multiple barriers are breached, a reactor 
accident could result which may compromise the public health and safety. Licensees 
can reduce the likelihood of a reactor accident by maintaining a low frequency of these 
initiating events. Such events include reactor shutdowns due to turbine trips, loss of 
feedwater, loss of off-site power, and other significant reactor transients.  

The indicators for this cornerstone are reported and calculated per reactor unit.  

There are three indicators in this cornerstone: 

"• Rapid reactor shutdowns per 7,000 critical hours 
"* Rapid reactor shutdowns with a loss of normal heat removal per 12 quarters 
"* Unplanned Power Changes per 7,000 critical hours 

RAPID REACTOR SHUTDOWNS PER 7,000 CRITICAL HOURS 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors the number of rapid shutdowns of the reactor in response to 
adverse conditions. It measures the frequency of rapid shutdowns per 7,000 critical 
hours and provides an indication of initiating event frequency.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of occurrences of rapid shutdown of the reactor in response to adverse 
conditions during the previous four quarters while critical per 7,000 hours.  

Data Reporting Elements 

The following data is reported for each reactor unit: 

"* the number of rapid shutdowns of the reactor in response to adverse conditions 
while critical in the previous quarter 

"* the number of hours of critical operation in the previous quarter

I
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Calculation 

The indicator is determined using the values for the previous four quarters as follows: 

value = (total number of rapid reactor shutdowns while critical in the previous 4 qtrs) 
----------- -.--.-.-----... --... --.----.-.---- ..--.---...........---- ------- ---------- X7,000 hrs 

(total number of hours critical in the previous 4 qtrs) 

Definition of Terms 

Rapid shutdown means the shutdown of the reactor in response to adverse conditions 
by the rapid addition of negative reactivity by any means, e.g., insertion of control rods, 
boron, or opening reactor trip breakers. Rapid shutdowns are those that bring the 
reactor from criticality to a shutdown state within 15 minutes of commencing to insert 
negative reactivity.  

Criticality, for the purposes of this indicator, typically exists when a licensed reactor 
operator declares the reactor critical. There may be instances where a transient 
initiates from a subcritical condition and is terminated by a rapid shutdown after the 
reactor is critical-this condition would count as a rapid shutdown.  

Clarifying Notes 

The value of 7,000 hours is used because it represents one year of reactor operation at 
about an 80% capacity factor.  

2,400 critical hours is the minimum number of critical hours in four consecutive quarters 
for which an indicator value is calculated. Rate indicators can produce misleadingly 
high values when the denominator is small; for critical hours under 2,400, a single 
shutdown can produce a value that crosses the green-white threshold. Therefore, the 
displayed value will be N/A. All data elements must nevertheless be reported.  

Examples of adverse conditions include: 

Turbine Trip 
Loss of Main Feedwater Flow 
Loss of Normal Heat Sink (main condenser) 
MSIV Closure 
Loss of Offsite Power 
Loss of Electrical Load (includes generator trip) 
Excessive Feedwater (overcooling transient) 
Loss of Auxiliary/Station Power 
Small Loss of Coolant Accident (includes reactor/recirculation pump seal failures)
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Loss of Service Water/Component Cooling Water 
Loss of Vital AC/DC bus 
Secondary/balance-of-plant Piping/Component Ruptures 
Reactivity Control Anomaly (e.g., dropped or misaligned rod) 
Other Initiators Leading to Automatic Actuation of Reactor Protection System 
Rapid shutdowns made in response to plant conditions in accordance with off
normal procedures (e.g., emergency procedures, abnormal operating procedures, 
and alarm response procedures) 

Rapid reactor shutdowns that are not included: 

Rapid shutdowns that are planned to occur as part of a test (e.g., a reactor 
protective system actuation test).  
Rapid shutdowns that are part of a normal evolution made in accordance with 
normal plant procedures.  

Frequently Asked Questions 

ID Question 
The Clarifying Notes for the conditions requiring rapid shutdown per 7000hrs PI states 
that "rapid shutdowns that are part of a normal planned operation or evolution" are not 
counted. If a licensee enters an LCO requiring the plant to be in Mode 2 within 7 hours, 
applies a standing operational procedure for assuring the LCO is met, and a manual 
scram is executed in accordance with that procedure, is this event counted as a rapid 
shutdown? 

Response 
If the plant shutdown to comply with the Technical Specification LCO, was conducted in 
accordance with the normal plant shutdown procedure, which includes a manual scram 
to complete the shutdown, the scram would not be counted as a rapid shutdown.  
However, the power reduction would be counted as a condition requiring a significant 
power change (assuming the shutdown resulted in a power change greater than 20%).  
However, if the actions to meet the Technical Specification LCO required a manual 
rapid shutdown outside of the normal plant shutdown procedure, then the scram would 
be counted as a rapid shutdown.  

ID Question 
With the Unit in Operational Condition 2 (Startup) a shutdown was ordered due to an 
insufficient number of operable Intermediate Range Monitors (IRM). The reactor was 
critical at 0% power. "B" and "ID" IRM detectors failed, and a plant shutdown was 
ordered. A manual scram was inserted in accordance with the normal shutdown 
procedure. Should this count as a rapid reactor shutdown? 

Response
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No. If part of a normal shutdown, (plant was following normal shut down procedure) the 
rapid reactor shutdown would not count.  
RAPID REACTOR SHUTDOWNS WITH A Loss OF NORMAL HEAT REMOVAL 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors that subset of rapid reactor shutdowns that necessitate the use 
of mitigating systems and are therefore more risk-significant than uncomplicated rapid 
shutdowns.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of rapid reactor shutdowns during the previous 12 quarters that also 
involved a loss of the normal heat removal path through the main condenser prior to 
establishing reactor conditions that allow use of the plant's normal long term heat 
removal systems.  

Data Reporting Elements 

The following data is reported for each reactor unit: 

the number of rapid reactor shutdowns while critical in the previous quarter in which 
the normal heat removal path through the main condenser was lost prior to 
establishing reactor conditions that allow use of the plant's normal long term heat 
removal systems 

Calculation 

The indicator is determined using the values reported for the previous 12 quarters as 
follows: 

value = total number of rapid reactor shutdowns while critical in the previous 12 
quarters in which the normal heat removal path through the main condenser 
was lost prior to establishing reactor conditions that allow use of the plant's 
normal long term heat removal systems.  

Definition of Terms 

Loss of normal heat removal path: decay heat cannot be removed through the main 
condenser when any of the following conditions occur: 

"• loss of main feedwater 
"* loss of main condenser vacuum 
"* closure of main steam isolation valves 
"* loss of turbine bypass capability
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Rapid shutdown means the shutdown of the reactor in response to adverse conditions 
by the rapid addition of negative reactivity by any means, e.g., insertion of control rods, 
boron, or opening reactor trip breakers. Rapid shutdowns are those that bring the 
reactor from criticality to a shutdown state within 15 minutes of commencing to insert 
negative reactivity.  

Criticality, for the purposes of this indicator, typically exists when a licensed reactor 
operator declares the reactor critical. There may be instances where a transient 
initiates from a subcritical condition and is terminated by a rapid shutdown after the 
reactor is critical-this condition would count as a rapid shutdown.  

Clarifying Notes 

Intentional operator actions to control the reactor cooldown rate, such as securing main 
feedwater or closing the MSIVs, are not counted in this indicator.  

Design features to limit the reactor cooldown rate, such as closing the main feedwater 
valves on a rapid reactor shutdown, are not counted in this indicator.  

Partial losses of condenser vacuum in which sufficient capability remains to remove 
decay heat are not counted in this indicator.  

This indicator consists of rapid shutdowns in which the normal heat removal path 
through the main condenser was lost. This indicator is also counted for the Rapid 
Reactor Shutdowns per 7,000 Critical Hour indicator.  

Rapid shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal at low power within the capability of 
the PORVs are not counted if the main condenser has not yet been placed in service, 
or has been removed from service.  

Momentary operations of PORVs or safety relief valves are not counted as part of this 
indicator.  

Frequently Asked Questions 

ID Question 
The NEI 99-02 instructions for Conditions Requiring Rapid Reactor Shutdowns with a 
Loss Of Normal Heat Removal (LONHR) equate LONHR with "loss of main feedwater." 
At some plants the feedwater pumps trip on high reactor water level, which normally 
occurs on most rapid shutdowns. To prevent the feedwater pumps from tripping during 
a rapid shutdown, the operator has to quickly take manual control of level. Since the 
operators often have more important concerns during a rapid shutdown (e.g., trying to 
figure out what happened, verifying all the rods are in, etc.) they have been instructed 
(correctly) to let the pumps trip. When this occurs steam continues to flow to the

5



DRAFT 7/17/2000

condenser and make up to the reactor is accomplished using other means (e.g., CRD 
pumps). Does this count against the LONHR indicator? 
Response 
In this instance, because the system actions and operator response for this plant are 
normal expected actions following a rapid shutdown, this would not count against the 
LONHR indicator.  

ID Question 
Does the Conditions Requiring Rapid Reactor Shutdowns with a Loss Of Normal Heat 
Removal PI include main condenser perturbations that result in rapid shutdown. For 
example, if a scram occurs due to a partial or total loss of main feedwater and then, as 
expected, main feedwater is isolated as part of the plant design following the scram, 
does this count as a Condition Requiring Rapid Reactor Shutdown with a Loss of 
Normal Heat Removal. Similarly, do rapid shutdowns that occur due to a partial loss of 
condenser vacuum affect this Pl.  
Response 
The PI is monitoring the use of alternate means of decay heat removal following a rapid 
shutdown. Therefore, the described feedwater scenario would not be included in the 
PI. Similarly, a partial loss of condenser vacuum that results in a rapid shutdown yet 
provides adequate decay heat removal following the rapid shutdown would not be 
included in the PI.  

ID Question 
Under the "Condition Requiring Rapid Reactor Shutdown with Loss of Normal Heat 
Removal" performance indicator in NEI 99-02, the Definition of Terms states that a "loss 
of normal heat removal path" has occurred whenever any of the following conditions 
occur: 
"* loss of main feedwater 
"* loss of main condenser vacuum 
"• closure of main steam isolation valves 
"* loss of turbine bypass capability 

The purpose of the indicator is to count rapid shutdowns that require the use of 
mitigating systems, however, instances that meet the above criteria in a literal sense 
could occur without the necessity of using mitigating systems. For example, a short 
term loss of main feedwater injection capability due to pump trip on high reactor water 
level post-scram is a common BWR event. Under these conditions, there is ample time 
to restart the main feed pumps before addition of water to the vessel via HPCI or RCIC 
is required. A second example would be a case where the turbine bypass valves (also 
commonly called steam dump valves) themselves are unavailable, but sufficient steam 
flow path to the main condenser exists via alternate paths (such as steam line drains, 
feed pump turbine exhausts, etc.) such that no mitigating systems are called upon.  
Response 
If an alternate heat removal system is put into use, it counts toward the performance 
indicator
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FAQ Log 8 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  

No.  
15. MS02 Question: Discussed 6/14/00 APS 

Our HPSI system is similar to that depicted in Figure 5.2 of NEI 99-02, consisting of two independent trains, as defined NEI Revised 6/14/00 

99-02 for monitoring purposes. Each train consists of one HPSI pump and the associated train related valves and piping. Action: NEI 

Each pump is able to take a suction from the Refueling Water Tank (RWT) or Containment Sump (CS), and inject into the discuss revised 

RCS through four cold leg injection flow paths and one hot leg flow path. Each cold leg flow path includes one motor response with 

operated isolation valve and an isolation check valve. These flow paths, four each for the two independent trains, then APS 

converge into four common headers that flow to the RCS. Flow may be split between the train related cold legs and the 7/11/00 

associated hot leg later into an event when necessary to preclude boron precipitation in the core. awaiting response 
from APS 

We are performing an analysis to demonstrate that injection flow, sufficient~to satisfy the requirements of the safety analysis, 7/12/00 

'can be achieved by either train with onq of its-four\cold leg injection paths but of service. Is it acceptable, in the assessment Discussed, on 

of NEI 99-02 availability, to employ realistic component performance assumptions in a system level analysis, or is the utility. hold 

required to use all desigii basis assumptions, consistent with those used in thei associated safety analysis. 8/2- Alternate 
, /" question and 

Alternate Question: L response provided 

is it acceptable, in the ass~essment of NEI 99-02 availabilitv, to employ realistic compnonent performantce assumnpttiolis in a hi' NRC 

ys stern level analysis, or is the utility required to, use,,all design basis assumptions, consistent with those used in the 
associated safety amalvsis?' 
Response: , 
Fault exposure.unayvaflable hours are not counted for a faifitie to/meet design or techbical specificati9ns, if engineering 
analysis determines the train was capable of performing.A4t safety function during an operational event. The engineering 

analysis must take into account other equipment deficiencies that existed at any time during the failure to meet design or 
technical specification requirements, and must assume the worst case accident for the plant conditions. However, it is not 

necessary to assume an independent single failure and the analysis can assume nominal (expected) performance of other 
plant equipment. System unavailability is not subject to the same analysis requirements as the corresponding 1 OCFR50 
Appendix K safety analysis.  

Alternate Response: 
Guidance on operability determiniations and the resolution of degraded and nonconforming conditions is provided in 

Generic Letter 91-18. However, for the purposes of the safety system unavailability indicator, each train of a system inust be 

capable of meetings all of its design basis requirements, To demonstrate that a train is available, then, requires that all 

design basis assumptions used in the FSAR safer)y analyses be emploed.

1
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21. MS04 Question: Set up conference IP3 

Appendix D Indian Point 2, Indian Point 3 call with IP2, IP3 

The ECCS designs for Indian Point 2 and Indian Point 3 include two recirculation pumps, recirculation containment sump, and NRC to 

piping and associated valves located inside containment, and two RHR/LHSI pumps, piping, containment sump (dedicated to discuss and 

RHR), two RHR heat exchangers and associated valves. These two subsystems are identified in the Technical Specifications decide.  

and FSAR. The RHR/LHSI system is automatically started on an SI, takes suction from the RWST as does the high head SI 

pumps (3), and provides water in the injection phase of an accident. The recirculation pumps are in standby in the injection 

phase and are actuated by operator action during switchover for the recirculation phase of an accident and RHR is put in 

standby. The recirculation pumps (2) take suction from its dedicated sump and have the capability to feed the containment 

spray system, low head injection lines and the suction of the high head SI pumps for high head injection. The recirculation 

pumps are inside containmen¶ and can not be tested during operation, but both are required to be operable above 350 degrees 
F and-one above cold shutdown.  

How should the recirculation subsystem unavailability be reported under the mitigating system PI for RHR.  

Response: 
22. MS04 Question: On hold. K. Calvert 

Function 2 of the RHR Performance Indicatormonitors the ability to remove decay heat during a normal heat unit shutdown. Borton to discuss Cliffs 

The 2 SDSC HX's at Calvert Cliffs are suppliedRCS fluid by 2 SDC pumps via a common suction and common discharge with CC 

header (not single failure proof). The SDC HX's~are cooled by the.Component Cooling (CC) Water system. The CC system 813100 - NEI 

is a closed system that exchanges heat to the SaltWater system via two parallel heat exchangers (CCHX), Component revision oJf 
Cooling is always operated cross tied before and after the1CCH•'s. When one of the ,two SW trains is removed from service questionandI 

'only 'one CCHX is available. Two saltwater pumps, with independent power, are available as well as 2 component cooling proposeld 
water pumps with independent power. In Mode 5, RCS Loops filled, Technical Specification LCO (old: TS 3.4.1.3; ITS: response.  

3.4.7) requires 2 SDC loops (one operable and one in operation (assumeing no S/G's available). We consider that one-both 

SDC loops is unavailableafe-rm a l (SDC HX's and SDC pumps) if onea Salt Water train is removed from service. Is this 
a proper interpretation of NEI 99-02 guidelines? 
Response: 
B~ased on the infoffnation provided, this is not a proper interpretation of NEI guidanee. Assuming the Salt WNater System is -a 
ne.essary suppo-t system, when on. e train of Salt W.ater is removed fron seviee, you tio lotger meet the a 
Unavailability" guidanee of NEI 99 02 f;5r ntrp rtinuavailable hours. In this situat'o yo aeruired to report 
unavailable hours for both trains of the monitored system (i.e., SEW.) Yes. Assuming the Salt Water SYstem is a necessary 
support system, and the Salt Water System can provide the coolingjbr CoInponent Cooling sufficient to renmove heat fir one 

loop of SDC. However, when one train of the Salt Water System is remnovedfi'omn service, you no longer meet the "Support 
System Unavailability" guidance of NEI 99-02.for not reporting unavailable hours. In this situation You are required to 
report unavailable hoursJbr one train of the monitored s*vstem (Ze.. SDC), since one loop of SDC is available and in 

operation and the other loop cannot be made available without removing heat removal capabilitJfi'omn the operating loop of 
SDC.

2
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No. I 
n ol, . ae 24. MS04 Question, ....... r", a....  

At oTur plant, when iftMode 5, eaur Technieal Spe peifiat urs require two 8DC loops to be operable with one of the SDC loop Borton to discs @4ffS 
to be in operation. Infrequently, during thi; mode, we fill our Safety InjectionTanks (SIT) using a Cntainment Spray i 
Pump. This e; olution isolates Ote SDC Pump ol orn its SDC HX. The evolution to realign the standby SDc loop is; a Simpe 7resid 
evoliion aid ecan be done promptly (i.e. evolution ea in ber abe.mpl•ihed well withion the time framc e before the standby With&'awiipe 
SDC loop would be required to pertbrfm its safety fuinction). The SDC fuinction has no automifatic starft function associated requtest-of Ga-vN 
with die initiation of an SDC loop. is it nece a dedicated operator durkig this evolution in order to avoid Gli"ff 
incurring uinavailable hours for those futnctions that do not have an atutomtatic start requtirement? 7rl-2/00
Response:,Wtda 
No credit may be taken far operator aetions for planned or unplanned unavailable hours other than fr testing as disecissed On 
pAgte io f NEID 99 02./..........._,___ 

24. MS4Question: Revised 6/13/00 -Duane

Are there times when RHR Shutdown Cooling can be removed from service without incurring unavailable hours, if allowed ,Discussed 6/14/00 ',Arnold 
by Techinical Specifications (i.e., r eactOr level and temperature reguiremontis'met). Action: NRC to 
Response: /discuss with 
Yes.. Unavailable hours are counted only-for periodsw when a train is required toý be Available for service. However, Residents 
Technical Specifications that require one subsy'stemg remain operable anda in operation above a specified temperature would 
be counted if one subsystem were not availabletor an alternate methpid'(normally' specified in the Technical Specification 

____________Action Statement) were nt available. See FAQ ID 17 _________

I: / / :
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FAQ Log 9 , 
Temp. PI Question/Response Status Plant!Co.  

No. CorEd 
9.2 MS01 Question 

MS02 NEI 99-02 Revision 0 defines criteria for determining availability during surveillance testing. This definition can be found 7/12/00 

MS03 on page 26. It allows operator action to be credited for the declaration of availability. NEI 99-02 also defines criteria for NRC action to 

MS04 determining fault exposure. This definition can be found on pages 28 & 29. Line 5, page 29 references operator action. It confirm 

states, "Malfunctions or operating errors that do not prevent a train from being restored to normal operation within 10 consistency 

minutes, from the control room, and that do not require corrective maintenance, or a significant problem diagnosis, are not with MR and 

counted as failures." In addition, page 29, line 13, states, "A train is available if it is capable of performing its safety expand upon 

function." response.  
8/2/00 NRC 

If the fault can be corrected quickly (much less than 10 minutes) by a single operator action that is contained in a written revision to 

procedure, is uac licated, and does' o requir' diagnosis or repair, butthe operator action cannot be shown to'satiýfy ,proposed 

auto-start time degi ssumptions (e.g., HPCI injection within 45 seconds), should fault exposure hours be assigned to a response.  

failure? 
Response / / / 
Operator actions to restore a train to noriloratlon following a nimafunction ccwnot be credited Jr any purpose. A 

Jailure would be reportable per 10 CFR 50.72(b)(7)(iii) and 50. 73(a)(2(,), it touldbe consiered inmaintentince

preventable finctional failure; it tvoulk be couinted'vs a demand aitrd ,failure'irtPRA, applications: iand it would counted in 

the perfbrmnance indicators as both a scafr•' system functional fail;ire and a period, of unavailabiliO' (if it: res'ulted in failure of 

one of the fJir nionitoredfJnctions).  

Operiator-.actions to -ecoi'er from.an operating error icouldbe credited if the.function can bepromiptl restoredrfiomn the 

control room by an uncomplicated action (a single action or afew simple actions') without diagnosis or repair (i.e., the 

restoration actions are virtually certain to be successful during accident conditions). Note that there is no reference to a 

time limit sinice these actions must be coinpletedpromnptly.  

The paragraph starting on line 5 of page 29 was not intended to be in NEI 99-02, Rev. 0. All references to time constraints 

were intended to be removed from that document. Due to an oversight, the words were not removed. This will be corrected 

in the next revision of the document.
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No.  
9.5 IE02 Question SCE 

During a startup following a refueling outage (reactor at 24% power w/minimal decay heat), one feed water regulating valve Discussed 
failed open causing a loss of feed water control. In response, one of the two feed water pumps was manually tripped to 6/14/00 

minimize overfeeding of the steam generators. SG levels continued to rise, so the reactor was manually scrammed. Within On-hold, NRC 

one minute of scram, with normal heat removal still available through both main feedwater bypasses, the failed open feed review 

water regulating valve was isolated by closing it's feed water block valve as part of Standard Post Trip Actions. Operators ongoing.  

quickly diagnosed this as an uncomplicated reactor trip and completed the remaining steps of Standard Post Trip Actions. 7/12/00 
Eleven minutes after the scram with steam generator levels continuing to slowly rise, the remaining feed water pump was Response 
stopped to terminate overfeeding of the steam generators and avoid excess RCS cooldown. Nineteen minutes after the revised and 

scram, the Reactor Trip Recovery procedure was entered. Thirty nine minutes after the scram, with steam generator levels approved.  

down to normal levels, AFW was established at,81 gpm for normal startup feed water alignment. Three minutes later, the 8/2 NRC 

Plant Startup pýocedure was'initiated. .... .roposed 
revision to 

Mitigating system suc~i as Aux f~ed and Atmospheric Dump valves were'not required nor used to establish scram recovery, Response 
conditions. Rathern, steam generator inventory provided by normal feed wate r ana the normal steam path to mai n condenser 
via the normal steam bypass control system accounted for 100% capabihty for post scram RCS heat removal.(ie., no loss of 
capability for perfoiiing the heat removal fncption). Would this event count as a scram with loss of normal heat removal? 

Response '\ \ 
No.. The indicatorcounts events in which the nermal heat removal pifth-th)rouigkhte main condenser is not available and is 
not easily recoverablefrom the cfntroo room without.the fi~r diagnosis or repair. JIn this eventi the :main feediwater 
.s d eroiy te con to roo aiD•AT the 

_________ _______systemz could hatve easily been returned to service, at any lime! ifuceded.___________
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FAQ LOG 10 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ 

No. Co.  

10.4 MS01 Question: Discussed 6/14/00 NRC 

MS02 Is it necessary to perform a risk assessment to show that an overhaul maintenance activity is of low risk in order to exclude On hold, NEI review 

MS03 the hours in the unavailability indicator? ongoing.  

MS04 Response: Response revised, 

Yes. 10 CFR 50.65a(4) requires licensees to assess and manage the increase in risk that may result from proposed 7/11/00 (NRC) 

maintenance activities. The rule will be effective on November 28, 2000. Guidance on actions necessary to comply with the 7-12-00 On hold, 

rule are contained in NUMARC 93-01, Revision 2. Section 11, as revised February 22, 2000, of this document provides NRC and NEI actions 

guidance for the development of an approach to assess and manage the risk impact expected to result from the performance of to confirm consistency 

maintenance activities. In the interim to qualify for the exclusion of unavailable hours from the unavailability indicator, with MR revision and 

licensees must perform that assessment and demonstrate that the planned configuration meets the requirements for normal associated guidance.  

work0controls, as identified in Section 11.*3.7- of NUMARC 93-01. Otherwise", the unavailability hours must be count~d. ý:tnt to finalize at 
",,next meeting.  

, 8/3/00 - NEI 
/ niodi/icytiol of' 

Siresponse (11.3.7 
ins leadv of 1.3.7.2) 

10.5 MS01 Question: Discussed 6/14/00 NRC 
MS02 Is it appropriate to use the default valuee that is, te period hours, for the hours thateachEDG train is required to be operable On hold, NEI and 
MS03 when not all trains are required to be operable during shutdown? This results in a non-conservative performance indicator. NRC review ongoing 

MS04 Response: .. / 

No. The default values in the guidance were provided as.an 6ption-for licensees to use to reduce the data collection burden.  

In some cases, the default value is conservative. In other cases, such as with the EDGs, it may be non-conservative. The 

default values may be used when they are conservative. The non-conservative default values may not be used and the actual 
hours the train is required to be operable must be determined.  

10.7 ORO Qu.estion., Discussed 6/14/00 NRC 

A post survey was n~ot completed until akpproxintately 4 hours after a sluicing-evalution was completed, whieh r.veled On hold, NEI review 

exposure lev els between loop and 1100 milliremn per hourf at 30 eentimeter from the spent resin linier, represe.nting a lo.e on going 

high radiation area as defined by the licensee procedures. Although the suryvey resufts were docuimented, thie entfaftce Woth Discussed 7/12/00 

pit remained unguarded and unlocked for approximately an additional 20 hours befiore the aeeess to the area was secured NRCINEI action to 
Are the .............. oeeurfenes ...... two separate..........propose/review 

alternate 

Question (proposed alternate wording, NRC, 7W11) question/response 

A post s.. s n c til approximately 4 hours after a resi. . sluici..g evolution was 4,,p,,td," whih produced 8//•00 Replacement 

dose rates greater than. 1000 re. per hour at 30 erm from the spent resi litter. The licensee's Tech.i...al Speeifi.ations FAQs being 

-euie suteh an area to be eotitrollcd as a locked high radiation area. Ottee performed the radiation suncy._ :indicated that the developed. See 12.3 
,donse r-ates, exweeeded those allowed by Technrical Spcfct ons hwevef, the area remained ungu5-arded andunoke ora 
addkitioal 20 hours before it was controlled int accordance with the Technieal Specification. Do these events conistitute 
".cencun-ent nioneonfornianees" as used in the Performance indieator definition, and thcrcfoi-e., One PI ocreneiftee.

6

DRAFTFAQ LOG





8/3/2000 5:51 Pil 17 V2000 -5:45. P.

FAQ LOG 11 

Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  

No. 

_ 

11.3 MS03 Question: 7/12/00 - Action 

Question from Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) regarding FAQ 182 resolution. Potential Appendix D question. to establish Crystal 
conference River 

PART A between CR and 

CR-3 has two EF System pumps and associated piping systems that are credited for Design Basis Accidents of Loss of Main NRC.  

Feedwater, Main Feedwater Line Break, Main Steam Line Break, and Small Break LOCA. A design criterion for the EF 

System is that a maximum time limit of 60 seconds from initiation signal to full flow shall not be exceeded for 

automatic initiation. Pumps EFP-2 (steam turbine driven) and EFP-3 (independent diesel driven) are auto-start pumps and are 

tested for the 60-second time criteria. EFP-3 was installed in 1999 to replace a third pump, the electric motor driven (EFP-1) 

pump, due to emergency diesel generator electrical.loading concerns in certain accident scenarios.  

Per FSAR Section ,10.52, "MAR [modification approvalrecord] 98-03-01-02 installed a diesel driven Emergency Feedwater .  

Pump (EFP-3) to functionally replace the motor driven Emergency Feedwitei Pump (EFP-1) as the "A" EF Train.-" 

The motor driven pump does not receive an automatic start signal. Thelmotor drivenipump is interlocked with the diesel 

driven pump so that if the diesel driven pump is operating, EFP- 1 will be tripped-or its start inhibited. The motor driven pump 

is maintained for defense-in-depth. EFP- 1 can be used to transfer water from the condenser hotwell into the steam generators 

during a seismic event, if long term cooling is necessary. EFP- 1 can be used as a backup to EFP-2 to supp!y EFW to the 

steam generators for fire's in the Main Control Room, Cable Spreading Room, and Control Complex HVAC Room.  
S• ," / i i \ \. / : / ", ,, .  

CR-R3!is reprtng RROP safety system unavailabiliy performance indicator data on the basis of two EF pumps and trains.  

CR-3 is not reporting on EFP- 1. CR-3 design and usage of EFP- 1 does not fit the NEI definition of either an "installed spare" 

or a "redundant extra train" as given on pages 30 and 31 of NEI 99-02, Rev. 0.  

EFP- 1 is safety-related and tested. However, EFP- 1 is not required to be OPERABLE in any MODE in accordance with the 

Improved Technical Specifications (ITS). EFP- 1 cannot replace EFP-3 to meet two train EFW ITS requirements. EFP- 1 is 

included in the PRA but is not a "risk significant" component. EFP- 1 is credited in the FSAR as noted above for providing 

defense-in depth and maintained for potential use in certain seismic and Appendix R conditions.  

Should this be reported as a third train of AFW? 

Response: -------

8

DRAFTFAQ LOG



IFAQ LOG. .  
FAQ LOG 11 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  

No. I 

11.4 MS03 Question: 7/12/00 - Action 

Question from Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) regarding FAQ 182 resolution. Potential Appendix D question. to establish Crystal 
conference River 

PART B between CR and 

CR-3 has an independent motor driven pump and independent piping system for the Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) System that NRC to discuss.  

is separate from the EF System. The AFW pump (FWP-7) and associated components are designed to provide an additional 

non-safety grade source of secondary cooling water to the steam generators should a loss of all main and EF occur. This 

reduces reliance on the High Pressure Injection/Power Operated Relief Valve (HPI/PORV) mode of long term cooling. This 

AFW source was added to CR-3 in 1988 in response to NRC concerns on the issue of EF reliability (Generic Issue 124).  

Per the FSAR, "The AFW source is non-safety grade and is not Class 1 E powered or electrically connected to the emergency, 

diesel generators. As such, it is not relied upon during, design basis events and is intended for use on an "as available" basis 

only.'AFW performs no safety fun tion and there is, no impact on nuclear safety if it fails to operate.....It is not / 

environmentally qualified nor Appendi• R protected ...... Although the AIW source is non-safety grade it is credited 

by the NRC as a compensating feature in enhancing thereliability of seconbdaýy decay heat removal. Auxiliary feedwater may 

be used, as defense-in depth, during emergency situation when steam generatorpressure has been reduced to the/point where 

EFP-2 is no longer available or to 'void, EFP-2echycic operation." , 

FWP-7 is powered by an independent, non-safety related, diesel. FWP-7-is a-manually started pump and the associated 

control valves are manu~ally controlled from the Main Control Room: 

FWP-7 is not'safety" related .  
FWP-7 is not required by ITS to be OPERABLE in any MODE.  
FWP-7 cannot replace either EFP-2 or EFP-3 to meet two train EFW ITS requirements.  

CR-3 design and usage of FWP-7 does not fit the NEI definition of either an "installed spare" or a "redundant extra train" as 

given on pages 30 and 31 of NEI 99-02, Rev. 0.  
FWP-7 is credited in the FSAR for providing defense-in depth and as an additional source non-safety grade source of 

secondary cooling water to steam generators.  

Shbuld this be reported as a third train of AFW? 
Response: 

11.5 MS01 Question: 7/12/00- NEI 

MS02 FAQ 178 states that the exemption of planned unavailable hours due to overhaul maintenance can be applied "once per train Discussed. NEI 

MS03 per operating cycle". Does the limitation of "once per train per operating cycle" extend to support systems for a monitored action to propose 

MS04 system? In other words, if planned unavailable hours for a monitored system result from both planned overhaul maintenance response.  

of the monitored system and planned overhaul maintenance of a system that supports the monitored system; can both sets of 8/3/00 - NEI 

hours be excluded (provided all other exclusion criteria are met)? proposed 

Response: response.  

For this indicator, only planned overhaul maintenance of thefour monitored syjstemns (not to include support sxstemns) nia3' 

he considered for the exclusion.
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11.6 Gen Question: 7/12/00 

FAQ 170 discusses correcting past unavailability hours for Emergency AC System surveillance testing which were found to Discussed. On 
be incorrectly reported to WANO. The FAQ response states that historical data does not have to be revised, except to ensure hold for review.  
that the data is accurate back to the first quarter of 2000. Can this response be applied to any correction of performance 
indicator data that occurred in the historical (prior to first quarter of 2000) data time period? 
Response: 
Data in the historical submittal (through the end of 1999) does not require correction. However, previous data may be revised 
by the licensee if desired and as described and allowed by NEI 99-02.  

11.7 MS02 Question: 7/12/00 River 
In NEI 99-02, under the Support System Unavailability header, it is identified that in some instances, unavailability of a Discussed. On Bend 
monitored system that is caused by unavailability of a support system used for-cooling need not be reported if cooling water hold for review.  
from another sourceqan be substitttted. The rules further state that if both the monitored and support system pumps are 
powered by a class, 1E electric power source, then a pump powered by a norn- class 1E source may be: substituted provided the 
redundancy requirempents to accommodate single failure requirements for electric'power and cooling water are met., 

At RBS, the HPCS pump room is _cooled'by a'safety related unit cooler, HVR-UC5. This unit cooler has non-safety 
related/non-Class 1 E powered Normal Service Water (NSW) supplied~to it and a,,safety related/Class IE Standby Service 
Water (SSW) supplied to it as a backup 'cooling 'sourice. The SSW system-has four 50% capacity pumps, two per train. Both 
trains of SSW merge into'a common header at the unit cooler. If weremove one train of SSW from service can NSW be 
credited as a substitute thus keeping HVR-UC5 and th' HPCS pump available? 

liespo'nse
In this case, no substitution is required, since the HPCS system is still available. Removal of one 100% train of SSW from the 
unit cooler has no effect on the availability of HPCS since one 100% train of SSW is still available to service the HVR-UC5 
unit cooler.  
The single failure criteria should only be applied to cases where there is substitution of the support system and in cases where 
the mitigating systems have installed spares or redundant trains.  

11.8 MSO0 Question: 7/12/00 River 
MS02 Our Standby Service Water System (SSW) is designated as a Support System for each of the four mitigating systems. The Discussed. On Bend 
MS03 system has two trains and each train has two 50% capacity pumps. At the mitigating system interface, the SSW support hold for review.  
MS04 system either has both trains of SSW supplied to the cooling load or one SSW train exclusively supplying the cooling load. A 

train with one pump in service will supply the required SSW loads except the RHR train. The RHR train is normally valved 
out of service and is manually lined up to support a design basis accident condition some time after the automatic initiation 
sequence is completed. We consider all mitigating systems within a train, except RHR in that train, available with one SSW 
pump out of service. However, RHR, with the SSW from the other train available, is considered available. Have we 
calculated the availability correctly? 
Response: 
Yes. The mitigating systems that can be supplied by a single SSW train with one SSW pump in service are available.
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11.9 MS02 Question: 7/12/00 NRC 
On page 49 of NEI 99-02, the monitored function of the BWR HPCI system is described as "The ability of the monitored Discussed. On 
system to take suction from the condensate storage tank or [emphasis added] from the suppression pool and inject at rated hold for review.  
pressure and flow into the reactor vessel." However, the CST only provides about 30 minutes of water and the safety analysis 8/2/00 NRC 
assumes HPCI availability for about 8 hrs. If the suction path from the CST is available but the path from the suppression Proposed 
pool is not, are unavailable hours counted for HPCI? response revised.  
Response: 
Yes. The intent of the indicator is to monitor the ability of a system to perform its safety function. In this case, the safety 
function requires the availability of both pat•s the suction path from the suppression pool. The guidance in NEI 99-02 will be 
changed to eliminate the words 'from the condensage storage tank or, " leaving onlv '"fore the suppression pool. ".  

11.10 BI01 Question: 7/12/00 NRC 
Proposed replacement for FAQ 1,93 Discussed. On 
The definition of the RCS Specific !ctivity PI is the maximum RCS activity as i. percentage of the technical specification ,hold for review.  
limit. Should licensees s with limits More restrictive than the technical specifications use the more restrictive limit or the TS 8/2/00 - NRC 
limit? , revision to 
Response: . proposed 
Licensees should use the most restrictive regulatory limit (e.g., technical specifications[TS] or license condition). However, respon.se.  
if att aminlistrative limlit 1s in P!ac duc"tcunzcrainy AbA--t f * -igf 4withlCR pat10uigtcrgltr iis 

liccnsees should tise the h~ighest adznini4trtiyvc 1.0i*t th-at cnmqurc'S m1ircwth0CF Pait 100. the most restricitive 
regulatory limit is wIsuficient to assure ý)lant safety, then NýC Adfntnfstrative Letter, 98-210 applies, which states that 
qmposition ofaldiflinisti'ative controls is an acceptcble .'hort-ternk cou'ective action. When, an administrative control is in 
: I place'ias a tdnprra measure to ensure that TS limits ar¢.hit and to ensure public health and sqtjt that'administrative 

limit should be used for this PL.  
11.11 IE03 Question: 7/12/00 NRC 

Regarding the Unplanned power change PI, I have the following questions: Discussed. On 
1. Is the 20% full power intended to be 20% of 100% power, or 20% of the maximum allowed power for a hold for review.  

particular unit, say 97% [(.2)(.97)= 19%] 8/2/00 NRC 
2. lf an unplanned transient occurs which is greater than 20%, the operators stabilize the plant briefly' and then revision to 

cause a transient greater than 20% in the opposite direction, does that count as 2 hits against the PI? question and 
73. For calculating the change in power, should secondary power data be used, nuclear instruments or which ever is response.  

more accurate? 
Response: 

1. It is intended to be 20% of 100%.  
2. Yes.  
:--3. Licensees should use the nuclear instrumenntationmcst abL :-ia.,.. ,eti cr.......
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No.  
11.12 IE03 Question: 7/12/00 NRC 

(Q,.ti3.. being rewritten for , .arificati-n) Discussed.  

The licensee reduced power on both units to support grid stability in response to a fault on oft-site transmission line 15616. Action, NRC to 

Each of the licensee s two operating units are supplied from two 345 kilovolt (kV) lines. Line 1561/6, which supplies U.nit I rewrite question 

froom Silver Lake, was lost as a result of a static line.failure. The power reduction was requested by the system load and response for 

dispatcher in accordance with System Planning Operating Guide (SPOG) 1-3-F-1, "Station Operating Guidelines, "Revision clarification.  

1, to allow disabling the Unit I turbine generator trip scheme while line 15616 was out ofservice. With line 15616 out of 8/2/00 NRC 

service, afitult on the second line supplying Unit I (line 15501ffrom Nelson) would cause a Unit I turbine trip. The turbine rewrite of 
trip would then cause a reactor trip (if reactor power is greater than the P-8 interlock setpoint of'32.1%). The turbine trip is question and 

intended to prevent overloading remaining grid circuits, causing the grid to become unstable. It is not a Reactor Protection response.  

System functiotn. Reducing power and disabling the Unit I turbine trip scheme would prevent Unit ] from tripping ifline 8/3/00 NEI 

15501 was faultedorn lost. Th'ere were no-on-siteti'p-blems associated wllith ihe loss ojthe transmission line. The first,, Removal ofplant 

paragraph of SPOG !-\ý-F-J statesithat "it is not necessary to take an), correctivq measures/for stability jbr the outage"o) any ,name.  

singl lihne provided thart he protecion 4ystemn is normal.: However, it mai be desirable to disable the unit trip scheme(s)., 
during single line otitages. " The pbwem, reductions,'equested by the load disp'ýtchr(j Oust over 20%) met the procedurally 
recommended output limitations/or Bymon Station with line 15616 out ofervice witb the stability trip schýime disabled.  

Response: , 

In the situation described; the power reduction would not count. T/.exception fi'om cotumting unplanned power changes 

when directed by the lo•d dispatcher is intended to exýIudq poiver, :lmanges directedby the load dispatcher- under normal 

operating conditions due to load domnand and economic rLosons,(imd~jir grid stability orinuclear plaunt safev concerns 
iarisimgfromn external events outside the"control of1the nuclar-u'nit. Hfowever, poýwer reductionls due'to equipmentfiailures 

that are under the control of the nuclear unit are included in this indicator.  

11.13 EP01 Question: 7/12/00 - On NRC 

Regarding taking credit for notification performance opportunities, NEI 99-02, page 91 defines opportunities for notifications hold, NRC 

as those made to the state and/or local government authorities. The guidance further defines timely as those offsite review/revision 

notifications that are initiated must be verbal in nature. On page 92 under clarifying notes (second paragraph), NEI 99-02 

states that notifications may be included in the PI if they are performed to the point of filling out the appropriate forms and 

demonstrating sufficient knowledge to perform the actual notification. This particular note applies to operating shift 

simulator evaluations, not emergency drills.  

Can credit can be taken for the notification performance opportunity when notifications are simulated during emergency drills 

(i.e., not operator simulator evaluations), with no actual verbal contact, as long as the procedures are completed up to the time 
the notification is made.?

12
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Response: 
99-02 allows for the simulation of notification of offsite agencies in the case of simulator based drills. There is no reason not 
to allow the same simulation for other EP drills. However, since the guidance in NEI 99-02 seems specific to simulator 
drills, it has been interpreted as not allowing such simulation for other drills. The guidance will be clarified in a future 
revision of the document.  

It is not expected that State/local agencies be available to support all drills conducted by licensees. The drill should 
reasonably simulate the contact and the participants should demonstrate their ability to use the equipment. Generally, the 
contact is simulated through the use of a controller answering a phone. Although this method will not test the equipment, 
communications tests are required by Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 and the Emergency Plan should delineate such tests.  

11.14 EP03 Question: " , \ 7/12/00 - ,n NRC 
A licensee recentlyfhai a regularly ischeduled silent "siren test failure. Imn ediately following the test failure, a request to test `hold, NRC 
the sirens from an alternate location (the local county has 74 sirens that can be, activated from either one of two locations) was review/revision 

performed and it failed as',well. My question is how many tests should becounted in the PI? My read on the guidance leads 
me to believe that only the first set of failures should'be counted since that was the "regularly scheduled" test. The second 
test was somewhat of a troubleshoqting itest. There 'is some confusion aimong the licensee's staff as to how man,,tests should 
count. Some people, also think that the post maintenaTice tests shouldbe counted. I don't think that this indicator should be 
treated like the EP drill and exercise performancePI (Le., if the PI isiow, a licenseedcan"do more drills to bring up the PI).  
Counting more successful siren tests (either post maintenance or troubleshooting) would mask the true reliability of the siren 
••system that's beigmeasured during the regularly s§hedulibd tests.  

Response: 
One. The failure of the first system should be a failure and the backup system should not be an additional failure, nor should 
it be counted as a success if it were successful. The purpose of the PI is to give an indication of the manner in which the 
licensee maintains important EP equipment. This being the case, it is not appropriate to count the back up system success 
rate.  

The test should not be 2 failures (by the way since all the sirens failed, we are talking about I or 2 times the # of sirens as the 
number of failures).  

Site procedures for activation of the siren system vary. Some procedures may include use of the back up system should the 
main system fail.  

11.15 PPO0 Question: 7/12/00 \ComEd 
If perimeter intrusion equipment, CCTV monitoring equipment or systems supporting their functionality are damaged or Discussed. On 
destroyed by environmental conditions and remains unable to perform their intended function after the condition subsides hold for review.  
(e.g., a lightning strike, wind, ice, flood ) do you need to count any hours towards the performance indicator? 8/3/00 NEI 

propo.sed 
,,_ ___?responuse.  

Response: 
Nu. Compensatory hours are not counted fin environmental conditions bei ond the design of the equipment.
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11.16 PP01 CLARIFICATION NEEDED ON "FAQ" # ID-59 ISSUED WITH NEI 99-02 REV. 0 MARCH 28 2000 -- "COMP. 7/12/00 ComEd 

POSTING FOR NON-FAILURE OF EQUIPMENT" Discussed. On 
hold for review.  

In FAQ 59 and resulting response it states in part that, if an IDS system segment needs to be declared inoperable due to a 8/3/00 NE1 

Security Plan commitment of "x" number of false alarms received, the zone would need to be comped, repair / test the proposed 

segment, return to operable and remove the comp post. In the response it goes on to state that if there is no equipment response.  
malfunction and the system would still have alarmed during intrusion (still capable of performing its intended function) then 

the man hours that were established as part of the "precautionary maintenance" activity would not be counted.  

Question: 
If the zone / segment remains operable (still capable of performing its intended function) but is "declared" inoperable due to a 
-Security Plan cQom*tment of i"x" numberof false alarms received is it necessary to have maintenance "check" the zone / / 
segment prior to d~cla'g thezone operable? Or, can functional testing be conducted by security on that zone / segment 

assuring that it was capable of alarming during an intrusion? _,___.'___ 

Response: ""/ 
If in the scenario idejaified above, a zone/segnent tstd "OK as per.'f-ning its, itended firction (per thiu noirmal test 
procedures for zone operability) there would lie no need to have main/ehance perform any actions pr(or to deckring the zone 

operable. There would be no added value to ha•e mnaintenance "che('ckout"' the zbneAleginent when d test.s "OK 'ý Therefifre, 
the hours associated withi this situation Would not be counted again.t the Pe'/brniance Indicator.  

11.18 MSO0 Question: , I Pending Braidwoo 
The station UFSAR states that operator actions are requir4.lto restore the EDG room ventilation system following: 1) a fire d 

protection'systemactuatin 2) a HELB occurring outside of the EDG rooms. The restoration actions'(manually: open several /ComEd 
sets of dampers) are directed by an operating procedure. During certain fire protection system surveillances, the EDG room 
ventilation system dampers are closed to the same configuration as when a HELB or fire protection system actuation occurs.  
No other actions are taken that would otherwise affect EDG start and load capability. The steps necessary to return the 
ventilation subsystem to available are specified in an operating procedure and the guidance is accessible for the personnel 
performing the steps. Operations personnel are briefed on the status of the DG and its room ventilation subsystem as part of 
the prejob briefing for the performance of the surveillance. The individual specifically involved with restoring the 
ventilation is briefed on the time restraints and dedicated to the testing. Since the UFSAR credits the operator actions 
required to restore the system to its normal operating configuration following a fire protection actuation or HELB, the 
actions taken to restore ventilation during testing would be similar to those credited in the UFSAR. Can the EDG be 
considered available during the period the room vent fan is unavailable due to the fire protection surveillances? 
Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response:
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12.1 MSOI Revise FAQ 178 as follows: NRC 

M502 
MS03 Question 1. What defines overhaul versus non-overhaul maintenance? 

MS04 Change the response to read as follows: Overhaul maintenance comprises those activities that are undertaken volhntarily and perforrned in 
accordance with an established pre ventive maintenance progra.m to improve equipment reliability and availability. Overhauls inchdae 
disassembly of major components, replacement oJ parts as necessary, cleaning, adjustment, lubrication as necessaty, and reassembly.  

Add a new question 2 (and renumber the remaining questions appropriately) to read as follows: W 'hat is considered to be a major 
component for overhaul purposes? 
Response A major component is a prime mover - a diesel engine or, for fluid systems, the pump or its motor.  

"Question 3 (oldqiuestion 2). Is applicqtion 9fplalaned ovtritaul hours linited to systemsfor which a risk-informed'AOT extension has been .  
approved? 
Change the answer to read asfollows.• No. Any AOTsuficieii to accommodate th¢o verhoul hours may be considered. floweve, tofqualij./" 

for the exclusion of un'available hours, licensees must perform i quantitative risk ttsessmetW. This assessment must demonstrate that the 
planned configuration mieets&either the Irequirements fobr'a ri k-informed TS change desbribed in Regulatory Guide 1. 177, or the requirements 
for normal work controls described in 1 tL]VA 1C 91-01. S�e�'ction 11.3.7.2. In aition, all other requirements decribed in the response to this 
FAQ must be met. Otherwise the unavailable hours', -iiutjbe counted. ., 

', • i ! \ -',, / i •i •_17•17 1 .ii?• ...... ...  

The Saifety System Unvdailahilitv indicator excludes minintetance-out-of-se;-vice hours on a twain (hat is not reqliired to be operable per 
technical specificatioqs (T9). This norbially! occurs during reactorishutidoivs. Online maintenancv. hours./br syl tem: that do not have 

installed spare traOis wotdil normally be inchuded in the indicqt<>'., Hoiywe'ver, some licensees h0ave been granted extensions of certain "1S 
b-allowed-outage ttiwes (A OTs) to perform online maintenance actiiitties that hiave, in the past, b~en peiformed while shut down. Acceptance 

guidelinesfor such TS changes are given in Sections 2.2.4 and2. 2.5 of Regulatory Guide 1.174 and Section 2.4 oaRegulatory Guide 1.177.  
These guidelines include demonstration that the change has only a small quantitative impact on plant risk (less than 5xIO incremental 
conditional core damage probability). /It is appropriate and equitable, for licensees who have demonstrated that the increased risk to the plant 
is small, to exchlue unavailable hoursfor those activities for which the extended AOTs were granted. However, iii keeping with the NRC 's 
increased emphasis on risk-infbrmed regulation, it is not appropriate to exclude unavailable hours]br licensees who have not demonstrated 
that the increase in risk is small. In addition, 10 CFR 50.65a(4), which goes into ej.fect on November 28, 2000, requires licensees to assess 
and manage the increase in risk that may result from proposed maintenance activities. Guidance ott a quantitative approach to assess the risk 
impact of maintenance activities is contained in the latest revision of Section 11. 3.7.2 (dated Febrtary 22, 2000) of NUAL4RC 93-01, Revision 
2. That section allows the use of normal work controls for plant configurations in which the incremental core damage probabilit, is less than 
10-6. Licensees must demonstrate that their proposed action complies with either the requirementsfor a risk-in/brmned TS change or the 
requiremnents jbr normal work controls described in NUMARC 93-01.  

Add FAQ 11.5 as a new question 9 as follows: Does the limitation on exemption of planned unavailable hours due to overhaul 
maintenance of "once per train per operating cycle" extend to support systems for a monitored system? 
Response For this indicator, omly" planned overhaul maintenance of the four monitored systems (not to include support sistenis) ma)' be 
conisidered for the exclusion.  
Response: 

12.2 lE02 Question: NRC 

Following a plant trip, operators closed the MSII s due to a stuck open stean dumip valve. RCS temperature was maintained 
using atmospheric dump valves. Does this count as a scrani with loss of normal heat removal? 

Response: 

Yes. The MSIVs could not be recovered because of the stuck open steam damtnp value.
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12.3 ORO] Question: NEI 
Because of a breakdown in communications between the rad waste and the health physics groups, a post-job survey was not 

perfir'medfi)llowing completion ojfa resin sluicing evolution. Approximatelyfour hours later, health physics became aware of 
the breakdown in communication and completed a survey ofthe area that dlose rates greater than 1500 mrein per hour at 30 cm 

froni the spent resin liner. The licensee s Technical Specifications require areas with dose rates greater than /000 mrem per 

hour to be controlled as a locked high radiation area. Once completed, the radiation survey indicated that the dose rates 

exceeded those allowed by Technical Specifications. However, due to an additional communications breakdown within the 
health physics group, the area remained unguarded and unlockedfor an additional 20 hours betbre it was controlled in 
accordance with the Technical Specifications. Do these events constitute "concurrent noncon/formances " as used ili the 
Pert brmance Indicator definition, and therefore, one PI occurrence? 
Response: 
No. The definitipnsfor both the Technical Specifi~attot. High Radiation Area Occurrence and the Vey High Radiation Area : 
Occurrence /efer te t "A nuncoiaormaice or concurrent nonconfOryianýes) with.. "[Technical Sp&ciications, or /0 GFl?' 

20, respectively]. AS use•1 in these Ite intto/s concurrent means "at the sqme tinie and resulting from the same cause.  
During the firstJbtur hours of this examnple, tie failuire t9'perfbr/ a time/v/radiatioth survey was the cause of theie f'ilure to post" 
the area, control access to the areci and prOvide as required by Techcilcal Specificcitito/is. They are_ th6rqbre 
concurrent noncon bii'ances and constitute a s'ingle PI count. Howevet, afier the survey was completed, the fiilure to establish 
proper controls over -access to the 'area in a tim/ly huanner was cau.z"ed by a sepa/ate programmatic breakdown that could not 
be considered concur-rentwith- the Jizilure to pemifrmrnthe survey. This ai example of a sequential fihiare that warrants a 
seco/d P1 count. ',' .i _______,_, 

12.4 1E02 Quesflon: . / , ,',,/Kewau 

'In theScramns With a Loss of 'ormiial Heat Removalperf rinance indicator, the definition of"loss ojfnorinal heat remno val path /iee 
includes loss ofimainfiedwater. Our plant is designed to isolate main.fiedwater after a trip by closing the main/feedwater 
coirtrol valves. The auxiliaiy.[eedwater pumps then are designed to start on low steam generator level (which is expected 
following operation above low power conditions), providing our normal heat removal. A clarifying note in the Guideline clearly 
states that "Design features to limit the reactor cooldow/i rate, such as closing the main/ftedwater valves oii a reactor scrami, 
are not counted in this indicator. "Also, the response to FAQ 65 states that "The P/ is monitoring the use of alternate means of' 
decay heat removal fb/lowing a scram." Ifjour plant receives a spurious or in valid feedwater isolatio/ sigmial, our main 
feedwater pumps will trip and a plant scram will occur. The auxiliatyfeedwater pumps 'will start on the loss of the main 
feedwater pumps, prior to reaching a low SG level condition. In this example, main fiedwater still isolates, although not in the 
normalfiashion, auxiliaryf.[edwater provides the normal heat removal, and no alternate means of decay heat removal is 
required. This is /iot believed to be a Scram with a Loss oftNornial Heat Removal. Is this the correct interpretation? 
Licensee Proposed Response: 
Yes. Since the normal heat removal path was utilized and a/i alternate heat removal system was /iot required, this would not 
count toward the "Scram with Loss of Normial Heat Remov al" pe/J6rmance indicator.  

12.5 EPOI Question:. Kewau 
Currently the "Communicator" key ERO positions for event notification are dcfined as the ERO position responsiblefor the nee 
miotifcations, not just a telephone talker. If the key position person delegates completion of the notification fJorm to another 
individual, but keeps responsibility for approval (must review and sign the form bejbre offsite notifications are madc!), must the 
person completing the for/n be considered a Key ERO position also? It is understood that responsibility fbr approving the 
/notfication implies responsibility to veri.fv the data recorded and to challenge inconsistencies bef'ore authorizing the 

Inotification.
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Licensee Proposed Response: 
In tile example provided, the person completing the fbrm does NOT have to be considered a Kev ERO position.

/

I:" ;/
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lE03 Que.stion." 

An outage was planned ahead niore than the 72 hour limit used in the PI dcfinition in order to perbrioi hide-out return sampling on the steati generiators 

followcing an extended power escalttion due to sodium conitamination. 7This iould require taking tIhe plant off-lie. Part of the oultage plan called/.br secondary 

side equipment manipulations intended to shake up any rernainting sodium contaminants. Equipment evolutions included moisture separator reheater (AISR) and 

turbine valve cycling (the use of SOP-8, Alain Turbine and Generarting ,ystens, provided a convenient, procedural/v controlled way to tell operators what to do 

to give the desired system shake-up, as well as providing actions to take in response to unexpected valve inalfunctions), anod swapping main feed ptanps (at the 

reduced power that allowed stable plhnt operation on a single ]eedpoiunp). I he planned sequence included a power reduction to -85%,or A ISR and turblbe 

ialre cycling. Once va/ve cycling was completed, power reduction to --55% was planned to allowifeedpunnip maneuvering. I7re day-sh~ft crew completedi a pre

job britfiugJoir the turbine valve exercising, which included a review of SOP-8 and its contingenoy actions. As planned, power has reduced to 85%, acud held 

stable at 85%for valve cycling scheduled for between 8 AM and 4 PM. Per schedule, Operators were to beginfiarther power reduction at 4 PAl (to reach -.55% 

by 6 PAM). Per the SS Log, con MSR intercept valve failed to re-open following exercising about mid-daYi, Inmediate troubleshooting re-opened this calve. In the 

early afiernoon, a second intercept iahve failed to re-open during exercising. The sacie efforts were mcade to re-open this valve, but Were rot successful. It was 

concluded the test solenoid valve would need to be removed, but, based on the fact the desired ehic'mistry effect hall been achieved, a decision was made to not 

put forth additional cJJrt, to try to replace the solenoid vali'eJbr the intercept valve, but to stavyivit., the original outtage plan/schedule and begin the next 

plcinnd .'•power relueition.',This decision resulted lcin hanging tke timn, for beginning the already planned power changE, it did not reut in eviting tle existing 

plain. By fl/lowing SOP-8 power was direcjed to' be reduced to'50% within approximately 3.hours, which was the sante amount as the originally plctqned pav'er, 

reduction. Boration to begin ppwer reduction began at 2:57 PM (intis,'power was still at -85tat abut 3 a 'clock). Per the Plant Process Computeri PPC().  

power lwas at 70"% at 4:00 PAl. (Note that ,. PAl was when the oiriginal schedule called fir the next power reduction to commence.) Per the Si Log. reactor 

poivýerwas stead)- at 50%nt 5.2ý1, PM. This was about half an hourerErlier than callea lop- the original schedule. he remainder olihe shytdoi.a went oil 
close ito the schedule.  

Evaluation 

Te va/i- cyclig had been placed ini the scheclule just lcfore the next planned pant e-' clhanige because this w-as the logical point to do it. Ilheschedule was 

prepared with 8 hours allotted for valve 'ccling. The next scheduled action jbr the operators was to rethce powerfi'oni -85% to -55%. 1he success criteria.fbr 

the valve cycling, for thi' part/oftlie outage, was cichieving theý desir ed chehiistrv i/fe'ts, not passing the $OP-8 valve tests. Regardless oq valve test results, the 

nextplannedste,) wci'aidan'ct'~r power change. / /"' 

ITis irjbrnmation leads to the followrig conclusions: 

1. 7here was unplann power change. "he purpose of this P1 is to "monitor the number of unplanned panoer changes (excluding scrams) that could 

have, under other conditions, challenged sci ibty functions." "'Unplanned changes in reactor power are changes .. that result in, or require a change in 

power level of greater than 20%fill power to resolve. " Front 100% power to 0% power, the power changes that occurred for this omtage were planned 

aheadul of lime. The valve exercising that was d(one was not a required test; it was part of tIhe planned eiohltion. The power changeJilowing valhc' cYcling 

was not made to provide for resolving the valve peiformance issue, it was made, as planned, to con tilue the sequence of plant operations for chemistrrv 

cleanup. lhe oilb change made was changing the time for beginning the already planned power change; managenent did not exit the existing plan in 

response to the valve problem. Infibct, the val-e was not repaiied until after the plant had completed the chemistry cleanup phase of the outage (2e6).  

2. 7he decision to continue w-ith the planned power reduction folio inig the second AISR intercept valve fidling to open was consistent with the shuldown 

plan. Htad valve testing been the only purpose for the downpower to 85%, every efabrt would have been made to re-open the valve, in accordance with thIe 

oneraiig/tEst procciire, p/or to hour-lug to takeci flrther donpower to 50%. With ndeiittaE pre-t'St contingency preparuiions, the necessary repair 

(replacement of the test solenoid valie) could be completed such that further power reduction wouldnot be necessary. (We agree that, in such a 

circianstance, if repairs were to be unsiccessfid, then the 35% required power change would count against this P1.) Turbine valve testing is clone at about 

a six montlfifequency according to the FSAR. SOP-8 testing is done during each returrn to power, following a shutdown, which restarts the six month 

clock. 1he use of SOP-8 in this part of the outage plan i-as not intended to be credited as the required valve te'st, it was a mnatter of1 onrenience that a 

procedure already existed that wouhdprovide the necessary valve e•rercising to "shake-up -" the secondary- side to achieis the desired chemiist-y efjects.  

Ouestion 
Does this event meet the criteria for counting as ar Uhiplacned Power Change greater than 20%? 

It is" the licensee position that it does not, because the provisions of the oiaage schedule providedifar a power change.bllolwing AIS/iturhine valve exercising 

(which is what occurred). There were iio unexpected challenges to the ope-cting crews or saqoi-- functions. 771eTpon-'r change thao occurre had been phlned 

fior in advance" as purt of the eficrt to improve sistern chenristry. Once the oljecive.s of this evoluion wei- satisfied, the scheduled power reduction was 

continiied. The power changec nllowuig valve cycling was not madce to providefor resolving the valve petformucance issue, it was riade, i•" planned, to continue 

the sequence of plant opcrirtions for cheirntisrv cleanup, this decision resu/ted in changing the tine for beginiing the a/rcady planied paer charige. it did not 

result in caexiting the existing plair.
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12.7 IE03 Question: Colum 
Should the unplanned power change outlined below be counted from the point the off normal condition is discovered orfiorn the bia 
point that action is taken in response to the oJj-norrnal condition? 

Mav 14, 2000: 
0 The station was operating at approximately 24% power in order to repair steam leaks.  
0 11:57 AM - Power ascension was initiated with the intent to go to 73% power in a mode 9/ load following.  
May 15, 2000: 
"* The crew on shift has a goal of reaching 61% power.  
"* 2.55 AM - One main steam isolation valve (MSIV) closed d(fe to loss ofair. The other three main steam lines are 

Sunaifreted.- No )poter chainge results from theAMSIV closure. Power leehl,.is 54.3%. (one-minute average heat balance 
power dataq.Point #1. \ \ 

S4.:48 AAI - 7The,,M§lV is discovered to be closed, PoW'er level is 58.8:o"(9ne-itninute average power data). Point #2. 'Power 
ascension is contitnuecd using rc.•cactor recirculatfon flow 

o 5.'12 AM - Suspended reactor power ascensionuforithe shift. Reactoa;rPower is 62% Point #3. Several times pver the tiext/ 
fr'w hours the peak oue-niinute averiage power reaJched 62.1%.  

S12.:00 Noon - A inanagement nieeting is ýo,@icuc(ed and a decisiozi i. made toreducepower fbr ALARA conierns and enter 
the steam tunnel to investigate the cause of iie MSIV closure. There is no techniccl specification driver involved.  
Specificallyh the•re is/,no regulatory driver to complete a repair b), a specific time or0?o be at a specific power level within a 

Sgiven tine. Power level has decrecised to 60.6% (',ne-minuteda verage. poiver) due to,.venon. Point #4.  
, 2.,35 PM -. .TheC.bntrol Room /og ejitry ,iotes'reactor/powrat . . -"" "".61%. Theone-ni.nute averagepower-levelis59.3%. The 

pow er reduction was initiated by reducing reactor reeireulation flow in prep•aration fr inserting control rods. Point #5.  
* 3:34 PM - Completed moving control rodsfrr the down power. The power reductioi for the steani tuniiel entry is complete.  

The Control Room Log entmy notes power at 43%. The one-minute average power is 43.6%. Point #6.  
0 5.:15 PM-Power reduction complete. Theone-minuteaveragepower is generally42%. However, itvariesirfoni 41.9% to 

42.3%.  
0 8:40 PAM - The power level is being controlled using control rods' and reactor recirculationflow. Power went as low as 

41.4%(one-minute average) after movement of control rods. Point #7.  
a About 11:00 PM - Power is raised slightlv over the nextfew hours to ensure that powerfluctuations don't inadvertently 

increase the magnitude of the total power change.  

In the case study above, the ovf-normal condition was discovered at 4:48 AM, noted as Point #2, and the power level was 58.8%.  
The power ascension continued to Point 3, with one-minute average power level of 62.1%, and then reduced to 42% (Point #6) 
to investigate the cause ojfthe condition.
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lhAt.) LbUt ...  FAQ LOG12 

Temp PI Question/Response Status Coa.t/ 
No.  

REACTOR THERMAL POWER 
Plant Management 
Makes Decision at 

70.0% .Asceion. 12.00 Noon to 
70.0%Stopped at End Down Power to 

Planned Down Power of Shift Make Repairs.  

for Steoam Leak Repair - - -, - - -. .- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65.0% -[ -......- andI Steam Tunnel Entry . .. . .• / ''' 60/------ S Tun tt--------Down Power Initiated 

,/ Cosure of MSIV , for Steam Leak Repar 
60.0% 0/ - - - - - - Noted o 04:468. - .' ---- and Steam TunnelEntrW - - - .........  

LCO Entered. Pt. #5 
Investigation 

, Initiated. -, - - - -. . . .- -. . . . . . . . .  
55.0% -- -.-----. --- -------- -. -- ---- Pt.--- - - - .......... r 

C oniinuati o f 
5Q.0% ......... -, -- .--. - Power 

4.0-" ---- ---- ---- VCs Following Repairs 
• 5..09/oi -- . . . .-" - - - - - - MSIV closes - - - -• - i" - - - - - - -

at 2:55 
Pt.1 

40.00/Power. - -- --Reduct i _ . _ - ,' .. " . . . . . . . . . .  
40.0% -.-.-......- --- -- - ------------ End Reco rde ' .  

Control Room Logs.  
Pt. 06 Minimum 1-Minute '-

35.00------------------ - - - - - - - - - - -A--a--Powe 35.0% ; -, -" - Planned Power -. . . .- -...... --- --- Aveae Power ,, 

Ascension to 73% Level Recorded.  

Followng Repairs t1 

25.0% - - - - -- - ... . ..... .  

20.0% 

5/12/00 0:00 5/13/00 0:00 5/14/00 0:00 5/15/00 0:00 5/16/00 0:00 5/17/00 0:00 5/18/00 0:00 5/19/00 0:00 

Response: 

Question: 

Response:
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