
*6� ** * � ** 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* * 

* �WA * 
* � * 

* 

�II 
/ 5 

i/CO/i

UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

September 21, 2000

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Alan Madison, Acting Chief 
Performance Assessment Section 
Inspection Program Branch 
Division of inspection Program Management 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

August K. Spector, Communication Task Lea 
Inspection Program Branch 
Division of Inspection Program Management 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS SUMMARY OF PUBLIC 
MEETING HELD ON September 20 - 21, 2000

On September 20-21, 2000 a public meeting was held at the NRC Headquarters, Two 

White Flint North, Rockville, MD to discuss the Reactor Oversight Process initial 

implementation. An agenda of the meeting, the attendance list, and information exchanged at 

the meeting are attached.  

Attachments: 

1. Meeting Agenda 
2. Attendance List 
3. Proposal for removing fault exposure hours from the Safety System Unavailability PI 

4. Reactor Power Reductions per 7,000 Critical Hours Pi 
5. Unplanned reactor shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal (NRC version) 

6. Unplanned reactor shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal (NEI version) 

7. Proposed operator requalification human performance SDP (Sept. 2000 NRC draft) 

8. Proposal for RCIC reporting 
9. NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 0608 Performance Indicator Program (draft) 

10. Frequently Asked Questions, Log. 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14
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AGENDA

PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REVISED 
REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS 

DATE AND TIME: September 20 and 21, 2000 
8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.  

TOPICS: 

1. Consideration of issues associated with fault exposure time impact on 
Unavailability Performance Indicators and potential approaches to resolution -- see 
attachment 
2. Process for approval and posting on the web Frequently Asked Questions 
3. Status report on initiating Event pilot study 
4. Discussion of draft Manual Chapter 0608, Performance Indicator Program - see 
attachment 
5. Discussion of reactor operator Significance Determination Process: see attachment 
6. Status report on Cross-cutting Issues Working Group 
7. Review and approval of Frequently Ask Questions -- see attachment 
8. Determination of next meeting dates (October 31, 2000 and December 6, 2000) 
9. Initial Implementation Evaluation Panel up-date 

Panel to meet 11/1-2/00 
10. Future Federal Register Notice update 
11. Regional Public Workshops update 

October 3 - Region 3 
Nov. 15, Region 4 
Nov. 16, Region 2 
December 13, Region 1 

12. Future revision of NEI 99-02 

NEXT MEETINGS: 

October 31, 200 
December 6, 2000

Attachment I



NRC Public Meeting 
Reactor Oversight Process 

Attendance List 
September 20-21, 2000 

K. Borton, PECO Energy 
P. Loftus, COMED 
W. Dean, NRC 
D. Hickman, NRC.  
R. L. Sullivan, NRC 
A. Madison, NRC 
A. Spector, NRC 
M. Ferdig 
S. Floyd, NEI 
T. Houghton, NEI 
J. Butler, NEI 
D. Olson, Dominion Gen 
J. Jacobson, NRC 
J. Mundy, NRC 
W. Warren, Southern Nuclear 
J. Nagle, PSEG 
A.K. Krainik, APS 
D. R. Robinson, NPPD 
R. Eckenrode, NRR 
D. Trimble, NRR 
S. Sanders, NRC 
S. Ketelsen, Pacific Gas 
J. Hutton, PECO Energy 
J. Butler, NEI 
M. Taylor, PECO 

Attachment 2
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PROPOSAL FOR REMOVING 
FAULT EXPOSURE HOURS 

FROM THE 
SAFETY SYSTEM UNAVAILABILITY P1 

For any of the monitored safety systems, a single surveillance test failure that results in fault 
exposure hours that alone are sufficient to cause the indicator to cross the green-white threshold 
may be excluded from the calculation. Those fault exposure hours should be reported in the 
Comments field of the quarterly report to the NRC.  

Fault exposure hours of shorter duration or caused by other events or conditions will be reported 
and included in the calculation. However, the NRC may consider increments of fault exposure 
hours for removal on a case-by-case basis. Factors to be taken into consideration would 
include the cause of the fault exposure, the number of hours, the impact on the indicator of 
those hours, the licensee's response to the event or condition, and the length of time the 
indicator would be non-green with those hours included in the calculation.



Revised Treatment of Fault Exposure Hours 

Safety System Unavailability is currently computed under the Reactor Oversight 
Process (ROP) by adding, for each train, planned unavailability, unplanned 
unavailability and fault exposure hours and dividing the sum by the train hours, 
and then averaging the train values.  

Fault exposure hours are intended to be a surrogate for unreliability. NEI 99-02 
includes a provision for removing fault exposure hours after 4 quarters to "reset" 
the indicator. This is to remedy the condition where a single fault exposure of 
sufficient duration can cause the indicator to trip the G/W threshold and keep the 
indicator "non-green" for extended periods of time. Keeping the indicator "non
green" potentially masks future problems and falsely projects an image of system 
performance that is not indicative of the current system performance.  

It was expected that the exercise of the fault exposure removal feature would be 
relatively rare compared to entry into the non-green zones due to planned and 
unplanned unavailability. Experience in the pilots and industrywide program to 
date suggest otherwise. All but one of the 11 non-green indications for safety 
system unavailability is as a result of large, single fault exposure terms. For the 
NRC, the action matrix dictates a supplemental inspection, yet the inspections have 
been very minimal because the cause of the tripped indicator was well known. This 
leaves the NRC open to criticism.  

The following proposal would remedy the above concerns: 

1. Licensees continue to report all fault exposure hours.  

2. Fault exposure hours are excluded from the calculation of system unavailability.  

3. Licensees would annotate the comment field to identify any single conditions 
that contributed more than 336 hours to the reported fault exposure hours.  

4. The baseline inspection program would be modified to direct the inspectors to 
apply the SDP and determine if there were any performance issues associated 
with the system/train failure. The results of the SDP would be used to 
characterize any findings. This appears to be current NRC inspection practice 
and would, therefore, not result in an appreciable change in inspection hours for 
the ROP.



5. A historical review of performance data would be performed to determine if 

extracting fault exposure hours from the calculation would change the threshold 
values. Sufficient historical data is available for this review.  

It is proposed that the above change be incorporated in the program as soon as 
possible.



Reactor Power Reductions per 7,000 Critical Hours 

Purpose 
This indicator monitors the number of reactor power reductions of greater than 20 percent of full 
power. It may provide leading indication of risk-significant events but is Itself not risk-significant.  

Indicator Definition 
The number of reductions in average daily power level of more than 20 percent from the 
previous day during the previous four quarters per 7,000 critical hours.  

Data Reporting Elements 
The following data are reported for each reactor unit: 

" the number of reductions In average daily power level of more than 20 percent from the 

previous day in the previous quarter 

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

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

(number of reactor power reductions in the previous 4 qtrs) X 7000 hrs 
(number oFritical hours in the previous 4 qtrs) 

Definition of Terms 
Average Daily Power Level: the net electrical energy during the day (measured fromOO01 to 
2400 hours inclusive) in megawatts electric.  

Net Electrical Energy Generated: gross electrical output of the unit measured at the output 
terminals of the turbine generator during the reporting period, minus the normal station service 
electrical energy utilization. If this quantity is less than zero, a negative number should be 
recorded.  

Unit: the set of equipment uniquely associated with the reactor, including turbine generators and 
ancillary equipment, considered as a single electrical energy production facility.  

Power Reduction: a reduction in the average daily power level of more than 20 percent from the 
previous day.  

* Critical hours: the total clock hours in the report period during which the reactor sustained a 
controlled chain reaction.

jA4+A4krx q



NRC VfrSi ~t*% DR1AF DRAFT 9/19100 

UNPLANNED REACTOR SHUTDOWNS WITH LOSS OF NORMAL HEAT REMOVAL 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors that subset of unplanned reactor shutdowns in which the normal 
heat removal path is lost shortly 6efore or shortly after an unplanned reactor shutdown.  
These shutdowns are more risk-significant than uncomplicated unplanned reactor 
shutdowns.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of unplanned reactor shutdowns while critical at or above the point of 
adding heat during the previous 12 quarters that were caused by or involved an 
unplanned loss of the normal heat removal path prior to establishing reactor conditions 
that allow use of the plant's normal long term heat removal systems.  

Data Reporting Elements 

The following data are reported for each reactor unit: 

the number of unplanned reactor shutdowns while critical at or above the point of 
adding heat in the previous quarter that were caused by or involved an unplanned 
loss of the normal heat removal path 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 unplanned reactor shutdowns while critical at or above the 
point of adding heat during the previous 12 quarters that were caused by or 
involved an unplanned loss of the normal heat removal path prior to 
establishing reactor conditions that allow use of the plant's normal long term 
heat removal systems 

Definition of Terms 

Loss of the normal heat removal path: decay heat cannot be removed through the main 
condenser when any of the following conditions occur (see clarifying notes below): 

"* complete loss of all main feedwater flow 
"* complete loss of condenser vacuum 
"* complete closure of at least one MSIV in each main steam line 
"* failure of one or more turbine bypass valves to maintain reactor pressure and 

temperature at the desired operating condition

4P"
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Complete loss of condenser vacuum: a loss of condenser vacuum that prevents the 
condenser from removing decay heat after an unplanned reactor shutdown.  

Unplanned reactor shutdown means the shutdown of the reactor in response to off
normal conditions or events by the unplanned addition of negative reactivity by any 
means, e.g., insertion of control rods, boron, or opening reactor trip breakers.  
Unplanned reactor shutdowns are those that bring the reactor from criticality to a 
shutdown mode 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.  

Clarifying Notes 

Unplanned reactor shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal can occur in two ways: 
(1) the loss of the normal heat removal path causes the unplanned shutdown; or (2) the 
loss of the normal heat removal path occurs after the unplanned shutdown. In either 
case, the normal heat removal path is considered to be unavailable. The determining 
factor for this indicator is whether or not the normal heat removal path is available, not 
whether the operators choose to use that path or some other path.  

Operator actions or design features to control the reactor cooldown rate or water level, 
such as closing the main feedwater valves or closing all MSIVs (as long as the 
feedwater valves or MSIVs are capable of being reopened by operator demand) are not 
included. However, operator actions to mitigate the initiating event (e.g., closing MSIVs 
to isolate a steam leak) are included.  

Examples of a complete loss of all main feedwater flow: trip of the only operating 
feedwater pump while operating at reduced power; loss of a startup or an auxiliary 
feedwater pump normally used during plant startup; loss of all operating feed pumps 
due to trips caused by low suction pressure, loss of seal water, or high water level 
(BWR reactor level or PWR steam generator level); unplanned reactor shutdown due to 
loss of all operating feed pumps; unplanned reactor shutdown in response to feed 
problems characteristic of a total loss of feedwater flow; and inadvertent isolation or 
closure of all feedwater control valves prior to an unplanned reactor shutdown.  

Examples of loss of condenser vacuum: trip of all circulating water pumps; traveling 
screen blockage; condenser leakage; trip of all condensate pumps on high condensate 
temperature due to loss of condenser vacuum.  

Examples of complete closure of at least one MSIV in each main steam line: automatic 
closure of all MSIVs as part of an engineered safety feature actuation; spurious closure 
of all MSIVs.
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Example of loss of turbine bypass capability: sustained use of one or more atmospheric 

dump valves (PWR) or safety relief valves to the suppression pool (BWR) after an 

unplanned reactor shutdown.  

Examples that do not count: loss of all main feedwater flow, condenser vacuum, or 

turbine bypass capability caused by loss of offsite power; loss of condenser vacuum 
resulting from an unplanned reactor shutdown in response to a plant event that had no 

direct effect on the main condenser vacuum; partial losses of condenser vacuum or 

turbine bypass capability after an unplanned reactor shutdown in which sufficient 

capability remains to remove decay heat; momentary operations of PORVs or safety 
relief valves.



UNPLANNED REACTOR SHUTDOWNS WITH Loss OF NORMAL HEAT REMOVAL 

Purpose 

This indicator monitors that subset of unplanned reactor shutdowns where unplanned 
loss of normal heat removal either caused the unplanned shutdown, or complicated the 
recovery. These shutdowns are therefore more risk-significant than uncomplicated 
unplanned reactor shutdowns.  

Indicator Definition 

The number of unplanned reactor shutdowns (while critical at or above the point of 
adding heat) during the previous 12 quarters that were caused by or involved an 
unplanned loss of the normal heat removal path 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 unplanned reactor shutdowns (while critical at or above the point of 
adding heat) in the previous quarter that were caused by or involved an unplanned 
loss of the normal heat removal path 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 unplanned reactor shutdowns (while critical at or above the 
point of adding heat) during the previous 12 quarters that were caused by or 
involved an unplanned loss of the normal heat removal path prior to 
establishing reactor conditions that allow use of the plant's normal long term 
heat removal systems 

Definition of Terms 

Unplanned loss of the normal heat removal path: decay heat cannot be removed 
through the normal path when any of the following conditions occur (see clarifying notes 
below): 

"* total loss of feedwater flow 
"• loss of condenser vacuum 
"* inadvertent closure of all MSIVs 
"* turbine bypass unavailable 
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total loss of feedwater flow: a complete loss of all main feedwater flow 

loss of condenser vacuum: a decrease in condenser vacuum that leads to an 
unplanned reactor shutdown, or turbine trip; or a complete loss of condenser vacuum 
that prevents the condenser from removing decay heat after an unplanned reactor 
shutdown.  

inadvertent closure of all MSIVs: a complete closure of at least one MSIV in each main 
steam line 

turbine bypass unavailable: failure of one or more turbine bypass valves to maintain the 
reactor pressure and temperature at the desired operating condition 

Unplanned reactor shutdown means the shutdown of the reactor in response to off
normal conditions or events by the unplanned addition of negative reactivity by any 
means, e.g., insertion of control rods, boron, or opening reactor trip breakers.  
Unplanned reactor shutdowns are those that bring the reactor from criticality to a 
shutdown mode 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.  

Clarifying Notes 

Unplanned reactor shutdowns with loss of normal heat removal can occur in two ways: 
(1) the loss of normal heat removal causes the unplanned shutdown; or (2) the loss of 
normal heat removal occurs after the unplanned shutdown and complicates the plant 
shutdown process. In the second case, the determining factor is whether or not the 
normal heat removal path is available, not whether the operators choose to use that 
path or some other path. For example, operator actions to secure the normal heat 
removal path to control the reactor cooldown rate or water level do not count as long as 
the normal heat removal path is still available to the operator. However, actions taken 
to mitigate the initiating event (e.g., closing MSIVs to isolate a steam leak) do count.  

Unplanned reactor 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.  

Examples of total loss of feedwater flow: 

Trip of the only operating feedwater pump while operating at reduced power; the loss of 
a startup or an auxiliary feedwater pump normally used during plant startup; the loss of 
all operating feed pumps due to trips caused by low suction pressure, loss of seal
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water, or high water level (BWR reactor level or PWR steam generator level); 
unplanned reactor shutdown due to loss of all operating feed pumps; and unplanned 
reactor shutdowns in response to feed problems characteristic of a total loss of 
feedwater flow.  

This category also includes the inadvertent isolation or closure of all feedwater control 
valves prior to an unplanned reactor shutdown; however, a main feedwater isolation 
caused by valid automatic system response after an unplanned reactor shutdown is not 
counted.  

Design features to limit the reactor cooldown rate or to control water level subsequent 
tp an unplanned reactor shutdown (e.g., closure of the main feedwater valves on a 
unplanned reactor shutdown) are not counted in this indicator.  

Loss of feedwater flow caused by loss of offsite power does not count 

Examples of loss of condenser vacuum: 

Faults that contribute to a loss of condenser vacuum include: circulating water pump 
trips, traveling screen blockage, and condenser leakage 

Loss of condenser vacuum caused by loss of offsite power does not count 

Loss of condenser vacuum resulting from an unplanned reactor shutdown in response 
to a plant event that had no direct effect on the main condenser vacuum do not count 

Partial losses of condenser vacuum that exist after an unplanned reactor shutdown in 
which sufficient capability remains to remove decay heat are not counted in this 
indicator.  

Examples of inadvertent closure of all MSIVs: 

Automatic closure of all MSIVs as part of an engineered safety feature actuation 

This category does not include a manual closure of all MSIVs to limit cooldown rate 
after an unplanned reactor shutdown, as long as the MSIVs are capable of being 
reopened by operator demand. However, actions taken to mitigate the initiating event 
(e.g., closing MSIVs to isolate a steam leak), do count.  

Examples ?XIXs of turbine bypass unavailable: 

Turbine bypass failures may result in an unplanned reactor shutdown during an 
unsuccessful turbine run back. However, partial losses of turbine bypass capability that 
exist after an unplanned reactor shutdown in which sufficient capability remains to 
remove decay heat are not counted in this indicator.

3
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Sustained use of one or more atmospheric dump valves (PWR) or safety relief valves to 
the suppression pool (BWR) after an unplanned reactor shutdown would count in this 
indicator. However, momentary operations of PORVs or safety relief valves are not 
counted.  

This category does not include turbine bypass valve closures caused by loss of off-site 
power.

4
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DRAFT 
"Simulator Operational Evaluation 

August 29, 2000 

Number of Crews 
/ with 

UNSAT Performarice in the 
Annual Operating Test

Number of Crews 

that took the 

Annual Operating 

Test 

(Includes Dual Units)

NF = < 20% Failure Rate - No Finding 
G = 20 - 34% Failure Rate 
W = >34 - 50% Failure Rate (NUREG-1 021, Rev 8 - UNSAT Requal Program) 
Y = >50% Failure Rate 
NA = Not Applicable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

4 G W Y Y NA NA NA NA 

5 G W Y Y Y NA NA NA 

6 N G W Y Y Y NA NA 

7 NF G W Y Y Y Y NA 

8 NF G W W Y Y Y Y 

9 NF G G W Y Y Y Y 

0 NF G G W W Y Y Y 

11 NF NE G W W Y Y Y 

12 NF NF G G W W Y Y 

13NE NF G G W W W Y 

14 NF NF G G W W W Y



DRAFT 
PROPOSAL FOR RCIC REPORTING 

Add a new paragraph on page 78 of NEI 99-02 after The Definition of S.SFFs and before 
NUREG-1022 to read as follows: 

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling RePortability: The Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) 
System has operability requirements in the technical specifications because is needed to 
remove decay heat and is a risk-significant system. Therefore, events or conditions that 
prevented, or could have prevented, RCIC from fulfilling its function are included in this indicator.



NRC INSPECTION MANUAL 

£ •" Manual Chapter 0608 

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR PROGRAM 

0608-01 PURPOSE 

01.01 To provide guidance on the implementation of the operating Reactor Oversight Process 
(ROP) performance indicator program. Additionally, this manual chapter provides 
guidance on the process for modifying existing performance indicators (Pis) and 
developing additional PIs for use in the oversight process.  

0608-02 OBJECTIVE 

02.01 To give guidance for implementation of the PI program, including collecting and posting 
PI data on the internal and external web-page.  

02.02 To provide additional guidance on implementing the PI verification inspection procedure.  

02.03 To provide a process to resolve PI interpretation issues'..  

02.04 To provide a process to develop new Pis or to0make changes to,existinrg'Pls including 
any thresholds.  

0608-03 APPLICABILITY 7" 

This manual chapter applies to all operatih1g commercial nuclear power reactors.  

0608-04 DEFINITIO .'N, 

Change. A modification to-a"n existing PI or threshold result in the licensee making a change to 
its procedures or PI data'collebtion or reporting process in an effort to implement the change.  

Discrepant Performance Indicator Data. Pldata reported by a licensee that either (a) is not in 
accordance with',the applicable version 6f NEI 99-02, "Regulatory Assessment Performance 
Indicator GuidcIiries," and applicable Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) on the NRC's 
external worlA4wide web site; (b) h•s major discrepancies; or (c) causes the NRC to lose 
confidence iithe licensee's abiliýrto collect and report PI data accurately. Situations that may 
result in (c) ibo;ve include, butdare not limited, to the following: 

(1) rejurring discrepancies in the reported data 
(2) recirri• ginstances of incorrect interpretations of NEI 99-02 
(3) inadequate documentation of PI data



Extended Shutdown. For the purposes of the ROP PI Program, when a reactor has no critical 
hours for two consecutive quarters.  

Frequently Asked Question (FAQ). A question raised by a stakeholder related to ROP Pis.  
When an answer to a FAQ has been approved, the term FAQ refers to both the question and 
its approved answer. FAQs are maintained in a database on both the NRC's internal and 
external web sites. Those sites are periodically updated to include new FAQs without approved 
answers as well as FAQs that have been approved for use. FAQs can be viewed by 
cornerstone/PI, posting date, or identification number.  

Interpretation Issue. When a licensee and the region disagree on what should be reported or 
the licensee and regional NRC staff have conflicting understandings of the intent of any part of, 
NEI 99-02, "Regulatory Assessment Performance Indicator Guidelines." / 

Maior Discrepancy. When a licensee reports incorrect data that affects the NRC's response in 
accordance with the Action Matrix (IMC 0305, "Operating Reactor Assessment Program") 
because correction of the discrepancy results in a PI exceeding a threshold. ..  

Recurring Discrepancies. After the Program Office has clarified an issue, t~helicensee 
continues to report the same or similar discrepancy.  

Unintended Consequences. Undesirable consequences (i.e. unsafe plant conditions, 
misinterpretation of PI) resulting from actions taken in response to Pis dr-P• reporting criteria.  

Unreported Data. When a licensee does not report data an appicable P1. , 

0608-05 RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITIES' / 

05.01 Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) 

a. Oversees development and implementation of policies, programs, and procedures for 
the performance indicator program. , 

b. Oversees assessment of the effectiveness andimplementation of the performance 
indicator program. .  

05.02 Chief, Inspection Program Branch 

a. Develops policy,-'programs, and rocedures for the P1 program 
/ N

b. Assesses P1 program effectiyeness and implementation.  

c. Receives PI data and make•s updates to the internal and external web sites.  

d. Resolves interpretation, issues.  

e. Upda',es the FAQ database on the NRC's internal and external web sites.  

f. Implements changes to existing PIs or thresholds as appropriate.



g. -Develops new Pis.

05.03 Regional Administrator 

Ensures the implementation and use of Pis as a part of the ROP in accordance with MD 
8.13, "Reactor Oversight Process," Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0305, "Operating 
Reactor Assessment Program," Inspection Procedure (IP) 71151, "PI Verification," and 
IP 71150, "Discrepant or Unreported Performance Indicator Data." 

0608-06 BACKGROUND 

06.01 Framework 

The ROP is built upon a framework directly linked to the Agency's mission. That framework 
includes cornerstones of safety that (1) limit the frequency of initiating events; (2).ensure the 
availability, reliability, and capability of mitigating systems; (3) ensurethe integrit~of the fuel 
cladding, the reactor coolant system, and containment; (4) ensure the adequ ucy of the \ 
emergency preparedness functions; (5) protect the public from exposurieto radioactive material 
releases; (6) protect nuclear plant workers from exposure to radiation; and (7) provide 
assurance that the physical protection system can protect against the design-basis threat of 
radiological sabotage.  

Within each cornerstone, a broad sample of data on which to assess licensee performance in 
risk-significant areas is gathered from PI data submitted by licensees and from th,•NRC's risk
informed baseline inspections. The PIs are not intended to'prov'ide complete co,;rage of every 
aspect of plant design and operation, but are intendedto' be indicative of epf i• mance within 
the related cornerstone.  

Data submitted by each licensee is used to cal culate the Pl. values, which are then compared to 
risk-informed, objective thresholds. The "green" coding~indicates, performance within an 
expected performance level in which the~related comer stone objdcives are met; "white" 
indicates performance Qottside an expected range of nominal utility performance but related 
cornerstone objectives~a'restill beingmet, "yellow" indicates related cornerstone objectives are 
being met, but with 'iinimal r•euction in safety margin; and "red" indicates a significant 
reduction in safety margin in the"area measured by that performance indicator..  

06.02 Performance Indicat&s.  

The Pis are a means of obtaining information related to the performance of certain key 
attributes in each fthe comerstone, areas.-, They provide indication of problems that, if 
uncorrected, maY increase the probability of risk or consequence of an event. Since not all 
aspects of licensee performance cab be monitored by Pis, the risk-significant areas not covered 
by Pis will belassessed through inspection.  

A. For the reactor safety area, the cornerstones and Pis are as follows: 

InitiatingEverts - this cornerstone is intended to limit the frequency of those events that 
upset plant stability and challenge critical safety functions during shutdown as well as



power operations. Such events include reactor trips due to turbine trips, loss of 
feedwater, loss of off-site power, and other reactor transients. The following indicators 
are provided in this cornerstone:

0 
0

Unplanned scrams (automatic and manual) per 7,000 critical hours 
Scrams with loss of normal heat removal per 12 quarters 
Unplanned power changes per 7,000 critical hours

Mitigating Systems - this cornerstone is intended to ensure the availability, reliability, 
and capability of systems that mitigate initiating events to prevent reactor accidents.  
Mitigating systems (both operating and shutdown events) include those systems 
associated with safety injection, residual heat removal, and their support systems, such>, 
as emergency AC power. The following indicators are provided in this comerstone:/7 ll • separately 

* Safety System Unavailability - this performance indicator is calculated :separately 
for each of the following four systems for each reactor type:, 

BWRs .  

- emergency AC power systems 
high pressure injection systems (high pressure coolantinj'ction, high pressure ....  
core spray, or feedwater coolant injection) 

- residual heat removal systems 
- heat removal systems 

PWRs 
- emergency AC power systems 
- high pressure safety injection systems.,.  
- residual heat removal systems 
- auxiliary feedwater systems .  

* Safety System Functional FailuresJ 

Barrier Integrity- this cornerstone is'intended to'ensure thel integrity of the physical 
barriers designecto protect the pýu'bic. from radionuclide releases caused by accidents.  
These barriers'ýare the fuel cladding, reactor c6olant system boundary, and containment.  
The following'indicatorsare provided in'this cornerstone: 

"* Reactor Coolant' System (RCS) Specific Activity 
" RCS Identified (or total) Leak Rate ,' 

Emergency,Preparedness ;:this cornerstone is intended to ensure that actions taken in 
accordance with the emergecy plan provide adequate protection of the public health 
and safeiý during a radiological emrergency. The cornerstone does not include off-site 
actions which are covered py'the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The 
following indicators are provided in this comerstone: 

Drill/Exerc•ise.erformance 

* Emergency jResponse Organization Drill Participation 
• AertAnd Nlotification System Reliability



B. For the radiation safety area, the cornerstones and Pis are as follows: 

Occupational Radiation Safety - this cornerstone is intended to ensure adequate 
protection of worker health and safety from exposure to radiation and radioactive 
materials during routine civilian nuclear reactor operations. The following indicator is 
provided in this cornerstone: 

. Occupational Exposure Control Effectiveness

Public Radiation Safety - this cornerstone is intended to ensure adequate protection of 
public health and safety from exposure to radioactive materials released into the public 
domain as a result of routine civilian nuclear reactor operations. These releases include, 
routine gaseous and liquid radioactive effluent discharges, the inadvertent release of, 
solid contaminated materials, and the offsite transport of radioactive materials and' 
wastes. The following indicator is provided in this cornerstone: ,A 

0 Radiological Effluent Technical Specifications (RETS)/Offsite DoseCalculation 
Manual (ODCM) Radiological Effluent Occurrences

C. For the safeguards area, the cornerstone and Pis are as follows:

Physical Protection - this cornerstone is intended to provide assurance that the physical 
protection system can protect against the design basis threat of radiological sabotage.  
The threat could come from either external or internal sources. Thi following indicators 
are provided in this cornerstone:

0 

0 

0

Protected Area Security Equipment Performance Index " 
Personnel Screening Program Performrance 2/ 
Fitness-for-Duty (FFD)/Personnel Reliability Program Performance

0608-07 PI DATA SUBMISSION 

Reporting of PI data to the NRC is a voluntary program in which4all licensees participate.  
Historical data necess/ary to'begin the program was submritted on January 21, 2000, using the 
guidelines of Regulatory Issues Summary 00-08, "Voluntary Submission of Performance 
Indicator Data," and NEI 99-02, "Regulatory Assessment Performance Indicator Guideline," 
Revision 0. NEI 99-02 contains th6 general reprting guidelines used by the licensee to report 
PI data to the NRC. In accordance NOtNEI 99-02, quarterly PI data will be submitted to the 
NRC within 21 days following the epnd of the reporting period. The program began on April 2, 
2000, and the first submission of P1 data for all operating reactor plants occurred on April 21, 
2000. " .  

To submit PI data, licensees send a'delimited text file to a central NRC e-mail address 
pidata@nrc.g(v. ;,,Hard copy subm.iss'ions, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.4 "Written 
Communications," are not requkid, except in the event that the e-mail system fails. Within 2 
business dais of receipt of thl Pi data, the NRC will send each licensee a return e-mail with its 
submission attached to confirm and authenticate receipt of the data. The licensee has four 
business day fr.om. Ieceiptof the NRC's e-mail to report any transmission problems to the 
NRC.

•ii•i•i•!¸ •



Once the data is confirmed by the NRC, it is entered into the Reactor Program System 
-database to calculate the indicator values. Within five business days from receipt of the 
licensees' data transmissions, the NRC will post the data, the indicator values, and associated 
graphs on the NRC's internal web site. The regions will be notified by e-mail that the Pis are 
available on the internal web site. This is to allow the regions an opportunity to become familiar 
with the Pis and to identify any obvious errors prior to public release. Within 10 business days 
of receipt of the licensees' data transmittals, the NRC will place the Pis on the NRC's external 
web site to make them available to external stakeholders.  

07.01 Extended Shutdown 

An operating commercial nuclear power plant with performance or major equipment problems 
may be shut down for an extended period of time for a variety of reasons. Licenseles•may 
voluntarily or involuntarily shut down the plant due to significantly degraded performancemajor 
equipment failures, or a significant plant event. In these cases, Inspection ManuaIIiChapter, 
0350, "Staff Guidelines For Assessment and Review Of Plants That Are Not Unde-The Routine 
Reactor Oversight Process," should be followed.  

For the purposes of the ROP, a plant is in an extended shutdown when'it has no critical hours 
for two consecutive quarters. In-such a situation, the Initiating Events Pis provide no relevant 
information and need not be reported. The Mitigating Systems and Barrier Pls may provide 
information, depending upon plant activities and schedules, and should be reported as 
appropriate. The Emergency Preparedness, Occupational Radiation Safety, Public Radiation 
Safety, and Physical Protection Pis will continue to provide perti6entinformation and sliould be 
reported every quarter. 7' 

Upon recovery from an extended outage, licensees sihild report Initiating Events Pis after the 
first full quarter of operation. Mitigating Systems and Barrier •Pls should be reported upon 
startup. Emergency Preparedness, Occupational 1diation Safety, P6bli'Radiation Safety, 
and Physical Protection Pis should be reported devy quarteIr, regardless of plant mode.  

0608-08 PI VERIFICATION 

Pi data must be reported accurately because it is~used by the NRC to make decisions regarding 
agency actions in the assessmenrt process. Inspection Procedure 71151, "Performance 
Indicator Verification," shall be followed to regularly rview a licensee's PI data collection and 
reporting activities, for adherence to pertinent -guidance and data accuracy and completeness.  
Discrepancies with theie•rformance indicator data collection and reporting or the actual data 
should be documented in accordance with Section 02.03 of IP 71151.  

When the ROFP,4 4t implemented, T1 144, "Performance Indicator Data Collecting and 
Reporting Proces~s Review," was dev eloped to provide a one-time verification that each reactor 
site has an established process t46cllect and report the PI data accurately. Upon expiration of 
TI 144, this IMC p]rovides the gurdance for the continuing PI data collection, reporting, and 
verification process&., •egional management should coordinate its activities in this area with 
IIPB's Performance Assessment Section.



In preparation for initial implementation, licensees compiled and submitted at least 4-quarters 
worth of historical data. This was done as a "best effort" to construct a basis from which to 
provide initial PI values. In recognition that licensees conducted a best effort to review 
historical data and that some errors could result, the NRC elected to, for the historical data 
submission, exercise enforcement discretion, in accordance with Section IX, "Inaccurate and 

Incomplete Information," of the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC 
Enforcement Actions." The NRC will continue this discretion during initial implementation of the 

ROP until January 31, 2001. Therefore, when reporting inaccuracies are identified during this 

period, the regions should not cite a level IV violation in accordance with 10 CFR50.9, 
"Completeness and Accuracy of Information." 

08.01 Discrepant or Unreported PIs /7 

When PI data has been determined to meet any of the definitions for disbrepant0or unreported 
data contained in Inspection Procedure 71150, "Discrepant or Unreported Performance ':-i 

Indicator Data," that procedure should be followed. The selection of inspections to 
compensate for the discrepant or unreported PI data will be determined by regional 
management. Regional management should coordinate its activities in this area with IIPB's 
Performance Assessment Section. The selected inspections will be peiformned in addition to& 
the baseline inspection. Once the licensee has corrected the root cause(s) of-the discrepant or 
unreported data, and the NRC has verified that the licensee can collect and report PI data 
accurately, IP 71151 will be used for subsequent PI verification inspections.

0608-09 QUESTIONS AND FEEDBACK 

Indicators are new to the reactor oversight process. 'They playa majorrole in gathering 
information to assess licensee performance. Questions regarding their application from 
internal and external sources are anticipated. Alsý, as NRCand industry'gain experience with 
the PI program and the ROP, changes to an existing PI andiits thresholds, as well as 

development of new Pis, are expected. Further i'ncremental changes'will be necessary to 
respond to lessons leamed during implementation of the ROP_-" 

NRC has establisheda for mal process to (1) address questionrs and feedback from internal and 
external stakeholde•s, (2) make changes to existing PIs and thresholds based on lessons 
learned, and (3) develop new Pis and associated thresholds. This formal process, PI Process 
For Addressing Feedback'and Questions (Exhibit 1), has four major components to respond to 
feedback and questions. These include: input evaluation, resolution, and close-out.  

The remainder of thlis IMC describes the formal process. Exhibit 1 should be referred to when 
applying the steps'of the process.  

09.01 1 _...  

Questions e raised-by NRC staff, industry, or the public. When NRC personnel raise a 
question the guidance in this manual chapter should be followed. Industry should submit 
questions to an hNErepresentative, such that it will be addressed at periodic public meeting 
held between the NRC and NEI. Questions raised by the public should continue to follow the



normal process that has been used to submit inquires to the NRC. If appropriate, the NRC staff 
will initiate an internal feedback to ensure an issue raised by the public is formally captured in 
the NRC's, interview process for PI issue resolution.  

When an NRC staff member has a question about a PI definition, intention, or application 
arises, the frequently asked question (FAQ) database should be checked for existing guidance.  
If the question has not previously been addressed a feedback form, Exhibit 2, must be filled out.  
Additionally, a PI Feedback Form can be down loaded from the internal ROP web page 
http://nrrl O.nrc.gov/NRR/ROP DIGITAL CITY/ROP digital city.html , which is linked to the 
Program Development icon.  

If the originator is knowledgeable about the issue, a proposed resolution can be included in the 
region's interpretation section of the form. Regional management on the branch chief level,' 
should approve the interpretation request and forward the completed form to the P1ISSVES 
mailbox. However, the completed form can be mailed to the branch chief of IIPB? 

Once the form has been received, IIPB will forward a reply to the originator within 7 business' 
days, to acknowledge receipt of the form, and to inform the originator. of the PI tracking number 
and the lead reviewer assigned to resolve the issue. All follow-up questions'should be 
directed to the lead reviewer assigned to resolve the issue. Questions received from the public 
will be addressed through formal correspondence and tracked using IIPB's internal PI Tracking 
System.  

09.02 Evaluation of Questions/Feedback 

Each issue will be initially screened when received by 110B. Those issues not requiring further 
clarification will be immediately resolved. IIPB will respoKnd via emailto the originator and the 
issue will be closed out in the PI tracking system. / V 

Issues that require clarification in meaning or n!tenttwill result in clarifications without changes.  
"Resolutions of Questions and Feedback not'Requiringt P1 Changeý,` (Section 9.03), will be 

followed to address the 'question. - K 

Issues that require anew PI or a change to an existin' PI or threshold will be evaluated for 
feasibility. "Resolutions of Questions and Feedback Requiring a PI Change," (Section 9.04), 
will be followed to address the question. 'The' evaluation will also consider if the proposed 
change can be justified. If the proposed change cannot be justified, a response with the details 
will be forwarded to the originator andwill be closed out in the PI Tracking System.  

09.03 Resolution 4oQuestion/Feedback Not- Requiring A Change 
Resolution of tl!iitype consists of thbimplementation of a series of actions to address the 
questions/feedback. The following ,teps will be performed to complete the response to this 
type of issues 2/ 

a. IIPB vill developthe p•oposed response (if the originator is knowledgeable about the 
issuejinsights should-be included in the resolution section of the interpretation form).  
The reponse and 'corresponding question will become an FAQ. IIPB will involve the 
appropriate regions and NRR technical staff when developing the official response.



b. NRC and NEI will discuss the issue and proposed response in a public meeting. NEI will 
enter the new FAQ into a running log that contains draft FAQs (both generated by NRC 
and external stakeholders). New issues pending resolution will also be made available 
on the ROP internal and external web pages.  

C. NRC and NEI will approve the proposed FAQ and develop an appropriate response in a 
public meeting, which incorporates active participation from all stakeholders in 
attendance. This portion of the process is iterative and could take several working 
meetings to reach a resolution. The goal is to arrive at an approved response by the 
close of the meeting in which the issue is first discussed. However, there are instances 
when NEI elects to defer the topic until the next public meeting, such that its experts can.  
review and comment on the NRC's proposed solution. When all views are presented.  
and discussed and an alignment is still not achieved, NRC will make the fin• 'decision.  

d. NEI will update the FAQ log to reflect preliminarily approved responses and transmit,the 
FAQ log to NRC electronically. NRC will place the FAQs on the internal web for regional 
review. After a two week review period for regional management, IIPB will review and 
incorporate the regional feedback. If a change occurs, another public'meeting willbe 
scheduled to discuss the final proposed change. Upon completingthe official agency., 
response, IIPB will first place the approved FAQs on the internal web for two days to 
solicit regional comments before making it available to the public. After,this waiting 
period, IIPB will place the approved FAQs in the external web ajpproved FAQ file. NEI 
will notify the licensee of the updated FAQ. IIPB will notify appropriate internal.  
stakeholders of the resolution.  inororate-aproved As 

e. NEI 99-02 will be updated periodically to incorp ....... FAQs. a 

During the time that it takes to resolve an interpretation issue. ssociAted withýa PI inspection 
related issue, inspectors shall document this as anunresolve item in'accordance with 0610* 
"Power Reactor Inspection Report," section 064a,' Initiating Opening Items.  

09.04 Resolution of Question/Feedback.Reqiuiring A Change.,.  
Questions that require rnore than clarifn6ationI n meaning, intent, or explanation, will involve a 
series of actions to ma,6 a change t6oth-e P1. 1IIPB evaluates the issue for feasibility and the 
ability to improve the Ieff icacy bi the existing PI/ threshold, and provide information regarding 
key attributes not currentIy monitored. Resolution may involve creating a new PI, changing an 
existing PI, changing a. threshold for an existing Pl,',or' changing an existing PI to reflect a 
unique (plant design) features. Each of the processes share common steps, but will be 
discussed separately./'ý \ 

Prior to expendin/ sources, IIPB Will reach•a determination as to whether or not the proposed 
change can bejustified. For those cihanges that would clearly not be feasible, a response, 
including a rationale for not proceecing, will be forwarded to the originator and the issue will be 
closed-out. /1 
If the issue is justifiable, the dange process will begin in accordance with the appropriate type 
of change: 

a. New PI



When the desired performance is not being measured by an existing PI there may be a need to 
create a new PI. In creating a new PI, key attributes of performance which the NRC needs to 
assess to ensure that the cornerstone objectives are met must be identified in accordance with 
pertinent information contained in the introduction of SECY 99-007, section 2, "Framework 
Development Process." Once the framework for creating a new Pi has been identified and 
technically justified, a new PI or alternative solution will be developed.  

Prior to performing the tasks to develop the new PI, the OMB clearance status shall be verified 
as current. The OMB clearance used for the pilot program is applicable for three years and 
allows additional Pis to be added when necessary. Thereafter, it is required to be updated by 
the Office of Chief Information Office, Records Management Branch. Subsequent Pis must be 
treated the same way.  

When the new PI has been created, regional insights gained through field experience also need 
to be factored into the development of the P1. Regional management will be given 21 days to 
provide IIPB with comments. These comments will be incorporated toassist in the agency's 
proposal of the new P1 when presenting it to the industry in a public meeting.

Public meetings are then held between NRC and NEI to discuss the proposed Pl. A meeting 
notice is sent out to notify the public of this meeting, and to solicit participation from any • 
interested stakeholders. This portion of the process is iterative and"could take several workingF, 
meetings to reach a resolution.  

After NRC has considered public comments and industry concerns, NRC will continue in the 
process to collect historical data, if available, and establish thresiolds (See Section 3,,Change 
Thresholds). If such data is not available, a panel of NRCexperts representingthe•respective 
PI area will be assembled to establish the threshold(s).,,These results will-be berichmarked to 
validate the PI by comparing the PI against performance. Benchmarking determines if the Pis 
can (1) differentiate between plants perceived as superior, average, declining, and poor 
performers, and (2) identify declining performance in a timelymannerso that increased 
regulatory attention can be applied before pert 6rimance b4b6mes unaeptable. If a correlation 
exists, it will be considered a good indicator; if not, it ma, still give insights that reveal that the 
plant is a poor performer, relative to the result of otheri correlations.  

Changes to the baseline inspection program are identified in accordance with IMC, 0040, 
"Preparing, Revisinbg¢and Issuing Documents for the NRC Inspection Manual," during the time it 

takes to propose the solution and benchýrnark the new PI.  

Next, a sample of plants reflecting a cross section of industry representatives with the common 
issue under review issected. (Typicll, there'are two situations that require newly formed 
pilot size: new Pis an. bite-specific concerrs) This sample constitutes plants that will 

voluntarily test the Pi for the duration of .the'pilot program. It will be piloted for 3 - 6months to 
observe effectiygness and potential Wakfiesses. Simultaneously, during the pilot program, a 
Federal Registr Notice is sent out to notify the public of this meeting, and to solicit participation 
from any interested stakeholders/./K• 

When the pitt program, has •beeni completed, feedback and lessons learned gained from the 
pilot program will be incorporated into the ROP via the "Process For Addressing Questions and 
Feedback." I•EE1,99 will be updated to reflect the change in a future revision. Other sources 
of feedback include the public, industry, NEI, special interest groups, internal NRC staff, etc.



This cyclic evolution of collecting and testing data, then incorporating improvements into the PIs 
is by design. This was the original philosophy (See SECY 99-007, "Recommendations For 

Reactor Oversight Process Improvements) adopted during the inception phase of the ROP.  

Once the PI has been developed and piloted, lessons learned incorporated, and public 

comment addressed, training sessions and workshops may be held in each region, if 

appropriate. Both industry and regional representatives will attend the workshops. Training 

may be delayed if the PI can be communicated by other means. Also, alternate means of 

communication may be utilized in lieu of workshops and training, such as Regulatory Guides, 

NUREGs, etc., to provide guidance to stakeholders. In the case of newly developed risk

informed Pis, training and workshops will be given to accommodate the developmental rate.  

IIPB will issue a Regulatory Information Summary (RIS) to inform stakeholders of the new P1: 
change. The RIS will be forwarded to the regional Directors of Reactor Projects, Reactor 

Safety, and Plant Support; inspectors; and NEI. Additionally, the RIS will be placed in NRC's 

Public Document Room and on the external web-site, . , 

http://nrrlO.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/INDEX.htmI. , which can be accessed from the 

Inspection Manual of Agency Wide Applications. Additionally, IP 71151 will be revised to 
reflected the new PI. ' \ 

b. Change PI 

Changing a PI is very similar to creating a new Pl. Like the initial steps in creating a new PI, the 

key attributes which the NRC needs to assess to ensure that the cornerstone, objectives are 
met and captured in the change are identified from the framew6rk described in SECY 99-007.  
When IIPB has developed a proposed change to the PI, itvWill be provided to the regions.  
Regional management will be asked to provide comments withlin 21 days t' 

A series of public meetings will be held to discuss thb proposed change. This iterative process 
allows all stakeholders an opportunity to contribut4to the resolution and consider other 
proposed alternatives. After the public meeti6gk, wtere thle' proposed iange is approved, new 

data will be collected if necessary and thresholds established accordingly. In some cases, 
historical data may need to be collected.Tliresholds will be established with the new data and 
the guidance on Bench rfarking, and subsequent steps contained in the New PI section will be 
followed until the change is completed.  

If new data is unnecessary, thresholds wilI be established and the guidance on Bench marking 
and subsequent steps contained in the New P1 section will be followed until the change is 
completed. -. • X 

c. Chanoe Threshold 

Changes to thresholds may be nec°essary when surrogate data was used in lieu of actual data 
to establish m~any, ROP PI thresholds. New thresholds, on the other hand, are established 
when a newiPI is created.  

Several thresholds for the Pis were established with the best available data offered by the 
licensees that participated in the piloting of the ROP. As the ROP progressed into initial



implementation, real data became available to establish thresholds reflecting actual industry 
performance.  

As experience is gained from the ROP, NRC will continue to monitor industry performance 
against pre-established thresholds. Following initial implementation, some thresholds may 
need to be adjusted to better reflect actual industry performance. This practice of threshold 
adjustments is not intended to change performance expectation, but rather to accurately reflect 
the experience and insights gained from the ROP.  

When a threshold is changed or established, it is intended to accurately reflect industry 
performance as reflected by the data collected and analyzed. If applicable, risk analysts from 
NRC and NEI will collaborate with IIPB and NEI representatives, respectively, to factor in those 
scenarios which are most risk significant to the PI under review. , 

When setting performance thresholds, risk and regulatory response to different levels of.  
licensee performance will be considered. If there are instances that the P1 threshold cannot be 
directly tied to probabilistic risk assessment data it will be linked to regulatory requrrements or• 
professional judgement of the NRC staff and nuclear industry.  

These results will be benchmarked (See New PIs for details) to validate th4 PI. Upon: 
validation, stakeholder input is solicited for incorporation into the proposed solution. There is a 
21-day waiting period to obtain feedback from internal stakeholders. An NRC/NEI public 
meeting is then held to discuss the proposed solution. Once the new threshold has been 
approved by the NRC, it will be incorporated into the next updated •/ersion ofNEI 99'02 to 
reflect the changes.  

IIPB will issue a Regulatory Information Summary to inform stakeholders of the •niv PI change.  
The RIS will be forwarded to the regional Directors o~f eactor Projects, Readtbr'Safety, and 
Plant Support; inspectors; and NEI. Additionally, the' RIS will be placed in NrRC's Public 
Document Room and on the external web-site, e#ý& 
http://nrrlO.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/INDEX.html., which .an be accessed from the 
Inspection Manual of Agency Wide Applications. Additio'nally, IP 71151 will be revised to 
reflected the changed Pl. 

d. Unique PI 1 

With 103 reactors and 4 owners groups, there are unique design features which may not strictly 
comply with the data reporting elements required in the indicator value calculations outlined in 
the PI reporting guidelings of NE1 99-02. -

In such cases, a n'ewly formed sample size representing those plants with unique differences 
from the established guidelines may be required. Site-specific Pis include all of those plants, 
with unique circumstances (i.e., plant 'design) differing from the majority of the industry, which 
cannot comply with NEI 99-02 re ing guidelines.  

Rather than ~IPB proposingsol'ution as with a new or changed PI, an NRC/industry working 
group will be iorrned to develop a common solution and collect germane data from all affected 
licensees. If Iistoqilil data is available, it will be collected. When historical data is unavailable 
an expert panel will be assembled to provide data gained from experience and knowledge.



After historical data is gathered, new thresholds are established and the results are 
benchmarked. The NRC will then follow the remainder of the guidance outlined in Section c, 
Change Threshold, to complete this process.  

Close-Out 

For the purposes of this manual chapter, this section will address only the closure of those 
issues that enter the change process through the PI Tracking System, via feedback form.  
Upon resolution of an issue, the completion date will be entered into the PI tracking system. An 
e-mail response will be forwarded to the originator within 7 business days of IIPB reaching a 
resolution representing the official agency response. This action will close the item out. If the', 
originator is not satisfied with the resolution, the originator should submit a new feedback form 
that describes the new concern and reference the previous tracking number.  

0608-10 PI REFERENCES .. , .  

Management Directive 8.13, "Reactor Oversight Process" 

SECY-99-007, "Recommendations For Reactor Oversight Process Improvements" 

SECY-99-007A, "Recommendations For Reactor Oversight Process Imp'rovements (Follow-up 
to SECY-99-007)" .  

SECY-00-049, "Results Of The Revised Reactor Oversight Process Pilot Program", 

Temporary Instruction 2515/144, "Performance Indicator Data 'Collecting ard* Reporting 
Process Review" - " 

Inspection Procedure 71151, "Performance Ind6tor Verification" 

Inspection Procedure 71150, "Discrepant orUnreported Performance Indicator Data" 

Regulatory Information Summary 99-06, "Voluntary Submission Of Performance Indicator Data" 
(collecting and rep irtiQn'histoical data) 4' ,-• : ..  

Regulatory Information Summary 2000-08,' Voluntary Submission Of Performance Indicator 
Data" (collecting and reporting data reflecting pant performance during full implementation of 
revised reactor oversight process).difm eto 

General Statemeni of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions 

Manual Chapter 0350, "Staff Guidelines For Assessment and Review Of Plants That Are Not 
Under The Routine Reactor Oversight Process" 

Web-site For Frequently-Asked Questions: http://NRR/OVERSIGHT/ACCESS/FAQs-by.pi-pdf 

ROP Web-site:'-.http:/nrr1 0.nrc.gov/NRR/ROPDIGITALCITY/ROP digital-city.html
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PERFORMANCE INDICATOR FEEDBACK FORM 

Instructions: Fill out the form and send it to NRR/IIPB through regional DRP branch chief via e-mail to 

"T PIISSUES". A hard copy of the form, including the regional branch chief review, can also be provided to chief, IIPB.

Document No.: Attachment No. (if applicable):

TO_.Oc:

Inspection 
Assessment

SDP 

Enforcement

General: 

1. Clarity: Are the requirements and guidance clear and understandable? 

Inspection: .  

1. Statement of Problem: 

Comments/Recommendations: (If this is a PI interpretation concern, first state the licensee's 
interpretation, then the region's position. Recommendations are also'welcome.) 

6• :i• -% •; 7>t 71>i'1 i' :: : "/• 

A' "+i; f:!1i:L I• iii i! ~ ;;..  
• 'i ii![L. % -;.:1 ::. = ....

)riqinator: , 

Name/Email.  

Plant Name,(if applicable): , 

Date Submitted: A

Phone No.:

Other 4

-V;.: : ,

Region/Div:

•:•- •y L*t••

C



Regional Review: 

Reviewed by: ____________ _____

Regional Action: 

Respond r- Send to IIPB F7

Remarks:

.4

IIPB Lead Reviewer: 

IIPB Contact: 
Name/Email: 

Date Received: 

Date of Initial Action:.

Initial Action (place details in Remarks, below): 

IIPB Resolution:

Date of Final Action: 

IIPB Section Chief Approval: I P

Phone No.: ,301-415-

4' 

4,

�- '-

Final Action (place detairs-in Remarks, below"): 
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FAQ LOG 8R01 

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 NE 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 thatInjection flow, sufftcientt'satisfy the requirementsof the safety..analysis, 7/1.2/00 .-- - ._- ....-.............  
'can ai;dVed,1y'either trami wit one'bfFt&s*rdicol}d leg injection paths out 6f service. Is it acceptablei- asessmeht Difsgced, oti" 
of NEI 99-02 availability, to empldy realistic component performance assumptions in a system level anal~lsis, or is the btility4 kold 
kequlred to use all desigi, basis assmiptlons, consistent with those used hi 1ikass•ciated safety analysis. 8/2 - Alternite \ 

/ \ \.. Li question and _I 
A te nate uestion ......... .o ...  A! rn Question response provlded 

Is It acceptable, In t;e asstssment (f NET 99-02availability, to employ,'ealistic tomponent performance assuflptiohs in a by NRC 
system level analysiS, or fs the utiljty required to use all design basWassumptions; con'istent with those used in the 9/20 - Obtain 
assotiated safety analysis? \ \. clarification kn 
Resyonse: . , . . . assumptionslbeing 
Fault exposure .utfavaable hours ale not counted for a falthe to,i/nt design or technicalispecifications, if engineering used by APS' (SK) 

... .analyi•-f t in• the train W i•apabie .-fperfoining it" sal'ety..funifitin duringn operatfohalUVent.. The enineering * ................... ....  
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 IOCFR50 
Appendix K safety analysis.  

Alternate Response: 
Guidance on operability determinations 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 must 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 safety analyses be employed.
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FAO Loa 8
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
21. MS04 Question: Discussed with IP3 

Appendix D Indian Point 2, Indian Point 3 IP2, IP3, NRC in 
The ECCS designs for Indian Point 2 and Indian Point 3 include two recirculation pumps, recirculation containment sump, 8/28 conf. call.  
piping and associated valves located inside containment, and two RHR/LHSI pumps, piping, containment sump (dedicated to 
RHR), two RHR heat exchangers and associated valves. These two subsystems are identified in the Technical Specifications 
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 areeInside containment and can notbbe.tested during operation, but both are required to beoperable above 350.degrees -.................... .......................  
-F andown-abovw 'ol,ýshutdo*n.-- . . .. .  

How should the recculaton substem unavailability bk reported under, ihemitigating system PI for RHR.  
' : / "i I I Resoonse: "... ! 

22. MS04 Quesion: I On hold. K. Calvert 
2un2M5on 2 of the R111 P$ orman Ind-catorl! trs the ability to dved y 6at during a normal heat-unit shutdown. Borton to di'cuss Cliffs 

The 2 SDSC HX's at Caliert Cliff are supplie&.RCS fluid by 2 SDC' umps via i comnmon suction and cmmon\discharge with CC 
headfr (not single ftilurem'proof). The SDC HX'si are •ooled by the,Coiipeoit-nfCOlin (CC) Water system. The!dC system 8/3/00 - NEI 
is a dosed system that exchanges heat tb the Salt\Water system vl tJvo parallel heaktexehangers (CC"X) Component revision of 
Cooling is always'opefated cross tied before and after the. ClHX's. IWhen one of thetwo'SW trains Is rermoved from service questionand 

-z... -.. ly;neFC;isavailable. Tw .saltiteripumlS,..itWiifdende\fitpwer, are avilable well Ua 2 c•mponent cooling p..ropos 
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 assuming no S/G's available). We consider that one SDC 9/20 - Tentative 
loop is unavailable (SDC HX's and SDC pumps) if one Salt Water train is removed from service. Is this a proper Approval 
interpretation of NEI 99-02 guidelines? 
Response: 
Yes. Assuming the Salt Water System is a necessary support system, and the Salt Water System can provide the cooling for 
Component Cooling sufficient to remove heat for one loop of SDC. However, when one train of the Salt Water System is 
removed from 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 hours for one train of the monitored system (i.e., 
SDC.), since one loop of SDC is available and in operation and the other loop cannot be made available without removing 
heat removal capability from the operating loop of SDC. If, however, the remaining Salt Water System train is capable of 
satisfying the heat removal requirements of both trains of SDC, no SDC unavailability would be reported.  

24. MS04 Question: 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 Technical Specifications (i.e., reactor level and temperature requirements met). Action: NRC to
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FAQ Logn 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: discuss with 
Yes. Unavailable hours are counted only for periods when a train is required to be available for service. However, Residents 
Technical Specifications that require one subsystem remain operable and in operation above a specified temperature would 8/29 - NEI 
be counted if one subsystem were not available or an alternate method (normally specified in the Technical Specification Suggestion to 
Action Statement) were not available. See FAQ ID 17, remove "See FAQ 

ID 17" 
9/19- NEI 
revision 
9/20 - Tentative 
Approval I

... . .  
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FAQ Lntv 9
Temp. PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.

Question 
NEI 99-02 Revision 0 defines criteria for deternmining availability during surveillance testing. This definition can be found 
on page 26. It allows operator action to be credited for the declaration of availability. NEI 99-02 also defines criteria for 
determining fault exposure. This definition can be found on pages 28 & 29. Line 5, page 29 references operator action. It 
states, "Malfunctions or operating errors that do not prevent a train from being restored to normal operation within 10 
minutes, from the control room, and that do not require corrective maintenance, or a significant problem diagnosis, are not 
counted as failures." In addition, page 29, line 13, states, "A train is available if it is capable of performing Its safety 
function." 

f -the fault can be corrected quickly (much less-than 10 minutes) by a single operator action that is contained in a written.  
protii~i•eue un6mplicatedd& ad'Idoes'i-i-i-reýire diagnosis or repair, butihe Operator action cannot be shoiwl • 1tosfy 
autý-start time desigassumption* (e.g., HPCI injection within 45 seconds), shuld fault exposure hours] he assigned tb a' 
failtire?______________________________________ ___

1 /

Res•orse I / 
Op=rator actions tolrestore a train to normalo•poajlo following a maifunctioA cainuot be credited for aný.purpbsei A failure 
would be reportabl• per 0 CFR 50.72 -)-•(ifii)and 50.73(a)(2(v); itvwould be'con•idered a maintenanct-prevnttble 
funitional failure; it would be cotnted: as a demr an&,and a failure iuv'RA lcatoni; and it would coun ed in thei 
performance indictorsis both a 4afety system functional failure aLperlo of unavailability (if it resulted in failure of one 
of the four monitodied Anctions).  

,,.. .. .. , ., _ ) ,.,,. .... ..; . ... ........  

.Opeilicttions~to recover ffi6ian op g err r..could b.creditedI1E the functloi caneiprnmptolyrest6feffrom the 
control room by an uncomplicated action (a single action or a few 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 since these actions must be completed promptly.  

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 

Alternate Response (NEI 8/29) 
No, provided the configuration can be promptly restored in the control room without the loss of safety function. Restoration 
actions for the malfunction must be contained In a written procedure, must be uncomplicated (a single action or a few simple 
actions) and must not require corrective maintenance or a significant problem diagnosis.

9.2
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FAQ Loet 9 ____ 

Temp. PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
9.5 IE02 Proposed Replacement for FAQ 196 (Revisions to 196 Indicated) SCE 

Question Discussed 
During a startup following a refueling outage (reactor at 24% power w/minimal decay heat), one feed water regulating valve 6/14/00 
failed open causing a loss of feed water control. In response, one of the two feed water pumps was manually tripped to On-hold, NRC 
minimize overfeeding of the steam generators. SG levels continued to rise, so the reactor was manually scrammed. Within review 
one minute of scram, with normal heat removal still available through both main feedwater bypasses, the failed open feed ongoing.  
water regulating valve was isolated by closing it's feed water block valve as part of Standard Post Trip Actions. Operators 7/12/00 
quickly diagnosed this as an uncomplicated reactor trip and completed the remaining steps of Standard Post Trip Actions. Response 
Eleven minutes after the scram with steam generator levels continuing to slowly rise, the remaining feed water pump was revised and 
stopped to terminate overfeeding of the steam generators and avoid excess RCS cooldown. Nineteen minutes after the approved.  
scram.the ReActor Trip Recovery procedure was'entered. Thirty nine minutes after the scram,mwith.steam generatortlevels __.__8/2ZNRC ..........................  
dow 11n ormo ie~(els, AFWwasestablished-at•fgpm for normal startup fee water alignmekitThree minutesi at~r, thei proposed, .  
Plai Startup p ere was tnitialted. revision to 

i \ • •i i\ - i i /Response S' \ ' I . / I \ I I ' 

Mitigating systen• such, as Aux f and Ahnospherkc.Dump valves were not req"ired nor used to establish scr~m reco'ýeI 9/20 conditions. Ratherl steaM generajor inventory.pirovjded by normal fe•&waterand'the normal steamn patli to rain kondenser Approved i 
via the normal steam bypiass cont ol system ae.itinted for 100% capbdility forpost'scram RCS heat renva.I-.e.,ino loss of Post 10/1.  
capability for performing the heai removal function). Would this evefit count aa scram with loss of no•mal heat removal? 
Response ' / ! ' 
No.! The indicatoVicounts events mn which the n0rmal heat, .emovl/path through the main condenser is not available and is Snot tasily recovetabM from the control room without tee~ied for diagnosis or repair. Inthis event~ the inain feedwater 

__....sysiem-couh1.ave'easily heen-refumed-to..servlc~it an2imne'If ne .. . ..... .  -,flit
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FAO LOG 11
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
11.3 MSO3 Question: Discussed with 

Question from Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) regarding FAQ 182 resolution. Potential Appendix D question. NRC, CR3 during Crystal 
8/28 conf. call. River 

PART A 9/21 Discussed.  
CR-3 has two EF System pumps and associated piping systems that are credited for Design Basis Accidents of Loss of Main Response added.  
Feedwater, Main Feedwater Line Break, Main Steam Line Break, and Small Break LOCA. A design criterion for the EF Approved. Post 
System is that a maximum time limit of 60 seconds from initiation signal to full flow shall not be exceeded for 9/21.  
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 dieselpgeerator electrical~loading concerns In certatr accident scenarios.. ....  .--. , .- . . ....... '+•.• ........... • 1- • .. ..... . " . /' ,, •............. ( ..... . . ....... . ... ...... . ......... .... ..  

Per IAR Sectlon',,1O.2 "MAR [inndification approvalrecordJ 98-03-0W'0? Intalled a diesel driven Emnbrgency FeedWaier 
Pump (EFP-3) to functidnally rep~ce dthe motor driven EmergencyFeedwaiei Pump(EFP-)asthe " IA" Tramn i 

The imotor driven puo p does not re ceiveian.autoeiatic start signal. Them/otor dilvenrpump is interlocked with-the diesel driven pump so that if the illesel dr ven pumpis perating, EFP-I w 4!!be tripped'or its start Inhibited.' Theiimtor driven pump 

Is maintained for defense-in-depth.' EFP-1 can l used to transfer water from the condenser hotwell Into the steam generators 
during a seismic eveht, lt:Iong tern• cooling is necessa-ry. EFP-1 can" ei--sed--i sibUckup, to EFP-2 to supply EFW to the 
steam generators foi" fires in the Main Control Room, Cable-Spreading Room, and Control Complex HIVAC Room.  

+• , . .. ........ . • ,o .......... , , . ......... . ... .* .......... . . .... . .............. ..... ...  

R-3 Is repoi'ilng-kROP safet stem unavailability perfermmice indicator data onbthe.basis of 1twoEF pumps And trains.  
CR-3 is not reporting on EFP-I. 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-l is not required to be OPERABLE in any MODE In accordance with the 
Improved Technical Specifications ITS). EFP-I 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: 
No, since the pump has no operability requirements in the Technical Specifications.

8
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Temp PI Question/Response Status lant/ Co.  
No.  
11.4 MS03 Question: Discussed with 

Question from Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) regarding FAQ 182 resolution. Potential Appendix D question. NRC, CR3 during Crystal 
8/28 conf. call. River 

PART B 9/21 Discussed.  
CR-3 has an independent motor driven pump and independent piping system for the Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) System that Response added.  
is separate from the EF System. The AFW pump (FWP-7) and associated components are designed to provide an additional Approved. Post 
non-safety grade source of secondary cooling water to the steam generators should a loss of all main and EF occur. This 9/21.  
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).  

S.... Per the.FSARP .The AFW source Isnon-safety grade and is not Class IE powered or electrically..connected.to.the.emergency r 
-- diesefenerate..'A,`such, it m relied upon-ýdig\design basis events and Is intended for use-nnan "awavatlable"basis i ..  

only. AFW perfohips & safety funtionand there it no impact on nuclear sifety'lf it fails to operate..ý..lt Is not , 7 I 
environmentally qu'alifiM nor Appndix R protecte ...... Although the A source is non-safety grade it is credited i 
by the NRC as a cor peniating featfre In enhancing the reliability of sec6otdary decay heat removal. Auxiliary feedwvater may, j 
be usW, as defense-ih depth, durin emergency.sftuntion when steam generatorregure has been reducedt to thepo!nt where 
EFP-9 is no longer a4ailaltle or to Ovoid-EFP.•9ylc operation." 

FWPL7 is powered by an independ nt, non-safety related, diesel. FWP7 isamanually started pump and the associated 
Control valves are nianuolly controfled from the Main )Control Room,,' 

Ll'J-M7-is-notlafety~related. ....... .I .........  L .......... I _ -- - .. ... ... ...... ...........................................................  

-W4t'-f is n-orequired 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.  

Should this be reported as a third train of AFW? 
Response: 
No, since the pump has no operability requirements in the Technical Specifications.  

11.5 MSO1 Question: 7/12/00- NEI 
MS02 PFA • , tt the .en..ption of planned u.. aVai.. ... houlrs, due to .Vc.hau. maintenan'e eon be. applied . "ene per tain Discussed. NEI 
MS03 per o t .. ". Does the limitation of gRne pe. trFaI per .perating .yc.le" emen-id to . .ppo.t. sstcms fo .a m.nitorad action to propose 
MS04 sy..te? in other .. rds, if planned unavailable hours fo a monitoed .s.em r,-csult fr.m bAth plannd o-.rhau. l Maf'lneanc. response.  

ef &h monitorcd system and plannledd ovcr-haul rnintenancc ohi system tht SUPPOrts the Mfntftrcd system-, ean bath sets of 8/3/00 - NEI 
hour bccxclded(provided Oll otherf e~e~lHSion criteria arc mcto? pooe 

Response: response.  
For this indicaor, only planned ovehaul maintenance o the four monitored systems (not to include suppo.t systems) 9/21 

may beconsicred or th exclsion.Withdrawn _____
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Temp PI Question/Response status Plant/Co.  
No.  
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 8/29 NEI 
indicator data that occurred in the historical (prior to first quarter of 2000) data time period? response revision 
Response: 9/21 Approved 
Data in the historical submittal (through the end of 1999) does not require correction. However, data may be revised by the Post 10/1 
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 bereported ifcoolingmwater hold for review.  
from hi•m l•r•suT nr besu--tiftlted. 'Th7e rufirther state that if both tife Motredandsup- yste~h pumpsare 8/29NEI .. ' 
Oowered by a cla;i1lE'electric power source, then ipunllp powered by a noi_- claiss 1E source may be subttuted provided Th ,emoved plant 
reduidancy requirement to accom odate single failure requirements for electricpower and cooling water are met. ' name from 

At .response.  
At our site, ýhe I-CS pump cooleb~a safety related'unit cooler, HVR-UC5. This Unit iooler fma non- 9/21 - Tentative 

safety, related/non-Clss 1 powerqd Normalf--rivce Water (NSW) supplied to it anda safety related/Class; EStanrdby Approval 
Servime Water (SSW) supplied to iý as a backup tooling source. The SSW systemfhas tbur 50% capacity pumps, two per train.  
Both ltrains of SSW 1nerg6 into a common heade. at the unit cooler.wiiwe reili- eb-ne tfain of SSW from Jervice can NSW be 
credited as a substitute thus keeplng HVR-UC5 aid the HPCS punip'available? 

esp•_ ..... ............... .... .. =.  
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 mitigiting systems have installed spares or redundant trains, 

11.8 MSO1 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 9/21 - Tentative 

train with one pump in service will supply the required SSW loads except the RHR train. The RHR train is normally valved Approval 
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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FAQ LG 11 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
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: 9/19 NEI, 
Yes. The Intent of the indicator is to monitor the ability of a system to perform its safety function. In this case, the safety response revised 
function requires the availability of the suction path from the suppression pool. (Editorial Note: The guidance in NEI 99-02 to reflect 
will be changed to eliminate the words "from the condensatge storage tank or," leaving only "from the suppression pool.".) "Editor's Note" 

* .. ..... .. ...... . .... .. ... . .. ..... ... .. ............... .... .... 9 / 2 1 -T e n t a t i v e .......  
11.10 IOI n:Aportoval 

11.10 BI07 Q/estion: ""7/12/00 ,NRC 
Propbsed replacerment'for FAQ 193 (Revisions t 193'ilndicated) // ' , Discussed. On 
The definition of the' RCS Specific Activity PI is th6 maximum RCS activity as a percentage of the technical specification , hold for review.  
limit.t Should licenses with limits more restrictive thaf the technical spefications'use the more restrictive limi or. the TS 8/2/00 - NkC 

_imit_ C _ _....._ _...._ __,_ _ _ _..........revision to 
Respnse: I ', , . proposed 
Lticetisees should use the most restictive regulatory hnth-. it riW....... .- . ........... a li..... co........ (e.g., respone 
fechrlical specificatibnsJTS] or license conditlon)!, HoWever; If the Iost restrictive tegudatory limit Isi Insufficient to assure 9/21 - Tentative 
ilantisafety, then-NRG Administra~ive tLetter 98410 app!iesjwhich itates that imposilon o admlnistrativd controls is an Approval I 

E7.cc.. table.ftho tetm corrective.tion. 'When an idminist'atiVe coný.MIs in placei•.a.temipo- a.ra.to* ensure that TS ...............................................  
limits are met and to ensure public health and safety, tit administrative limit should be used for this PI.  

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. If 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 

3. For calculating the change in power, should secondary power data be used, nuclear Instruments or which ever is response.  
more accurate? 8/29 NEI 

Response: response revision.  
1. It is Intended to be 20% of 100%. 9/21 - Tentative 
2. In general, yes, however the specific scenario needs to be evaluated. Approval 
3. Licensees should use the power indication that is used to control the plant at the time of the transient.
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FAO LOG 11
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
11.12 IE03 Question: 7/12/00 NRC 

Discussed.  
The licensee reduced power on both units to support grid stability in response to a fault on off-site transmission line 15616. Action, NRC to 
Each of the licensee's two operating units are supplied from two 345 kilovolt (kV) lines. Line 15616, which supplies Unit 1 rewrite question 
from a I.ak, was lost as a result of a static line failure. The power reduction was requested by the system load dispatcher in and response for 
accordance with System Planning Operating Guide (SPOG) 1-3-F-I, "Station Operating Guidelines," Revision 1, to allow clarification.  
disabling the Unit I turbine generator trip scheme while line 15616 was out of service. With line 15616 out of service, a fault 8/2/00 NRC 
on the second line supplying Unit 1 (line 15501 from) would cause a Unit I turbine trip. The turbine trip would then cause a rewrite of 
reactor trip (if reactor power Is greater than the P-8 interlock setpoint of 32.1%). The turbine trip is intended to prevent question and 
overloading remaining grid circuits, causing the grid to become unstable. It is not a Reactor Protection System function. response.  

.Reducing.power and disabling-the Unit.1 turbine trip scheme would prevent Unit I from tripping If line 15501 was faulted or, 8/3/00 NEI ..............................  
-lost. There-werq iio n n-slte prMbtes assocated-wth'thle loss of the transmissin line. The first'paragrapk-ofSPOG-,,-3-F1 i Removal of plant..  
states that it is nnt essary ttake any correctiv6 measures for stability for the outage of any single lini provided tha the iiame. % 
irote tion system is noral. Howver, it may be desirable to disable the i, triip'scheme(s) during singlf line outages.`\ Th '9/19 NEI, n~inor 

wdr reductions requestd by the oad dispatcher Qust over 20%) met tepro'cedtirally recommended output lim tions for J mod of quetion.  
the sltion with line 15616 out of srvlce w i tah lty trip scheme diiabled\ ". 9/21 - TentrIve 

SI .... ./ / \ ... Approval 1 
Doesithis situation c~unt?! , ", ', /______' 

Respbnse: / 
No. In the sltuatldn decribed, the power reduction wouldhot count The exception 'fromncounting unpla 'ned power changes 

t--.• vendirected'i16 load dispatche s•s..t ed toý'xcluWe' .chi s directed y..the.load dis.'cherne normal . .......  

operating conditions due to load demand and economi-creasons, and for grid stability or nuclear plant safety concerns arising 
from external events outside the control of the nuclear unit. However, power reductions due to equipment failures that are 
under the control of the nuclear unit are included in this indicator.  

11.14 EP03 Question: 7/12/00 - On NRC 
During a scheduled siren test, a siren (or sirens) fail or cannot he verified to have responded to the initial test. A subsequent hold, NRC 
test is done to troubleshoot the problem. review/revision 

8/29 NEI 
1) Should the troubleshooting test(s) he counted as siren test opportunities? proposed 

response revision.  
2) Should failures during troubleshooting be considered failures? 8/30 Question 

replaced with 
3) Should post maintenance testing or system retests after maintenance be counted as opportunities? rewrite from 8/17 

NRC/NEI 
4) If subsequent testing shows the siren to be operable (verified by telemetry or simultaneous local verification) without any meeting 
corrective action having been performed, can the initial test 9/21 - Tentative 
be considered a success? Approval
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FAQ LOG 11 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No. I 

Response: 

1) No. These tests are not regularly scheduled tests because they are only conducted if there are siren failures.  

2) No. These tests are not regularly scheduled tests because they are only conducted if there are siren failures.  

3) No. These tests are not regularly scheduled tests because they are only conducted if there are siren failures.  

4) Yes, but only if it is reasonably verified that the failure was in the testing equipment and not the siren control equipment.  
i.e.. the siren would have sounded when called upon, even though the testing equipment would not have indicated the 

"....sounding. In he process of verifyingthat.the.failure is only with testing equipment, problems such as radio signal ........... . .............. .................................. .........................  
.. anszussl nweakneTs or intehuittent signali nme should be elimlnatd as the cause. Matntenancesecords-should be 
:ompilete enoughft9 support such determinations and validation during NRC insec-tion. " I I \ .I/ 'I. I i ___ __ _ 

11.15 PP01 n: ii A I / i 

If perimeter lntruslo, equipment. ( CTV mo•nitoring equipment or systems supporting their functionality r.damaged or Discussed. n ....  
destriyed by envtron!menti condit ons and-reofis unable to performtltheir Inteinded function after the condition subsides hold for review.  
(e.g.,! a lightning strike, v~ind, ice, flood) do you need to count any hiors toward6 the performance indicator? 8/3100 NEI 

I I-------- pose 
1 -!! : I// - \i proposed 

- / I \response.  
" /', 9/21 - Tenthttive 

...... i. .., .. ....... ... .. .i ........ ..... .  
- -- s--i \ , - / I Appro'~al ~ ___ 

Response: 
No. Com:•.n.oto.rY hWNW; ore ::1t a.unted fO, e:vi'ronm tl A nditi:ns bey.nd the design of tde equ!pni'nt.If after the 
environmental condition dears, the zone remains unavailable, despite reasonable recovery efforts, the hours do not have to be 
counted.  

11.16 PPO1 CLARIFICATION NEEDED ON 'FAQ" # ID-59 ISSUED WITH NEI 99-02 REV. 0 MARCH 28 2000 -- "COMP. 7/12/00 CornEd 
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 NEI 
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 8/29 NEI 
the man hours that were established as part of the "precautionary maintenance" activity would not be counted. response revision.  

9/21 - Discussed.  
Question: On hold.  
If the zone / segment remains operable (still capable of performing Its Intended function) but Is *declared" Inoperable due to a 
Security Plan commitment of "x" number of false alarms received is it necessary to have maintenance "check" the zone / 
segment prior to declaring the zone operable? Or, can functional testing be conducted by security on that zone / segment 
assuring that it was capable of alarming during an Intrusion? I
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: 
If In the scenario Identified above, a zone/segment tests "OK" as performing its intended function (per the normal test 
procedures for zone operability) there would he no need to have maintenance perform any actions prior to declaring the zone 
operable. Therefore, the hours associated with this situation would not be counted.  

11.18 MSO1 Question: 8/17/00- Bratdwoo 
The station UFSAR states that operator actions are required to restore the EDG room ventilation system following: 1) a fire Licensee d 
protection system actuation 2) a HELB occurring outside of the EDG rooms. The restoration actions (manually open several proposed /ComEd 
sets of dampers) are directed by an operating procedure. During certain fire protection system surveillances, the EDG room response added.  
ventilation system dampers are closed to the same configuration as when a HELB or fire protection system actuation occurs. 9/21 - Approved 
No other actions are taken that would otherwise affect EDG start and load capability. The steps necessary to return the as revised. Post 
ventilation subyte to available are specified.in.an operating procedure and the guidance is accessible for..the personnel... 10.l _ ..1.1.............. ..............................  

-performingthe.te'j Opera0 nspersonmietaelet•ie'on the status of the ;)G "and its room ventilation subsystem-as part of -, 
the prejob briefing,for'he perfornu+nce of the survellan4e. The individuat specifically involved with! restoring the " , 
.entilatlon is briefk ont'he time re+traints and deditatedto the testing. Since the"UFSAR credits the opeirator actions 
tequiied to restore t&e syvtem to itsl normal operating coifiguration follo'Wing a fir6,protection actuation oi HELBA the 
actions taken to restore ventilation ýIuring testing-would be similar to th6se credited'In the UFSAR. Can the ED .be 
_ onsidered available liurtng the per od the roolqVpit fan is unavailable 4ue to the fire' protection surveillances?, 
lpeeoime Prop sdResponse: 
No. T'he situation described is more complex than th0 few simple oerator aclonstat current guidance allows to be 
excllded. Note: This reponse is cbnsistent with FA ,l50,and shud be applied to'data,.covering 2Q2000 and forward. The 
WDC shouldd he cv'nsWlted r'aialabkI -An Lult I-psu t4-,oijr shudno ercoki oh vn beemtse the UDG never 

L ..... .................... ...................... .... .. . ..... .... ....... ........... .....  

UnBallaialable dur-Iing the SUt-.Riane. hswllmiti a c0onSitent app)Froah in comfpariS8n Mith the industr WAN 
ifdieatff fepfftifi& 

"TP RIXD aauto.mati. sttu and load frt.res arc still aw.ail-ablc during all phases of the tcsting. Th@ ED .would stiat and load 
On On accidenft Signal inl acGordac v.i its d..sIgn. The room cooling subsystem ceould beP returned to seriCe pior to the' 
room temkpeatu•r.e reaehing the PWAOU.Sly analy^ed limit and precautionS ill thc pFrc.I.dr speef' the FprVWio.Yy nahlyzed 

-imc- limit for r•eStor•ton. The steps neecssay to rctr. the .en.fi•ftin sub,.+.t-m to available arc specified in an operatfign 
PreOcdUrc anld the gudidRnceO iS Ocssible CFr !he PeFSOnncl performing the steps. Operations perSOnnel are briefcd on the 
staUs AF t110 DC and its; roomF ven~tilation RAub~etcm as Paro of the prcjoh bri4fing for th pferformanceL Of the -1SWURvelAnc Th 
individuals specific-ally involved with returningO the roomH cooler SUbsysteml 4o AVAilable alre refd alWareP ofthiri__ 
r-espensibiiip and, dediceated- to the testing. The actions required 1o PrIAtoe vntilation are consistent with thp yte esg 

ha sii assumptiens in the UFS A R _and- are 8 cceptabe. __IPm es
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FAQ OG 12 
Temp PI Question/Response Status lant/ 
No.  
12.1 MSO1 Proposed Replacement for FAQ 178 (Revisions to 178 Indicated) NRC -Proposed NRC 

MS02 FAQ on Planned Overhaul Hours replacement 8/28 
MS03 The concept of not counting major on-line overhaul hours against the SSU performance indicator is sound. It allays a prevalent 9/21 - Discussed.  
MS04 concern that a licensee could end up with a white indicator, and potentially a degraded cornerstone, primarily due to performing Revisions to 

on-line maintenance that is considered In PSA analyses and bounded by the Tech. Spec. AOT, and has been determined to be a response.  
good business practice [to reduce outage length, etc.]. To ensure consistency of reporting and inspector oversight, the following Approved. Post 
issues should be addressed: 10/1/00 

1. What defines overhaul versus non-overhaul maintenance? 
2& What .Is .considered to be a. major component for overhaul purposes? .. ..... .. .. ......  for which a/•'sk Informed AOT eitensonli-F etn 

*. sappicationdoflanneo overhau nours united rystemnsf /approv~ed? 

44. Is there a liniit to the number if planned overhaul ottages a licensee cau report on a given system / tr6n? 
4.5. Can an overhaul beperformed in two segmentslin separate AOTs durvig~an operating cycle? I I / 
,-. if an overhaul riaintenance interval is schedulpd to take 120 hours, &A the actbal unavailable interval! is greafe [say 4A40!i 

iours] but still boundbd by T.V. AOTL. canthe enti're interval be designated'as planned overhaul hours.orisntnl, the 
i ýcheduled interv! aporopriate' -- I 
&7. Can additional no-overhaul niaintenance b0 performed during a pianned-ovirhaui maintenance inte ral? 
-8. Can Major rebuild ta&ks neceslitated by an uliexlected compoiiefitTal--ur-e-Wi -ounild as overhaul malntenanc~e7 [Example: 
i RHR pump wiykes a/motor beating during surveillance rn. Iti decided to pulln M .activities ahead td, replace the motor with 

i spare.] ,// j ."/ I 

.9..... fs..hediitdtion on exe on otlairned uvallableth6urs •reio overhauli-aintepiancv-of fonceprtaln per operating 7...  cycle" extend to support systems for a monitored system?
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FAQ LOG 12
Temp P1 Question/Response status Plant/ 
No. Io.

Response: 
NOTE: This answer applies to how unavailable hours are counted for PI purposes. It does not establish or recommend any changes in 
regulatory requirements or licensee maintenance actions. This FAQ is a clarification and applies to data submittals covering 4Q2000 data and 
bheond.Agnrivinal intcr.n DflAtn w hi-.' :-.'mitt:-i 44. Q•::rt."r 2OOM) data in~i f•nd r !ivap(A Qziiu 2 rh'i-wi.4A nran r:•P.qd if inipcm..,.

P"'�rt"�" 1 
M"

1
'' � � �""ru� � � --- "--"'"" �rf'-m"" I �'r'r+�," "�#� -w '>"hhikh"' �1rt�""rt''r ........................................�.......................--*---

mnaintnance progrmOverhaul maintenance comprises those activities that are undertaken voluntarily and performed in accordance with 
an established preventive maintenance program to Improve equipment reliability and availability. Overhauls Include disassembly of 
major components and may Include replacement of parts as necessary, cleaning, adjustment, lubrication as necessary, and reassembly.  

2. A major component Is a prime mover - a diesel engine or. for fluid systems, the pump or Its motor or turbine driver or heat exchangers.  
13. No, app•l!•atin is for any AOT su:Mclent to accnniodatc tle o':zrbui ho-r No. Any AOT sufficient to accommodate the overhaul 

.hou maybe considered. Hoeer,.to qua!!fy for the exemption of unavailable..hours, licensees must have in place a quantitatve risk, .  
-,. assessment. 'This, assessmei-must demonstrate.th~f'th~ planned configurationeints either the requirements for a risk-informed T$ 

change descrlbtd i,ýbFegulatory Gbide 1.177, or therequements for normal Work ctntrols described in NUMARC 93-01. Section 
1 11.3.7.2. In addtion.,all other requirements described in fhe response to thisPAQ must be met. Otherwiseithe unavailable hours must W' 

dounted. e r ts/ m be et O t n hor Ii 
I The Safety System UnaVailability Indicator excludes malAtenance-out-of-serVIce hours on a train that is not required to he operable per, 

technical specifications DTS). Thii normally-oecis during reactor shutdQov4Is. Online nmaintenance hours for syitemsiiat do not have 
installed spare traihs would normally be-i-cudi'in the Indicator. Howeer, some likens~es have been granted efdenslons of certain TS 
allowed outage times (AOTs) to rform online Inalnftenance activities ,it-have. in tIle pas", been performed while shut down.  
Acceptance guidelines for such T$ changes are given In Sections 2.2.4t afnd2ZZ-.5 of Regulatiry Guide 1.174 and Section 2,4 of Regulatory 

1 Guide 1.177. Thse gOldelines in'lude'demonstration ihat the change! hs only a small 4pantkatlve Impact on pl.nt risk (less than 5x10"7 

Incremental coniiltloiial core damage probability). ilt is spproprlate Mnd equitable, for Ilcepseei who have demonstrated that the increased 
) risk tothepidnthk small, to exclude unavalable hours forthise.activites for which theex4ende'd.AOTsmwere grafitediowever, in 

-....keeping-wttihe NRC's increaseemphosis-n risk-informne regulation;-it is not appropriate to exclude unavatlable hdurs for licensees 
who have not demonstrated that the Increase In risk is small. In addition, 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4), which goes into effect on November 28.  
2000. requires licensees to assess and manage the Increase in risk that may result from proposed maintenance activities. Guidance on a 
quantitative approach to assess the risk Impact of maintenance activities is contained in the latest revision of Section 11.3.7.2 (dated 
February 22, 2000) of NUMARC 93-01. Revision 2. That section allows the use of normal work controls for plant configurations in 
which the incremental core damage probability Is less than 10-. Licensees must demonstrate that their proposed action complies with 
either the requirements for a risk-informed TS change or the requirements for normal work controls described in NUMARC 93-01.  

3A. Yes. Once per train per operating cycle.  
4.5. Yes. provided that no more than two segments be used and the total time to perform the overhaul does not exceed one AOT period.  
46. If the unavailability is caused by activities designated as planned overhaul maintenance, the hours should not be counted In the 

unavailability indicator. If the additional unavailability is caused by a failure that would prevent the fulfillment of a safety function, the 
additional hours would be non-overhaul hours and/or potential fault exposure hours, and would count toward the Indicator. (Also, see 
footnote 3 page 26 Rev 0.) 

6J7. Yes, as long as the outage duration is bounded by overhaul activities, other activities may be performed. If the overhaul activities are 
complete, and the outage continues due to non-overhaul activities, the additional hours would be non-overhaul hours mid would count 
toward the indicator.  

M8. No.  
9. For this Indicator. only planned overhaul maintenance of the four monitored systems (not to include support systems) may be considered 

for the exemotion of olanned unavailable hours.

I_

. . . .  

.......  

.......  .. .......... .......
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12.2 IE02 j Question: 9/21 - Approved. NRC 
Following a plant trip, operators dosed the MSIVs due to a stuck open steam dump valve. RCS temperature was maintained Post 10/1 
using atmospheric dump valves. Does this count as a scram with loss of normal heat removal? I
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Temp PI Question/Response Status "lant/ 
No.  

Response: 
Yes. The MSIVs could not be recovered because of the stuck open steam dump valve.  

12.4 IE02 Question: NRC Alternate Kewau 
In the Scrams With a Loss of Normal Heat Removal performance indicator, the definition of "loss of normal heat removal path" question and nee 
includes loss of main feedwater. Our plant is designed to isolate main feedwater after a trip by dosing the main feedwater response, 8/28 
control valves. The auxiliary feedwater pumps then are designed to start on low steam generator level (which is expected 9/19 NEI 
following operation above low power conditions), providing our normal heat removal. A clarifying note in the Guideline clearly Revision of 
states that "Design features to limit the reactor cooldown rate, such as closing the main feedwater valves on a reactor scram, are "licensee 
not counted in this indicator." Also, the response to FAQ 65 states that "The PI is monitoring the use of alternate means of decay proposed 
heat removal following a scram." If our plant receives a spurious or invalid feedwater isolation signal, our main feedwater response" 
pumps.wilt-rp.and a plant scram will occurý The auxiliary feedwater pumps,'wjll start on the loss of-the-main-feedwater pumps, .9/21 -Discussed..  ........... trior eaing a SG le~ilIedpditi6i.-lii-ith•example, main feedwater'stillisolates, althougYi-idt in the-nr-o 'fashioh, .Onhold.,' 
auxiliary feedwatex provides the noral heat remo'al, ahd no alternate means ofdecay heat removal is re~ulred. This h n't ", 

lleleaed to be a Scram with a Loss of Normal Heat Removal. Is this the borrect interpretation? 

Alternate Question (NRC Feedback farm front Kew/aunee) / ..........  
During a typical plant tripi auxiliary( feedwateIito-starts on low steantgenerator leel, mai feedwater isolation valves auto
close. and, per emergency, procedues, the main feedwWater pumps are's'opped.Based on this sequence of ,vents, the licensee 
4onsi~iers auxiliary feedw~ter as the "normal heairemoval path" and o..t miiTvdater. Consequently, the licensee did not 
Classily a plant trip;.aun.5d by loss 6f all, feedwater as A scram with 16ss of normal hat removal. Is this correct? i ! ./ I \ \,Ii ,'( , 

.;.].R espon sfL ... . .. ... . .. . .... ... ... . . I 

Yes. See FAQ 65 S-lnce the nOrmal hcat rcA4'- path 'as utilized and an altcmatc heat r-m•-oal systcm. was net rFu.ircd, this 
woruld Mt Pcount toward the Srmwt osa aml stRmvl sfraw indica tor.  

Response to Alternate Question 
No. Any reactor scram caused by the loss of all feedwater (or decreasing condenser vacuum) counts as a scram with loss of 
normal heat removal. For purposes of this Pl, the normal heat removal path includes main feedwater, regardless of the plant 
design or response to a trip; auxiliary feedwater is not to be used as the normal path.
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FAQ LOG 12 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ 
No. Co.  
12.5 EP01 Question: 8/30 NRC Kewau 

Currently the "Communicator" key ERO positions for event notification are defined as the ERO position responsible for the alternate question nee 
notifications, notjust a telephone talker. If the key position person delegates completion of the notification form to another and response 
individual, but keeps responsibility for approval (must review and sign the form before offsite notifications are made), must the provided and 
person completing the form be considered a Key ERO position also? It is understood that responsibility for approving the discussed.  
notification implies responsibility to verify the data recorded and to challenge inconsistencies before authorizing the notification. 9/21 - On hold 

Alternate Question (8/30 NRC) 
NEI 99-02, Rev 0, page 100, lines 11-15, discusses the role of communicators (TSC and EOF), who provide offslte notifications.  
A site has identified the TSC and EOF senior managers as communicators for the purposes of the tracking drill participation.  

............ These individuals ultimately approve..all offslte communications from their rf however, they do not collect 
-data for-h-notiil'ton form. 'he*licensees bass i.'tlhat NEI 99-02 addresses the desire to not 1rack"phone-talkers. .  

1) Is this an approplate 'nterpretan \ 9 902? 

Licensee Proposed R esp~nse: I .............' ' In thi example provlped, the perso completinjt'hi form does NOT hive to be considered a Key ERO position. i 

I .I/ ', ,i ~ 
liesponse to Alternite Question Ir
1) NO. The expectatlon6f 99-02 is! that the participation of-the conmntunicators respqnslle for collection 6f timely and accurate 
data for th notifeictipo form will bie tracked. Ho,~everthe,&te are1cases where the poýition responsible foil approval (the senior 

-•nanaemr-Hi•thovabe example-aftal)coflects the, datil6•.ti.e fok-approves !ts_ hands•it off td a ph;ni talker. Where this 
Is the case, the senior manager Is also the communicaitorand the phone talker need not be tracked.

18

9/21/2000 11:53 AMP.MW2.=04 !!5! AM I
|

FAQ LOG DRAFTr

I



FAQ LOG 12A 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ 
No. __ o.  
12.6 IE03 Question: 8/4/00- Pallisa 

Question rewritten by Palilsades (see 8/4/00 log for prior version) Discussed. des 
This FAQ raises a question regarding the proper Interpretation of the wording of this PI. NEI 99-02 states the purpose of this PI as: "This Pallisades to 
indicator monitors the number of unplanned power changes (excluding scrams) that could have, under other plant conditions, challenged safety prepare shortened 
functions." Our plant planned a sequence of power changes and equipment manipulations to deal with a secondary chemistry problem. The version of FAQ 
plan was ready >72 hours In advance, and a written schedule existed. During execution of the plan, an additional equipment problem was for consideration.  
discovered, but plant management chose to continue with the planned sequence of power changes, and to address the emergent equipment Issue 
later in the planned outage. Had it occurred by Itself, the equipment problem 1•y have required a power change in excess of 20%. However, 8/15/00
the problem did not cause &:oeant-departure from the already planned and scheduled activities, and did not cause urgent response from Question 
Operations staff to mitigate the equipment problem. There were no reactor safety Implications. Consistent with the Intent of the PI, we believe rewritten by 
this event should not be counted against this PI. Pallisades.  

19...tte pow e.. ..e...a... ... ..... ..p...r..rop.... ..  
*weearie dfntoonageS I 14of NE ýýte that "Unplanned chianges in reactor S . s.At.ie.a.c .c. Th-p.a. rat,-' Propo ed.......  

are intated in lesiilban'72 hours follo*lng the discoveiZ of an off-normal conditoti, andtthat result In, or require a change in power evel 4f " byNEI.  
greater than 20% fiilhpowb to resolve.• This wording ciould bý viewed In two " \ i\ 1 9/2 R sE.  

Saw, \di b c ,'" h ied th I e / Rvied.  w.l. Tentativi, i 
This was a pewl emerge t off-normal condiyon that, by procidre, woul, have *required" lthe lant to,'e uce power if 

I the conditi wer not litshoutbSe-eounted whether or,, the pý,wer,,reductton was alreadipl!ane andd , s c h e d u l e d . I " "i !'. \i, 

The emergmJit conLlion was iot what initially ca..ed the plannend ;ductton in power, but was simply a sectndary reason to proceed 
with the ex!ting~plai, the co dition did not 'result in" achange(t0 power level greater than 20%. i 

huld- ence of power-chiages llecointed anl fied lwer chang?- ------- ....s......... .a. ..........an.un...ed..chan.e 
Response: 
No. This sequence of power changes would not count. Miner :n•od.ifie.tions to a planncd power- hange pr-otocc in .F.sce"s to 
eie~'ni arc not COn~idercd unplanned powver- ebanges and are !!ot COunHtcd- towardat the pcrformancc indiCator.  

12.7 IE03 Withdrawn 8/29 NEI action Colnm 
to obtain bla 
clarification from 
Columbia.  
8/31 Withdrawn 
by Columbia I

0
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FAO Loe 13
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
13.1 IE03 Question: Beaver 

You have a slow leak on a feedwater pump and a work request is initiated and placed on the 12 week schedule, then after 72 Valley 
hours passes the leakage increases, but the work package is still applicable. You immediately decrease power to fix the 
pump. Is this considered an unplanned power change since you had a work package written and there was greater than 72 
hours? 

Response: 
The event would count as an Unplanned Power Change. Power changes caused by or in response to off-normal events 
during the course of a pre-planned activity, count as unplanned power changes when a determination is made that the off
-normal events.neessitated a coursemof action that-was outside contingency pknning In place for the preýplanned activities. .................................... ..................  
'In these-iiices,,te, hoff-nori "qven ts tusefittjff•', an exiting of the preplanned course of actin anany-pwel,,, ..  
changes that occuifollowing the e it of the plan ate counted toward the performance indicator. Minor m6difications ti,,a 
planned activity in response to events are not considere4, unplanned power 'ciang• and are not counted tdward the , 
1oeformance Indicator. •o ' 

13.2 IE023 Question: Crs\ \ C tal 
Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) is configuri•l-vith'fto once-through stea'nigeneratdrs (0TSGs). Two Main Stiaim Isolation River 3 
Va1vs (MSIVs) are installed in ea•h of the twon'mat' steam lines. .......... .....  

' I: I :1: 

gust 27 1998, CA-3 was In MDE I operYting9at 1 percent RATED THERIM.L POWER. 1While troubleshooting 
a halt trip sign. al6nle Emergency Feedwater Inltlatioh.a6d Co'rr1 (EFIC) System)Channel A Main Steim Line 
.Isolatioi.(M1S--,oth MSIVs.to.OTSG..Adosed.\-Thls.a~d'on'.isolati..team refliefto the condnser. througkh tiIe turbine ..............................  
bypass valves from the A OTSG and isolated the steam supply to Main Feedwater Pump (MFP) A. As required 
by administrative procedures, the reactor operator initiated a manual trip upon closure of the MSIVs.  

After the manual trip, the OTSG A level lowered enough to initiate Emergency Feedwater (EFW). EFW controlled level in 
both OTSGs as designed, although MFP B remained in service and available at all times. OTSG B provided RCS 
heat removal to the condenser with EFW maintaining OTSG level.  

Does this count? 
Response: 

13.3 EP03 Question: 8/30 - Discussed NRC 
Siren systems may be designed with equipment redundancy or feedback capability. It may he possible for sirens to he 9/15 - NRC, 
activated from multiple control stations. Feedback systems may Indicate siren activation status, allowing additional Revision of 
activation efforts for some sirens. response 

9/21 - Tentative 
1) A siren system has two normally attended control stations from which the system may be activated. If a siren test from Approval 
one station is unsuccessful can a test performed from the second station he considered as a part of the regularly scheduled 
test? 

2) A siren test technician sent multiple activation signals to a siren that initially appeared not to respond. The siren 
responded. Can the multiple signals be considered as the regularly scheduled test and hence a success?
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FAQ Log 13 
Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: 
1) Yes, if the use of redundant control stations Is in approved procedures and is part of the actual system activation process.  
A failure of both systems would only be considered one failure, where as the success of either system would be considered a 
success.  

If the redundant control station is not normally attended, requires set up or Initialization, it may not be considered as part of 
the regularly scheduled test. Specifically, If the station Is only made ready for the purpose of siren tests it should not be 
considered as part of the regularly scheduled test.  

2) Yes, if the use of multiple signals is in approved procedures and part of the actual system activation process. However, the 
....use ofmultiple activation signals to achieve successful siren tests may not include any activities outside-the regularly ... ... ................................... ............  

•che~iuled-test,.•ehas troublhooting,rposinteiiace testing or activati6n 'ignals sent afterthetnltia[,activatlon.proces , 
has ended. \, \ - \ " 

13.4 EP Question: 8/30/00- N RC 
A licensee used same scedario for ,ach ý.iof theinre.eponse teams. The drills 'ontributed to DEP and ERQ statistics. Discussed I 

Ieptitve use of thý scenario has t potentiaioi•ew the PI success'rate If scenarlo confidentiality is notmaintained. 9/15 - NRC I 
Therb was no Indication that drill •Iarticipants were intentionally inf oring-other~teanms about the scenarid, but dlkcussions of response revsion 
the d rill could inadv•ertently reveal facts about the scenario. //- L 9/21 - Revised.  . .. i .: ITentative SI "• i I I / 

lsl-t permissibttepeat the use of scenarios in drills thit confribute to DEP and/or EIO statistics? 1 Approval 
........ I'--t p r Iss b e ...... .... -) j .3... .. .. .. .... ........  •-....... ...... .......... ...... ........ . ............. .. . ... ......... ... ................. ...... ... J . ......... . ..... . ............. ] .......... ............. .......... ........ ....... . ..... ................ . ........  

"24 .h.t....t ....R .e.pe.tati.n with regard to se......................? 
_ __•
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  No.

M tJI 
MS02 
MS03 
MS04

Response: 
1. No. Fault exposure hours may be removed only if the indicator is outside the green band so that supplemental inspection 
Is necessary (and all other stated criteria are met). The intent of this provision was to allow the removal a large number of 
fault exposure hours due to a single event or condition so that a licensee would not be outside the green band for an extended 
time period. There are two reasons for this: (1) after the stated criteria are met, the PI is no longer considered to be Indicative 
of current performance; and (2) unavailable hours accumulated later would put the licensee further Into the white band but 
would not trigger any further NRC action, since the white band is 1.5 to 2 times as wide as the green band. For these 
reasons, the hours may be removed to reset the indicator so that further fault exposure hours could trigger further NRC 
response.  
2. The intent of the phrase "after 4 quarters have elapsed from discovery" was that the indicator would be non-green for 4 
quarters minimum, regardless of when the corrective actions were completed and the supplemental inspection closed out.  
The quarter in which the fault exposure hours is identified would be the first non-white quarter, and 12 months (four 
quarters) later, assuming all required conditions are met, the hours could be removed from the calculation for that quarter.

NRC 
feedback 
form from 
Catawba

'p
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1`1.1
Proposed Replacement for FAQ 190 (FAQ 190 and current response shown In BOLD, followed by proposed replacement) 

(FAQ 190)ln reference to Page 29, in NEI 99-02 Revision 0, "Removing (Resetting) Fault Exposure Hours": Clarification is needed for 
the third bullet which states, "Supplemental inspection activities by the NRC have been completed and any resulting open items 
have been closed out in an inspection report." 

What if the inspection in question covered and documented more activities than just those related to the fault exposure hours. Do 
the ancillary findings (those not related to the root cause or prevention of recurrence to the fault exposure finding(s)) need to be 
e ......... w orJust-the findings telated todT -e'ponditton4ausing the fault exposure hours? ................................  

AlsoN it is possiblet•hat toe fault exposure hours would not place the indicatoriiinthe vNhite band and that no supplemental 
Inspection activities~would be required. /' I , \I ! 1' / ", I: • 

Response . . . .. '.... :.....t.h 
1. The wording. "any iesulting open tems- 4"any items related to thý 4onditionlcau~ing the fault exposur.....  
2. If there is no supplemental inspec ion, there are po open Items to be ctosed out. Cbnsequently, this would nOt be a ri terion for i emofval of fault expohure hours in tl is case. ..........  

/I , / , I" //'".\ \I• 

%que$tion (Propo, id Replacement for FAQ 196): j 
.The guidancei '•_/9- states that fault 6exsure houis,,nay e temoved after ceptain ýriteria are met. ,One criterion is 
thatsupplemeng inspection ativities by.th NRC'have-beencompleted and all open items have been-elosed out. If a 
licensee has fault exposure hours that meet all other stated criteria (336 hours, corrective actions completed, and four 
quarters have elapsed) but the indicator is still green, does the baseline inspection count in place of the supplemental 
Inspection? Also, please clari the intent of the phrase "after 4 quarters have elapsed from discovery."

14.2 MS05 IQuestion: NRC Are failures of the RCIC system included in the Safety System Functional Failure indicator only If RCIC is reportable in 

accordance with 10 CFR 50.73(a) (2) (v)?
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No. I 

Response: 
No. Because RCIC has safety significance at BWRs, and because the ROP is a risk-informed process, failures of RCIC that 
are reported are included in the SSFF. While the intention of NEI 99-02 was to report only failures meeting the reporting 
criteria of 10 CFR 50.73 (a) (2(v), RCIC reporting has been inconsistent among licensees. To provide consistency in 
reporting and in the ROP, all failures of RCIC should be reported. The question of RCIC reportability per 10 CFR 50.73 is 
currently under review by the NRC.  

14.3 IE02 Proposed Replacement for FAQ 142 (Revisions to 142 Indicated) NRC 
Question: 
Under the Scram with Loss of Normal Heat Removal performance indicator In NEI 99-02 Draft D, 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 
feedwaterloss.of main condenser vacuum,,dosure of main steam isolation valves-or loss of turbine bypass capability. The ...........  
-purpose of theniidckor is to unn scranu-1tarreque the use of mitigating' sysems, however, instances thartmeet th abo 'e 
Criteria in a literal'seni could occr without the necessl y of using mitigating systems. For example, a sh~rt term loss 6f 
main feedwater inj~ctioft capabilitj due to pump trio on high reactor waterjevel lost-scram is a common BWR event. Under 
these conditions, t&ere isample thie to estart the main feed pumps before addition of water to the vessel Yia HPCII or RCIC 
is re4uired. A seconý example wodld be a .asewherellie turbine bypas,rvalves, (alSo commonly called steamdump valves) 
themselves are unavnlablb:, but sufficlent-steat•-flw path to the main condenser, exls via alternate paths, (such as Steam line 
drains feed pump tuibineexhaust etc.) such that no mitigating systems are call~d upon.  

_48,a \;tl ,q ,II0_9 J ovM1h adnmpýd ." ........  li sp nse: ,i -/ I \ 7 ii /1 t. \' 

indicator iswheth-er or not th n'o"rmal heati-movalpathiaaialableto ihe operao-rs- notwhetlri die operato choose to use ..................  
that or some other path. The Indicator excludes events in which the normal heat removal path through the main condenser is 
easily recoverable from the control room without the need for diagnosis or repair. There was no intent to provide incentive 
for operators to operate the plant in a manner contrary to best practices for a given situation.  

14.4 Proposed replacement for FAQ 151 (Revisions to 151 indicated) NRC 
Question: 
Section 2.2, Mitigating Systems Cornerstone, Safety System Unavailability, Clarifying Notes, Hours Train Required states 
the Emergency AC power system value is estimated by the number of hours in the reporting period because emergency 
generators are normally expected to be available for service during both plant operations and shutdown. Considering only 
one train of Emergency AC power systems may be required in certain operational modes (e.g. when defueled), should actual 
required hours be determine for each train in place of using the default period hours? In certain operational modes it appears 
inconsistent to use period hours for hours required, yet not report the unavailable hours if a train is removed from service and 
Technical Specifications are still satisfied.  
Response: 
For the situation described above, it is acceptable to report the default value, or-that-is period hours, given the current NEI 
99-02 guidance. This guidance is being evaluated to account for the above noted scenario, as it relates to a non-conservative 
SSU value being reported.
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/Co.  
No.
14.5 MSO1 Question: Seabrook 

MS02 NEI 99-02 [page 261 allows for exclusion of test activities from Planned Unavailable Hours if"... the function can be 
MS03 promptly restored either by an operator in the control room or by a dedicated operator stationed locally for that purpose." 
MS04 NEI 99-02 goes on to state that "The intent of this paragraph is to allow licensees to take credit for restoration actions that are 

virtually certain to be successful (i.e., probability nearly equal to 1) during accident conditions." During the performance of 
certain routine surveillance's, such as Slave Relay Testing, a control switch in the Control Room may be temporarily placed 
in an "out-of-normal" position to support the test. An example would be placing a Residual Heat Removal Pump switch In 
the "Pull-to-Lock" position. Can the time that this switch is in this position be excluded from Planned Unavailability Hours 
if the following conditions are met? 

1) This switch is not danger tagged or otherwise restricted from being promptly returned to its normal position, and 
.....2)_this-switch is within the controllresponsibilities of a regularly assigne-control room operator(s),..and ............................... . . ............. ...  

3•hts-swft1Uh ian be virtu, ay-ertai be-suvcvissully restored to its Pro, position by initial steps takeffper th 
station's Emergeqcy Operating Procedures for immtediat response to an a¢cideti condition. I '\ 

Does, a control room opator have' to be specifical1y, designated as respontlble forthe restoration of a componentii,, the 

contýol room. under the same condtltons noted .a*v6-,ff such restoratioi,,can bý virdally certain to be suc:fe]ssf under the 
$tatihn's Emergency ,bpe ting Procdures. foý iate response to.,n accided cofdition? , 
Response: . test/survedance he nswer to the first qestinn iYes'. Positi6ning a switch in tl*;Cibu-R6M to'support test/srvetities 

does not render the,/resplctive system or train "unavailable" If that switch position is either overridden by ýn actual 
emergency actuationulgnal or that switch can be ieturned,.t its o6rinal position promptly\by a control rodm operator without 

.'reuiringade! onafactions suc cle•6ing. ags. lfthe pl5s!itn of.his switch would be ven io etunied-to,, "normal" by 

procedures intended to guide the control room operat6i through a sequenced, directed response to an actual emergency, it 
can be considered to be virtually certain to be successfully restored.  

The answer to the second question is "No". A specifically designated (i.e., "dedicated") control room operator is not required 
to be assigned for component restoration if the component can be promptly returned to its normal condition by a control 
room operator without requiring additional actions such as clearing tags. The position of the component would be verified or 
returned to "normal" by procedures intended to guide the control room operators through a sequenced, directed response to 
an actual emergency.  
Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response: 

Question: 

Response:
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EP 13.4 

A licensee used same scenario for each of the three response teams. The drills 
contributed to DEP and ERO statistics. Repetitive use of the scenario has the 
potential to skew the PI success rate if scenario confidentiality is not maintained.  
There was no indication that drill participants were intentionally informing other 
teams about the scenario, but discussions of the drill could inadvertently reveal 
facts about the scenario.  

Question: 

Is it permissible to repeat the use of scenarios in drills that contribute to DEP 
and/or ERO statistics? 

Answer: 

Yes, the licensee need not develop new scenarios for each drill or each team.  
However, it is expected that the licensee will maintain a reasonable level of 
confidentiality so as to ensure the drill is a proficiency-enhancing.evolution. A 
reasonable level of confidentiality means that some scenario information could be 
inadvertently revealed and the drill remains a valid proficiency-enhancing 
evolution. It is expected the licensee will remove from the drill performance 
statistics any opportunities considered to be compromised.  

There are many processes for the maintenance of scenario confidentiality that are 
generally successful. Examples may include the following: 

"* confidentiality statements on the signed attendance sheets, 
"* spoken admonitions by drill controllers.  

Examples of practices that may challenge scenario confidentiality include: 

"* Drill controllers or evaluators or mentors, who have scenario knowledge 
becoming participants in subsequent uses of the same scenario, 

"* Use of scenario reviewers as participants.


