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Question: 
Should a reactor scram due to high reactor water level, where the feedwater pumps tripped due to the high reactor water 
level, count as a scram with a loss of normal heat removal 
Background Information: 
On April 6, 2001 LaSalle Unit 2 (BWR), during nmintehance on a motor driven feedwater pump regulating valve, 
experienced a reactor automatic reactor scram on high reactor water level. During the recovery, both turbine driven reactor 
feedwater pumps (TDRFPs) tripped due to'high reactor water level. The motoi driven reactor feedwater pump was not 
available due to the maintenance being performed. The reactor operators choose to restore reactor water level through the 
use of the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) System, due to the fine flow control capability of this system, rather than 
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Depress TDRFP Turbine RESET pushbutton and observe the following 
Turbine RESET light Illuminates 
TDRFP High Pressure and Low Pressure Stop Valves OPEN 
PUSH M/A increase pushbutton on the Manual/Automatic Controller station 
Should this be considered a scram with the loss of normal heat removal? 

I

Proposed Answer: 
No, the scram would not count as a scram with a loss of normal heat removal. The actions required to restore TDRFPs are 
not considered to be a diagnosis. The operators are fully trained (classroom and simulator training) to recognize that the 
TDRFPs trip on high reactor water level and are trained to take the appropriate stps to restore the feedwater pumps as soon 
as the high reactor level alarm clears. This evolution is a basic operator knowledge item and not a diagnostic for purposes of 
this indicator. Therefore, this event would not be considered a scram with a loss of normal heat removal, because, the 
indicator excludes events in which the heat removal path through the main condenser is easily recoverable without the need 
for diagnosis or repair.
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  No. III

IE02

Response: 
No. As stated in NEI 99-02 Rev 2, page 16, lines 15-16 (and FAQ 2i9), the determining factor for this indicator is whether 
or not the normal heat removal path is available to the operators, not whether the operators 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 
without the need for diagnosis or repair. In this event, since the turbine driven feed pumps remained available throughout the 
event and procedures were in place for their recovery from the control room, the normal heat removal path through the main 
condenser was easily recoverable without the need for diagnosis or repair.
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28.3 Question:,, 
This event was initiated because a feedwater summer card failed low. The failure caused the feedwater circuitry to sense a 
lower level than actual. This invalid low level signal caused the Reactor Recirculation pumps to shift to slow speed while 
also causing the feedwater system to feed the Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) until a high level scram (Reactor Vessel Water 
Level - High, Level 8) was initiated.  

Within the first three minutes of the transient, the plant had gone from Level 8, which initiated the scram, to Level 2 (Reactor 
Vessel Water Level - Low Low, Level 2), initiating High Pressure Core Spray (HPICS) and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling 
(RCIC) injection, and again back to Level 8. The operators had observed the downshift of the Recirculation pumps nearly 
coincident with the scram, and it was not immediately apparent what had caused the trip due to the rapid sequence of events.  
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power available light bulb that did not illuminate until it was touched. In fact, the MFP had functioned as it was supposed to, 
and aside from the indication on the control panel, there were no impediments to restarting any of the feedwater pumps from 
the control room. No attempt was made to manually start the MFP prior to resetting the Level 8 feedwater trip signal.  

Regardless of the issue with the MFP, however, both turbine driven feed pumps were available once the high reactor water 
level cleared, and could have been started from the control room without diagnosis or repair. Procedures are in place to 
accomplish this restart, and operators are trained in the evolution. Since RCIC was already in operation, operators elected to 
use it as the source of inventory, as provided for in the plant emergency instructions, until plant conditions stabilized.  
Should this event be counted as a Scram with a Loss of Normal Heat Removal?
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Temp P1 Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No. 1 
28.5 MS01 Question: 2/28 Introduced Prairie 

Treatment of Planned Overhaul Maintenance in the Clarifying Notes section of the Mitigating Systems Cornerstone, Safety 4/25 Discussed Island 
System Unavailability, states that plants that perform on-line planned overhaul maintenance (i.e., within approved Technical 6/12 Discussed 
Specification allowed Outage Time) do not have to include planned overhaul hours in the unavailable hours for this 
performance indicator under the conditions noted., This section further states that the planned overhaul maintenance may be' 
applied once per train per operating cycle. EDG(s) at Prairie Island are on an 18 month overhaul frequency per 
T.S.4.6.A.3.a, while the plant operating cycles are typically a month or two longer. Thus, the EDG 18 month overhaul will 
occur twice in some cycles. If major overhauls, performed in accordance with the plant's technical specification frequency, 
result in more than one major overhaul being performed within the same operating cycle, can both of these overhauls be 
excluded from counting as planned unavailable hours? 
Response 
Vp~cz, n the n o verhaul r letedlk 'within an establishe eventive mainte prograr ' 1ý t - ktCml d•er l e dt-lification frequen e unavailable holrg•',not "--" :oun :ed. F 
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investigation, and approximately within the same time period (within minutes), a HP technician found radiation levels in 
excess of 1 rem per hour when performing a routine survey to support removal of the hot spot flush rig. The HP technician 
established proper controls and posting for the area and discovered that local shielding around the flush rig had been 
disturbed. Does this count against the technical specification high radiation area occurrence PI? 
Response: 
Yes, because the circumstances represent the creation of a technical specification high radiation area (> 1, 000 mrem/hour) 

without the proper corrective actions (71. e., posting and controls) being taken. The dosimeter alarms that occurred 
represented an opportunity for timely cbrrective action to be taken by Health Physics, i.e., to re-evaluate the radiological 
conditions in the area and establish proper controls and posting, The opportunity was "missed" when the workers did not 
promptly notify Health Physics about the dosimeter alarms. If Health Physics had been promptly notified and responded 
properly in a timely manner, this would not count against the P1 

28.10 MSO1 Question 2/28 Introduced PSEG 
-04 The guidance in the unavailability portion of NEI 99-02 states that operator actions to recover from an equipment 3/21 To be 

malfunction or an operating error can be credited if the function can be promptly restored from the control room by a rewritten 
qualified operator taking an uncomplicated action (a single action or a few simple actions) without diagnosis or repair (i.e. 4/25 Discussed 
the restoration actions are virtually certain to be successful during accident conditions). In this context, what does the word 6/12 Discussed 
"diagnosis" mean?
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  No. _ _ 1
Response: 
Diagnosis is the investigation or analysis of the cause or nature of a condition. In the context of the unavailability PI, 
diagnosis refers to activities that are required to determine what actions need to be taken to mitigate the condition. It 
includes activities such as troubleshooting and research into design documentation. Responding to alarms and following 
written procedures where success is a virtual certainty is not considered to be diagnosis. If the licensee and the resident 
inspectors do not agree if the activity in question is considered to be diagnosis, an FAQ should be submitted.  
Alternate Response: 
Diagnosis: An investigation or analysis of the cause of a condition, situation or problem. For purposes of the performance 
indicators, the following guidelines apply: 
1. A control room operator's use of information available to her/him in the control room does not constitute diagnosis if the 

first attempt (a single action or a few simple actions) to correct the condition, situation or problem from the control room 
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-- rcie grp i P llowv u for o erator e erya s whe cond iýono 6rp lemican be 
quic-y i entified from indications in control room and correcttios can e prompty or easily, as 
applicable) performed in the control room. Activities such as troubleshooting and extensive research into design 
documentation are considered to be diagnostic. If the licensee and the resident inspectors do not agree if the activity in 
question is considered to be diagnosis, an FAQ should be submitted.  

29.5 EP01 Question:
During an EP drill/exercise scenario, a licensee will implement their procedure(s) and develop appropriate protective action 
recommendations (PARs) when valid dose assessment reports indicate EPA protective action guidelines (PAGs) are 
exceeded. A question arises when a scenario objective identifies that the PAGs will be exceeded beyond the 10 mile 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) boundary. Should the licensee count the development of the PAR(s) [or the lack thereof] 
beyond the 10 mile EPZ as an EP Drill/Exercise Performance (DEP) PI opportunity, due to their "ad hoc" nature?
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30.1 EP02 ýue tion: be5/22 Int odu ,ed 
I 9-02 states in c i otes I, "When the y members ' clu e class i ation, 6/12 Di cuss ed 

oti cation, or P dev lopment po unities, e ccess rate o ese oppo unfties st contrib e to Drill/E rcise 9/26 Di cuss ed 
rfnance (DEP sta stics for p ci ation of os key RO e ers to c te o ERO Drill Part cipation." Must the 

ey RO memb s i vidually pe for an oppo i o ass ic tion, noicati or AR develo mert in order to 
r- 'reOeit 1articipatig -eedit? - , /e 
Response: 
No. The evaluation of the DEP opportunities is a crew evaluation for the entire Emergency Response Organization. Key 
ERO members may receive credit for the drill if their participation is a meaningful opportunity to gain proficiency in their 
assigned post ERO function.
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Question/Response Status Plant/Co.

Industry Proposed Response: 
Essential to understanding that a PAR opportunity exists, is the need to realize that it is a regulatory requirement for a 

licensee to develop and communicate a PAR when EPA PAG doses may be exceeded beyond the 10-mile plume exposure 
pathway EPZ. Accordingly, if a scenario objective identifies that dose assessments support the need for PAR development 
beyond the 10 mile plume exposure EPZ, then the licensee shall develop and communicate such PAR. It is expected that this 
PAR development and communication has been contemplated by the scenario with an expectation for success and criteria 
provided. With all that in place, this constitutes a PI opportunity as defined in NEI 99-02. It should be noted that the 
licensee has the latitude to identify PI opportunities prior to the exercise and may choose to not include a PAR beyond the 
plume EPZ as a PI opportunity due to its ad hoc nature. Also, separate from the identification of the PAR development, is a 
PI opportunity associated with the timeliness of the communication of the PAR. Again, the licensee has the latitude to 
identify the timeliness of the communication as a PI opportunity or not. However, whether a PI opportunity is identified or 

t relin the ati C and the licensee of the PAR development and its t 
omM er, the sequent ability of -e 1 ensee to identifn critiýtablj 
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
30.2 MSO1 Appendix D Question: 5/22 Introduced Surry 

NEI 99-02, Revision 1, in the Clarifying Notes for the Mitigating Systems Cornerstone, allows a licensee to not count 6/12 Discussed 
planned unavailable hours under certain conditions when testing a monitored system. 8/22 Tentative 
At our two-unit PWR station, three EDGs provide emergency AC power. There is one dedicated diesel for each unit and one Approval. Answer 
swing diesel available for either unit. During the monthly surveillance testing required by Technical Specifications, there is being redrafted by 
an approximate four-hour period when the EDG is run for the operational portion of the test and is inoperable but available. NRC.  
In 2001, surveillance-testing procedures were revised to take credit for restoration actions that would enable not counting the 
hours as unavailable.  
The restoration actions for the two dedicated diesels during the approximate four-hour period consist of implementing a 
"contingency actions" attachment to the test procedure. This process verifies system alignment and places the EDG on its 
emergency bus. The steps allow the dedicated control room operator to change the emergency generator auto-exercise 

se r exercise to auto4 e emergency supply switch i uto, depress the mergency generator fast 
-,tart reset adjust me o de as necessary. The r ess steps are, ina dlly cv el 

;imp le and done a edicated op rato. %The last ep quires the gove spd droop control to ad usted to zero.  
Jowever, the spee dro adjust t i not requir for the EDG to sati s s ety function. This tep sp ed t 
.elie e the dedicate ope ator and oes not challen e o ration or contrI1 f e E G(. I t( I 

ue tion (1); can cr dit b taken d inft nres actions that re e: onl on dedicated contro roo n o_ atr (no 
kthe assigned dutie ) res Iting in ot c u unavailable hours rngthi por'on of the testing of I ica ed 

CD s? The restora n a 'ons for the wing di el Iso consist of i m n in "c tingency actions" ttach er t to the 
est rocedure with few minor di ere ices. ee a ditional step .1h e ergency bus he swing El G needs to 
,e al gned to befor pla ing the s g DGon tlat e erge cy bu .he rest of the ctis are identi alt the dedicated 

:•(explanation es i~bed above. [ ,J /(. , \.\ 

- ues io ,- edit be tabr th e-torattn a tre r only o dicat o-otro ook perjitor (no other 
assigned uties) resulting in not counting the unavailabe hours uring is portion o te testigof te swing EDG? 
Response: 

No credit can be taken for restoration actions in these cases.  
30.3 EPO1 Question: 5/22 Introduced OPPD 

Should the follow up PAR change notifications be counted as four inaccurate notifications for the situation described below? 6/12 Discussed 
A drill was conducted which included opportunities for Classification, Notification and PARs. The initial Notification for 9/26 Tentative 
the General Emergency and the associated PAR contained the accurate Time Event Declared of the classification. On follow Approval 
up PAR change notifications (4), the Time Event Declared block was completed with the time of the PAR data instead of the 
time the GE was declared. The initial GE Event notification contained the proper time. There were four PAR changes 
made. The PAR, MET and other required information was accurate. Each PAR developed was accurate. The time the PAR 
was developed was accurate on the form.  
Once a General Emergency was accurately declared, and the INITIAL notification was made in a timely and accurate 
manner, changing of the time in the Time Event Declared block on the follow up notifications had no influence on the event 
initiation, nor did it result in untimely or inaccurate PARs being issued to the states and counties. Changing of the time in 
follow up PAR change notifications did not impact their response since the states and counties were provided the accurate 
time of event declaration in the initial notification. No additional events were declared since the plant was already at the GE 
classification. This issue was critiqued and actions were taken to ensure the time desired for the Time Event Declared block 
on the form was communicated to those responsible for completing the form
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: 
No. Based on the example above, the 4 of 5 notifications should be counted as successful. Since it was the same error in 4 
follow-up notifications, it should only be counted once since it was in the same exercise. Note: if the same crew made the 
same mistake in a subsequent exercise, it would be counted as a separate missed opportunity.  

30.4 MS01 Question: , 1 5/22 Introduced St. Lucie 
The St Lucie Station programmatically maintains and manages risk associated with overhaul maintenance performed within 6/12 Discussed 
Technical Specification Allowed Outage Times (AOTs). The program implements Regulatory Guide 1.177 and/or 8/22 Discussed 
NUMARC 93-01 requirements for risk management during the maintenance activities. All work to be accomplished during a 9/26 Tentative 
planned overhaul is scheduled in advance and includes maintenance activities that are required to improve equipment Approval 
reliability and availability. St. Lucie considers overhaul maintenance as those overhaul activities associated with the major 
component as well as pre-planned corrective and preventive maintenance on critical subcomponents. For example, the EDG 

ntenance pro m tic testing of the lube oil ler every 12 yeats an uhegibheeauentrepair 
coolera essad . o of the hydrostatic t t i to pre-emptivel al di f¢e lud4 a 

S, , . .. I .-un- e failure b ap ying far mi )re p.essure to e lu e oil cooler than uld e experienced dunn g no: ral operatio.  
lhis test was a sch dul item dur ng a planned rhaul, and the I e il oler did not pass fl Le h3 drostati est. e 
ube il cooler repla em t was nc t inc uded as a s hed led contingen ' e no was a replacemen. coo er on-s t 
-ow ver, replacemnt co lers oft is t3e we o to be readily o nabl Th original overha 1 du atio extended 
y e time needed .r pr cureme t an n-is of a replacement e oil co ler. o the addition, 1 ho unt as lan ied overhaulmne ace hours? 77 \ \" 

les onse: L /\ 
'o.. When proble s ar discovere I that are due o a 1 ce perf ce deficien , d resolution of tt at problem results 
n a ditional ho b ond those s hed, led for th ove a , the d itional hours m b counted. Ir this case, the licensee's 

-IT e o the lube o ler tod urmin lts sus i i*lure d *ithe e- rostatic~t was faulty. 7 
That examination led them to erroneously conclude that their cooler was of a more robust design than it actually was and that 
it was not susceptible to failure. ,This deficiency resulted in an unplanned extension to the planned overhaul.  

30.5 MS01 Question: 5/22 Introduced St. Lucie 
The overhaul of the EDG fuel priming pump was planned corrective maintenance and was scheduled as part of the overall 6/12 Discussed 
overhaul activities for the EDG. Post maintenance testing revealed that parts installed in the fuel oil priming pump during the 8/22 Discussed 
overhaul did not result in optimal performance: Although the pump operation would not have prevented the fuel oil priming 9/26 Hold for 
pump from fulfilling its required safety function, the decision was made to rework the pump to recover pump performance. generic response.  
The rework resulted in extending the overhaul past its originally scheduled time. Does the maintenance rework count as Need to discuss 
planned overhaul maintenance? - intent ofplanned 
Response: overhaul and 
As described, the condition above is considered planned overhaul unavailability hours. The planned corrective maintenance PMT.  
for the EDG fuel oil priming pump was an activity undertaken voluntarily and performed in accordance with the established 
preventive maintenance program to improve equipment reliability and availability. NEI 99-02 states that additional time 
needed to repair equipment problems discovered during the planned overhaul count as non-overhaul hours only if the 
problem would have prevented the fulfillment of a safety function.  
The concern that was identified on the fuel oil priming pump during the post maintenance test would not have prevented the 
fulfillment of a safety function. Therefore, the additional hours spent on fuel priming pump rework are considered planned 
overhaul hours for the purposes of the safety system unavailability PI.
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No. I P I
30.6

NUREG- 02 , Revision 4, se tion 3.2. at ge ;defie "safety functi6n" a those four n ons listed in the 
reporti c e•*a...as des beq or relied on i lSand 

"--1022 also R "or re eregula-ons.' R tion rigintet to include 
technical specifications 

Is it the intent of NEI 99-02 to solely report safety system functional failures as described or relied on in the UFSAR or is it 
the intent to additionally incorporate the guidance in NUREG-1022, section 3.2.7 that the failure of any component 
addressed in the plant's Technical Specification constitutes a safety system functional failure whether credited or not in the 
UFSAR chapter 14 analyses?
Licensee Response.  
Since only SSCs credited in the UFSAR are intended or expected by the NRC PI program to meet the four reporting criteria 
(A)-(D) listed at page 67 of NEI 99-02 and page 52 of NUREG-1022, the phrase, 'or required by the regulations,' at page 54 
of NUREG-1022 is an unintended application of NUREG-1022 to the NRC PI and should be disregarded for purposes of the 
NRC PI, safety system functional failures.  
Recommended Response: 
It is inappropriate for the FAQ process to interpret regulatory guidance in NUREG 1022. This question must be addressed by 
the NIJREG 1022 process owner.

5/22 Introduced 
6/12 Discussed 
9/26 Discussed

IP 2MS05
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Question
Review of the Safety System Functional Failure Performance Indicator (PI) by the NRC Resident Inspector questioned 
whether Indian Point 2 LER 2000-006 should have been counted as a functional failure.  
Regardless of whether this LER constitutes a functional failure or not, there would be no PI threshold change.  
LER 2000-006 was submitted to the NRC on September 5, 2000. The LER is entitled "Source Range Detector High Flux 
Trip Circuitry Outside of Plant Design Basis Due To Revised Local Cabinet Temperature Uncertainty." This LER was 
coded as 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(ii). The LER determined the cause of the plant being outside the design basis was the 
temperature errors associated with the maximum control room design temperature were not explicitly accounted for when the 
setpoint was changed in 1973. There were no safety consequences associated with this LER since: 
* The IP-2 Tech Specs do NOT include any reactor trip set point limits for the NIS source range detectors, 
* The source range high flux trip is NOT credited in any UFSAR Chapter 14 accident analysis, and 
S- Thl-intermediate and-power-n mge-fiux-ps would be available to provide for terminanfa ex n

7,

30.8 IE02 Question. 5/22 Introduced Generic 
Many plant designs trip the main feedwater pumps on high reactor water level (BWRs), and high steam generator water level 6/12 Discussed 
or certain other automatic trips (PWRs). Under what conditions would a trip of the main feedwater pumps be considered/not 9/26 Discussed.  
considered a scram with loss of normal heat removal?

10/28/02FAQ LOG DRAFT



Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
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Response: 
For loss of all main feedwater due to high water level, or other design trips, the following guidance applies: 

1. If all of the main feedwater pumps are not recoverable due to a problem in the feedwater system that requires repair 
actions, the condition is a scram with loss of normal heat removal.  

2. If all main feedwater pumps are not available, and repair actions are required to restore at least one normal main 
feedwater pump, the condition is a scram with loss of normal heat removal.  

3. If the main feedwater pumps are not needed but procedures call for the pumps to be started if needed and it is 
determined that at least one pump would have restored feedwater flow, the condition is NOT a scram with loss of 
norma heat removal. ..  

1. the main d ter pumps a re n eded and n ma feedwater pum e ble to restore flow, t ien he conditioni a 
cram with loss of ormal hea: reir oval, .  

5. the main feed ate pumps o re n eded t Ist one main fee ter p p would have been able to re -re flow, it 
s NOT a scram with oss of n vrm al.  

S fthe main fee at pumps are se ured fol owig a scramin e rgency opera ig rocedu s to 
"educe thenst don the r ý.actc r, itisN Ta c with• of normalhe re oval., 

-For o•OTto be-- 550T-t orao e ate east on fee t mm t capable of 
being recovered without the need for repair and diagnosis. e main eedwater pumps must be ae to e restarted from the 
control room with normal monitoring/startup actions by an auxiliary operator dispatched locally.  

31.3 1E03 Question; I ' I 7/2 Introduced Hatch 
NEI 99-02 states that unplanned power changes include runbacks and power oscillations greater than 20% of full power. 8/22 Discussed 
Under what circumstances does a power oscillation that results in an unplanned power decrease of greater than 20% followed 
by an unplanned power increase of 20% count as one PI event versus two PI events? For example: During a maintenance 
activity an operator'mistakenly opens the wrong breaker which supplies power to the recirculation pump controller., 
Recirculation flow decreases resulting in a power decrease of greater than 20% of full power. The operator, hearing an 
audible alarm, suspects the alarm may have been caused by the activity and closes the breaker resulting in a power increase 
of greater than 20% full power.  
Response: 
Both transients in the example should be counted., There were two errors: (1) opening the wrong breaker and (2) reclosing 
the breaker without egtablishifig the correct plant conditions for restarting the puinp. If ihe pump had been restored per 
approved procedures only the first transient would be counted. ,_III
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No. I
31.4 PP03 Question 7/2 Introduced Beaver 

The clarifying note for the Fitness-For-Duty / Personnel Reliability Program PI states that the indicator does not include any Valley 
reportable events that result from the program operating as intended. There is also an example provided that indicates that a 
random test drug failure would not count since the program itself was successful.  

The following example is somewhat more complex and would help to further clarify treatment of situations associated with 
random testing: 
Example - A licensee supervisor is selected for a random drug test but refuses and resigns prior to providing a specimen All 
actions taken upon discovery are in accordance with Part 26 and the program functions as intended. The subject supervisor, 
prior to the event, was expected to be effectively practicing the behavioral observation techniques (for which supervisors are 
required to be trained per 10 CFR 26.22) in his role as a supervisor. Would this example count as a PI data element? 

L.___o. ( prctioned in end-d-teteq ierements of Part 26 - re\et. ___- , 

31.5 MS04 ýueftionAppen d //\22 Int odued S uoy 
3eq oyah Nuclear Ian\(SQN) has two units. Each Uni has three trains two motor driven I ri (At d 
rain, and one turW e ven train (Terry Turbine Aor B train po r). 1 ee trains have L vel I ontrol yves _ 

LC' Ts) that are the te generat r i co a e he LCVs are nr y ose , air operated va ves to pen 
vhe MW receives a st signal. The open when air is r oved fro th m. SQN uses C ontr as e normal 
r pply to the LC s. ntrol Ai is ot a seis*icly qualified, H li Air is the L V's standb afety 

elat d air supply. Auxiliaj feeds tyro T rry Turbine stan e o motor driven A train L s. B 
rainAuxiliary Air ee the other vo erry Turme in CVs the two moto din B train L Vs. Auxiliary Air 
iuto atically st y enever eo ol Air pre sure bel] f its setpoint Th Te Turbine train 'CVs also have 

-accu s~nd high p air ders co md ' alosso owe . train LCVs 
can be controlled from the main control room for one our after the loss of all air using the accumulator tanks.  

For all scenarios except a major secondary system pipe rupture, the fail open LCVs are conservative, as they allow AFW to 
deliver the required flow. During a major secondary system pipe rupture, AFW is required to be isolated from the faulted 
steam generator. In the absence of both Control Air and Auxiliary Air, manual action at the LCVs will have to be taken to 
isolate the corresponding motor driven AFW train from the faulted steam generator. This action is proceduralized in 
Emergency Procedures and Abnormal Operating Procedures. The PSA also models the AFW system as available while 
Auxiliary Air is taken out of service.  

Since the PSA models the AFW system as available while Auxilary Air is unavailable (gives credit for the manual isolation 
of motor driven AFW trains) and the manual actions are proceduralized and trained on, is it correct to be consider the 
affected train(s) of AFW as still available during the periods when Auxiliary Air is taken out of service?

10

Response.  
Yes, unavailability should not be reported when auxiliary air is not available to the AFW FCVs These valves will still have 
normal control air and for the limited duration when valve manipulation is required following a secondary system pipe 
rupture the PSA model, procedures, and training support the use of manual isolation of the AFW motor train valves. I
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31.7 9/26 Introduced Calvert 

Cliffs

J _____________ L
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EP03
I

Question: 
During a recent Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspection of the Alert and Notification System (ANS) Reliability 
Performance Indicator (P1I) at Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant (CCNPP), the inspector identified an issue concerning how 
CCNPP reports weekly silent test results for the ANS PI. While reviewing the ANS PI data, the inspector observed that 
weekly silent testing consisted of transmitting three consecutive initiation signals during the scheduled silent activation test.  
The inspector also observed that when reporting the PI data, CCNPP reports the three initiation signals as one test and 
reports the test as a success if at least one out of three initiation signals is received. When none of the three initiation signals 
is received, the test is considered an unsuccessful silent activation. The inspector determined that by not counting and 
reporting each of the three initiation signals as separate siren tests, CCNPP could be unintentionally masking failures and 
may not be meeting the intent of the ANS PI. This issue was documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-317/02-010, 50
318/02-010, dated August 12, 2002, as an Unresolved Item. I I I Jege 2001, the rocedure for activating th iren system dun' gavas.  

" e- l e t of t - -fhiating tones to activ te e sirens for on e. ith i 
revis on, the wee y i ent test pro "edu e was revi ed t mimic the full si*e ae vation process dud ag a i actual em e Me -urrent C A S is designed with no di ect eedback mech or olling operation obr s ren act i.tion uA 
ýalv rt Cliffs, we tiliz three se s of initiating tfines o simulate nev e tem designs that provide 7eedbaca d p 
ecei ver until it res ond . This I neth do in n zes the effect mom nt channel interference, r id s greater 
ssurance that each iken will pe orm nr, and allows us to onitor 1 div dual siren perfc e change in 

activation and testin me odolog3 was not sub it d to FEMA for r I i to se.  
Whe i activating sir ns uring an ictul I emerge cy nd during w e -ing e following pro dure i sed. The 
)11 lispatcher che ks t make sure tht radio ch e is cI. 911 dispatche ma es an annou cernent that the Calvert 
MM Public A is eing sounded (oi tested fo sle tt ing). e 911 dispatch se cts the CC 'PP Sirens icon. A 911 
supef I at the c icon*s-seecte . The11 patc elects smin o nd t a2--t set of tones.  
"The- ispatcher then waits secon d when ch ei ar, repeats e announceme, seects e icon, waits 
for supervisor verification, and sends the second set of tones. The 911 dispatcher then waits 10 seconds and when channel is 
clear, repeats the announcement, selects the icon, waits for supervisor verification, and sends the third set of tones. When the 
third set of tones have cleared, the 911 dispatcher makes an announcement that the siren activation is completed. It takes 
approximately one minute or less to transmit the three sets of initiating tones for. a siren activation during the actual' 
emergency and weekly silent test.  
We have reviewed siren testing data since the beginning of 2002 to identify whether sirens that received less than three 
initiation signals were capable of receiving the initiation signals during the next week's silent siren tests. This review 
indicated that out of 60 instances where a siren received less than three initiation signals, there was only one instance where a 
siren did not receive any of the three initiation signals during the next week's silent siren test. This does not include the 
times when a transmitter failure occurred causing multiple siren failures. The review of the data confirms that, for the most 
part, sirens receiving less than three initiation signals due to possible intermittent transmitter or receiver failures were 
capable of receiving at least one of the three initiation signals during the next week's silent siren tests.  
Given the testing methodology described above, is CCNPP reporting the results of weekly silent tests correctly?
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: 
Yes. The use of multiple initiating tones to activate the sirens is contained in an approved procedure and is part of the actual 
system activation process during an emergency at the plant. This practice mimics state-of-the-art siren systems, which are 
designed with feedback on siren activation and send more than one signal or set of tones during activation to mitigate the 
effects of radio channel interference. Additionally, the testing procedure is uncomplicated and is capable of being performed 
in a small amount of time (one minute or less). The procedure does not include any activities outside the regularly scheduled 
test, such as troubleshooting, post-maintenance testing, or activation signals sent after the initial activation test procedure has 
ended (see archived FAQ No. 232).  

31.8 IE03 Question 9/26 Introduced DC Cook 
The indicator counts changes in reactor power, greater than 20%, before 72 hours have elapsed following the discovery of an 
off-normal condition. When evaluating an off-normal condition, does a change in the cause of or the repair plans for the off

*aa ion result in a n ust exist for more than 72 s to be consider 
ur-endtwo pin 2002 that w re ot included in th catoo 

,ot ount these p we hanges wabasedon the el pse time between dis e and the change in p wet without 
_ons deration for tt ca se of the c ondi ion..  

ye t #1 In Feb 20 2, Unit 2 was returning t9 ser ce after a sche ed fue ng outage. D g pl nt heat , a st 
3'ene tor stop valve was rifting off th o en te'nt hile at normal ratin pre sure and tempe ture a a 
Jocu mented, long-st di g conditi n f es of valves during actor st-ul, and identifie in t] ecti ve action 
?rog -am at 1600 ho rs o Februar 25, 2002. pe ience with thesv h d that when powe wa, crea e , the 
alv, would remainon e detents with lower st ressure. Rea tprstr ipttn•tinu~d and the t wa; placed ine. On 
eb ary 28, with act r power at 280A, the stop valv wa till ing off the ope de nts. The dc cisi n was made to 
em ye the gene tor ff-line and tedue reacor owe to d ust the packing se bly. That ecis on was based on 
te 0- o causes fnr-tlf valv i heo 2033 e on _ _• y•, Un g-emmenced the 
power reduction to 2 % reactor power. When the umt was returned to service after the packing adjustment, the valve 
remained on the open detents.  
The event was not counted as an unplanned power change since 76 5 hours had elapsed from the discovery (as documented 
m the corrective action program) of the valve drifting off the open detents to the commencement of the power reduction. No 
consideration was given to why the valve was drifting off the detents. The resident inspection staff questions the off-normal 
condition that caused the power change. Since no plans were made to remove the unit from service for repairs but to 
continue the start-up, the decision to remove the unit to adjust the packing assembly constituted a different off-normal 
condition.  
Response: 
This indicator captures changes in reactor power that are identified following the discovery of an off-normal condition. If a 
power reduction is performed and the actual cause of the condition or repair plans differs from the apparent cause or 
proposed plans, the power reduction does not count if greater than 72 hours elapsed from the initial discovery of the 
condition. If, however, the condition degraded to where a rapid response is required, the power reduction would count
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31.9

Response: 
This indicator captures changes in reactor power that are identified following the discovery of an off-normal condition. If a 
power reduction is performed and the actual cause of the condition or repair plans differs from the apparent cause or 
proposed plans, the power reduction does not count if greater than 72 hours elapsed from the initial discovery of the 
condition. If, however, the condition degraded to where a rapid response is required, the power reduction would count.

9/26 Introduced DC CookIE03

13

Question I, 
The indicator counts changes in reactor power, greater than 20%, before 72 hours have elapsed following the discovery of an.  
off-normal condition. When evaluating an off-normal conditioli, does a change in the cause of or the repair plans for the off
normal condition result in a new condition that must exist for more than 72 hours to be considered as a planned down power? 
Our plant experienced two power changes greater than 20% in 2002 that were not included in the indicator. The decision to 
not count these power changes was based on the elapsed time between discovery anid the change in power without 
consideration for the cause of the condition.  
Event #2 On April 23, 2002, an action request was generated documenting a 30-drop per minute leak from a low pressure 
turbine reheat steam stop valve. A work request and condition report was generated from the action request. On May 10, 
2002, Maintenance removed insulation from the bottom of the valve to ascertain the location of the leak. It could not be 
determined if the leak was coming from the flange or a previous Furmanite repair. Maintenance requested a job order to 
-nsulation and inve ibe Furmanite repair. On 12, the work re a 
Wor n oup to b - calfl'ng-re onsulation, and plan Fmanite repair. ay 2 riy of th 
ob was increase due.o the worse ing condition the eak In the mom, o ay 24, the job was scor ed out by the8 F;uranit'e technici~a it was de :er med that th• val• flange was mokt/1 •ely qeaking and the rep ir SlLOUldn te \ b 
iffi ,It. Later in e ev ing, the agg ng was re ye from the valve ea ing larger than expec ed I ak. A o n . 1 
eco mendation wa ma e to remi e nit 2 fr se ice to make the airs. Aft r discussions wi a e 'nl, the 
eci, ion was made t re ye the ioist or reheaters from s ice so at steam would t e vis r tle 
u anite repairon ay5. Inth aft moono 25, the F di covered that tiLe le, was o, from the 

lan e gasket but w s inead from a ci cumfere tial ack,210degval eflange. A eeti gwas Idandat 
!53C hours, the de sio was made to rdmove Un t 2 om rvice facilitate repai s. shutdown, ,sing normal operating 
procdures, com en d at 1600 h urs vith the it sh td n c leting at 195 lho s at evening Thb( shutdown was 
"or n led. The " buil was acua _ i the c ornj_ acuatie nwas not based 

on e steam leak, as this was ow pressure approxima ely 7 poun s steam, but on- e conceme or e Mrural integrity 
of the valve.  
The event was not counted as an unplannedpower change since 32 days had elapsed from the discovery (as documented in 
the corrective action program) of the steam leak to the commencement of the power reduction. No consideration was given 
to the cause of the steam leak. The event was not counted because of the time that had elapsed from discovery to the' 
shutdown and the shutdown was a normfal and controlled shutdown using normal operating procedures. , 
The resident inspection staff questions the off-normal condition that caused the power change. Since no plans were made to 
remove the unit from service for the Furmanite repairs, the decision to shutdown the unit based on the knowledge of a 
circumferential crack, constituted a different off-normal condition.

7

I I

FQLOG DRAFT 10/7•/07.



Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
32.1 MS02 Question: 9/26 Introduced Palo Verde 

The PVNGS High Pressure Injection System has two trains with two cold leg injection flowpaths and one h eg injection 
flowpath per train. High Pressure Safety Injection is automatically initiated by a Safety Injection Actua i Signal (SIAS) 
and following a SIAS, full HPSI flow is directed to the RCS cold legs 
However, for long term cooling, HPSI flow is manually re-aligned for simultaneous hot and c eg injection. This requires 
manual balancing of HPSI hot and cold leg flow by throttling the HPSI hot leg injection es for proper balance.  
Balancing the hot and cold leg injection flows during long term cooling provides flu g to prevent the development of 
boric acid crystals in the core cooling passages and ensures ultimate sub-coolin the core independent of the break 
location. Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) direct this manual bal ing of hot and cold leg injection flows be 
accomplished using hot leg injection flow indicators available in the ol room.  

There is only one flow instrument in each hot and cold leg imj on flowpath available for post accident monitoring of HPSI 
1 -- 0- anD~lf gd Co nmection fl m encyperatig 0 edures direct b --

sin the hotle ýoinst"ruent ( d o not des sing only cold leg dic ion for this purpose , fb balance c d e 
chi ved using o o le ow ast ents if ot eg indicator for were unavailable. Palo Verde Tech a 

3pec fications pe it on nd ne old flo ete to be inoperab e o up 30 days and two .ot leg and , col 1 
0o eters to be in era le for up to 7 S.  

1 9-02 defines e in tore ncti n-fo Ito be "the ability o e ais ctio from the prim, oateourc e or 
oant inment sump inec ito er ctorco lan systemdatrated sur " This functi n is accom li hed 
uto atically folloi in l AS oug cold leg inje *on alone, b c ling, could b co strued include 
ot Ig injection a v balance apability.  
ho I the f or ailabili faofahot gf i cat r any other com on t used onl to chieve flow 

-- - al e d and ho t eg jec n)-1e inc ded a i of the at rn 

Response: 

No, the ability to achieve the appropriate balance between cold and hot leg injection sh e included as part of the 
monitored HPSI function. The failure or unavailability of a hot leg flow in or other component used only to achieve 
flow balance between cold and hot leg injection) should not be inc as unavailability for the affected HPSI train since.  
"* The automatic functions of the train are not affie 
"* The ability to take a suction from the water source or containment sump and inject into the reactor coolant 

system at rated flow and pre ough the cold leg injection flowpaths would not be affected.  
"• Balancing hot an leg flow is a manual activity and regulatory oversight of a plants ability to successfully 

accom itese types of activities is more appropriately addressed using the Significance Detennination Process rather 
e Mitigating System ROP Performance Indicator.
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  No. I
32.2

Response: 
As described, the routine maintenance and cleaning of CCW heat exchangers is considered planned overhaul maintenance 
unavailability hours of an RHR support system. These activities are accomplished within the AOT to improve equipment 
reliability and availability. The factors taken into consideration above yield favorable results, therefore, the CCW heat 
exchanger planned overhaul maintenance hours should not be cascaded to the RHR system.

9/26 Introduced St. Lucie
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MS02 
MS04

Appendix D Question: 
Component cooling water (CCW) system at our plant is a clean treated water cooling system that supports the High pressure 
safety injection (HPSI) pumps and Residual heat removal (RHR) system. Our commitment to Generic Letter 89-13, "Service 
Water System Problems Affecting Safety-Related Equipment" includes routine tube side (intake cooling water) cleanings.  
This FAQ seeks an exemption from counting planned overhaul maintenance hours for a support system outage (CCW heat 
exchanger maintenance). The CCW system transfers heat from the HPSI pump seal and bearing coolers and the RHR system 
to the ultimate heat sink. Sulzer Pumps Inc. Document E12.5.0730, "Qualification Report for HPSI Pump Bearings and 
Mechanical Seals without Cooling Water" has concluded the HPSI pumps can be operated without the use of CCW. The 
RHR system, therefore, is the only mitigating system as defined in NEI 99-02 requiring CCW as a support system. Our 
response to Generic Letter 89-13, "Service Water Problems Affecting Safety-Related Equipment" included routine 
maintenance and cleaning of the CCW heat exchangers. Work duration typically lasts for 45 to 50 hours while the Unit is in 
a 72 hour1Tehnical Specifica C ctivities function to remove icro and macro fulingthe ymaintaini 

e b tra c ility an bili ayoft" , changer. These a tiis are undertake tan'Tandel rnmei 
a ordce an stablished reve ntive main nan e program to imp ye uipment reliability nd vailability a 
ch are considere p1 ed overh ul naintenance s de ined in NEI 99- .\0th activities may be erf rmedw th 

1 aled overhaul m inte ce pro rde the systeroute duration is b de by he overhaul acti ties. NEI 9 - 2 go 
n t( state the folloi ing: 'This ovrhat 1 exem n es not normally ply t sup ort systems exce t ude nq e plant
pec fic situations o a ca e-by-ca5 e b- rcumstances of eac ituation are ifferent and sh uld 1 tif d to the 
'4RC so that a dete inat on can be ma e. Fac rs be taken into Iior exemption for su port ms 
nclt de (a) the resul of quantita ive i*sk asses ent, (b) the exp • i vent t plant perfor nande as a r ds lt of the 
wer aul activity, d ( the net c ange in risk a a r It the o haul activity.' In a cordance wi h th NEI guidance the 
foll o ing resul an e expected: I .

"-Base n-line ris fitor , e incr c in core age r a -" C d 
incremental change in large early release probability E over a 2 hour duration ue to unavaila i ity o a RHR train 
is less than 3E-08 and 1E-09 respectively. The ICCDP and ICLERP is considered small based on guidance in RG 1.177.  
The total change in core damage frequency (delta CDF) and change in large early release frequency (delta LERF) assuming 
each train of RHR is out-of-service for a 72 hour CCW heat exchanger maintenance window is, therefore, less than 6E-08/yr.  
and 2E-09/yr, respectively. Using a 72 hour duration for the risk assessment (the maximum allowed time based on the 
Technical Specification LCO) adds conservatism to this assessment Historically this CCW maintenance has been completed 
within approximately 50 hours. The assessment results conclude that the delta CDF and delta LERF is in region III of RG 
1.174 Figures 3 and 4 and is thus considered very small. Routine cleaning maintains the heat transfer capability from the 
RHR system to the ultimate heat sink by iinoving biofouling, silt, and other marine organisms from the heat exchangers.  
Shells lodged in the CCW heat exchanger tubes that have historically caused accelerated flow and erosion of the tube wall 
are also removed. The eddy current testing (ECT) and plugging activities have helped to identify and remove degraded tubes 
from service, thereby reducing the probability of CCW system inventory loss. These efforts have combined to increase the 
component and system reliability and availability. It is judged that the reliability increase from cleaning the CCW heat 
exchangers and identification of degraded tubes before failure offsets the small increase in risk resulting from the additional 
RHR system unavailability.
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Response" 
In accordance with NEI 99-02, the scrams were not counted in the indicator since the actions taken were "Intentional 
operator actions to control the reactor water level or cooldown rate, "and could be recovered from the control room.

Status Plant/ Co.

10/31 Introduced I DC Cook
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Temp 
No.

IE02

PI I Question/Response

DRAFT 1012R102

Question: 
Donald C. Cook Nuclear Plant Unit 2 has had 2 Unplanned Scrams in the past 4 quarters that required the operators to 
perform a main steam isolation due to an excessive cooldown rate. The conditions causing the excessive cooldown rate are 
being identified as preventing the use of the normal cooldown path by the NRC resident inspector.  
The first Unplanned Scram occurred October 7, 2001, during startup following an extended forced outage. The unit was in 
Mode I at approximately 8% reactor power with a main feed pump and low-flow feedwater preheating in service. The 
operators were preparing to roll the main turbine when a reactor tripped occurred. The cause of the trip was a loss of 
voltage to the control rod drive mechanisms and was not related to the heat removal path. Main feedwater isolated on the 
trip with the steam generators being supplied by the auxiliaryfeedwater (AFW) pumps. At 5 minutes after the trip, the 
reactor coolant system (RCS) temperature was 540 degrees and trending down. The operators verified that the steam 
dumps, steam generator power operated relief valves, start-up steam supplies and blow down were isolated At 9 minutes 

the main steam I t.i wYaLm were closed in accordance wtt he reactor trip re e t i "ig 
he c CS cool was o steam generator AJ ow control valv losi •call a 
•xpe ted with hi A flow and tea that was s ill b ing supplied to lo- o feedwater preheati g rhe AFWflo 
-ont -ol issue was i ewnti ed by the ontro room ba nceoqfplant operato d th lw-flowfeedwate preheatin a n 
teat load during ( w p wer oper tions The trip esp nse procedure iect tepatrs to chec for, 7nda ction o 
-ont olAFWflow a deli mnate th feelw ter te am supply.  
he econd Unplan d S am occ rrec 2002 during full o er ope tio s. The trip was initi a- ro gh a 

urbi e trip caused y 1o vacuum in t e 2C C de ser. The low v was c si red a partial I ss fvacu therefore 
vas ot counted a 1 ss o heat rem val At 3 mi ute after the trip, t t erf med a main, team isolati due to 
ýCS cooldown to 5 0 d grees in a .cor ance wt the rip spons rocedure. In ddi on, the cool rown caused the 
7resurizer to sh nk, esulting in lwering RCS es e tht ap r ached the safety njie tion set poi t. he cause of the 
exce3o was the nk lign"eofth nit n nit dliary st loa th it 2 n4_ eam header 
a norma pantconfigurationo oautomaticvalveaionisaaia etoswitcht e oa s omone unit to the next and 

requires an operator to manually switch the steam source.  
For both cases, the normal cooldown path was available for use and could be restoredfrom the control room by the 
operations crew It is contended that the conditions described above causes the normal cooldown path to be unavailable.  
This contention is based on the premise that opening the main steam isolation valves would re-initiate the cooldown and 
potentially cause an RCS shrink that could initiate a safety injection.  
Should the reactor trips described above be counted in the Unplanned Scrams with Loss of Normal Heat Removal 
Performance Indicator?

ýý r
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PITemp 
No.

MS04 NEI99-02 identifies the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System as a system that is required to be in service at all times. In 
certain situations, monitoring the RHR System in accordance with the NEI99-02 guidance for Millstone 2 results in the 
required hours for the RHR system that are less than the total hours for a given calendar quarter. This is a result of the 
containment spray system not being required by the technical specifications in mode 3 with RCSpressures < 1750psia.  
NEI 99-02 requires the following two functions be monitored for Residual Heat Removal (RHR) performance indicator: (1) 
the ability to take a suction from containment sump, cool thefluid, and inject at low pressure into the RCS, and (2) the ability 
to remove decay heat from the reactor during normal unit shutdown for refueling or maintenance. , 
For the Millstone 2 and several other Combustion Engineering (CE) designed NSSS, Appendix D of NE199-02 provides 
clarification regarding how this performance indicator should be monitored. To monitor the first function, Appendix D 
recommends that the two containment spray pumps and associated coolers should be counted as two trains of RHR 
providing the post accident recirculation cooling. To monitor the second function, Appendix D recommends that the SDC 
Sstem be counted as two trai e st unction is required by th lant technical specfications in modes 2 and 2 

ls i w ith R C s u r e r , 7 5 0 p s ia . T h is s e c o d n c tio n is r e q u ir - th e l' 0 
Fpecfications in o 4,5 and 6. As -uch, at Mi•ton 2,.the RI-JR funct o is ot being monitored hill the plant is 
,node 3 with RCS esses less th n 1750 psia. eref re, if the plant I rat in mode 3 with R Spressureslss tt L 
1750psia for any g en lendar uarter, the requ ed ours for the fun tio will be less than t e to al hou Fn tha 
ua er. There are o sp cific res icti as t w ng the plant ca e ope ate in Mode 3 with CS reLs~we el ss than 
75 psia. Dependi g up n the n ture aintenance or repai s the hous a lant is in this n ode be 
.onsrderable.  
ro an accident a alys s standp int, ollowing m in steam lie co ant accident nsid contai ent, the 
CS decay heat re ov safetyfu tiot is acco lis d b comi ation of the c tai ment spray ste and the 

-ontainmentAr Re irculation ( R coolers, hic ar equi e by the technica pe 'ications ,? modes 1, 2, & 3. The 
ACAR n ss• of two i depnden . s of o cool r ch. CAR coes tran'ser ep froth-ontainment 
atmosp ere to a closed cooling water system to the u imate eat sin . he containment heat removal capability of one CAR 
train is considered equivalent to one CS train. Following a main steam line break or loss of coolant accident inside 
containment in mode 3 with RCS pressures less than 1750 psia, the CAR coolers are the only technical specification required 
system that satisfies the RCS decay heat removal safety function. Currently the CAR function is not included as part of the 
RHR performance indicator. Its inclusion would result in the system required hours being equivalent to the total hours for a 
calendar quarter. , I .  
For the purposes of reporting the RHR performance indicator, should we continue to maintain the current 99-02 
methodology which could result in required system hours less than the total calendar hours for a given quarter, or should we 
be monitoring the availability of the CAR System as part of the RHR performance indicator? If we add the CAR coolers to 
the RHR performance indicator,'how should they be handled in the technical specification modes where both the 
containment spray and CAR coolers are required (modes 1, 2 and 3 with RCS presstures greater than 1750psia) versus the 
technical specification mode where only the CAR coolers are required (mode 3 with RCS pressures less than 1750)?

Plant/ Co.

Millstone 2

Response: 
Based on the required availability of the CAR System in mode 3, the Millstone 2 preference would be to continue to maintain 
the current 99-02 methodology with the understandihg thatfrequent plant shutdowns or associated mode 3 repairs would 
result in an accounting mis-match between RHR system required hours and the total calendar hours for a given quarter.
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  
32.5 OR01 Question: 10/31 Columbia' 

The scope ofajob changed such that completion of the job would involve additional collective dose with regard to the 
original estimate. From the time that the work activities deviated from the original plan to the time thatALARA staff 
documented a revision to the plan and a new collective dose estimate, an individual received more than 100 mrem TEDE 
from external dose while continuing to work on thisjob. During this timeframe, the worker was performing activities outside 
of the original work plan. The time period from deviation from the original plan to documentation of the revised plan and 
dose estimate for the job is approximately one day. The licensee defines an "unintended exposure event"for TEDE in their 
procedures as a situation in which a worker receives 100 mrem or more above the electronic dosimeter dose alarm set point 
for a given RCA entry On this job, all of the workers maintained their individual dose below the electronic dosimeter dose 
alarm for every RCA entry performed. Is this situation an "unintended exposure event"? 
Response: 
n the d= .ed circumstan anr to r nrsent an ALARA issue, not agrformance deficincy ith regard tot e 
)f rFth patit`n posure rol, s- . The purpose of th _P1 is to address the pati on 
,afey Cornerst oh *obective of ' ep[, ng] occup ion dose to individu Iworkers below the limits spec ied in 10 C 
art 20 Subpart C" D 'ring deve' pmnt of the P for ance Indicators as ecided not to purs e a I'for th .A 

,ase objective in tie 0upation I Ra liation Saf C rnerstone. Th bje tive is met through the ALA RA ins e.-tion 
od Ie. Further, w th re ard to "fnin o e the P1 statesit at it "• umbent on the Ii ens e to ec fythe 

neth od(s) being use toa ministr tive ose. " In this case, hcens had apparently sel, ted l-e o " 
'lecrronic dosimeter alar set poi ts as the me o or administrati e ternal dose, i whi h case Ih 

_ppl cable criterion for e P1 wou d bt ifth ex rn dose excee oi t b 100 mre or ore.  
32.6 OR01 ue tion 10/31 Diablo 

uri g a review e ctronic dosii eter (ED) iTL di r nci eddy current w rke , it was no ed t at for two of the Canyon 
"-work Z, eeonic dosimt nder-erted e dos c are he reco o ici • o TLD nvestigation 
revealed the following: 
"* .Multiple TLDs were placed on each workerfor work on the plat'orm. Locations included the head, chest, upper left 

and upper right arms.  
"* .A single electronic dosimeter was placed on either the right or left upper arm, depending on which arm the worker was 

most likely to use when manipulating the robot inside the man way.  
"* A "jump ticket", containing the authorized dose was used for each entry.  
"* . The radiation protection technicians used telemetry connected to the ED to control exposures Video and voice 

communications were also part of the remote monitoring system.  
"• .Estimated dose for each entry was recorded, based on the electronic dosimeter. The same TLDs were used for multiple 

entries. As a result, a direct comparison of TLDs to electronic dosimeter readings on a per entry basis could not be 
performed 

"* .Estimated (ED) doses for the two workers, with the highest official doses, were low by 39% and 44%o.  
"• . One of the workers with an authorized dose of300 mremfor an entry received an estimated (ED) dose of275 mrem.  

Using a ratio of TLD to ED dose of either his total exposures or the other worker's total exposures for thejob, a 
corrected dose in the range of 450 to 460 mrem could be calculated for the single entry.  

"• Estimated (ED) dose for 12 of 15 workers was low, when compared to the TLD at location of highest recorded 
exposure.  

Does this constitute an unintended exposure occurrence in the Occupational Radiation Safety Cornerstone as described in 
NE199-02?
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Temp PI Question/Response Status Plant/ Co.  
No.  

Response: 
No, assuming that aproperpre-job survey and evaluation was performed. Although, in retrospect, it was determined that 
the estimating device was not placed in the location of highest exposure, it ivas placed in the area anticipated to receive the 
highest exposure and used appropriately to keep exposure below the authorized dose per entry. Record dose was properly 
assigned using the results of the TLD placed at the location ofhighest exposure.  

32.7 ORO] Question: 10/31 Seabrook 
A radiation worker entered the containment during power operation. At that time, the containment was a posted locked high 
"radiation area with dose rates > 1, 000 mrem per hour. Prior to entering the containment, the worker in error logged onto 
the wrong radiation work permit (RWP), which did not allow access to a locked high radiation area. In fact, the individual 
had been approved for entry into the containment, conformed with the controls specified in the correct R WP, and met all 
other requirements for entry, including being aware of the radiological conditions in the area being accessed, proper 
Plertrnnir dosimeter alarm se cantinuau, coverage by Health Physi * etc. There was intended P1n.  

he w relrate In ro dWP Doe thstyeororcutaa ePa 
ecfication HigAR liation Area (>1,000 mrem erh ur) occurrences? 

o, ts described, th wo Id not ccunt gainst the e performanc PI was met becase ewor ehwas 
roprly informed a out adiologi al c nditi an e proper radio ical c ntr Is were impleme, ted. orker's 
rro in logging in o the wrong R i istrative issue that s ot con *der da deficiency ith toe 
!erf rmance basis o the •I., [ 7" //\.\ 

rEssent-i-al to u-nderstanding tha a PAR opportunity cxists, is the need to realize that it is a regulatoiy requirement for- a licensee to develop-and communmicate a PAP. when EMA PAIG 
doses mnay be e-meeeded beyond the 10 mnile plume expOSUre pathway EPZ The fcllowing discuission clarifies the reguflatory requirementt. This requirement is addressed in 10 GFR 
Part 50 as follows: 

""RAFT 10/28/02 

Setia a • . • vn,-a- 50.5 (a)of ,c ÷,a1/' 5o ;la t 11g ti 4feefise e au ¢lheiiz "ld-t- 7s P'an o• e rall te, anue.]^ le* a n r re acto r ,1,÷- ,n sh l allw n.. -a inai+•"•e*nlV m • rrf ~ p f 0f•T

siandaras hi - 4 ( GFR 5 ,/(0 an,-, mie e .. etsin A. uDnediy 9 t rPart. g."

Setion 10 CFR 50.4•1-b)(0, ) states!

A-range- otprotect . .... acts
co-teion .. nas . ecn g.ven to evacuation, she.teri•g, an.. as- a suppieme aet , us at: ....... i ..... ... ,as appropriate. . idelines rt .he choice
of protectiv actions tiuring an emer-gency, e n~tenPA" -acaedvlvdadipae, an p-ttiea-tiofs-fer-he-ingestien xpsue nthavEP
arppropF446 to the loale have been developed,

&eetieor-N.B-A-sessmefitý-A* ts1-ift-Appeindix-E-to4-0-GF Part-Mktates"-

-The-means-tobe-used-r-detemning-the-magnitude&-f-and--fer.-coninually-assessing-the-in* a.-of.thew-release- -mdioaetive-materias-shall.be-desribed;vincludifig

-type-of-protective-measures-should-be-considered-,vithin-and-outside.the"uer-ai-b e f-, -ae-tet-emeagelth y-and lOlteve.ly inat--are-io e-- sea-ior-tem -w m i site-boundary-to-prtect-health-and.safety.
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-- •o ..... n e.'p'ame'.i 
thresponse.base.-f"eIneveblopnmng-eo.h. of capabili.'ties sufficient t .... pond outside die , soudl--sucv-a--response-be 
needed: 

The-Geinmissien-netes that the regulatory basis for adoption f I... -W lnigZn EZ oep steCmiso' eiint aeaene p l mn n i n g-p o l-i cy -i n - -a d i to n -t o -t h e - co n s e r v at is m -i n lh e r e n t -in -• e -d e f e n s e -i n i- d e t -p ~ l o s o h y - -T -i s . p o i yi~ v a -n do r s e -33 t e -Co m m F i o n ~ -& l i c y -t a t e i .n - b l i s t " 

O c t, be r- 2 - X ,-, 1 -9 L, -9- ( 4 4 -F R - 4 1- 1 2-3 ) -- A t -t -h a t -t -i m aq h e 4 - o ~m m i s s i o r -s t a t t e• 4 t-• h t• ) o --] m e r g ne - -l n i g - e s -ý P s) -, o u d 3 s t -a b t li s h e d -a ro u n d - e ac h -li g ht - a t e r -nu el e 

poywer--plant.-T-he-E-P-Z-for-airbo -me-e-xpo sure-ha s-,a-ra d tis-of--abo ut40-mi-te s-rthe--EPZ-for--eon, aminat ed-00 d-an d--,vater-las-a-ra~u&-of-ab out-50--mile s.----Preetermine 

p rote ct'i ,,e--act-i on-pl!a irt -ar-e-.n eeed-fo r-th e-g P-Zs- T-he-e-x a c t-size-and-s hape-of-ea e h-E -PZ-ss4 t-be-,d e¢4 de,-b~y-eme r g~e n -p l mi n g-of fi -i als-afie r-dtey-c-onsia e rthe-spe c-if -*tc 

.eede-(emphasis-added) 

,Th ust-the-C- orem iss i on-i nt e nd ed-th e-re spo nse-b a-se-fre-th e-E PZ-• aoe-a-pt ann in g-tool 4 •-facil itat e- lv an ce-pt anming-an d-deveIo pinerf-o f-offs •te-e me r-ge • espo nse.c a pa bilit ie s,-he 

C-ommission-neverintended-the-licenseet.-emergen -respons e-4-e4imited4&he-EP-Z-if .On-ite-mergency-etualo c-urred

Based-supon-the-a ,hebee, asnd -- i -continue- be, ther remqenem taf licensee-to-prov prermid paions- ansfor- r the e1-p 
exposure-pathway s4he- S 4e-bse- te responte- es- fihe-EPe a tivities beyod needed r ctiver-afr -an
trouIr -A *t- th ed-.hlieneare. ivr t &phons-ue 

epesroetv actions we n P Asmy eecee eyn h OmlepueepsreptwyEZ 

Accordingly, if a scen ine t d10 m. --he exZ 
icemmnseetc shll delp at 

scenari nnt ran epcainfrscesadcieiprvddWihaltainpatisostuthes ae PIe4 oporuntyasdfiene-sed in NEm9-02 cieiatr 
sihouldM~P benoed,- tathe is ese Ia Fhe lattud toe idnt PI oppotuntie prorpror to the execsmn a hoetoticueaPRbyn h 

and-ma etne plu EPa a s oat Ao dev-h-elopment, PI o port nityasoated 
wPi WeW ime-Ass of 1 the cm aon t on P et identify the timeliness of the cornmmuiatnasaPI 

opportunityi ornt.Hwvew ethr lIfopruitisientie or unotitdoesno reiqihteeautinbthe NRC aeeeM.nd nAU the 1cense ofthePA 

.1 f4KI Wiff ee h d-eonridA PAReation.  

29.5 NTRC version for 10/31 

The staff position has been, and will continue to be, that the requirement for a licensee to provide predetermined protective actions plans for the 10
mile plume exposure pathway EPZ provides the response base for licensee activities beyond the EPZ should it ever be needed. Therefore,even 
though predetermined protective actions plans are not required for activities beyond the EPZ, licensees are required to develop and communicate 
protective actions when EPA PAGs may be exceeded beyond the 10-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ.  

Accordingly, if a scenario identifies that dose assessments support the need for PAR development beyond the 10 mile plume exposure EPZ, then the 
licensee shall develop and communicate such PAR. It is expected that this PAR development and communication has been contemplated by the 
scenario with an expectation for success and criteria provided. With all that in place, this constitutes a P1 opportunity as defined in NEI 99-02. It 
should be noted that the licensee has the latitude to identify P1 opportunities prior to the exercise and may choose to not include a PAR beyond the 
plume EPZ as a PI opportunity due to its ad hoc nature. Also, separate from the identification of the PAR development, is a PI opportunity associated 
with the timeliness of the communication of the PAR. Again, the licensee has the latitude to identify the timeliness of the communication as a PI 
opportunity or not. However, whether a PI opportunity is identified or not, it does not relinquish the evaluation by the NRC and the licensee of the PAR 
development and its timely communication. Further, the NRC will evaluate the subsequent ability of the licensee to identify and critique unacceptable 
exercise performance with regard to PAR development and communication.
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Essential to understanding that a PAR opportunity exists, is the need to realize that it is a regulatory requirement for a licensee to develop and 
communicate a PAR when EPA PAG doses may be exceeded beyond the 10-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ. The following discussion clarifies 
the regulatory requirement. This requirement is addressed in 10 CFR Part 50 as follows: 
Section 50.54(q) of 10 CFR Part 50 states that a licensee authorized to possess and operate a nuclear power reactor shall follow and maintain in effect 
emergency plans which meet the standards in 10 CFR 50.4 7(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.  

Section 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) states: 

A range of protective actions has been developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ for emergency workers and the public. In developing 
this range of actions, consideration has been given to evacuation, sheltering, and, as a supplement to these, the prophylactic use of potassium 
iodide (KI), as appropriate. Guidelines for the choice of protective actions during an emergency, consistent with Federal guidance, are 
dev ed-andp ce, and p tective.ac r the ingestion expos pathway EP 7 paopoateot ale. have been-d velop d.  

Section IV.B, -- ssesmentAcion in Appe dix E to 10 Rart 50 states: 

The me ns to be used f d termini g t e magnd of and forc u ssessing the ii np ct oft re/•s f radiod cti mate a/is shall be 
describ d, ncluding em rge cy acti n I re to be used crite a f determining the or notification and acipa'etion of local 
and St te agencies, the o missiol, and ot deral agenci s and th eniergency acti n livefls t are to be used br determining when 
and wh t type of protec ye easurds sl ould b co sidered wiand-o 'e he site bonda to p tect health and s fett.  

In the stateme t of considera oi for the final mergen y p edn)~s rule publishd dJ the Fedral Register (45 FR 55406) qn esday, August 19, 
1980, the msrmd that ns tannin nes EP re in ed to facilitate t-vel nt of 
capabilities sufficient to respond outside the EPZ should such a response be needed: 

The Commission notes that the regulatory basis for adoption of the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) concept is the Commission's decision to 
have a conservative emergency planning policy in addition to the conservatism inherent in the defense-in-depth philosophy. This policy was 
endorsed by the Commission in a policy statement published on October 23, 1979 (44 FR 61123). At that time the Commission stated that two 
Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) should be established around each light-water nuclear power plant. The EPZ for airbome exposure has a 
radius of about 10 miles; the EPZ for contaminated food and water has a radius of about 50 miles. Predetermined protective action plans are 
needed for the EPZs. The exact size and shape of each EPZ will be decided by emergency planning officials after they consider the specific 
conditions at each site. These distances are considered large enough to provide a response base that would suypport activity outside the 
planning zone should this ever be needed. (emphasis added) 

Thus, the Commission intended the response base for the EPZ to be a planning tool to facilitate advance planning and development of offsite 
emergency response capabilities; the Commission never intended the licensee's emergency response to be limited to the EPZ if an offsite emergency 
actually occurred.
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