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:> 12/19/2001 9 36 04 PM
Owner SCOTT PFAFF _

by JULIE KREIL %
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SECTION 1
Activity Request Id: CAP001415
Activity Type: CAP Submit Date: 11/29/2001 1:00.00 AM

© One Line Description:

© Detailed Description:

Initiator:

Date/Time of Discovery:
Identified By:
Equipment # (1st):
Equipment # (2nd):
Equipment # (3rd):
Site/Unit:

Why did this occur?:
Immediate Action Taken:
Recommendations:

@ Notify Me During Eval?:

Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

While performing an update to the Auxiliary Feed Water (AFW) System model in the PRA, a
procedural shortcoming was identifred in AOP 5B with regards to the availability of the
minimum recirculation valve with the loss of instrument air. This issue was documented in CR
01-2278 with a recommendation to upgrade the procedure. Upon further review of this issue
with PRA engineers, Operations, and Design Engineering, it was discovered that this issue has
further reaching affects as documented below.\nstrument air (IA) can be lost pnmarnily by two
failure mechanisms. The first, and most likely, is a loss of off-site power where the IA and
Service Air (SA) compressors are stripped from the bus and not automatically re-loaded. The
second less likely scenario is a random loss of the instrument air system due to equipment
failure without potential for short term recovery. When IA is lost, the minimum flow recirculation
valves for AFW fail closed.\During these two transients, the AFW pumps will start injecting into
the steam generators. Early in the EOPs, the operator is directed to control flow to the steam
generators to maintain desired level. This may include shutting off flow to one or both steam
generators if level is above the desired band If flow from any auxiliary feed pump is reduced
too low (as would occur if the auxiliary feed regulating valves are closed) without functional
recirculation valves, the pump will fail in a very short period of ime. This common mode of
failure (common loss of instrument air and common response to high steam generator level)
could result in simultaneous failure of all AFW pumps.\PRA has estimated the nsk associated
with this issue. The total risk increase due to both the loss of off-site power and loss of
instrument air contribution is approximately a factor of 4 imes higher than our assumed base
risk with an overall increase in the area of 2E-4 CDF per year (base risk is around 5E-5 CDF
per year)\WHY DID EVENT/ISSUE OCCUR? Current design of plant - deficiency not
previously recognized WSIGNIFICANCE/REQUIREMENT NOT MET: See description.
Potential common failure mode for all auxiliary feed pumps under certain initiating

evenls \CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN: Operations has been notified and action is being
taken to brief operation crews and provide temporary instruction for the operation of the AFW
discharge valves \RECOMMENDATIONS: 1) Engineerning needs to further evaluate and
determine long term corrective action.\2) PRA needs to evaluate and provide guidance for
short term Maintenance Rule nsk monitoning until new model is implemented.

MASTERLARK, JAMES Initiator Department: EPN Engineering Programs

R Nuclear Safety Analysis PB
a

12/19/2001 9:36.04 PM Date/Time of Occurrence: 12/18/2001 9.36:04 PM

(None) System: {None)

(None) Equipment Type (1st): (None)

(None) . Equipment Type (2nd) : {None)

{None) Equipment Type (3rd) : (None)

Point Beach - Common

N © SRO Review Required?: N
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Operability Status: (None) © Compensatory Actions: N
Basis for Operability:
© Unplanned TSAC Entry: N @ External Notification: Y
SECTION 3 ]
Screened?: Y @ Signiticance Level: A
INPO OE Reqd?: N Potential MRFF?: N
© QA/Nuclear Oversight?: N © Licensing Review?: N
Good Catch/Well Doc'd?: NA
SECTION 4
Inappropriate Action:
Process: (None) Activity: {None)
Human Error Type: (None) Human Perf Fail Mode: (None)
Equip Failure Mode: (None) Process Fail Mode: (None)
Org/Mgt Faillure Mode:  (None) © Group Causing Prob: (None)
Hot Buttons: (None)
SECTION S
CAP Admin: SCOTT PFAFF Prescreener: (None)
@ Project: Corrective Action Process
(CAP) o
© State: AR Screening Que © Active/lnactive: Active
© Submitter: JULIE KREIL @ @ Owner: SCOTT PFAFF @
AR Type: Parent © Last Modified Date: 9/12/2002 9.44:02 AM
© Last Modifier: RICHARD FLESSNER @ Last State Change Date: 12/19/2001 9.36:04 PM
© Last State Changer: JULIE KREIL @ © Close Date:
NUTRK ID: CR 01-3595
# of Children: 4
References: CR 01-2278
RCE 01-069
GOOD CATCH
Update: EW\(20011204 PB2171 JMK1) Operability Determination (OD) Part I, Revision 0, of CR 01-3595

was approved on 11/30/01. Operable But Degraded - or Operable But Nonconforming - meets
the minimum required level! of performances, compensatory measures ARE required
\\Operability Determination (OD) Part I, Revision 1 of CR 01-3595 was approved on 12/01/01.
Operable But Degraded - or Operable But Nonconforming - meets the minimum required level

of performances, compensatory measures ARE required.
(OD) Part 1, Revision 2 of CR 01-3595 was approved by a DSS on

Operability Determination

04/27/02 at 2030. Operable - fully meets performance requirements. No further action

https://nmc.ttrackonline.com/tmlrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePage&Tabchd:l 000&Recordld=55(... 9/18/2002
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required A copy of the approved version is attached below.

Prescreen Comments:  Operability Status: Operable \Operability Basis: AFW system has passed all required testing
and is operable. An OD has been requested by plant staff. \SCREENER COMMENTS: Temp
info tags will be placed at appropriate locations on the contro! boards to address this problem
This is only a short term fix. \Notification to NRC made at 1705 CST.

import Memo Field:

OPR Completed?: N

OLD_ACTION_NUM:

sub_tsid: 0 original_project_id: 32
original_issue_id: 001415

Site: Point Beach

Cartridge and Frame:

ATTACHMENTS AND PARENT/CHILD LINKS

e, M A

> Linked To Child '"ACE000314"

&2 Linked To Child ‘CA002592'

&3 Linked To Child 'CAD02593'

&3 Linked To Child 'CA002594"

&2 Linked To OTH003541

I £ CA003691: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T £3 CAD03692: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

™ 5 CA003693° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

& £ CADO3694: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary. Feedwater System AFW

o £ CA003695° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T 23 CA003696° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

o @ CA003697: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

i @ CA003698: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

= %J CA003699 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

= ‘5:] CAD03700. Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

AN N Y Y Y U N VU WY

T £3 CA003701: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

https://nmc.ttrackonline.com/[mtrack/tmtrack.dl1?IssuePagc&TableId=] 000&Recordld=55(.. 9/18/2002
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3702 Probabiistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

..; CA003703 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

3 CAD03704 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

%\\\

T 5= CA003705° Probabiistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

£ Linked To CA003982

% Linked To CA003983

% CA004279: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

i £ Linked To CA004388

TP < Linked To OTH004389

OD_Part 1 rev 2 for CR 01-3595 approved pdf (1984402 bytes)

%7 Linked To OTH004510

ﬁ"‘g Principal to CA026222: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

i} @ Principal to CA026223. Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

o @ Principal to CA026224- Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwaler System AFW

i 73 Principal to CA026225: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

L A VA N A

i Q Prncipal to OTH026285; Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

https://nmc.ttrackonline.com/tmtrack/tmtrack.dlI?IssuePage&TableId: 1000&Recordld=55(... 9/18/2002
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STATE CHANGE HISTORY
& b - ; . & P
" Conduct s i . Conduct Work Review &
Initiate Work Return AS:;;JE:;;YK Assign Work Complete Approval
:9 12/20/2001 l::> 5.06 01 PM |:> 1/18/2002 2/5/2002
9.57.31 PM " Oumet 12.54.54 PM L':> 41510 PM
Owner Owner Owner
M
M:é?'émisnx RICHARD bgLFélé::h?gnD pé}AEF;RSEN pbér"EARRSFgN RICHARD by RICHARD LARRY
. FLESSNER <« 5 FLESSNER FLESSNER PETERSON
> ;;'! ?r: i;-;r Ly r.
: & s Z B Update - *.  Complete
Approved Quality Return Assign Work P Quality and Close 4% ks,
Check 2/14/2002 E—:> Check Done
21612002 |:> 2:32 56 PM 2119/2002 |:> 2119/2002
1.23 07 PM Owner by 11:05 11 AM 25333 PM
by LARRY Owner JULIE by JULIE LARRY MARYBETH  OwnerJULIE by Owner (None)
PETERSON KREIL KREIL PETERSON ARNOLD KREIL MARYBETH [y
S i = I g KM E°  ARNOLD
Cond & = P £ lz  Complete
onduct Work Review & - N
Update Work Complete Approval Approved %t;aelét‘}(/ and Close & Done [(£4
412712002 5/14/2002 |:> 5/14/2002 |‘_""> 5/15/2002
121336PM =D 339.50 PM P iayiisay :
Owner Ovener 57. 1.11:53 PM
by MARYBETH RIC by RICHARD  Owner PBNP by Owner {None)
ARNOLD RICHARD by RICHARD — LARRY PLESSNER  CAP Admin  MARYBETH ¥ 24
FLESSNER FLESSNER PETERSON . r*  ARNOLD
v‘: i.‘l' N 1
SECTION 1
Activity Request Id: ACE000314
Activity Type: Apparent Cause Submit Date: 12/4/2001 1:00:00
Evaluation AM
Site/Unit: Point Beach -
Common
Activity Requested: ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION: Perform a Root Cause Evaluation for this issue in

accordance with the Root Cause Evaluation guideline (OEG 001). CARB review of this
Root Cause Evaluation is required. \DESCRIPTION: \While performing an update to the
Auxiliary Feed Water (AFW) System model in the PRA, a procedural shortcoming was
identified in AOP 5B with regards to the availability of the minimum recirculation valve
with the loss of instrument air. This issue was documented in CR 01-2278 with a
recommendation to upgrade the procedure. Upon further review of this issue with PRA
engineers, Operations, and Design Engineering, it was discovered that this issue has
further reaching affects as documented below.\instrument air (1A) can be lost pnmarily
by two failure mechanisms. The first, and most likely, is a loss of off-site power where
the IA and Service Air (SA) compressors are stripped from the bus and not
automaticatly re-loaded. The second less Iikely scenario is a random loss of the
instrument air system due to equipment failure without potential for short term recovery.
When IA is lost, the minimum flow recirculation valves for AFW fail closed.\\During these
two transients, the AFW pumps will start injecting into the steam generators Early in the
EOPs, the operator is directed to control flow to the steam generators to maintain
desired level. This may include shutting off fiow to one or both steam generators if level
is above the desired band. If flow from any auxiliary feed pump is reduced too low (as
would occur if the auxiliary feed regulating valves are closed) without functional
recirculation valves, the pump will fail in a very short period of time. This common mode
of failure (common loss of instrument air and common response 1o high steam generator
level) could result in simultaneous failure of all AFW pumps.\PRA has estimated the risk
associated with this issue The total nsk increase due to both the loss of off-site power
and loss of instrument air contribution is approximately a factor of 4 times higher than
our assumed base risk with an overall increase in the area of 2E-4 CDF per year (base
nsk is around 5E-5 CDF per year).\WHY DID EVENT/ISSUE OCCUR? Current design
of plant - deficiency not previously recognized \RECOMMENDATIONS: 1) Engineering
needs 1o further evaluate and determine long term corrective action\2) PRA needs to
evaluate and provide guidance for short term Maintenance Rule nsk monitoring until new
model is implemented.

https://nmc.ttrackonline.com/tmlrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePagc&TableId: 1000&Recordld=85¢... 9/18/2002
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© CATPR: N Initiator: PETERSON,
LARRY £ By
Initiator Department: EX Engineenng Responsible Group Code: (None)
Processes PB &
Responsible Department: Engineenng Activity Supervisor: LARRY
PETERSON (&
Activity Performer: RICHARD
FLESSNER (3
SECTION 2
Priority: 2 Due Date: 5/27/2002
Mode Change Restraint: {None) Management Exception From PI?: N
© QA/Nuclear Oversight?: N © Licensing Review?: N
NRC Commitment?: - N © NRC Commitment Date:

SECTION 3

Apparent Cause Evaluation:

(Note: This RCE required revision because additional information and insight were
developed during preparations for the NRC regulatory conference held on this issue.)

Purpose:

The purpose of this investigation is to determine the root and contributing causes of why
the emergency operaling procedural inadequacies existed that contributed to the
increased core damage frequency (CDF) for the Auxiliary Feedwater System during a
loss of instrument air event, and why these inadequacies where not identified
previously.

Event Synopsis: .

During a review of the AFW PRA model in June 2001, it was discovered that the AFW
recirculation valves were not modeled. Subsequent discussions disclosed that under a
loss of instrument air condition (IA), operators might close the AFW discharge valves to
stop AFW flow. Because the recirculation valves fail close on loss of A, these actions
could deadhead the AFW pumps and result in pump damage. Initially the procedural
concern was directed at AOP-5B, but it was later realized that the AOP was not the only
concem. Operator actions could be taken earlier in an accident scenario to control or
stop AFW flow, as directed by steps in EOP-0.1, prior to taking manual actions directed
by AOP-5B. PRA modeling of the AFW system continued and on 11/26/01 a factor of
2.9 risk increase in CDF was identified. As discussions with site personnel continued,
additional initiating events were identified and on 11/28/01 a revised PRA model was run
that changed the risk estimate to a factor of 4 to 5 increase in CDF. Condtion report CR
01-3595 was initiated at 1445 on 11/29/01 and an NRC event notification was made at
1705 the same day.

Conclusions:

The investigation found that the EOP validation process is the barrier that failed, causing
the weakness in EOP-0.1. The EOP validation process failed because it did not
evaluate the interaction among design, procedures, and human error timeline analysis.
It was only from this integrated perspective that a loss of instrument air causing the
recirculation valves to fail closed, combined with a possibility that an operator could
close the discharge valve on an AFW pump, and the timing of this action prior to
implementation of the abnormal procedure for loss of instrument air (AOP-5B) could the
potential be seen to damage multiple AFW pumps. The combination of FMEA, timeline
studies, and human error analysis is a recently implemented practice in the industry
unique to PRA. Without the use of these combined analyses, it was not reasonable that
previous evaluations would have identified this vulnerability.

https://nmc.ttrackonline.comjtmtrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePage&TableId=l 000&RecordId=85'... 9/18/2002
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Nuclear Safety Significance:

Preliminary PRA results show that the vulnerability described in this repont, prior to the
procedural changes, was potentially nisk significant.  Although the initaling event
frequencies are low to moderate, when an unrecoverable IA scenario is considered risk
becomes significant due to the consequences of a total loss of all AFW pumps requiring
feed and bleed without the pressunzer PORVs. The nsk resulis are highly dependant
upon human interacttons. PBNP operators are trained on AFW system operations and
have expenence with degraded IA scenarios. Because of this training and experience, it
is reasonable to assume that operators would have successfully handled this
combination of conditions in the unlikely event that it would have occurred.

Root Cause:

The root cause of the EOP procedural weaknesses was the failure of the onginal EOP
validation process barrier to identify that specific operator directions were needed to
ensure the operator would properly control or stop AFW flow under a loss of instrument
air condition. This barrier failed because the analytical tools needed to identify this
vulnerability did not exist at that tme. This resulted in a misalignment between plant
design and procedural guidance.

Significant contributing causes to this condition continuing to exist were:

“The original PRA model fault trees evaluated system performance primarily on functions
described in design documents and only considered operator actions taken to mitigate a
failure

.Previous evaluations focused on delivery of the minimum required AFW flow for
providing decay heat removal

Corrective Action Synopsis:

.EOP-0, EOP 0.1 and ECA-0.0 revised to address AFW control under loss of 1A
-Back-up pneumatic supply added to AFW recirculation valves

.AOP-5B revised to incorporate back-up pneumatic supply for recirculation valves
.EOP validation process revised to include PRA

.Simulator enhanced to mode! potential for AFW pump failure on loss of 1A
.Evaluated EOP steps to ensure successful implementation on loss of IA
.Completed detailed evaluation of PRA model for the four top risk-significant systems
.Validated PRA assumptions on next two risk-significant systems (these six systems
comprise 80% of CDF risk)

.Continuing detailed evaluations of PRA model for other risk-significant systems
-Enhancing CDF nsk reduction by incorporating PRA human error reduction methods
into operator training and operating procedures

1/18/2002 12:52PM - LARRY PETERSON:
Due date extended as requested and approved by F. Cayia in prior update. Retruned to
R. flessner for completion.

1/18/2002 12:54PM - LARRY PETERSON:
Reassigned to R. Flessner for completion following extension.

2/5/2002 4:15PM - RICHARD FLESSNER:
RCE report completed on 2/5/02 and forwarded to LJP for approval. Actions items
generated and report attached.

2/6/2002 1:23PM - LARRY PETERSON:
RCE reviewed and approved. Routed for CA Mgr and CARB approval.

2/14/2002 2:32PM - JULIE KREIL:
RCE copy not received by CAP Manager as of 2/14/2002, per RCE Coordinator

2/19/2002 11:05AM - MARYBETH ARNOLD:

RCE electronic copy had been attached to this record; however, it is believed that
Windows 2000 migration may have caused a problem with the opening of this
document. Document unable to be opened. Assessment group is contacting the RCE
evaluator for an additional electronic copy. Hard copy is presently in the hands of the
CAP manager awaiting other groups reviews/comments prior to his approval signature.

2/19/2002 2.53PM - MARYBETH ARNOLD:

https://nmc.ttrackonline.conﬂtmtrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePage&TableId=1 000&RecordId=85¢... 9/18/2002
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A copy of the electronic RCE ts attached below. Actions were created by the evaluator
as followon to this RCE. See CA003691 through CA003705 for these items.
OTH003541 tracks the presentation and acceptance by CARB. This item is considered
CLOSED.

4/2712002 12:13PM - MARYBETH ARNOLD: .
This item is being re-opened per the request of the Activity Performer and Plant
Management. A revision to the Root Cause Evaluation is being prepared.

5/14/2002 3:39:50 PM - RICHARD FLESSNER:
The revised report was approved on 5/14/02 by the Engineering Director and sent to the
CAP Manager.

5/14/2002 4:57.47 PM - RICHARD FLESSNER
Larry Peterson and Lon Armstrong approved Rev. 1 of the RCE on 5/14/02. Approval to
close granted by Larry Peterson. RCE forwarded to CAP Manager for final approval.

5/15/2002 1:11:53 PM - MARYBETH ARNOLD.
RCE 01-069, Revision 1 was approved by CAP on 05/15/02. Actions were created from
the Revision 0 RCE.

5/15/2002 1:13:07 PM - MARYBETH ARNOLD:
OTHO003541 tracks the presentation of Revision 1 to the CARB. CLOSED.

6/14/2002 8:08:57 AM - JULIE KREIL:
At 6/04/2002 CARB meeting, CARB accepted Revision 1 of this RCE with no further
actions or editorial changes to be made (reference NPM 2002-0282).

SECTION 4
QA Supervisor: (None) Licensing Supervisor: (None)
© ACE Evenl Description Grade: 0 © ACE Extent of Condition Grade: 0
@ ACE Corrective Actions Grade: 0 © ACE CATPR Grade: 0
© ACE Apparent Cause Grade: 0
SECTION 5
@ Project: Apparent Cause
Evaluation (ACE) o
© State: Done @ Active/lnactive: Inactive
@ Owner: (None) AR Type: Daughter
B © Submitter: JAMES Assigned Date: 1/18/2002
MASTERLARK
© Last Modified Date: 9/3/2002 7:12:54 PM @ Last Modifier: RICHARD
FLESSNER ()
@ Last State Change Date: 5/15/2002 1:11:53 PM © Last State Changer: MARYBETH
ARNOLD £

© Close Date:

© One Line Description:
NUTRK ID:
Child Number:

References:

5/15/2002 1:11:53 PM

Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW
CR 01-3595

1

CR 01-2278
RCE 01-069
GOOD CATCH

https://nmc.ttrackonlinc.com/tmtrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePage&TableId: 1000&RecordId=85¢... 9/18/2002

»



Nuclear Management Company Page 5 of 7

NPM 2002-0292

Update: (12/05/01 LJP) Received Action into Group. SEP\Responsible Person. RAF:RICHARD
FLESSNER Due Date: 01/03/2002\\(20011205 XX4869 LJP) Set Work Prionty to
2. Assigned priority 2 based on level B CR requinng RCE.\\(12/12/01 RAF) Changed the
Due Date from: 01/03/2002 to 01/10/2002\The due date for this RCE was established in
the Charter by the Plant Manager as 1/10/2002 based on the normal 30 day penod plus
an additional week to account for the holiday season. Approval of the Charter by Fred
Cayia on 12/4/2001 satisfies the requirement for a SVP Direct Report approval of a due
date different from the NP. A copy of the Charter has been forwarded to the PLA for
documentation. (12/05/01 LJP) RECEIVED ACTION INTO GROUP.
SEP\RESPONSIBLE PERSON: RAF:RICHARD FLESSNER DUE DATE:
01/03/2002\\(20011205 XX4869 LJP) SET WORK PRIORITY TO 2. ASSIGNED
PRIORITY 2 BASED ON LEVEL B CR REQUIRING RCE.\\(12/12/01 RAF) CHANGED
THE DUE DATE FROM. 01/03/2002 TO 01/10/2002\THE DUE DATE FOR THIS RCE
WAS ESTABLISHED IN THE CHARTER BY THE PLANT MANAGER AS 1/10/2002
BASED ON THE NORMAL 30 DAY PERIOD PLUS AN ADDITIONAL WEEK TO
ACCOUNT FOR THE HOLIDAY SEASON. APPROVAL OF THE CHARTER BY FRED
CAYIA ON 12/4/2001 SATISFIES THE REQUIREMENT FOR A SVP DIRECT REPORT
APPROVAL OF A DUE DATE DIFFERENT FROM THE NP. A COPY OF THE
CHARTER HAS BEEN FORWARDED TO THE PLA FOR DOCUMENTATION.

4/27/2002: This RCE required revision because of additional information and insight
developed during prepartions for the NRC regulaory conference held on this issue.
Action item OTH004389 was created to track completion of the revised RCE.

Import Memo Field: An extension request was granted by Fred Cayia on 1/24/02 to a revised due date of
2/7/02. A draft report was provided to key personnel on 1/22/02. Comments received
from Operations/Training on 1/23 and L. Peterson on 1/24 require additional time for

resolution.
A new due date of 5/27/2002 has been set based on 30 days from the date it was

reopened, o revise the RCE. (RAF)
CAP Admin: PBNP CAP Admin Site: Point Beach
OLD_ACTION_NUM:

Cartridge and Frame:

NOTES/COMMENTS
# T Note created during 'Return’ transition by RICHARD FLESSNER (1/7/2002 5:06:01 PM)

A due date extension to 1/24/02 has been approved verbally by Fred Cayia and Rick Mende in response to the following e-
mail (dated 1/7/02):

Fred,

The Root Cause Team met for several hours today to review progress on the RCE report. We were at the stage of
reviewing event and causal factor information for events in the 1979 to 1990 tme frame. The events were pnmarily due to
modifications and responses to industry operating experience (NRC and INPO). It became evident that several areas need
additional research in order to understand what the causal factors involved were. These areas are FSAR content over time,
IST program changes, IPE program development, training program influences, and DBD changes.

| have concluded that the committed date for the RCE completion of 1/10/02 cannot be met. There are 2 factars influencing
this conclusion: 1) | underestimated the impact the holiday season would have on the Team'’s momentum, and 2) the new
areas of research identified in today's meeting will take additional time to develop and evaluate.

The remaining scope of work consists of evalualing these new areas of research, developing E&CF information for 1990-
2001, identification of appropriate causal factors, determination of root and contributing causes, and development and
negotiation of corrective actions. The Team feels that this work can be accomplished by 1/24/02. The Team wants to do a
thorough job on this RCE because of its safety significance and the level of scrutiny that it will receive by the interested
parties. | am therefore requesting a 2 week extension of the committed due date 10 1/24/02. { have discussed this
extension with Rick Mende and have his concurrence.

Respecttully,

https://nmc.ttrackonline.com/tmtrack/tmtrack.dll?IssuePage&TableId= 1000&Recordld=85¢.. 9/18/2002
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Rich Flessner
Team Leader

Note created during ‘Return’ transition by JULIE KREIL (2/14/2002 2 32:56 PM)

Copy of RCE not received by CAP Manager as of 2/14/2002, per RCE Coordinator.

ATTACHMENTS AND PARENT/CHILD LINKS
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ﬂ Linked From Parent ‘"CAP001415'

£ OTHO03541: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T T CA003691: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

W £ CAD03692; Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

= @ CA003693: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T £ CAD03694° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

@ £ CA003695° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

M &3 CA003696° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

o '5 CAD03697: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T °§ CA003698° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

st @ CA003699. Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

oS @ CA003700 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T £3 CA003701: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

= @ CA003702: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

= ‘f,! CAO003703 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

¥T £ CA003704° Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxilary Feedwater System AFW

T I3 CA003705 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

o T CAD04388 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihary Feedwater System AFW

@ <3 OTH004389: Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

T RCE 01-069 Rev 1 (419840 bytes)

Page 6 of 7
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& ‘E"’fa’ Linked from CAQ26222 Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxilary Feedwater System AFW
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L. Executive Summary

(Note: This RCE required revision because additional information and insight were
developed during preparations for the NRC regulatory conference held on this issue.)

Purpose:

The purpose of this investigation is to determine the root and contributing causes of why
the emergency operating procedural inadequacies existed that contributed to the increased
core damage frequency (CDF) for the Auxiliary Feedwater System during a loss of
instrament air event, and why these inadequacies where not identified previously.

Event Synopsis:

During a review of the AFW PRA model in June 2001, it was discovered that the AFW
recirculation valves were not modeled. Subsequent discussions disclosed that under a
loss of instrument air condition (IA), operators might close the AFW discharge valves to
stop AFW flow. Because the recirculation valves fail close on loss of 1A, these actions
could deadhead the AFW pumps and result in pump damage. Initially the procedural
concern was directed at AOP-5B, but it was later realized that the AOP was not the only
concern. Operator actions could be taken earlier in an accident scenario to control or stop
AFW flow, as directed by steps in EOP-0.1, prior to taking manual actions directed by
AOP-5B. PRA modeling of the AFW system continued and on 11/26/01 a factor of 2.3
risk increase in CDF was identified. As discussions with site personnel continued,
additional initiating events were identified and on 11/28/01 a revised PRA model was run
that changed the risk estimate to a factor of 4 to 5 increase in CDF. Condition report CR
01-3595 was initiated at 1445 on 11/29/01 and an NRC event notification was made at
1705 the same day.

Conclusions:

The investigation found that the EOP validation process is the barrier that failed, causing
the weakness in EOP-0.1. The EOP validation process failed because it did not evaluate
the interaction among design, procedures, and human error timeline analysis. It was only
from this integrated perspective that a loss of instrument air causing the recirculation
valves to fail closed, combined with a possibility that an operator could close the
discharge valve on an AFW pump, and the timing of this action prior to implementation
of the abnormal procedure for loss of instrument air (AOP-5B) could the potential be
seen to damage multiple AFW pumps. The combination of FMEA, timeline studies, and
human error analysis is a recently implemented practice in the industry unique to PRA.
Without the use of these combined analyses, it was not reasonable that previous
evaluations would have identified this vulnerability.
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Nuclear Safety Significance:

Preliminary PRA results show that the vulnerability described in this report, prior to the
procedural changes, was potentially risk significant. Although the initiating event
frequencies are low to moderate, when an unrecoverable 1A scenario is considered risk
becomes significant due to the consequences of a total loss of all AFW pumps requiring
feed and bleed without the pressurizer PORVs. The risk results are highly dependant
upon human interactions. PBNP operators are trained on AFW system operations and
have experience with degraded IA scenarios. Because of this training and experience, it
is reasonable to assume that operators would have successfully handled this combination
of conditions in the unlikely event that it would have occurred.

Root Cause:

The root cause of the EOP procedural weaknesses was the failure of the original EOP
validation process barrier to identify that specific operator directions were needed to
ensure the operator would properly control or stop AFW flow under a loss of instrument
air condition. This barrier failed because the analytical tools needed to identify this
vulnerability did not exist at that time. This resulted in a misalignment between plant
design and procedural guidance.

Significant contributing causes to this condition continuing to exist were:

e The original PRA model fault trees evaluated system performance primarily on
functions described in design documents and only considered operator actions
taken to mitigate a failure

* Previous evaluations focused on delivery of the minimum required AFW flow for
providing decay heat removal

Corrective Action Synopsis:

EOP-0, EOP 0.1 and ECA-0.0 revised to address AFW control under loss of 1A

Back-up pneumatic supply added to AFW recirculation valves

AOP-5B revised to incorporate back-up pneumatic supply for recirculation valves

EOP validation process revised to include PRA

Simulator enhanced to model potential for AFW pump failure on loss of 1A

Evaluated EOP steps to ensure successful implementation on loss of 1A

¢ Completed detailed evaluation of PRA model for the four top risk-significant
systems

e Validated PRA assumptions on next two risk-significant systems (these six
systems comprise 80% of CDF risk)

¢ Continuing detailed evaluations of PRA model for other risk-significant systems

o Enhancing CDF risk reduction by incorporating PRA human error reduction

methods into operator training and operating procedures
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11. Event Narrative

In June, 2001 the PRA group was reviewing and revising the AFW portion of the PRA
mode). During this review it was discovered that the minimum flow recirculation valves
were not modeled within the PRA. Therefore, a failure modes and effects analysis was
performed to determine potential failure modes. A discussion was held with past
operations personnel about how the system was operated within the AOPs and EOPs. It
was then determined that upon a complete loss of instrument air, the operators may use
the EOPs and stop AFW flow by closing the discharge MOV or the flow control valve.
However, since the recirculation valve fails closed on a loss of instrument air, the AFW
pump would not have adequate recirculation flow. This issue was discussed with 2
design engineer who informed the PRA group that the AFW pumps could be damaged in
a short period of time without adequate recirculation flow.

This issue was then discussed with Operations Training personnel who reviewed the
EOPs and discussed what operator actions would be. The operator actions were also
confirmed with an Operations crew. The actions assumed were that upon a complete loss
of instrument air, entry would be made into EOP-0, Reactor Trip or Safety Injection, and
then into EOP-0.1, Reactor Trip Response. Steps in these procedures would ensure that
at least one AFW pump was available. In EOP-0.1, if S/G level is high the operator is
directed to STOP flow. If flow were stopped, by closing the discharge valve, the AFW
pump would fail due to lack of minimum flow caused by the recirculation valve failing
closed. The potential exists that this same evolution could be repeated on additional
AFW pumps. Since this is a dual unit event with both units in a similar configuration, the
same problem could also happen on the second unit.

It was noted that AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air, had a specific note to gag open the
recirculation valves, but the information was located well into the procedure and timing
showed that it would not be adequate to preclude closing the discharge valves. PRA
personnel understood that this failure mode had the potential to be risk significant even
though the actual significance wasnot known since the PRA model development was not
yet completed. PRA personnel initiated CR 01-2278 on 7/6/01 to document this problem
and identify potential corrective actions to place steps addressing the need to gag the
recirculation valves open earlier in the sequence of AOP-5B. It was assumed that the
AOP was sufficient to address the concern, but the timing of the action could be
improved to ensure that the action would be successful.

An action item was created on 7/10/01 for the Operations Procedure group witha
recommendation to move the step (AOP-5B step 24) to a more prominent position in the
procedure and consider using a foldout page. The action item priority was set at 4 and
the due date was established as 8/21/01. Discussions were held between PRA and
Operations personnel and it was expected that a PRA group evaluation to determine the
significance of the issue would be completed by 8/20/01. Initial Operations review of
AOP-5B indicated that the procedure was laid out in a priority to restore instrament air,
which is the correct response for that procedure. The evaluation of the risk significance of
the as found configuration of the procedure is dependent on guantifying the entirc PRA
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model. This was not completed until October, due to the complexity of developing a
complete two-unit model. The original model used a single unit and simplified common
systems. The PRA group informed Operations on 8/20/01 that the evaluation was not
completed as expected and additional time was required to evaluate the actual
significance and the type of action that should be done. At that time modifications and
procedural changes were being considered.

The PRA group completed some preliminary modeling on 10/19/01 that indicated the
potential for a high risk was involved and informed Operations that the AFW pump
recirculation valves should be procedurally addressed. Based on further discussion, it
was decided that a change to the Alarm Response Procedure for instrument air low
header pressure (ARP CO1 A 1-9) could address the concern. The PRA group was to
submit a procedure feedback form for the desired change. The original action item was
closed on 11/14/01 and a new action item was created on 11/14/01 to track the changes to
the ARP and assigned to Operations. Operations discussed the request with PRA
personnel and gave the new action item a priority of 3 with a due date of 12/26/01, based
on expected completion of the PRA mode] and Safety Monitor update in December.
During that discussion some concerns were raised by Operations about the adequacy of
procedural changes to address the isSue. Specifically, the concern was that the ARP may
not be the most effective way of protecting the AFW pumps during high activity in the
Control Room, i.e., the loss of instrument air may not take priority and the ARP may not
"be referred to.

Additional discussions took place between Operations, PRA and a design engineer
concerning the appropriate corrective actions and what risk might be involved if the
procedural remedy was not completed or was inadequate. On Monday, 11/26/01, the
PRA modeling adjustments were completed and a factor of 2.3 risk increase in Core
Damage Frequency (CDF) was identified, which is considered high. Additional
discussions took place between Engineering and Operations to determine further actions
that may be appropriate.

A meeting between Operations and Engineering was held at 1300 on Wednesday,
11/28/01, to discuss significance and actions. During the discussion it was discovered
that the loss of instrument air was more than just a random loss, a loss of offsite power
(LOOP) or other events could also initiate the event. A re-evaluation of risk including
the LOOP event resulted in an estimated factor of risk increase of 4 to 5 in CDF.
Operability was also discussed. It was concluded that there was no operability concern
because no equipment degradation, failure, or non-conformance had been identified.
Regardless, the level of concern was great enough that further prompt actions were felt to
be justified. The Design Engineering Manager briefed the Operations Manager on the
situation later that afternoon. The Operations Manager also updated the Plant Manager
on the situation.

On Thursday morning, 11/29/01, the Operations Manager briefed the NRC Resident
Inspectors on the issue and informed them that we were evaluating this apparent
vulnerability and the risk significance. Operations decided that use of temporary
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information tags and briefing of all watch standers would be an important step to reduce
risk; an evaluation of possible procedure enhancements was also initiated. At 1000, PRA
personnel briefed the STA and Shift Manager on the issue and discussed potential
wording for temporary placards to be placed on the control panels.

At 1100, PRA personnel discussed potential reportability concerns with Licensing. It
was not clear if this issue was reportable because it involved a procedure and was not an
equipment issue ~ additional discussions were needed. At 1130, PRA personnel briefed
the NRC Resident Inspector on the issues and answered questions regarding risk impact
and human error probabilities. During the afternoon, Licensing and Engineering
personnel evaluated the reportability aspect further. It was concluded that the
conservative decision would be to report the issue, even though a specific reporting
criteria could not be identified. At 1445, PRA personnel initiated Condition Report 01-
3595 and brought it to the Work Control Center for SRO screening at 1538. The
Operations Manager took part in discussions involving operability and the need for an
Operability Determination (OD). Since the issue identified in CR 01-3595 did not affect
equipment, the decision was made that an OD was not required; however, the details of
those discussions were not captured in either the CR or the screening comments. The
SRO screening was completed at 1553 with the event determined to be reportable as a
procedural inadequacy and not requiring an OD. !

At 1520, the oncoming crew was briefed on the concerns of this potential event and
temporary information tags were placed adjacent to the controls for 1/2P-29 and P-38
AJB that provided a reminder of the minimum flow requirements for each AFW pump.

At 1700, the Operations Manager provided the Plant Manager with an update on the
issue. At 1705, Event Notification EN 38525 was made to the NRC via the ENS phone.
(See Section V. for details)

On Friday morning, 11/30/01, the Licensing Manager received a phone call from the
acting NRC-NRR Project Manager for Point Beach, concerning confusion over the event
notification. A return conference call was made with Engineering personnel to address
NRR questions. A decision was made to provide a supplemental event notification
providing additional details. The Operations Manager had additional conversation with
the NRC Resident Inspectors and concluded that to formally document the operability of
the AFW system, an OD would be initiated to capture the discussions held during the
previous 24 hours. Operations requested that Engineering provide an OD and informed
the Shift Manager that it was expected to be completed that aftemoon. At Noon, the
Operations Manager met again with the NRC Resident Inspectors and their supervisor to
address NRC concerns regarding AFW operability prior to 11/29/01 and in its current
configuration. The Plant Manager and Operations Manager had a conference call with
NRC Region III to discuss operability of the AFW system.

At 1400, a simulator scenario was run to obtain information on plant response to a loss of
offsite power coincident with a rapid loss of instrument air pressure. Additional
scenarios were run on 11/30 and 12/1.
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At 1645, temporary procedure changes were completed for EOP-0 and EOP-0.1 to reflect
the guidance provided earlier to operators via the temporary information tags.

At 1700, the Plant Manager was informed that a 5 person NRC incident investigation
team would arrive on 12/3/01. At 1746, a supplemental event notification was made to
the NRC to clarify the discussion on the potential for an AFW system failure as described
in the original event notification (EN 38525).

At 1755, Engineering completed Revision 0 of the OD that concluded that the AFW
system was Operable but Non-Conforming. This was based in part on a statement in the
FSAR that “each pump has an AOV controlled recirculation line back to the condensate
storage tanks to ensure minimum flow to dissipate pump heat.” The compensatory
actions already in effect were listed in the OD as required actions. The Plant Manager
and Operations Manager reviewed the OD content and then briefed the Senior NRC
Resident Inspector. The OD was then brought to the Control Room and accepted at
2015. On Friday evening, just-in-time (JIT) training was provided to the swing shift crew
on the simulator on this event; JIT was also provided to the mid-shift crew on the
simulator prior to assuming the watch.

On Saturday, 12/1/01, at 0720 JIT was provided to the oncoming dayshift crew on the
simulator prior to assuming the watch. A staff meeting was held from 0930 to 1200 to
prepare for the NRC inspection team. A revised OD was prepared at 1500 to expand the
discussion on AFW pump motor duty cycles. The Contro]l Room accepted it at 1515.

On Monday, 12/3/01, CR 01-3595 was screened and assigned to Engineering to perform
an apparent cause evaluation. Another meeting was held from 1000 to 1200 in
preparation for the NRC inspection team. At that meeting it was decided that a root
cause evaluation would be a more appropriate response to this event. The Plant Manager
approved the RCE Charter on 12/4/01.

The NRC Inspection Team arrived onsite on 12/3/01 and conducted a technical debrief
on 12/7/01. A preliminary exit meeting was held on 12/13/01.

An expert on Human Error Probabilities was brought onsite on 12/4/01 to help quantify
the risks associated with the procedural weaknesses that were identified. His evaluation
estimated that there was about a 50% chance that the operator would shut the discharge
valve and fail to recognize that the minimum flow recirculation valve did not open when
flow was stopped as S/G levels rose above 65% on the narrow range.

On 12/4/01, CR 01-3633 was initiated by Engineering on the ability of the Motor Driven
Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps (MDAFWP) to respond to an Appendix R fire coincident
with a loss of offsite power and instrument air because of a lack of documentation related
to the potential for closure of the recirculation valves due to loss of instrument air. CR
01-3648 was initiated by Engineering on 12/5/01 on the same issue when four specific
fire zones were identified as having the potential to cause an AFW pump auto-start
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coincident with discharge and recirculation valve closure, resulting in pump damage. An
OD was completed for CR 01-3468 on 12/7/01 that concluded the MDAFW Pumps were
Operable but Non-Conforming, with the required compensatory measures of performing
hourly fire rounds in the specified fire zones. An event notification on this issue was
made at 1926 on 12/05/01 (EN #38541)

Permanent revisions to EOP-0 and EOP-0.1 were implemented on 12/14/01. As PRA
reviews continued, it was recognized that the closure of the AFW recirc valves could
occur after an operator had already taken action to put the pumps in the recirculation
mode. Additional changes were made to those procedures and ECA-0.0 on 12/20/01 to
address this concern. As additional information becomes available, procedure
improvements are often implemented to continually improve their quality.

Hl. Extent of Condition Assessment

The root cause of this event is attributed to a weakness in the original EOP validation
process where the effects of a loss of instrument air were not adequately evaluated. This
occurred because the validation process did not evaluate the interaction between design,
procedures and human error timeline analysis. It was only from this perspective that a
loss of 1A causing the recirc valves to fail closed combined with a possibility that an
operator could close a discharge valve on an AFW pump and the timing of this action
prior to implementation of the abnormal procedure for loss of IA (AOP-5B) could the
potential be seen to damage multiple AFW pumps. This validation process was believed
to be consistent with industry practices.

Because of this event, the previously held belief that AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air,
adequately directed the required operator actions was found to be faulty because actions
were required while in an EOP, prior to performing AOP subordinate actions. This event
identified a specific ‘concern with AFW control, but there may be other operator actions
that'are unique to a loss of instrument air condition that were not adequately considered
in the EOPs. A review of EOP steps was performed to ensure that the stated operator
actions could be performed under a loss of instrument air condition.

The original PRA model fault trees evaluated system performance primarily on functions
described in design documents and did not adequately consider human actions. The
current PRA model review uses a methodology that integrates system performance with
potential human actions to obtain a spectrum of plant responses. This more rigorous
approach should identify any other assumptions used in risk-significant systems that have
not adequately considered human actions and any risk-significant vulnerabilities in the
emergency operating procedures. The four highest risk-significant systems have had a
detailed review of the PRA model completed already. The assumptions for operator
actions for the next two highest risk-significant systems have also been validated. These
six systems comprise 80% of the CDF risk. The detailed review of the PRA model for
the remaining risk-significant systems is continuing.
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The lack of integration of human error reduction methods into operations training and
emergency procedure development processes may allow situations to exist where PRA I
risk reduction has not been optimized. Procedures and training associated with high-risk
human error events will be reviewed against human error reduction methods to ensure

that reasonable risk reduction has been achieved.

IV. Nuciear Safety Significance

Any complete loss of 1A for a significant time is expected to result in a reactor trip and
an AFW start signal due to a loss of normal feedwater (the normal feed water
regulating valves fail closed on Joss of air). Under this postulated condition, all
components of the AFWS are now and continue to be fully capable of performing
their design functions supporting automatic starting and supplying sufficient flow to
the steam generators to mitigate any transient or accident by removal of decay heat. It
is the continued function of the AFWS, in response to directed operator actions to
control AFWS flow, and the lack of specific guidance contained within the EOPs
regarding a loss of 1A, that is the issue identified in this report.

A PRA assessment of the possible failure modes and effects associated with an JA
failure identified a previously unrecognized vulnerability. This failure would have
been caused by a combination of a design limitation, a specific sequence of postulated
operator actions, and a lack of clear guidance within the EOPs. This combination
could result in failure of one or more of the AFW pumps due to aggressive AFW flow
reduction (as may be expected in response to a steam generator overfill or RCS over-
cooling) after automatic system start and flow had been established. The likelihood of
success or failure in the postulated scenario is highly dependent upon plant transient
response (which may vary with the nature of the initiating event, initial power levels,
etc.) and operator response. Operator response is highly dependent upon prior
training, procedural usage, system knowledge and awareness, experience, and other
human effectiveness (HE) factors. It should be noted that a control board alarm is
provided (Instrument Air Header Pressure Low) to alert the operator to the existence
of an initiating condition for this event and that established plant procedures direct the
restoration of IA (both Emergency Operating Procedures and Abnormal Operating
Procedures), and the manual gagging open of the minimum flow recirculation valves
in the event that IA cannot be promptly restored (AOP-5B). PBNP has experienced
partial losses of IA, including one event involving the loss of all off-site power and
another involving a low IA header pressure alarm following a reactor trip. In each of
these cases the operators demonstrated the ability to cope with the loss of 1A casualty
and recover IA header pressure before it had an adverse affect on plant equipment or
IeSpOnse.

Preliminary PRA results show that the vulnerability described in this report, prior to
the procedural changes, was potentially risk significant. Although the initiating event
frequencies are low to moderate, the unrecoverable IA scenario was risk significant
due to the consequences of a total loss of all AFW pumps requiring feed and bleed
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without the pressurizer PORVs. The risk results are highly dependant upon human
interactions. PBNP operators are trained on AFW system operations and have
experience with degraded IA scenarios. Because of this training and experience, it is
reasonable to assume that operators would have successfully handled this combination
of conditions in the unlikely event that it would have occurred.

Although the AFWS met, and continues to meet, all of its design and licensing
requirements, the postulated initiating event of a loss of IA, in conjunction with a |
misaligned procedure, had the potential to affect redundant trains of the AFWS, a safety
related system. Since it could be postulated that the same operator action could have
impacted all the AFWS pumps, the result could be the complete loss of the AFWS safety-
related function. Accordingly, this event has also been identified as a possible safety
system functional failure (SSFF).

V. Report to External Agencies

Condition Report 01-3595 was initially brought to the PBNP Work Control Center for an
SRO screening at 1538 on November 29, 2001. During this screening, a determination
was made that this event should conservatively be reported to the NRC in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.72(b)(3)(v) as a condition that could have prevented the fulfillment of
the safety function of structures or systems that are needed to:...(D) Mitigate the
consequences of an accident. This is an eight-hour non-emergency notification. During
the discussion of reportability it was noted that 10 CFR 50.72 Paragraph (b)(3)(vi)
clarifies paragraph (b)(3)(v) by noting that, “Events covered in paragraph (b)(3)(v) of this
section may include one or more procedural errors, equipment failures, and/or discovery
of design, analysis, fabrication, construction, and/or procedural inadequacies.” The last
of these items appeared as though it may be applicable in this situation. The following
elements also entered into the notification determination:

* NUREG-1022 notes that the level of judgment for reporting an event is a
reasonable expectation that the event or condition could lead to preventing
fulfillment of a safety function. The intent of these criteria is to capture those
events regardless of whether there was an actual demand.

e Example (20) in NUREG-1022 Page 64 directs that system interactions that
are found as a result of ongoing rontine activities may be reportable.

e When in doubt concerning issues of reportability, it is our policy (consistent
with the directions in NUREG-1022) to make the report.

The NRC notification was made using the Emergency Notification System (ENS)
telephone at 1705 on November 29". Event number EN 38525 was assigned to this
notification.

On the morning of November 30™, as a courtesy, the PBNP acting Project Manager at
NRC-NRR was telephoned to advise him of the event notification. He had several

11
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questions that were answered in a follow-up call later in the morning. At 1746 on
November 30, 2001, the ENS event notification was supplemented to further clarify the
discussion of the specific failures postulated and to reiterate that the potential failure
would involve only the AFWS pump recirculation valves.

A Licensee Event Report (LER 266/2001-005-00) was submitted within 60 days of this
event as required by 10 CFR 50.73.

VI. Data Analysis

Information & Fact Sources

Document Review Results

Modifications

- M-623/624 - TDAFP Alternate Bearing Cooling Supply, issued 9/1/79
Description: In response to an NRC Evaluation of the AFW system, this MR
provided a cooling water supply to the TDAFP bearing coolers that is independent of
AC power. The supply is taken from the diesel powered Fire Water system.

Evaluation: The MR enabled the TDAFP to cope with a SBO. Since the TDAFPs are
the only pumps available for decay heat removal during the first hour of the SBO,
operation of the pumps at low flows requiring recirculation flow is not probable. This
modification was performed prior to the original EOP-0.1 being issued in 1985.
Therefore, it is not reasonable that this modification would have identified the EOP
procedural vulnerability.

- 1C-274 - Modify Logic To Keep Recirculation Valves Open, issued 2/1/80
(Canceled 8/32/82) .
Description: Modify the control scheme of the recirculation valves to keep valves
normally open. The reason for this change was to provide a path for the first off check
valve leakage back to the CST. This change would prevent the leakage from lifting
the pump suction relief. The modification was canceled since it was only solving a
symptom of the real problem; check valve leakage. The modification still intended to
have the recirculation valves fail to the shut position.

Evaluation: The modification was attempting to resolve symptoms associated with
check valve leakage. The modification would not have permitted a continuous
recirculation path. This modification was ori ginated and cancelled prior to the
original EOP-0.1 being issued in 1985. Therefore, it is not reasonable that reviews
associated with this modification would have identified the EOP procedural
vulnerability.
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- MR 83-104 - AFW System Discharge MOV Controls, issued 8/1/83
Description: The MDAFP discharge valves were modified to provide automatic
actuation of the valves similar to the automatic starting logic for the MDAFPs.

Evaluation: The MR was a response to NUREG-0737 to ensure AF is provided to the
S/Gs without operator action. The recirculation valves either failed on loss of air or
shut as flow to the S/G increased therefore, these valves were already in compliance
with the NUREG. This MR deals with eliminating an operator action and the design
limitation of the recirculation valves is not introduced until an operator action is taken
(i.e. throttling AF discharge flows). This modification was performed prior to the
original symptom-based EOP-0.1 being issued in 1985. Therefore, it is not
reasonable that this MR would identify the EOP procedural vulnerability.

- MR 88-099 - AFW Pump Mini-Recirculation Line Improvements, issued 7/7/88
Description: In response to NRC IE Bulletin 88-04 and GL 89-04, the recirculation
line flows were increased to prevent pump degradation due to hydraulic instability.
The minimum pump flow prior to this MR was 30 gpm. The MR increased this to
minimum flow to 70 gpm for the MDAFPs and 100 gpm for the TDAFPs. The MR
did not change the operation of the recirculation valves.

Evaluation: PBNP did a design review of the recirc capacity needed for adequate
long-term protection of the AFW pumps. This modification was initiated to increase
the recirc flow capacity to the required levels. The modification did not alter the
operating modes of the recirc valves. System operating procedures were reviewed to
the extent that this design change impacted them. Therefore, this very specific design
change and review would not identify the EOP procedural vulnerability.

- MR 92-091/092/093 - IST Testability of AF Recirculation Line AOVs, issued
6/19/92 .
Description: In order to simplify stroke testing of these AOVs, bypass valves were
installed around the control solenoid.

Evaluation: The MR was small scope focusing only on the need to bypass the
solenoid to allow stroke testing of the valve. At this time, the IST Program had
already identified the shut position as the safety related position for these valves. The
scope of this MR was not an opportunity to identify the issue.

- MR 97-038*A/B - MDAFP Discharge Pressure Control Valve Backup Nitrogen
Supply and Cable Separation, issued 4/15/97
Description: The MR prevented redundant failures of the AOVs (common electrical
fault) and pump runout due to loss of IA (Ref. LER 97-014-00). MR 97-038*B
provided physical separation for electrical cables associated with the discharge
pressure control valves (AF-4012 and AF-4019) and their associated control
components. MR 97-038*A installed nitrogen bottles as a backup pneumatic supply.
The design description for MR 97-038*B states that one of the functions of the
discharge AOVs is to allow enough flow to the S/Gs to cool the associated pump
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during a scenario when pump recirculation is required and the associated recirculation
valve fails closed.

Evaluation: The intent of the MR was to prevent pump runout due to a failed open  *
discharge AOV as a result of a loss of instrument air and low S/G pressures. It
appears the focus of the MR was to ensure control capability of the discharge pressure
control valves. The MR does recognize that the discharge AOVs are needed to
provide pump cooling flow if the recirculation valves fail shut. This appears to
support the idea that the flow to the S/G is the safety related function and failure of
the recirculation valves is acceptable. System operating procedures were reviewed
for the impact of this design change. Since the recirc valves were not being modified,
it was not reasonable to review procedures associated with those valves. The failure
modes and effects analysis of the system performed on this modification did not
consider failures caused by operator actions. The ability to throttle the pump
discharge flow during a loss of instrument air provides another opportunity (in
addition to throttling the MOV) for operator action to cause pump damage.

Procedures

AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air: This AOP was first issued on 5/12/86. The
procedure contained an “;mmediate action — manual” step (step 6.0) emphasizing the
understanding that AOVs may not function depending on IA header pressure and
referred the operator to Appendix A for individual system information. Section R of
Appendix A was for Auxiliary Feed, and listed the AFW pump recirculation valves as
failing shut with a corresponding note on manual gag override. The additional
information in that section included monitoring of AFW pumps for sufficient flow to
prevent overheating due to no “minirecirc”, and to use the manual gag on the
“minirecirc” valve to provide maximum recirculation unless continuous feed was
verified through each AFW pump. The procedure content remained essentially the
same until Revision 11 was issued on 9/26/97, which moved time critical actions
from the appendices into the main body of the procedure. At that time a specific step
(step 21) was added for control of AFW flow. A note was placed before that step
informing the operator “the manual gag on each AFW pump mini-fecirc valve must
be used to provide minimum recirc flow if continuous flow through the pump can
NOT be verified.” The current procedure content is equivalent.

Evaluation: The AOP contained sufficient information identifying the correct failure
mode of the AFW pump recirculation valves on loss of 1A, the required manual
actions, the concern with pump overheating, and the need to monitor pump flow. The
content of the note that directed the operator to continuously monitor pump flow and
use the manual gag if flow could not be verified, met the requirements of OM 4.3.1
for note content. OM 4.3.1 allows notes to advise on actions to be taken in the event
of changing plant conditions (see discussion on OM 4.3.1 below).

EOP-0.1, Reactor Trip Response: Emergency Operating Procedures, specifically
EOP-0.1, is the PBNP procedure that would be used in the event of concern; EOP-0.1
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is based on 2 WOG ERG. Neither EOP-0.1 nor the WOG ERG has ever addressed
the function of the AFW mini recirc flow valves. EOP-0.1, in one step (step 3),
directs the operator to use main feedwater regulator bypass valves for feed flow
control. Asa response-not-obtained (RNO) action, AFW use is directed, and has a
substep to “verify AFW alignment”. The mini recirc valves are not included. A
NOTE containing the flow rate at which AFW pumps will trip due to over current
induced by pump runout precedes the feedwater flow control step. In another step
(step 4), the operator is directed to stabilize S/G level but is not provided details on
how to accomplish the task. The RNO action specified is to “stop feed flow to that
S/G.” This action applies whether feed flow is being provided by main feedwater
(via the bypass) or by the auxiliary feedwater pumps. There is also reference to
controlling feed flow in step 1 related to maintaining RCS temperature.

The steps on S/G level stabilization and feed flow control have basically existed since
the symptom-based EOPs were created in July 1985, as a result of NUREG-0737.
They have never addressed the impact of loss of instrument air on the mini recirc
valves. The effect of excessive AFW flow (i.e., pump runout) was introduced in
about 1995.

The WOG ERGs for Reactor Trip Response do not address loss of instrument air, nor
do they specifically address AFW pump mini recirc flow capability. The WOG
considers such aspects to be plant specifics, to be addressed by the owner. The
original WOG developmental guidance from 1984 contains little information on what
(plant specific) systems should be addressed, or how. This trend continues through
1997, Rev 1C, which does generically jdentify that plant specific electrical loads
(which covers one major cause of IA loss, compressors) should be a plant specific
list. AFW and S/G level control specifics are not addressed. The WOG has always
recognized that plant specific information is needed in EOPs and the Deviation and
Background Document concepts were provided to manage such information.

At various times throughout the history of EOP-0.1 the importance of AFW in
general (but not mini recirc flow in particular) has been recognized at PBNP. For
example in Rev 7, 10/11/91, checking AFW actuation was step number 1 of EOP-0.1.
AFW pump runout concerns were added in 1995. Loss of IA due to electrical bus
availability was addressed similarly to AFW. For example in Rev 11, 11/22/94 (prior
to the development of AOP-18A and -18B for train specific equipment operation)
Appendix A to EOP-0.1 contained a list of Priority Electrical Loads, which included
an 1A compressor. Appendix A was deleted when AOP-18A & -18B were created.

Evaluation: PBNP EOP-0.1 is based appropriately on ERG guidance. The ERGs
consider that plant specific information may need to be included in EOPs and
provides means and mechanisms to document the same (Background and Deviation
documents). The verification and validation (V&V) process described by the ERG
procedure development process is intended to identify plant specific needs t0 be
included in the plant specific EOPs. PBNP did not include operator guidance in
EOP-0.1 on AFW minimurm recirc flow under a loss of 1A condition.
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. OM 4.3.1, ACP and EOP Writers’ Guide: The Writers” Guide contains the usage

rules for notes and cautions that specify (in part):

e A note is used to present advisory or administrative information necessary to
support performance of the subsequent step(s).

e Each document should provide enough information to accomplish the purpose of
the document without relying on information contained in notes or cautions.

o Notes and cautions should be declarative statements of fact and not commands or
action statements unless they are advising on actions to be taken in the event of
changing plant conditions.

The references listed in OM 4.3.1 were reviewed with the following results:

o NUREG-0899, Guidelines for the Preparation of Emergency Operating
Procedures — 8/82: Note statements provide operators with supplemental
information concerning specific steps or sequences of steps in the EOP. These
staternents should provide operators with enough information, and be located so
as to ensure that they can easily relate the note to the step or steps to which it
applies. Because they are supplemental, notes should not direct operators to
perform actions. (p24)

o NUREG-1358, Lessons Learned From the Special Inspection Program for
Emergency Operating Procedures — 4/89: In many cases action statement were
found embedded in notes and cautions. Again, this increases the chance that the
step will be overlooked and that an error will occur. (p4) Cautions and notes are
not intended to direct operator action, but rather to warn of possible consequences
or to provide supplemental information to the procedure steps. Inclusion of
actions in a caution or note can be disruptive and confusing to an operator. More
importantly, the action could be entirely overlooked if embedded in 2 caution or
note. Any cautions or notes containing operator actions, including conditional
actions or transitions, should be restructured so as to provide an action step plus a
caution or note. (pC-3)

e NUREG-1358, Supplement 1, Lessons Learned From the Special Inspection
Program for Emergency Operating Procedures — 10/92: Cautions and notes:
notes (1) provide only supplemental information, and (2) no actions included.
(P16)

o NUREG/CR-2005, Checklist for Evaluating Emergency Operating Procedures in
Nuclear Power Plants — 4/83: Do explanatory notes avoid the use of action
statements? (Statements directing personnel to perform actions must not be
imbedded in explanatory notes.) (p7)

e PBNP Procedures Writers’ Guide — 11/27/00: Cautions and notes shall NOT
direct or infer actions. All required actions shall be stated in action steps. (p50)
This procedure is not applicable to the AOPs or EOPs.

e WOG ERG Writers Guide — 7/1/87: Because the present action step wording is
reduced to the minimum essential, certain additional information is sometimes
desired, or necessary, and cannot be merely included in a background document.
This non-action information is presented as either a NOTE or a CAUTION. (p22)
NOTE is used to present advisory or administrative information necessary to
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support thé following action instruction. A CAUTION or NOTE may also be
used to provide a contingent transition based on changes in plant condition. Asa
general rule, a CAUTION or NOTE will not contain an instruction/operator
action. However, passive action statements in CAUTIONS or NOTES, which
typically contain the words should, may or must, may be appropriate under certain
conditions. An example is when continuous monitoring of a specific plant
condition and an associated action is required.

Evaluation: OM 4.3.1 guidance on the content of a note is consistent with the WOG
ERG Writers Guide, but contradictory to all of the other references cited. Some
statements within the OM contradict others; specifically, the statement that “Each
document should provide enough information to accomplish the purpose of the
document without relying on information contained in notes or cautions” contradicts
the intent of “unless they are advising on actions to be taken in the event of changing
plant conditions.”

Training

- Continuing Training: The overall content of the continuing training program is
determined based on a two-year cycle. Presently the 200172002 LOR (license
operator requalification) Long Range Training Plan is in effect. The Long Range Plan
concept is very organized and structured with respect to content of the topics to be
covered; it has been used since the mid-1990s. The content of the Long Range
Training Plan is based, in part, on PRA information and includes a focus on systems
with high safety significance. Prior to the Long Range Plan implementation, the
content of LOR training was determined in 2 much less rigorous manner and on a
much shorter time frame, typically on a 6 week-to-6 week cycle. Content was based
on needs suggested by students, operations management and instructors plus inputs
based on current events (such as design change implementation, procedure changes,

plant and industry events).

The 2001/2002 plan contains a number of topics pertinent to the issue of concern. The
tasks for Loss of Instrument Air and Loss of Offsite Power were covered as well as a
system review of Auxiliary Feedwater. The training devices used by instructors to
cover the topics are LPs (Lesson Plans) and SGs (simulator guides). Both these
devices present information in outline form, containing topical areas to be covered.
The LPs are primarily oriented for classroom environment, whereas SGs are targeted
for the simulator, mostly the instructor/ simulator operator. LPs clearly identify
references and materials to be used as handouts. Typical support documents are
drawings, procedures and OE documents. The LPs used in continuing training are the
same LPs used for initial training. Training personnel indicated that LPs and SGs are
reviewed prior to use and, to the best ability of the individual trainer, are updated to
be current.

. Initial Operator (CO and SRO) Training: The highest-level document in Initial
Training is the Program requirements (TRPR). They are position based. For example
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TRPR 18 is Control Operator Trainee. The TRPRs are primarily administrative
documents rather than technical. The TRPRs do identify the Training Courses
(TRCRs) that comprise the Program. The TRCRs are a little more technical than
Programs in that they identify some general areas of knowledge that the trainee needs
to cover. For example, under TRPR 18, two of the courses are TRCR 52, Secondary
Systems and TRCR 55, Integrated Operations. The TRCRs identify LPs. The LPs are
the same as those used in continuing training. Some of the LPs specific to the event
are LP 0169 AFW system, LP 0405 Reactor Trip or SI Response (which includes
EOP 0.1), LP 0338 Instrument and Service Air (which includes AOP-5B) and LP
2439 Secondary Coolant System Malfunctions (AFW is one of those).

- Evaluation: LPs contain enough specific information about auxiliary feedwater and
instrument air systems to accurately describe system operations, causes and effects.
Training documents do not contain extremely specific details on specific evolutions.
For example, the specific method for controlling steam generator level as directed in
EOP-0.1 in concert with compounding events such as loss of 14, is not covered nor is
the need to locally gag an AFW pump mini recirc valve upon loss of instrument air.
Instructors review material to be taught in advance and are able to make changes in
course content in order to add information, including current events and to change
areas of emphasis. The Simulator Guide topics used in continuing training appear to
be marginally related to the topic area they are listed under. PRA and human
performance information is not included in LPs. PRA and CDF values are used as
input to select the content of the Long Range Training Plan for continuing training.

Other Documents

- DBD-01, Auxiliary Feedwater System Design Basis Document: Revision 0 of
DBD-01 was issued on 4/4/94. In Section 4.8, AFW Pump Recirc Flow Control
Valves, there was a statement under Safety-Related Functions that “These valves
shall open automatically and remain open to provide a recirculation flowpath from
AFW pump discharge to the CST when flow in the AFW discharge line is insufficient
to prevent pump damage.” The reference cited was MR 88-099. The DBD also
stated “These valves shall close automatically to prevent the unnecessary diversion of
AFW pump discharge during high-flow conditions where adequate pump discharge
flow is removing pump heat.” Section 4.8.4 addressed these competing requirements
stating “Since this valve has a safety function to close, and a less significant function
to open (long-term pump protection) it is most reliable therefore to have the valve fail
(upon loss of power or instrument air) to the closed position. This section also
discussed a potential worst-case flow condition with both the recirculation valve
closed (due to loss of IA) and the associated discharge MOV closed (single active
failure), but concluded that this was outside the system design and licensing basis.
This worst-case concern was based on NUREG-0800 assumptions, but was not
considered applicable since PBNP had not incorporated NUREG-0800 into its
licensing basis.
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Revision 1 of DBD-01 was issued on 3/31/00. One of the major changes included
was “Deleted safety-related function to OPEN for mini-recirculation valves for AFW
pumps.” The worst-case flow condition discussion remained in the DBD.

Evaluation: The basis for including an OPEN safety-related function for the
recirculation valves in Revision 0 was cited as MR 88-099, the modification that
increased the recirculation flow orifice size for AFW pump protection. A review of
the modification paperwork did not identify any statement declaring a safety-related
function for the valves to OPEN. A review of the DBD validation documentation
indicated that in-service testing of the valves checked recirculation valve position.
Testing of the recirculation valves in the OPEN direction was added to the IST
Program in 1991. (See discussion of IST Program below.)

Revision 1 of DBD-01 deleted this OPEN safety-related function. This appears to be
a result of actions coming from CR 97-3363 (discussed later). Testing of the valves
in the OPEN direction was deleted from the IST Program on 9/30/98, also as a result
of CR 97-3363. Overall, the basis for adding and deleting this function to the DBD
was not well documented or justified.

- EOP Verification and Validation (V &YV): The original EOPs issued in 1985 were
verified by a2 multi-disciplined verification team using an approved procedure with a
detailed checklist of attributes to be evaluated. That effort generated over 2500
discrepancy sheets and involved a series of more than 40 team meetings over a period
of several years. The discrepancy sheets generated for EOP-0.1 did not raise any
concerns with the step for controlling feed flow or stopping feed flow to a S/G ifa
level increase above the desired value occurred.

The validation process involved a WOG review of the basic version of the ERGs at
the Calloway simulator in 1982 and on the Revision 1 ERGs at the Seabrook
simulator in 1983. Early drafts of some of the plant specific procedures were taken to
the Zion simulator in March and April of 1983, which generated many suggested
procedure changes. The procedures were then put through the previously described
verification process. Following this, the procedures were used by operating crews at
the Kewaunee simulator (8/84-11/84). Each crew spent a week mitigating accidents
using the procedures. No concems were raised regarding the actions to control feed
flow or stop feed flow if S/G Jevel increased above the desired level range. Finally, a
portion of the detailed control room design review was expanded to provide another
validation of the EOPs. A full size photographic mock-up of the PBNP control room
was created and fourteen scenarios (increased from the typical 5 or 6) were evaluated
in an attempt to ensure that every EOP was used. Operators performed walkthroughs
of the EOPs during these scenarios, which were also videotaped for later review, and
then interviewed for their comments (1985). EOP-0.1 was validated using a Reactor
Trip without SI scenario (without a concurrent loss of instrument air). Again, no
concerns were raised regarding the actions to control feed flow or stop feed flow if
S/G level increased above the desired level range.
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The EOP V&V process was also part of a NUREG-0737 Supplement 1 (GL 82-33)
commitment. The EOP procedure generation package (PGP) was submitted to the
NRC on 6/1/84. The NRC responded with a draft SER on 5/7/87 that found the PGP
to be unacceptable. The PBNP revisions to the draft SER were submitted back to the
NRC on 11/10/87, addressing each of the identified concerns. The NRC issued the
final SER on 4/9/90 that contained additional programmatic improvements identified
by the staff. The SER transmittal letter also referred to the June 1989 NRC
Inspection of the EOPs and recommended that PBNP consider both the results of that
inspection and the SER discussion and utilize them as appropriate in the next major
revision of the EOPs. Current procedures governing the EOP V&YV process are OM
4.3.2, EOP Verification Procedure, and OM 4.3.3, EOP Validation.

Evaluation: During the development of the PBNP EOPs from the WOG ERGs,
information was to be included to address differences between the reference plant
used by WOG and the Point Beach plant. Following development of those
procedures, verification and validation reviews were applied to ensure the adequacy
of those procedures. Validation is the process of evaluating the EOPs for usability by
the operators and operational correctness (e.g., compatibility with plant hardware and
control board layout). EOP-0.1 was operationally incorrect for a Joss of IA condition.
Therefore, it was the validation step in the EOP development and implementation
process that failed. The need to evaluate EOP-0.1 using a loss of instrument air
condition was not recognized because the validation process did not evaluate
procedures, design and human error/timeline analysis concurrently.

- EPRI Report TR-100259, An Approach to the Analysis of Operator Actions in
Probabilistic Risk Assessment — 6/92: This document is used by the PRA group in
evaluating human interactions for the probability of an error. It identifies attributes of
certain failure mechanisms that influence the overall probability that the mechanisms
will contribute to a2 human interaction (HI). One mechanism, Relevant Step in
Procedure Missed, has four attributes that are considered and evaluated in a decision
tree: A
e Obvious vs. Hidden: Is the relevant instruction a separate, stand-alone numbered

step, in which case the upper branch is followed, or is it “hidden” in some way
that makes it easy to overlook, e.g., one of several statements in a paragraph, in a
note or caution, or on the back of a page?

e Single vs. Multiple: At the time of the HI, is the procedure reader using more
than one text procedure or concurrently following more than one column of a
flowchart procedure?

e Graphically Distinct: Is the step governing the HI in some way more conspicuous
than surrounding steps?

e Place Keeping Aids: Are place keeping aids, such as checking off or marking
through completed steps and marking pending steps used by all crews?

A hidden step had a 10% probability of being missed, whereas a procedure step
exhibiting the best of all four attributes had a probability of only 0.1%, a reduction by
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a factor of 100. The worst probability for an obvious step is only 1.3%, which is
about a factor of 8 lower than a hidden step.

. FSAR: The FSAR did not include a description of AFW recirculation line features
until updates were made in 6/97 and 6/98. The 1997 update involved the addition of
a paragraph describing the diversion of AFW flow via the recirculation line to the
CST for a 3-minute period following pump start. This was an original design feature
that had never been included in the FSAR description of the AFW system. The 1998
update was an extensive change resulting from the FSAR Review and Upgrade
Project that provided a more detailed description of the AFW system and its licensing
basis. This change added the wording that each pump had an AOV controlled
recirculation line back to the condensate storage tanks to ensure minimum flow to
dissipate pump heat. This change also revised the time period for AFW flow
diversion during pump start from 3 minutes to 45 seconds.

- Individual Plant Evaluation, Revision 0 dated 6/30/93: The original IPE for Point
Beach was developed from a snapshot of the plant and procedures as of 9/5/90. Many
of the success criteria for systems in the IPE PRA model were based on design basis
assumptions. In the original PRA system notebook for Auxiliary Feedwater, it was
recognized that the minimum recirculation flow valves failed closed on a loss of
instrument air. However, this was not included in the PRA model as a failure mode
for AFW because it was assumed that these valves failing to open did not result in
pump failure. Assumption 22 in Section 4.6.7.1 of the notebook states:

The discharge Iines of the AFW pumps have recirculation lines back to the CSTs.
These lines are normally isolated by AOVs that fail closed on loss of power or
instrument air. Although they receive open signals upon a pump start and when
pump flow is low, it is assumed that failure to open does not fail the AFW pump.
Failure of one of these AOVs in a full open position is assumed to fail the
associated AFW train due to diversion of pump flow.

The potential to damage the AFW pumps with lack of flow was mentioned briefly in
the notebook. In Section 4.6.2.2 on Support Systems, the following discussion is
found under the “Instrument Air” heading:

The mini-recirculation valves on both the turbine-driven AFW pumps (AF-4002)
and the motor-driven AFW pumps (AF-4007 and AF-4014) fail shut on a loss of
instrument air. This could cause overheating of these pumps on low flow
conditions with no recirculation flow available.”

These two sections seem to contradict each other. However, controlling (reducing)
AFW flow was assumed to take place later in the transient so there was plenty of time
for the operators to perform this action correctly. This was based on decay heat
removal curves. Again, there appeared to be an emphasis on ensuring that enough
flow was available in the transient initially and it was not recognized how early in the
event that AFW flow needed to be reduced to prevent overfilling the Steam
Generators. This is evidenced by Assumption 13 where operator actions to control
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AFW flow later in the transient are discussed. No mention is made of ensuring a
minimum flow path is available:

Operator actions to control AFW flow later in an accident sequence are not
explicitly modeled in the AFW system fault trees. Operator actions are
necessary to prevent the AFW system from overfilling the steam generators as
their pressures decrease and AFW flow likewise increases. This was not
modeled since there is a long time available and the function would be alarmed.
In addition, the operator would have to successfully supply an alternate source of
water to the suction of the AFW pumps (not automatic) and then forget to control
flow or check steam generator level.

It seems from these statements in the notebook that some injection flow was always
assumed to be required. The need for the operator to shut off flow to the Steam
Generators entirely from one or more AFW pumps at some time in the event was
apparently not considered.

In Section 4.6.4.2 of the notebook, initiating event impacts on the system are
discussed. Under the “Loss of Instrument Air” heading, only the discharge valves for
the motor driven pumps are considered. The closure of the mini-recirculation valves
for the AFW pumps was not documented as a possible effect of the Loss of
Instrument Air event:

Aloss of instrument air will degrade the operators’ ability to throttle the flow rates
of that portion of the AFW system associated with the motor-driven AFW pumps.
The discharge pressure control valves, which are intended to limit flow to 200
gpm per pump, (AF-4012, 4019) are air-operated and would fail open on a loss of
instrument air. Under this condition the operator is directed to use the
turbine-driven pump to supply feed per AOP-5B, "Loss of Instrument Air*
(Reference 4.6-12) or use the local gag to control AF-4012 and AF-4019 per Ol-
62A, "Motor-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater System (P-38A&B)".

The notebook also contains a discussion of potential common cause failures for the
AFW system. This review did not identify the closure of each pumps minimum
recirculation valve on a loss of instrument air as a potential failure mechanism.
However, this is consistent with the assumption that failure of these valves to open
does not fail the AFW pumps.

Updates to the original IPE PRA model (1990) were based on snapshots of the plant
taken in 1993 and again in 1996, and implemented a few years later (due to the long
time required to perform the model update). The focus of these updates was to
incorporate new plant-specific failure data and to incorporate model changes that
reflected plant modifications. The PRA model update being completed this year is
the first time since the original IPE effort that critical systems were examined from
the ground up in a detailed review to ensure all failure modes are captured. This was
accomplished in part by use of detailed failure modes and effects fault trees. Adding
this detail was considered to be necessary at this point to make the model more
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flexible for risk-informed applications. It was the use of this approach that identified
the concern with operator actions to control AFW flow.

- IST Program: In December, 1990 the 3rd interval program (Revision 0) was
implemented. There is a line item in the general valve section that states "Due to
isolation of S/G by EOPs, it may be necessary for an operating pumps recirc path to
be available." The testing to verify the open function was not included in the tabular
section of the IST program that identified the actual testing to be done. A valve
program relief request (VRR-28) was added to the IST Program under Revision 1 on
5/28/91 that described the recirculation valves function to be “These valves open to
ensure minimum recirculation flow from the pumps to prevent pump damage.” A
cold shutdown test frequency was being sought.

The NRC issued a Technical Evaluation Report (TER) on 4/17/92 that denied the
relief request because the valves had a safety function in the closed position and noted
that the recirculation valves were not tested by the IST Program in the open position.
The TER referenced the VRR-28 function statement and went on to state “The

* program should be revised to address these valves’ safety function in the open
direction.” PBNP responded to the NRC on 7/30/92 to clarify that the valves could
not be stroked except by use of hand wheels until modifications were made that
allowed manual stroking using air. The response also stated “Since the AF pumps are
capable of delivering feedwater at any steam generator pressure, the minimum flow
valves are not required to open to protect the AF pumps under any anticipated
accident conditions. The valves will, nevertheless, be stroke time tested in the open
direction, as well as in the shut direction, once the modification to permit stroke time
testing is completed.” A follow-up letter dated 3/2/93, informed the NRC that the
modifications would be completed by the completion of the spring 1993 refueling
outage and VRR-28 relief request was being withdrawn. Revision 3 to the IST
Program was implemented on 3/30/93 deleting relief request VRR-28.

On 10/15/97, CR 97-3363 raised a question about a discrepancy between the open
function testing of the AFW recirculation line check valves (not in the IST Program)
compared to the recirculation flow control valves (in the IST Program). The
evaluation of this concern concluded on 2/5/98 that there was no safety related
function for the recirculation valves or check valves to open, and the IST Program
would be revised. Revision 5 of the IST Program was issued on 9/30/98 and deleted
the open function testing of the recirculation flow contro] valves.

Interview Results

Personnel Statements: Written statements were obtained from key personnel involved in
the evolution of this issue covering the period of initial discovery to its reporting to the
NRC. The information derived from those statements has been incorporated into the
timeline included in Attachment B and involved the following personnel:

- PRA Engineer

- Design Engineer
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- Design Enginheering Manager

- Regulatory Compliance Engineer
- AFW System Engineer

- Operations Manager

- PRA Supervisor

Interviews: Interviews were conducted with the following individuals to obtain
additional information:

PRA Engineer: An interview was conducted with the PRA Engineer that identified the
concern with operator actions to control AFW flow. That interview identified the
following points:

- The PRA group reviewed the effect of the EOP change made (addition of foldout
page information) but did not make recommendations on the best method of
accomplishing the incorporation of that information. Use of the foldout page
resulted in a reduction of the Human Error Probability (HEP) from 0.5 t0 0.05.

- Use of a foldout page is treated as a continuous step with some additional credit for
other control room personnel and training; it does not have as high of a CDF
reduction factor as a specific check.

- Credit was given in the recovery factor calculated for use of a procedure reader; it
was treated the same as an extra crew.

- The PRA Engineer received information in June or July 2001 that operators stop
AFW flow by using valves versus stopping pumps. The information was obtained
during discussions with an operating crew. This information was verified later via
operator interviews conducted by the HEP expert.

- The PRA group provides feedback to Training, via informal communications, on
high-risk accident sequences, but not on specific procedure steps that have high
HEPs. .

EOP Coordinator: An interview was conducted with the EOP coordinator and identified

the following points:

- The direct work item system is a process that allows procedure changes to be made.
Direct work items are changes that are issued by the WOG after review by the
appropriate WOG subcommittee. Essentially they are revisions to the ERGs. Any
member of WOG can initiate a possible direct work item but it does not become one
until issued by the WOG.

- Changes to the EOPs can also be initiated internally without going through the WOG
using the procedure feedback process. When this mechanism is used, the EOP
Coordinator and an Operations Procedure Writer evaluate the request to decide if it
should be processed, and the EOP set changed. There is no procedurally defined
process that describes the evaluation methodology. There does not seem to be any
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guidance on determining specific technical content of a change if it is outside the
ERG.

- Foldout page content is expected to be memorized by the operator. Foldout page
information is intended to trigger operator memory. The addition of foldout page
information to EOP-0 and EOP-0.1 is applicable at all times to continually control
AFW flow correctly; this includes transition out of EOP-0 and EOP-0.1. The EOP
Coordinator did not consider the PRA value of foldout page use versus other methods
of incorporating the desired actions into procedures when the decision to use a
foldout page was made.

~ No formal V&V was performed on the foldout page change to the EOPs; a serial
review was performed.

- The EOP Coordinator believes that Operations generally keeps Training informed of
training needs.

- The EOP Coordinator thinks the changes made to the EOPs are done to streamline the
procedures.

Other Information

During preparations for the NRC Regulatory Conference held on this issue, discussions
with the participants identified the following:

~ The timing of operator actions for S/G level control assumed in the original IPE was
based on decay heat curves. Diversion of flow (by gagging open the recirc valves)
was not envisioned earlier in the accident scenario. The timing of operator actions to
throttle AFW flow to a level requiring a recirculation flow path due to S/G overfilling
or RCS overcooling concurrent with a loss of IA was not recognized.

- The EOP procedure weakness was very difficult to identify. It was only from an
" integrated perspective of evaluating AFW system design, procedural guidance, and
FMEA, overlaid with human error probability analysis and timeline studies that the
issue could be identified.

- The PBNP instrument air system has multiple cross-ties between units and
redundancies that requires a dual unit event to cause a complete loss of IA. The
EOPs are single-unit emergency procedures and do not consider dual unit casualties.

- During a SBO event, based on the required condition for decay heat (100% power for
100 days), the need to throttled AFW flow to levels requiring the recirculation valves
to open would not occur for about 5 hours, well after the time that IA is restored.
Therefore, the review of this event would not identify the EOP procedural
vulnerability.
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Industry and Stafion Operatine Experience

Internal Operating Experience

- CR97-3363, IST Program Design Basis for AFW Minimum Flow Recirculation
Valves: This CR was initiated on 10/15/97 to address a concern with a conflict
between the IST Program and the AFW DBD. The IST Program stated that the AFW
recirculation line check valves did not have an active safety function to open and that
the minimum flow recirculation lines were not needed since there was always
adequate flow to the S/Gs under accident conditions. This conflicted with the AFW
DBD that did not address the check valves, but had an open safety function for the
recirculation valves. The IST Program tests the recirculation valves in the open and
close directions. The DBD group performed an evaluation on 2/5/98 that concluded
the check valves have no safety related function in either direction and that the
recirculation valves only have a safety related function in the closed direction. The
basis stated that the main safety related function of AF was to supply water to the
S/Gs and that flow to the S/Gs was the most important flow path to maintain. The
mini-recirc line was considered a diversion path, and since the AF system was
capable of a cold start, a recirculation path was not necessary. The potential to
deadhead a pump was considered, but establishment of a flow path through the
discharge lines was used to eliminate the concern and the mini-recirc path was
deemed to not be needed for pump protection. The evaluation noted that DBD-01
(Rev. 0) was being revised to reflect that there was no open safety function. The
evaluation went on further to consider an AFW pump scenario where the associated l
discharge MOV failed to open or the pressure control valve inadvertently closed
along with the recirculation path being blocked. In this event, the recirculation line
would be required to prevent pump destruction, but the emergency function to feed
the S/Gs is defeated anyway. This active single component failure scenario would
only apply to one pump, so it would be acceptable and recirculation flow for AFW |
pumps was not a required safety related function.

-  QCR99-0115, Code Testing Conflict With the Aux Feedwater Mini-Flow Recirc
Check Valves: This CR was initiated on 5/24/99 and addressed a concern that
conflicting information existed about the safety related function of check valves AF-
115 and AF-117 to OPEN compared to the AFW recirculation valves that have a
safety related function to CLOSE. Further, the IST Program did not include these
check valves. An evaluation performed on 5/27/99 concluded that the concern
identified was in error and had already been addressed by CR 97-3363. Additional
evaluation on 6/15/99 concluded that some clarification to the IST Program
documentation was needed to address how AFW single failure affected the decision
on testing. A new action item was generated to revise the IST Program
documentation and closed on 6/19/00 with issuance of Revision 4 of Appendix A of
the IST Background Document.

- RCE 98-148, P-38A AFW Pump Recirc Valve Found Failed Shut, dated 1/29/99:
This RCE documented an event where an operator was in the process of starting an
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AFW pump and noted that the recirculation line valve did not open as expected and
then quickly secured the pump. This event showed that operators monitor
recirculation valve position during AFW system manipulations.

INPO Operatine Experience

- SEN 174 - Loss of Nonvital Bus Causes Dual Unit SCRAM and Degraded
Auxiliary Feedwater System, dated 11/10/97
Description: At the McGuire plant, a loss of non-safety related 120V AC instrument
and control power caused both units to SCRAM. Also, the recirculation valves for all
3 U-1 AF pumps failed shut. The control board indication for these valves was also
lost. As water level in the S/G was recovered, operators eventually shut the pump
discharge valves. The pumps were operated for 20 to 60 minutes with their discharge
and recirculation valves shut. Valve leakage was adequate to prevent pump damage.

Evaluation: This event is very similar to our case. Our evaluation of the SEN focused
only on the power supply failure. AF pump operation without recirculation flow was
discussed in the SEN and one question raised was *“what procedures require operators
to ensure that adequate pump flow is maintained?” This question was not addressed
in the evaluation of the SEN. CARB requested that this SEN be reviewed again.
CA004279 was initiated to track this evaluation.

- SOER 88-1 — Instrument Air System Failures, dated 5/18/88
Description: This document provides a review and evaluation of industry events
associated with failures and degradations of instrument air systems.
Recommendations 1, and 2 from this SOER are relevant to this event.

Recommendation 1 (Operations) was to provide procedures to assist operators in the
identification, control, and recovery from partial or total loss of instrument air events.
A list of attributes that the operating, abnormal, and emergency procedures should
provide included (in part) the following: identification of critical components
operated by instrument air and the positions in which they fail, expected system and
plant responses to a loss of 1A and the consequences of these responses, actions to
take if critical components do not fail in their intended position, and manual actions
the operator should be expected to take to respond to a loss of IA event. The PBNP
response was that AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air, contained the necessary
instructions and information to assist operators in the identification, control, and
recovery from partial or total loss of IA, and fully satisfied that recommendation. At
that time, AOP-5B had an appendix for the AFW system that identified the
recirculation valves as failing shut and requiring a2 manual gag override to open.

Recommendation 2 (Training) from the SOER was to provide classroom and
simulator training on loss of IA events to operators. The training was to provide the
bases for such things as failure modes of critical components and expected operator
actions, so that the operators would understand the major concemns involved in a loss
of IA event. The PBNP response was to initiate Training Needs Analysis (TNA) 88-
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0425 for the:'PBNP Training group to evaluate. The result was that classroom
training on loss of IA was included in cycle 89-8 of AO, RO, SRO, and DTA
continuing training. LP 1782, Revision O dated 11/1/89, Instrument and Service Air
was developed and approved to address this need. That lesson plan included a section
that lists concerns with a loss of IA that focused on four areas: heat removal, auxiliary
feedwater, inadvertent safety injection, and containment isolation. For AFW, the
lesson plan identified that on the electric driven AFW pumps, the PCV fails open, and
on all AFW pumps the recirculation valves fail closed. No simulator training on loss
of IA was provided because PBNP was using the KNPP simulator then and loss of IA
could not be adequately modeled on it.

Evaluation: The PBNP response to recommendation 1 addressed the need for
information in abnormal operating procedures, but did not directly address operating
and emergency procedures. The reliance on AOPs for addressing specific plant
conditions and using EOPs for general response and mitigation probably influenced
the scope of the review. The classroom training specifically identified that the AFW
pump recirculation valves failed close on loss of IA, but did not identify concerns
with pump damage or the need to gag open the valves, as dictated by AOP-5B.
However, there was a notation relating to the SI recirculation/test line isolation valves
failing shut causing pump overheating in a few minutes and reference to an OPS
Special Order 85-05 that had the valves currently gagged open. Simulator training
was not performed due to modeling difficulties. Overall, the response did address the
issue of the AFW recirculation valves failing closed on loss of instrument air. The
reliance on AOP-5B for operator actions resulting from a loss of instrument air was
reasonable based on what was known at that time.

- OE 10727 - PRA Risk Insight to Improve Operator Actions, dated 9/11/00
Description: This document describes an event at another utility where the NRC
identified that they did not effectively use PRA risk insight to improve the timeliness
and reliability of mitigating operator actions prior to an actual event resulting in loss
of all RCP seal cooling to 2 RCPs. For this event, it was determined that PRA
updates were not being used to train operators on plant vulnerabilities to core damage.

Evaluation: At PBNP, procedure ESG 5.1, PRA Maintenance and Update
Guidelines, requires the generation of a condition report whenever new vulnerabilities
are identified. However, there were no provisions in the ESG that addressed who
should be trained. In response to OE 10727, a revision to ESG 5.1 was issued on
12/19/00 that specified what groups should receive training on PRA updates and
newly identified vulnerabilities.

Other Operating Experience

. Zion Station LER 90-002, 1A Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Cavitation, dated
2/15/90: This LER describes an event where the 1A turbine-driven AFW pump was
run in a deadheaded condition resulting in pump damage. Due to a combination of
management error and procedural deficiency, the AFW pump was operated with both
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the discharge valve and recirculation valve shut for a period of about eight minutes
until an operator stationed locally at the AFW pump noted an abnormal temperature
rise on the pump’s thrust bearing, water hammer sounds, and that the oil cooling
water relief valve had lifted. This event demonstrates that pump damage can occur in
a short period of time when operating 2 pump in a deadheaded condition. The pump
impeller was found to be damaged and required replacement.

NRC Generic Communications

- Generic Letter 81-14, Seismic Qualification of AFW Systems, dated 2/10/81
The purpose of this GL was for licensees to determine the extent to which their
AFWS are seismically qualified and to walk-down the non-seismic portions of the
system and identify deficiencies. Our original response was submitted on July 16,
1981, in which we concluded that the PBNP AFWS is adequately protected for a
seismic event. No specific mention was made of the AFWS recirculation valves or
piping. In aresponse to the NRC follow-up request for additional information dated
May 4, 1982, we specifically noted that the recirculation piping connections to the
seismic AFWS piping were inspected and that the recirculation valves close upon
receipt of a pump discharge flow signal. The NRC’s Technical Evaluation Report
(TER) of November 12, 1982, concluded that the PBNP AFWS did not provide
reasonable assurance to perform its SR function following a seismic event. Inour
response dated December 15, 1982, we stated that the recirculation valves fail closed
and the discharge AOVs fail open and concluded that the instrument air system that
powers these valves is not required for AFWS functioning. Because of the questions
concerning the recirculation piping not being well supported, we committed in this
letter to independently support each air operated recirculation valve. Finally, in our
letter dated April 26, 1985, we responded to the NRC request for comments on their
revised TER. In the TER the staff postulated a failure during a seismic event of the
non-seismic AFWS piping or a failure of the pump recirculation valves to shut
following the switchover of the AFW S supply to service water. In our response we
stated that under either condition the operator are trained to recognize off normal
condition and that adequate time existed for manual operator actions.

Evaluation: PBNP performed a design review that evaluated the seismic adequacy of
foundations, supports and structures associated with the AFWS. Review of system

operating procedures was not a reasonable response to the Generic Letter. Therefore,
this very specific design review would not identify the EOP procedural vulnerability.

- Information Notice 87-28, Air Supply Problems at US Light Water Reactors,
dated 6/22/87
The internal evaluation of this IN consisted of a review of all systems that perform
safety functions and contain air operated valve operators, for the effect that the loss of
air would have on those safety functions. The failure positions of the AFWS valves
are identified. The concem for pump damage or failure due to less than minimum
pump flow with the recirculation valves failing shut is also discussed. However, the
focus of the evaluation was on demonstrating that the AFWS pumps would always
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feed the S/Gs with sufficiently high flow to protect the pump. This was documented
in calculation N 87-041. At that time the discharge AOV for the electric AFW pumps
failed open on loss of air; therefore, there was no identified concern with the
recirculation valves failing shut.

Evaluation: PBNP verified the performance of safety-related functions with a loss of
IA and that the AFW recirc valves must fail closed to assure the AFW safety-related
function of providing flow to the S/Gs. It was also verified that adequate procedures
existed (AOP-5B) to address a loss of 1A, including the manual actions needed to gag
open the recirc valves. Since PRA tools were not available yet, it is not reasonable
that the EOP procedural vulnerability would have been identified.

- NRC Bulletin No. 88-04, Potential Safety-Related Pump Loss, dated 5/5/88

This bulletin requested licensees to investigate and correct as appropriate two mini-
.flow design concerns. The first concern was the potential for deadheading one or

more pumps that have a common mini-flow line. The second concemn is whether or
not the installed mini-flow capacity is adequate to prevent damage to safety related
pumps. In a response dated June 28, 1988, we acknowledged that each of the pumps
in the AFWS have their own recirculation lines with an AOV isolation valve and an
orifice upstream of the common return line to the CST. We discussed the logic of the
recirculation valves to open or shut dependent on AFWS forward flow but did not
address the potential to lose recirculation on an instrument air failure. We also
acknowledged that the flow orifice for the pumps will need to be replaced with higher
flow orifices to ensure sufficient flow for indefinite pump cooling via the
recirculation lines.

Evaluation: PBNP did a design review of the recirc capacity needed for adequate
long-term protection of the AFW pumps. Modifications were initiated to increase the
recirc flow capacity to the required levels. Review of system operating procedures
was not a reasonable response to this Bulletin. Therefore, this very specific design
review would not identify the EOP procedural vulnerability.

- 10 CFR 50.63 Loss of All Alternating Current Power, effective 7/21/88
The NRC amended its regulations at 10 CFR 50.63 to require all nuclear power plants
to be capable of withstanding and recovering from a station blackout (SBO) of a
specified duration. Our initial response to this regulation, which addressed the
appropriate guidance from Reg. Guide 1.155 and NUMARC 87-00 was submitted on
April 17, 1989. In that response we stated that no air-operated valves are required to
operate to cope with a SBO for one hour. We also completed an analysis on
condensate inventory necessary to cope with the one hour SBO. We concluded that
we had sufficient CST inventory, along with the initial S/G fluid inventory to
maintain S/G decay heat removal capability. Clearly, for a SBO, only the TDAFW
pumps would be available. The concern appeared to be assurance that sufficient
water would be fed to the S/Gs until AC power was restored and AFW could be
shifted to the safety related service water supply. The first NRC SER on SBO was
dated October 3, 1990. The NRC agreed, based on our statement, “that the
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compressed air is not needed to cope with an SBO for one hour and, after 1 hour, the
Alternate AC power source will supply the compressed air.” The Technical
Evaluation Report (TER Page 16) also stated agreement that operation of the AFWS
is independent of AC and IA for one hour. Indeed the concern identified in the
Technical Evaluation Report was that the minimum volume of 10,000 gallons in the
CST per unit, was insufficient and ultimately we had to revise our Technical
Specifications to change that minimum CST volume to 13,000 gallons.

Evaluation: During a SBO event, only the TDAFW pumps are available (one per
unit). The conditions for this event assume a decay heat load based on 100 days of
operation at 100% power. Based on the high decay heat load and one TDAFW pump,
it is not credible to stop or reduce AFW flow to a point where pump damage is
incurred in the first hour. Therefore, it is not reasonable that the EOP vulnerability
would have been found during reviews associated with a SBO event.

- Generic Letter 88-14, Instrument Air Supply System Problems Affecting Safety
Related Equipment, dated 8/8/88
In a February 20, 1989, response to this GL we stated that all safety related pneumatic
equipment at PBNP is designed to fail to a safe condition with the safety function
being tested in the PBNP IST Program. The AFWS discharge AOVs were
specifically discussed and the concern expressed that the fail open position could
potentially lead to over feeding of the S/Gs. There was additional correspondence to
the NRC on July 27, 1989, in the form of a supplemental response concerning the
potential problem with the discharge valves failing open. We also responded to an
inspection report dated January 16, 1991, in which the NRC determined that PBNP
had not fully complied with statements in our original GL response regarding testing
of safety related AOVs. In this response we clarified that safety related valves with
“passive” functions (do not perform a mechanical motion during the course of
accomplishing a system safety function) were excluded from IST fail safe testing.
We also noted that since the 1989 submittal the IST program was revised and reissued
for the third 10-year interval and that the AFWS mini-recirculation valves were now
fail safe tested.

Evaluation: PBNP verified the performance of safety-related functions with a loss of
JA and that the AFW recirc valves must fail closed to assure the AFW safety-related
function of providing flow to the S/Gs. It was also verified that adequate procedures
existed (AOP-5B) to address a loss of IA, including the manual actions needed to gag
open the recirc valves. Since PRA tools were not available yet, it is not reasonable
that the EOP procedural vulnerability would have been identified.

- Generic Letter 89-04, Guidance on Developing Acceptable In-service Testing
Programs, dated 4/3/89
The attachment to the GL listed eleven specific generic deficiencies related to IST
programs and procedures. Item 9 addressed pump testing using minimum flow return
line with or with out flow measuring devices. The concern for this item was for those
pumps that could only be IST tested using minimum flow return. In our response
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dated October 3, 1989, we confirmed that SI, RHR and AFW are tested in compliance
with the GL position 9. The GL advised licensees that meeting the guidelines for
Code testing does not supercede the thrust of Bulletin 88-04 (See discussion above).

Evaluation: This review of this issue does not appear to be a missed opportunity for
evaluation of the EOP procedural vulnerability.

Evaluation Methodology & Analysis Techniques

The analytical techniques used in this root cause evaluation were:
- Document Review

Interviewing

Event and Causal Factor Charting (Attachment D)

- Timeline Development (Attachment B)

- Why Staircase Development (Attachment )]

Data Analysis Summary

Identification of Causal Factors

A “Why Staircase” was constructed based on the information obtained in the Information

& Facts Sources section of this report. This technique results in a repetitive asking of the
question “why” until a detailed understanding of the problem is obtained. The “Why
Staircase” for this event is provided in Attachment C. This approach identified three |
main causal factors that contributed to this event.

EOP-0.1 contains a step (step 1) to CONTROL feed flow because of RCS cool down
considerations and another step (step 4) to STOP feed flow to a steam generator if an
increasing level cannot be maintained below the desired setpoint — these steps do not
specify the method to be used to CONTROL or STOP flow. (It is postulated that an
operator could throttle the AFW discharge valves closed and with a loss of instrument air
when the recirculation valves are failed closed, the running pumps would dead-head and
destroy themselves in short period of time; a potential common mode failure.)

There were two reasons influencing why specific information was not provided in the
EOP. First, reliance had been placed on AOP-5B for providing specific operator actions
for a loss of instrument air scenario, and second, closure of the AFW discharge valves
due to operator action was not previously considered as 2 possible failure mechanism.

Reliance on AOP-5B:

Reliance on AOP-5B was faulty because operator action to control AFW flow (under loss
of instrument air conditions) was needed in the early steps of EOP-0.1. This need had not
been identified prior to this event. Akey opportunity to have identified this need was via
the EOP validation process. The original validation of EOP-0.1 steps was done in 1985
using a Reactor Trip w/o SI scenario. This scenario did not include a concurrent loss of
instrument air condition. Consequently, it would not matter what method an operator

(93]
(S8



Increased CDF in AFW PRA Model Due to Procedural RCE 01-069 Rev. 1 |
Inadequacies Related to Loss of Instrument Air

used to control flow since either throttling flow or shutting off pumps would be
successful. These steps have not changed since Revision 0, so additional validation
would not have been required. It was the EOP validation barrier that failed. Validation
was to ensure the operational correctness of the EOPs. The reason the barrier failed was
because the interaction between design, procedures, and human error/timeline analysis
was not evaluated concurrently, and the need for specific operator actions under a loss of
instrument air condition was not recognized. The Human Error/Timeline Analysis
method was not available at the time the EOPs were originally validated.

Another key opportunity to identify the need for operator action while in EOP-0.1 was
when the initial PRA model was developed to support the IPE submittal in 1993. The
original PRA model did not model operator actions to control AFW flow in the system
fault trees because it was assumed (based on decay heat removal requirements) that there
was a long time available and the function (S/G overfill) would be alarmed (assumption
13). The flaw in this assumption was not identified during the PRA model review
because the fault trees were based primarily on functions described in design documents.
Also, only operator actions taken to mitigate a failure were evaluated. The selection of
the evaluation method using fault trees focused on design functions over other FMEA
methods was based on an assumption that the design function approach was more
conservative. The current PRA model review uses a methodology that integrates system
performance with potential human actions to obtain a spectrum of plant responses. The
original PRA Model was based on system functions, and only operator actions to
mitigate failures were evaluated.

Finally, routine performance of accident scenarios on the PBNP simulator should also
have provided an opportunity to identify this need for operator action. Simulator Guides
are presented in outline form and do not contain detailed information on evaluation of all
actions performed during the scenario. PRA information has been used to identify which
scenarios are important to teach from a risk perspective, but information on which steps
in emergency procedures are risk-significant has not been incorporated into scenario
evaluation criteria. The operator action to control AFW flow had not been identified as a
human interaction with 2 human error probability assigned to it (because Human
Error/Timeline Analysis was not available yet). Consequently, scenarios often went
quickly through the loss of air condition to other conditions such as loss of secondary
heat sink without evaluating the intermediate steps such as S/G level control. The
interface between the PRA and Training programs is less than adequate. |

Operator Action was not Previously Considered as a Possible Failure Mechanism
Previous evaluations of the effects of the AFW recirculation valves failing closed on loss
of IA concluded that the AFW pumps would not be damaged because forward flow was
always available. Closure of a single discharge valve due to component failure
concurrent with the AFW recirculation valve failing closed was evaluated and considered
to be outside the design and licensing basis. (This used NUREG-0800 assumptions and
PBNP was not committed to that NUREG.) Closure of all the discharge valves due to
operator action was not considered. The two reasons identified for not considering
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operator actions were the lack of integrating human actions into failure mode analyses
and the lack of insight that a specific operator action could result in pump damage.

Although the concept of determining the potential failures that could result from human
errors has been around since at least the TMI accident, it is most often utilized in the PRA
area. The current design process does not prompt an evaluation of failure modes from a
human action perspective. When the MDAFW pump discharge AOVs were modified
with a nitrogen back-up system, a throttling capability was created that did not exist on
that valve before (under a loss of instrument air condition). Throttling of the MOVs that
direct AFW flow to the respective steam generators had already existed, so this was an
additional opportunity to perform that same action on another component. Only recent
use of failure mode fault tree tables in the PRA program allowed identification of the
concern on AFW control. The knowledge learned from evaluating human interactions in
the PRA program has not been transferred into the failure modes and effects analysis
element of the design control program. The interface between the PRA and Design
Control programs is less than adequate.

Insight was needed to understand that the actual operator response to a “CONTROL or
STOP feed flow” command under a loss of instrument air scenario would be closure of
the discharge valves instead of stopping the AFW pumps. The expected operator
response to the “CONTROL or STOP feed flow” command under a loss of instrument air
scenario was not clearly stated in training documents. Knowledge that operation of the
AFW discharge valves had a human error probability associated with it could have
resulted in focused training on that evolution that may have identified the potential for
pump damage. However, the information on risk-significant human interactions was not

effectively incorporated into the training program. The interface between the PRA and
Training programs is less than adequate. .

Other Conclusions

The assumptions used by the PRA group in evaluating human interactions are based on
industry guidelines that determine how the effectiveness of procedures is established.
These same rules have not been applied to our process for procedure writing. One
example is the use of action steps in notes. The industry guidance is clearly not to
include actions in notes. However, the AOP and EOP Writers” Guide (and WOG ERG
Writers Guide) allows the use of condition monitoring that initiates an action in a note.
Under PRA rules, little credit is given for an action embedded in a note. Procedure
effectiveness can be improved by incorporating PRA rules into our procedure
development process. The interface between the PRA and procedure development

processes is less than adequate.

ESG 5.1, PRA Maintenance and Update Guideline, is the governing document for
administration of PRA updates. That procedure contains interfaces with departments
outside of Engineering. The use of a higher tier document may be more appropriate for
this process. Organizational interfaces for the PRA update process lack formality.
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There was a lack of consistency between different design basis and licensing documents
regarding the description and function of the AFW recirculation valves. The
predominant position taken in various licensing correspondence was that AFW flow
could always be provided to the S/Gs and the recirculation valves were not required to
provide an open safety function. However, the initial AFW DBD (1994) contained a
statement that the valves had an open safety function, and the basis was not clear. The
open function was removed from the AFW DBD in 2000. The IST program did not
include an open safety function, but did test the valves in the open direction based on
prior NRC correspondence (1992). That testing was removed from the IST program in
1998. The FSAR did not include any discussion of the recirculation line function until
updates made in 1997 and 1998. Consistency between AFW licensing and design
basis documents is less than adequate.

The subject of AFW flow and recirculation capability was part of many prior evaluations.
However, the combined evaluation of design, procedures and human error timeline
analysis only occurred during the recent PRA model update process. Without the use of
these combined analyses, it was not reasonable that previous evaluations would have
identified this vulnerability.

Failure Mode Identification

—

RR5 Actions Not Tied to Another Process When Necessary — Actions required by
one program not belonging to any program, which is needed to ensure
consistency.

« Information on risk-significant human interactions was not effectively
incorporated into the operations training program, including scenario
development

e Knowledge leamned from evaluating human interactions in the PRA program
has not been transferred into the failure modes and effects analysis element of
the design control program

o PRA concepts are not included in the emergency procedure development
process

o Consistency in the licensing and design basis for the AFW system was not
maintained between the FSAR, AFW DBD and IST program

| RR2 [ Actions Not Clear — Inadequate program design A

s The original validation of EOP-0.1 steps done in 1985 using a Reactor Trip
w/o SI scenario did not include a concurrent Joss of instrument air condition
because the analytical tools (Human Error/Timeline Analysis) needed to
identify this were not available at that time

F2 Inadequate Communications Among Organizations — Lack of interface
formality
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o The PRA update interface requirements with other organizations are contained
in an Engineering Supplemental Guideline, and lack formality

[ 14 | Wrong Assumptions — Erroneous assumptions used in decision making ||

e Only operator actions taken to mitigate failures were evaluated in the original
PRA model

e The selection of the original PRA model evaluation method using fault trees
focused on design functions over other FMEA methods was based on an
assumption that the design function approach was more conservative

VIl. Root Causes & Contributing Factors
Conclusions

The investigation found that the EOP validation process is the barrier that failed, causing
the weakness in EOP-0.1. The EOP validation process failed because it did not evaluate
the interaction among design, procedures, and human error timeline analysis. It was only
from this integrated perspective that a loss of instrument air causing the recirculation
valves to fail closed, combined with a possibility that an operator would close the
discharge valve on an AFW pump, and the timing of this action prior to implementation
of the abnormal procedure for loss of instrument air (AOP-5B) could the potential be
seen to damage multiple AFW pumps. The combination of FMEA, timeline studies, and
human error analysis is a recently implemented practice in the industry unique to PRA.
Without the use of these combined analyses, it was not reasonable that previous
evaluations would have identified, this vulnerability.

Root Cause

The root cause of the EOP procedural weaknesses was the failure of the original EOP
validation process barrier to identify that specific operator actions were needed to
properly control or stop AFW flow under a loss of instrument air condition. This barrier
failed because the analytical tools needed to identify this vulnerability did not exist at that
time. This resulted in a misalignment between plant design and procedural guidance.

Contributing Causes
Significant contributing causes to this condition continuing to exist were:
¢ The original PRA model fault trees evaluated system performance primarily on
functions described in design documents and only considered operator actions

taken to mitigate a failure

« Previous evaluations focused on delivery of the minimum required AFW flow for
providing decay heat removal
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Other causes that were not significant contributors were:

¢ The failure to consider human actions during FMEA reviews in the design control
processes,

e The lack of integration of human error reduction methods into the operations
training process,

e The lack of integration of human error reduction methods into the emergency |
procedure development process,

o The lack of formality of organizational interfaces in the PRA update process, and l
. | _ The inconsistencies between the FSAR, AFW DBD, and the IST program l
concerning the description and function of the AFW recirculation valves.
VIll. Corrective Actions
Interim Corrective Actions (mitigation)
e CA#] R.c’qun_s:ifl_)lc Grox'lgz QPerations, Fompletion Due Date: Complete

N !~4'

Revise EGP-0, EOP-0.1 and ECA-0.0 o address AFW control under loss of
instrument air conditions.

Corrective Actions to Prevent Recurrence (CATPRs)

o CA #1 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 2, Completion Due Date:
Complete [CA003 691]

Assist Operations in determining what initiating events should be included in the EOP
validation process by formally providing information on which initiating events

considered risk-significant for each EOP.

¢ CA #2 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 2, Completion Due Date: 8/5/2002
(90 days after CATPR #1 is completed) [CA003692]

Revise the EOP validation process to ensure that appropriate initiating events are
included. Utilize PRA inputin determining what initiating events are applicable.
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Corrective Actions to Restore (broke ~ {ix)

CA #1 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
10/4/2002 [CA003693]

Complete the analysis portion of the PRA model review to identify any other risk-
significant vulnerabilities in the current EOPs.

CA #2 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: Complete
[CA003694]

Review the operator actions specified in AOP-5B to determine if they should be
included in applicable EOPs to ensure timeliness of the actions, and initiate revisions
as required.

CA #3 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 [CA003695)

Formally provide Operations and Training with an updated list of high-risk human
error events based on the PRA model.

CA #4 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 [CA003696]

Formally provide Operations and Training with a description of the human error
reduction methods used in evaluating operator actions in the PRA model.

CA #5 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: 10/4/2002
(120 days after CA #2 and CA # 3 are completed) [CA003697]

Review EOPs and AOPs containing high-risk human error events against human error
reduction methods used in the PRA model and revise where appropriate to achieve
significant CDF risk reduction.

CA #6 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: 10/4/2002
(120 days after CA # 3 is completed) [CA003698]

Revise OM 4.3.1, AOP and EOP Writers’ Guide, to incorporate human error
reduction methods used in the PRA model that can significantly reduce CDF risk.

CA #7 Responsible Group: Training, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: 10/4/2002
(120 days after CA #2 and CA # 3 are completed) [CA003699]

Review initial operator training materials and methods associated with high-risk

human error-events against human error reduction methods used in the PRA model
and revise where appropriate to achieve significant CDF risk reduction.
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¢ CA 48 Responsible Group: Training, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: 10/4/2002
(120 days after CA # 3 is completed) [CA003700]

Revise operator training procedures to incorporate human error reduction methods
used in the PRA model that can significantly reduce CDF risk.

¢ CA #9 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 [CA003701]

Revise the AFW PRA model to accurately reflect system performance.

e CA #10 Responsible Group: Engineering (Systems), Priority: 3, Completion Due
Date: 6/5/2002 [CA003702]

Review the description of the AFW recirculation line function in the FSAR, DBD-01,
and the IST Program for consistency and accuracy, and initiate revisions as required.

e CA #11 Responsible Group: Engineering (Design), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 [CA003703]

Revise the design process to include consideration of human action induced failure |
modes.

e CA #12 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 days [CA003704]

Evaluate if an Engineering Supplemental Guideline is the appropriate procedural
method for controlling PRA updates, or if a higher tier document such as a2 Nuclear
Procedure (NP) should be used considering the interfaces involving other
departments. Initiate any procedure changes resulting from that evaluation.

e CA #13 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
6/5/2002 [CA003705]

Revise the procedure governing PRA updates to include identification of the formal
methods to be used for providing information to other groups. Use of existing
processes, such as training work requests and procedure feedback forms, should be
used whenever possible.

« CA #14 Responsible Group: Assessment, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
Complete [CA003982]

Review SEN 174 response and re-open the OFE items if not fully addressed.
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CA #15 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: Complete
[CA004279]

Review SEN 174 and verify that procedures exist for maintaining adequate pump
flow, including pumps other than AFW.

CA #16 Responsible Group: Engineering (PRA), Priority: 4, Completion Due Date:
Complete [CA004388] .

Review operator action assumptions in the PRA model for validity for the top risk-
significant systems.

CA #17 Responsible Group: Training, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: Complete

Update the PBNP simulator to model AFW pump failure due to less than required
minimum recirculation flow. :
CA #18 Responsible Group: Operations, Priority: 3, Completion Due Date: Complete

Revise the EOP validation process to include PRA involvement. oMy 3/ M43

CA #19 Responsible Group: Engineering (Design), Priority: 3, Completion Due Date:
Complete

Modify the AFW recirculation valves to provide a back-up pneumatic supply to allow
time for operator actions.

RCE 01-069 Rev. 1 |
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Attachment A: Team Charter
Root Cause Investigation Charter

CR 01-3595
RCE 01-069

Issue Manager:

Rick Mende

Problem Statement:

Discovery during the review of the AFW PRA model for transients involving loss of
instrument air-that emergency and abnormal operating procedures may not adequately
address maintaining minimum AFW pump recirculation flow to prevent AFW pump
failure.

Investigation Scope:

Determine the following:
e the root cause of why the condition exists
s why the problem was not identified previously

Make recommendations for:

e correcting the problem

e preventing recurrence of the problem

o applicability of the root cause to other areas (extent of condition)

Team Members:

Team Leader — Richard Flessner, Engineering Processes
Team Member — R. Wood, PRA -
Team Member — J.P. Schroeder, System Engineering
Team Member — T. Staskal, Site Assessment

Team Member — C. Krause, Licensing

Milestones:

Status Update — 12/11/01
Draft Report — 12/20/01
Final Report — 1/10/02

Approved: (Original signed by F. Cavia) Date:  12/4/2001

Fred Cayia, PBNP Plant Manager
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Attachment B: Event Timeline

DATE / TIME DESCRIPTION

9/1/79 M-623/624 TDAFP alternate bearing cooling supply modification issued

2/1/80 IC-274 AFW recirculation valve logic (keep open) modification issued

2/10/81 GL 81-14 issued on Seismic Qualification of AFW System (response is dated
7/16/81)

5/4/82 Additional response to GL 81-14 due to NRC RAI - response says that AFW
recirc valves close on receipt of AFW pump discharge flow signal

6/82 WOG Basic ERGs validated on Calloway Simulator

8/82 NUREG-0899, Guidelines for the Preparation of EOPs, is issued

8/31/82 1C-274 AFW tecirculation valve logic (keep open) modification cancelled

11/12/82 NRC issues TER concluding that PBNP AFW system did not provide
reasonable assurance to perform its SR function following a seismic event

12/15/82 PBNP response to NRC TER on AFW — concluded that IA is not required for
AFW system functioning (based on recirc valves FC and discharge valves FO);
commit to independently supporting each recirc valve

4/83 NUREG/CR-2005, Checklist for Evaluating EOPs, is issued

8/1/83 MR 83-104 AFW system discharge MOV controls modification issued

4/26/85 PBNP response to revised NRC TER on AFW — conclude that AFW piping
failure or failure of AFW recirc valves to close will be handed by operators
trained to recognize off normal condition that adequate time exists for manual
action

7/1/85 Revision 0 of the EOPs issued

5/2/86 AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air, Revision 0 issued

6/22/87 IN 87-28 issued on Air Supply Problems at US Light Water Reactors

7/1187 WOG ERG Writers Guide issued

12/20/87 IN 87-28 Supplement 1 issued on Air Supply Problems at US Light Water
Reactors

3/23/88 NPERS evaluation of IN 87-28 issued via NEPB 88-090

5/5/88 IEB 88-04 issued on Potential SR Pump Loss (response is dated 6/28/88)

5/18/88 INPO issues SOER 88-01 on Instrument Air Failures

777188 MR 88-099 AFW pump mini-recirculation line improvements modification
issued

7/21/88 SBO Rule (10CFR50.63) became effective (response is dated 4/17/89)

8/8/88 GL 88-14 issued on Instrument Air Supply System Problems Affecting SR
Equipment (response is dated 2/20/89)

4/89 NUREG-1358, Lessons Learned From the Special Inspections Program for
EOPs, is issued

4/3/89 GL 89-04 issued on Guidance on Developing Acceptable IST Programs
(response is dated 10/3/89)

5/8/89 MSS approves response to SOER 88-01

2/15/90 Zion Unit 1 LER issued on AFW Pump Cavitation

12/90 3% interval IST Program is implemented

~1991 Original IPE Notebooks developed
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DATE / TIME DESCRIPTION

5/28/91 Revision 1 to IST Program adding VRR-28 on recirc valves

4/17/92 NRC issues TER on IST Program denying VRR-28 and requesting OPEN
safety function be added for recirc valves .

6/92 EPRI Report TR-100259, An Approach to the Analysis of Operator Actions in
PRA, is issued

6/19/92 MR 92-091/092/093 IST testability of AFW recirculation line AOVs
modifications issued

7/30/92 PBNP response to NRC TER clarifying that recirc valves are not required to
OPEN to protect AFW pumps

10/92 NUREG-1358 Supplement 1, Lessons Leamed From the Special Inspections
Program for EOPs, is issued

3/2/93 PBNP informs NRC that mods will be completed for testing recirc valves and
withdraws VRR-28

3/30/93 Rev. 3 of IST deletes VRR-28

4/93 DBD-01 validation considers worst-case flow (discharge and recirc valves
closed) outside design and licensing basis

6/30/93 Revision 0 of IPE PRA model is issued

4/4/94 DBD-01, AFW System, Revision 0 is issued

~1995 “Affects of excessive AFW flow introduced into EOPs

4/15/91 MR 97-038*A/B MDAFP discharge pressure control valve backup nitrogen
supply and cable separation modifications issued

6/97 Update to FSAR adding AFW recirc feature for 3 minute closure on pump start

9/26/97 AOP-5B, Revision 11 issued that moved time critical steps from appendices to
main body of the procedure

9/30/97 Revision 1C of WOG ERGs issued

10/15/97 CR 97-3363 initiated on IST Program Design Basis for AFW Minimum Flow
Recirculation Valves (closed 10/5/98)

11/10/97 INPO issues SEN 174 on Loss of Nonvital Bus Causes Dual Unit Scram and
Degraded AFW System (McGuire Units)

1998 Update to IPE PRA model is issued

1/6/98 Evaluation of SEN 174 completed — focus was on power supplies and did not
address degradation of AFW recirculation valves

6/98 Update to FSAR adding detailed description of recirculation line function

6/29/98 CR 98-2575 (RCE 98-148) initiated on P-38A AFW Pump Recirc Valve
Found Failed Shut

9/30/98 Rev. 5 of IST Program issued deleting testing of AFW recirc valves in the
open direction

5/24/99 QCR 99-0115 initiated on Code Testing Conflict With the AFW Mini-flow
Recirc Check Valves

3/31/00 DBD-01, AFW System, Revision 1 is issued

9/11/00 OE 10727 initiated on industry event involving PRA
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DATE / TIME |

DESCRIPTION

7/6/01

While revising the Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) model for the
Auxiliary Feedwater system, a potential procedural shortcoming was identified
in AOP-5B, Loss of Instrument Air. Condition Report 01-2278 was originated
to document the above finding

7/10/01

A CR action item #1 was created for Operations to move the step in AOP-3B,
“] oss of Instrument Air,” for gagging open the AFW minimum recirculation
valves to an earlier location in the body of the procedure. (CR 01-2278)

7/30/01

Operations discussed issue with PRA group. PRA torun an evaluation to
determine the significance of the issue. Analysis was expected to be
completed by 8/20/01 (CR 01-2278)

8/20/01

The analysis is not ready yet. The evaluation is expected to determine the
actual risk significance of the condition and address the type of actions that
may be recommended. (CR 01-2278)

10/19/01

Per discussion with the PRA group, the PRA model is showing a higher risk
and the recirculation valve should be procedurally addressed. The AOP is
sequenced properly to address the loss of instrument dir. PRA Group is
requesting that the ARP for low instrument air pressure be chan ged to address
this concern. This should be adequate rather than changing the sequence of the

AOP. PRA will follow up with a procedure feedback. (CR 01-2278)

10/24/01

CR 01-2278 Action #1 was completed with direction to create a new action
jtem to track issuance of a change to ARP CO1 A 1-9 for low instrument air
pressure. (CR 01-2278)

Early
November,
2001

Operations had discussions with PRA Group regarding whether procedure
changes were adequate.

Week of Nov
13™ 2001

PRA Group went to work to adjust the PRA model to evaluate the risk if the
procedure change was not complete or would not be adequate.

11/26/01

Modeling adjustments were completed. A risk evaluation was done for the
minimum recirculation valves. A factor of 2.3 risk increase was identified.
“This was considered high-risk significance. A discussion was held with
Operations and Engineering . Decided we needed to determine what the scope
of this was and what further actions may be appropriate.

11/28/01 -
1300

A meeting was held with Operations, Engineering and PRA personnel to
discuss the significance and appropriate actions. The mechanistic details of the
issue were well understood and developed by all present. The consensus was
that this item represented a real possibility, and that it required further
attention. Various possible actions were discussed, focusing primarily on
enhancing Operator awareness of the system design, as well as modifications
or procedural changes that may be desirable to eliminate it.

The subject of Operability was discussed during the meeting, and it was agreed
that there was no operability concern because no equipment degradation,
failure, or non-conformance had been identified. Regardless, the level of
concern was great enough that further prompt action was felt justified.
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DATE / TIME

DESCRIPTION

11/28/01 -
Late afternoon

The Operations manager had Jiscussions with Engineering about this potential
concern regarding significantly increased CDF risk resulting from an event
where instrument air was lost and during the subsequent EQP actions,
operators may take inappropriate action which could cause one or more AFW
pumps to fail.

11/29/01 — AM | Operations manager briefed the resident inspectors on the concerns of the issue
and that we were evaluating the condition and risk.

11/29/01 - Following discussions with the staff SRO, operations concluded that use of

Late AM temporary information tags and a briefing of all watch standers, would be an
important step to reduce the risk of the event. We also started evaluating
procedure changes that might help improve the safety of the plant and reduce
the risk profile.

11/29/01 —- PRA bricfed the STA and Shift Manager on the issue and discussed potential

10:00 wording for control board placards.

11/29/01 - PRA discussed potential reportability concerns with licensing.

11:00

11/29/01 - PRA briefed the Rl and provided estimated risk impact values.

11:30

11/29/01 — CR 01-3595 documenting the increased risk was written. The CR was brought

14:45 to the WCC and screened by an SRO. At that time, extensive discussion
regarding whether an OD was required had already occurred, and extensive
discussion on operability had occurred. My discussions with engineering and
others focused on the fact that there was not an equipment problem, no
equipment is degraded such that operability is in question, that this is arisk
issue upon which we are relying on operator action to mitigate, and therefore,
use of the OD was not appropriate. Those discussions were not captured in
either the CR, or the associated screening.

11/29/01 — The oncoming crew was briefed and temporary information tags placed

1520 adjacent to the controls for 1/2P-29 and P-38A/B. This briefing summarized
the concerns of this potential event. The temporary information tags provided
a reminder that the minimum flow requirements for the AFW pumps are 50
GPM for the motor driven pumps and 75 GPM for the steam driven pumps.

11/29/01 - CR 01-3595 was screened by the WCC SRO (CR 01-3595)

1553

11/29/01 - Operations Manager bricfed Plant Manager on this issue.

1700

11/29/01 — Event Notification 38525 made to NRC via ENS phone.

1705

11/30/01 — AM | Licensing manager received a call from the NRC-NRR backup PM concerning

confusion over the event notification. A return conference call was made with
engineering to address NRR questions.
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DATE / TIME |

DESCRIPTION

11/30/01 - AM

Friday morning, after discussing this with the residents, Operations Manager
concluded that to properly document the operability of the AFW system, we
should initiate an operability determination to ensure the discussions we had
the previous 24 hours regarding operability were properly documented.
Engineering was requested to start on the OD. ‘The Shift Manager was
informed that an OD on the issue was being performing it and that it was
expected to be completed mid to late afternoon.

11/30/01 - Operations Manager met with Sr. Resident, Resident, and their supervisor to

Noon discuss situation. At that point NRC brought forward their concerns regarding
whether AFW was operable in the condition that existed prior to Thursday
afternoon and whether it was currently operable. The Plant Manager called
NRC Region III along with the Operations Manager and had a discussion
regarding operability of the system.

11/30/01 - Ran a simulator scenario to get information on plant response to a loss of

1400 offsite power coincident with a rapid loss of instrument air pressure.
NOTE: Additional simulator scenarios were run on 11/30 and 12/1.

11/30/01 - Temporary procedure changes were completed to EOP-0 and EOP-0.1 to

1645 reflect the guidance provided earlier to operators on the temp info cards.

11/30/01 - Plant Manager informed that a five-man incident investigation team would

~1700 arrive on 12/3.

11/30/01 —- A supplement to the Event Notification was provided to the NRC to clarify the

1746 discussion of the potential for an AFW failure as described in the original
event notification 38525

11/30/01 - The OD was approved. This OD evaluated the current operability of the AFW

~1830 system and included a discussion of the compensatory measures already taken

to assure compliance with our licensing basis.

12/1/01 — 0930
to 1200

Staff meeting to prepare for NRC inspection team.

12/1/01 - 1515

Revision 1 to the Operability Determination was approved. The discussion of
the AFW pump motor duty cycle was revised.

12/3/01 — 0830

CR 01-3595 screened as requiring an ACE.

12/3/01 - 1000
to 1200

Inspection Team meeting to prepare presentation for NRC entrance meeting.

12/3/01 - 1200

SVP and Plant Manager agree that CR 01-3595 requires a RCE.

12/3/01 — 1400

NRC Inspection Team has entrance meeting.

12/4/01

HEP expert onsite

12/4/01 — 0700

Tnitial RCE Team meeting held.

12/4/01 — 1200

Plant Manger approves RCE Charter.

12/4/01 — 1620

CR 01-3633 initiated on Appendix R concerns associated with MDAFW pump
and LOOP and loss of IA and coincident fire. (CR 01-3633)

12/5/01 — 1545

CR 01-3648 initiated on response of MDAFW Pump to an Appendix R fire
coincident with a LOOP and loss of IA. Potential existed for auto-start with
discharge and recirc valves f; ailed closed causing pump damage. (CR 01-3648)

12/7/01 — 0900

NRC Inspection Team has technical debrief.
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DATE/ TIME | DESCRIPTION

12/13/01 - NRC Inspection Team has exit meeting.

1400

12/14/01 Permanent Revision to EOP-0 and EOP-0.1 implemented.
12/20/01 Additional revision made to EOP-0, EOP-0.1, and ECA-0.0

48



Increased CDF in AFW PRA Model Due to Procedural RCE 01-069 Rev. 1 |
Inadequacies Related to Loss of Instrument Air

Attachment C: Why Staircase

Problem: There is an increased CDF during a loss of instrument air scenario due to a
common mode failure of all AFW pumps.

Why?: EOP-0.1 contains a step (step 1) to CONTROL feed flow because of RCS cool
down considerations (RCS overcooling) and another step (step 4) to STOP feed flow to a
steam generator if an increasing level cannot be maintained below the desired setpoint
(S/G overfill) — these steps do not specify the method to be used to CONTROL or STOP
flow. (It is postulated that an operator could throttle the AFW discharge valves closed
and with a loss of instrument air when the recirculation valves are failed closed or fail
closed later, the running pumps would dead-head and destroy themselves in a few
minutes; a common mode failure.)

Problem: EOP-0.1 contains insufficient information to direct operators to take the
correct actions for controlling AFW flow or stopping AFW flow to S/Gs under a
loss of instrument air scenario.

Why1?: Reliance had previously been placed on AOP-5B for directing operator
response to a loss of instrument air scenario; however, it was just recently
recognized by the PRA group that action by operators would be required earlier in
the scenario while still in EOP-0.1 (e.g., controlling S/G level without the
availability of the AFW recirculation valves).

Probleml: The need for specific operator response actions for AFW flow
control due to a loss of instrument air scenario while in EOP-0.1 was not
previously identified.

Why1-1?: The original validation of EOP-0.1 did not evaluate the
interaction between design, procedures and human error/timeline analysis.
This analytical method was not available at that time. (Human
Error/Timeline Analysis Not Available)

Why1-2?: The original PRA model did not model operator actions to
control AFW flow in the system fault trees because it was assumed that
there was a long time available and the function (S/G overfill) would be
alarmed (assumption 13). The flaw in this assumption was not identified
during the PRA model review because the fault trees were based primarily
on functions described in design documents. Also, only operator actions
taken to mitigate a failure were evaluated. The selection of the evaluation
method using fault trees focused on design functions over other FMEA
methods was based on an assumption that the design function approach
was more conservative. The current PRA model review uses a
methodology that integrates system performance with potential human
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actions to obtain a spectrum of plant responses. (PRA Model based on
system functions)/(Only mitigating actions were evaluated)

Why1-3?: The operator action to control AFW flow had not been
identified as a human interaction with a human error probability assigned
to it. (Human Error/Timeline Analysis Not Available)

Why27: Previous evaluations of the effects of the AFW recirculation valves
failing closed on loss of 1A concluded that the AFW pumps would not be
damaged because forward flow was always available. Closure of a single
discharge valve due to component failure concurrent with the AFW recirculation
valve failing closed was evaluated and considered to be outside the design and
licensing basis. (This used NUREG-0800 assumptions and PBNP was not
committed to that NUREG.) Closure of all the discharge valves due to operator
action was not considered.

Problem?2: Closure of the AFW discharge valves due to operator action
was not previously considered as a possible failure mechanism.

Why2-1?: The consideration of human actions in failure modes and
effects analyses has occurred primarily only in the PRA area and the
integrated method of evaluating FMEA, human error probabilities, and
timeline studies is a recent development. (Human Error/Timeline
Analysis Not Available)

Why 2-2?: Insight was needed to understand that the actual operator
response to a “CONTROL or STOP feed flow” command under a loss of
instrument air scenario would be closure of the discharge valves instead of
stopping the AFW pumps.

Problem: The expected operator response to the “CONTROL or
STOP feed flow” command under a loss of instrument air scenario
was not clear.

Why?: Training materials did not contain specific information on
operator actions for controlling steam generator level (and AFW
flow) under a loss of instrument air condition.

Problem: Training materials did not specify the actions
required for successful control of AFW flow under loss of
instrument air conditions.

Why?: The importance of the AFW control evolution was
not previously recognized. (Human Error/Timeline
Analysis Not Available)
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Attachment D: Event & Causal Factor Chart
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Formal validation
of EOPs not
performed yet

6.
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and approves
EOP-0.1

EOPs are single
unit procedures

Loss of instrument
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NMC INTERNAL
Committed to Nuclear Exceflence | CORRESPONDENCE

To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Copy To:

NPM 2002-0495

CARB Members

Richard Flessner /Q

September 16, 2002

Addendum to RCE 01-069 Rev.1/ACE000314

S. J. Nikolai S. A. Pfaff L.]J. Peterson File

The attached addendum to RCE 01-069 Rev.1/ACE000314 is being submitted for CARB review
and approval. This addendum is being created to provide a more complete documentation record
of items related to RCE 01-069 Rev. 1. The focus of the addendum is primarily on actions taken
after the RCE was completed and accepted by CARB. A revision to the RCE is not deemed
necessary because the basic conclusions and resulting recommended actions have not changed.
Additional discretionary actions have been implemented by NMC and are being included in the
addendum for a more complete record.

Attachment



Addendum to RCE 01-069 Rev.1/ACE000314

This addendum to RCE 01-069 Rev.1 (ACEQ00314) covers the following items:
1. Inaccuracy in RCE report regatding IST program testing
2. Comments on Independent Review of RCE Report

Addition of the Open Safety Function to the AFW recirculation valves

w

Creation of action items to document corrective actions described in RCE report

Expansion of Extent of Condition Review

A

Effectiveness Review

Reason for Addendum This addendum is being created to provide a more complete documentation record of items
related to RCE 01-069 Rev. 1. The focus of the addendum is primarily on actions taken after the RCE was
completed and accepted by CARB. A revision to the RCE is not deemed necessary because the basic conclusions
and resulting recommended actions have not changed. Additional discretionary actions have been implemented by
NMC and are being included in the addendum for a more complete record.

1. Inaccuracy in RCE report regarding IST program testing

On page 23 of RCE 01-069, Rev. 1, a statement is made regarding the deletion of open testing of the AFW
recirculation valves from the IST program as a result of the evaluation made for CR 97-3363. Additional review has
determined that testing of the AFW recirculation valves was not deleted, and that time testing data exists for all 4
AFW recirculation valves during the period 1993 to 2002.

2. Comments on Independent Review of RCE Report
The independent review of the AFW RCE (CAP002612/CA004074) contained the following final conclusion:

*“The following final conclusion is based upon the scope of the investigation as prescribed by the management team
in the investigation charter. The RCE represents a high quality, detailed, integrated investigation into the problem
statement described in the Team Charter. The report is well constructed and well written and allows a non-involved
reader to understand the event and the investigation performed. The root cause is supported by the facts, evidence
and failure modes idenufication. The corrective actions are appropriate for the scope of the investigation and will
ensure higher quality EOP documents in the future. Questions regarding the adequacy of the overall scope of the
investigation are contained in the main body of the report.”

Specific issues discussed in the review are:

e Charter/scope of investigation does not investigate why the design allowed the recirculation valves to fail-closed
on loss of instrument air and how this condition went uncorrected until discovered by the PRA review.
Comment: The fail-closed position was known and understood in the design and did NOT go uncorrected until
discovered by the PRA review. Whar was not known was the timing of operator actions and the need for
specific guidance in the EOPs. The problem was determined 10 be a procedural issue by PBNP and the NRC;
hence the investigation scope was appropriate.

e No corrective actions exist to ensure that similar components do not have the same failure mode.
Comment: Since there was not a problem with the failure mode of the valve, there was no need to evaluate
similar components. All operator actions associated with a loss of instrument air condition were evaluated and
determined to be approprniate.

e Root cause may be too narrowly focused.
Comment: The RCE evaluated the mismatch between plant design and plant procedures It was determined
that the revised procedures could adequately support the plant design. The cued violation is for a procedural
problem and not a design issue; hence, the focus was appropriate.



3.

Barrier analysis might also be used (in addition to E&CF charting) on the EOP development and validation
process.

Comment: This would be an enhancement. Since the EOPs have been through 3 major revisions by WOG and
the current processes for verification and validation are different (and enhanced by corrective actions in the
RCE), it was felt that no value would be added by an additional barrier analysis.

Report does not discuss use of single failure analysis in deriving EOPs.

Comment: This comment was based on the misperception that the fail-closed mode of the recirculation valves
was not correct. Single failure analysis would be in addution 10 the designed failure mode of the valve and
would not have been applicable.

RCE did not address timeliness or effectiveness of CA program in bringing issue to management’s attention
(initial CR 01-2278 written 7/6/01).

Comment: This issue was discussed between the RCE investigator, his Manager and the PRA Group Lead
during the RCE evaluation and determined to be appropriate based on the complexity of the issue, the
involvement of operations, and risk associated with the issue at that time; therefore, no concern 'was identified
in the final RCE. A statement of there being no problem was not added.

Was deletion of testing the recirculation valves (in the open direction) from the IST program a dropped or
missed commitment?

Comment: Evaluation of this item has determined that time testing of the AFW recirculation valves in the open
direction is occurring and has not been deleted.

RCE does not discuss how PBNP specific design differences were identified through the original EOP
development process.

Comment: The report describes the EOP verification process in general terms and the results obtained. The
verification was via an approved procedure and checklist. There were more than 2500 discrepancy sheets
identified, which is ample evidence that specific plant differences were considered.

Is it a safety function for the recirculation valves to open?

Comment: The report clearly describes the plant's licensed position that there was no required OPEN safety
function for the recirculation valves. The NMC decision to add the OPEN safety function was based on
improving equipment reliability and reducing CDF risk.

Report does not discuss any ﬁndinés regarding design configuration control differences.

Comment: The report identifies that there were inconsistencies between the FSAR, IST and DBD documents
and initiated a corrective action 10 review the current versions for consistency. This was treated as a broke-fix
issue since it was not a significant contributing cause to the event. The evaluator's perception of a design
problem gave this issue more importance than warranted.

There is no discussion on how the PBNP design compares to other similar plants AFW design.

Comment- A review of other plants AFW designs was performed and the PBNP design was found to be fairly
unique; since there was no design deficiency, the issue was not discussed in the RCE report.

The design change for adding pneumatic back-up supply to the recirculation valves is not identified as a
corrective action in the RCE

Comment: This corrective action was added to Revision 1 of the RCE.

Addition of the Open Safety Function to the AFW recirculation valves

During ongoing reviews of the AFW recirculation issue, NMC determined that there was increased nuclear safety
benefit (improved reliability and reduced CDF risk) in the addiuon of an open safety function to the AFW
recirculation valves beyond that credited by the pneumatic back-up supply modifications already installed.
Therefore, modification MR 02-029 was initiated to add the open safety function to the AFW recirculation valves.
This MR included removal of the internals of the AF-117 check valve to eliminate a common mode failure. The
modification was accepted on 9/12/02.



4, Creation of action items to document corrective actions described in RCE report

RCE 01-069, Rev. 1 identifies the corrective actions already taken and those being implemented in section VIII of
the report, beginning on page 37. T-track references had been provided for the actions being implemented, but not
for all of the actions already completed. Subsequently, t-track records have been created to adequately document the
completed actions discussed in the report. The following action items have been created:

¢ Interim Corrective Action #1 — CA026222
s Corrective Action #17 - CA026223
e Corrective Action #18 - CA026224

e Cormrective Action #19 - CA026225 ..

Other t-track items related to this event are:

_ e CA002592 - This item documents the review of the condition from a short-term Maintenance Rule risk

monitoring perspective.
e CA002593 — This item documented the OD review of the condition.
s CA002594 ~This item tracked issuance of the LER for this event.
e OTHO003541 — This item tracked presentation of the completed RCE to CARB.

e CA003983 — This item brought closure documentation back for CARB review once CA003691, CA003692 and
CA003693 were completed.

e OTH004389 — This item tracked revision of the RCE to reflect information gained during preparations for the
NRC regulatory conference.

e OD Part 1 Rev 2 ~ This document is attached to the parent CAP001415 and documents the operability
determination of the original condition.

e OTHO004510 — This item tracks the correction of problems identified with some HEPs from the review
performed under CA004388

e CAP012011/CE010138 (KNPP) — These items document KNPP's review of the industry OE notification issued
for this event.

Expansion of Extent of Condition Review

i

The EOP weakness regarding controlling AFW flow was found during the PRA model update for the AFW system.
The PRA model update involved a simultaneous review of plant design, procedures, failure modes and timing of
operator actions. However, the update process is not specifically designed to identify procedural errors. Therefore,
an alternate approach was developed that combined the elements of the effects of a loss of support component
function, the procedures that deal with resolving this function, and the timing of required actions. CAP029344 has
been initiated to expand the extent of condition review for the AFW Red Finding using this alternate approach to
provide an additional level of assurance that similar issues do not exist in other emergency procedures.

6. Effectiveness Review

T-track action item CA003983 was created following the CARB Meeting on 3/5/02 to bring back closure
documentation for review at a CARB Meeting once CATPRs 1 and 2 (CA003691 and CA003962), and corrective
action #1 (CA003693) were completed. CA003693 is associated with the overall PRA update project, which now
has an approved action plan that extends to the end of 2004. It is recommended that the scope of CA003983 be
modified to be an effectiveness review of the completed CATPRs as normally performed on RCEs
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STATE CHANGE HISTORY
& : ® Conduct £ peviews ” ® Qual
. ' : ” : onduc Work eview uality
Initiate As;'lsg/g:gzork Assign Work Complete Approval Approved Check
IZ> 619 55 PM |:> 9/3/2002 9/3/2002 :> 9/3/2002
Ovner 622 15PM E:i} 6:24:39 PM 6.25.37 PM
by RICHARD RICHARD by RICHARD Owner Owner by RICHARD Owner
RICHARD by RICHARD RICHARD PBNP CAP
FLESSNER FLESSNER . FLESSNER FLESSNER ELESSNER FLESSNER FLESSNER Admin
' LS 1 s £ &
SECTION1
Activity Request Id: CA026222
Activity Type: Corrective Action Submit Date: 9/3/2002 6:19:55 PM
Site/Unit: Point Beach -
Common
Activity Requested: intenm CA#1: Revise EOP-0, EOP-0.1 and ECA-0.0 to address AFW control under loss of
instrument air conditions.
© CATPR: N Initiator: * MASTERLARK, JAMES
Initiator Department: EPN Engineering Responsible Group Code: EXC Engineering
Programs Nuclear Processes Continuous
Safety Analysis PB Improvement PB a
a
Responsible Department: Engineering Activity Supervisor: RICHARD FLESSNER
Activity Performer: RICHARD FLESSNER
SECTION2
Priority: 3 Due Date: 9/3/2002
Mode Ci\ange Restraint: (None) Management Exception From PI?: N
© QA/Nuclear Oversight?: N @ Licensing Review?: N
NRC Commitment?: N @ NRC Commitment Date:

SECTION3

Activity Completed:

9/3/2002 6:24.39 PM - RICHARD FLESSNER

The following documentation was reviewed and demonstrates completion of this item as stated
in the RCE:

EOP-0 Revisions

- TCN 2001-0871 was approved on 11/30/01 for Rev. 35 of Unit 1 EOP-0 to add AFW
minimum flow requirements to the Fold Out Page The TCN was incorporated into a
permanent change issued as Rev. 36 on 12/14/01.

- TCN 2001-0872 was approved on 11/30/01 for Rev. 36 of Unit2 EOP-O to add AFW
minimum flow requirements to the Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a
permanent change issued as Rev. 37 on 12/14/01.

- TCN 2001-0915 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 36 of Unit 1 EOP-Oto add reference to
the 1A HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator for AFW minimum flow requirements to the
Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 37 on

1/10/02.
. TCN 2001-0914 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 37 of Unit 2 EOP-O to add reference to

se s -
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Page 2 of 3

the 1A HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator for AFW munimum flow requirements to the
Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 38 on
1/10/02.

EOP-0.1

. TCN 2001-0873 was approved on 11/30/01 for Rev. 24 of Unit 1 EOP-0.1 to add AFW
minimum flow requirements to the Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a
permanent change issued as Rev. 25 on 12/14/01.

- TCN 2001-0874 was approved on 11/30/01 for Rev. 23 of Unit 2 EOP-0.1 to add AFW
minimum flow requirements to the Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a
permanent change issued as Rev. 24 on 12/14/01.

- TCN 2001-0916 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 25 of Unit 1 EOP-0.1 to add reference to
the |A HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator for AFW minimum flow requirements to the
Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 26 on
1/10/02.

. TCN 2001-0913 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 24 of Unit 2 EOP-0.1 to add reference to
the IA HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator for AFW minimum flow requirements to the
Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 25 on
1/10/02.

ECA-0.0

- TCN 2001-0917 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 29 of Unit 1 ECA-0.0 to add AFW
minimum flow requirements and reference to the 1A HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator
to the Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 30
on 1/10/02.

. TCN 2001-0912 was approved on 12/20/01 for Rev. 30 of Unit 2 ECA-0.0 10 add AFW
minimum flow requirements and reference to the IA HEADER LOW PRESSURE annunciator
to the Fold Out Page. The TCN was incorporated into a permanent change issued as Rev. 31
on 1/10/02.

SECTION 4

QA Supervisor: {None) Licensing Supervisor: (None)
SECTIONS
@ Project: CAP Activities &

Actions =%

© State: Quality Check @ Activellnactive: Active
@ Owner: PBNP CAP Admin AR Type: Parent
© Submitter: RICHARD FLESSNER  Assigned Date: 9/3/2002
© Last Modified Date: 9/3/2002 6:25:37 PM @ Last Modifier: RICHARD FLESSNER
@ Last State Change Date: 9/3/2002 6:25.37 PM  © Last State Changer: RICHARD FLESSNER

@ Close Date:

@ One Line Description:
NUTRK ID:
Child Number:

References:

Update:
Import Memo Field:

Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW
CR 01-3595
0

CR 01-2278
RCE 01-069
GOOD CATCH

This CA is being issued to document a completed corrective action.

cmnmnn o~ vy A N Ra Nl YataVtel
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OLD_ACTION_NUM:

Cartridge and Frame:

ATTACHMENTS AND PARENT/CHILD LINKS

£ = 2 sy

& T £ Linked to ACE000314- Probabilistic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxiliary Feedwater System AFW

s | @ Subtask from CAP001415° Probabihstic Risk Assessment PRA For Auxihiary Feedwaler System AFW

D ~ e em A~



D
‘51‘-{1
! \?:

R
L

»
&
i
R
34
et
T

=)
¥
-t

Uy Tl
fzidn

L

»
S

[Ty

PR YO e
‘\‘;"\'h‘"m;'l"’.h:c's. -4

,°

\

Nuclear Power Business Unit VeVl
. TEMPORARY CHANGE REVIEW AND APPROVAL
Note. Refer to NP 1.2 3, Temporary Procedure Changes, for requirements Page 1 of g2

1- INITIATION

Doc Number EOP-0 Current Rev 35 Unit PB1  Temp Change No 200 - 5271
Document Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

Existing Effective Temporary Changes
Bnef Description  ADDED FOP ITEM TO ADDRESS AFW MINIMUM FLOW

(Identify specific changes on Form PBF-0025¢, Document Review ard Approval Contiruation, and includs w.th the package)

X Inmtatc PBF-0026h and include with the change.

Other documeats required to be effective concurrently with the temporary change: NONE

Changes pre-screened according to NP 103.17 (X NO [ YES f ves. istrefererces a0 eviena en PBFL026e (re er 15 X7 103 33
Screcning completed according 1o NP 10.3.1?  [INA I YES

Safety Evaluation RCQUil’Cd? E NO D YES (1f Yes. 3 re ~s102 mav be procesied or fnal eviews and asprovals sh-ll be obared balot smplemenre st
Determene 1f the change constitutes a Change Of Intent to the procedure by cvaluating the following questions.

(If any answers are YES, a revision may be processed or final reviews and approvals shall be obtained before implementing)

Will the proposed change: YES NO
1. Requirc a change to, affect or invalidate a requirement, commitniznt, evaluation or

description in the Current Licensing Basis (as defined in NP 103 1)? 0 X
2. Causc an increase in magnitude, significance or impact such that it should be processed as 2 0 =
revision?
3. Delete or modify a prerequisite, initial condition, precaution, limitation cr other steps that 0O )
could have safety significance or affect the procedure’s margin of safety?
4. Delete QC hold points, Independent Verification or Concurrent Check steps without the O %
related step(s) that require the performance also being deleted?
5. Change Tech Spec o1 other regulatory acceptance criteria other than for re-busclining 0O 5
purposes? ) ’
6. Require a change to the procedure Purposc or change the procedure classification? | =
Initiated By (rinvsign) Aot qerlr S o o £ 10 P U7 Date ./ 7 /sy
/7 7 7, —t

11 INITIAL APPROVAL

This change is correct and complete, can be performed as written, and does not adverselraffect persoxnel or,
nuclear safcty, or Plant operating conditions . /Q/m/ /
Group Supervisor (prinvsign) 7 7 e 2%4/ 2 L2 o< C 4 | f‘/ o “ s Pt 10 S e g
/¥ — L= A= / P ;g

{Cannot be the ln!{iator)
This change docs not adversely affect Plant operating conditions  (Safety Reiated procedures enly)

Scnior Reactor Operator (prinvsizn) ez 12 e Kas (G S AR N Date 1t Zzoz o |

(Cannot be the Initiator ot Crou;)Suﬂ,e'r\ B;SJ

111 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW

[ Permanent ] One-time Use [ Expiration Date, Event or Condcition:
] Hold clange until procedure completed (final review and approval still required within 14 days of nitial appro; al)
] QR/MSS Review NOT Reguired (Sdmizy N:SRonly) ,@ QR Review Re ﬁd g 2SS Review Requrred (Relmerce .\“/x £5)
Procedure Owner (print/sign) [2’ , }/, Y !/ /,,Z/ﬁ; 7‘\\ Date //: Ed 70[

- . »
Tric Charpe and supponis2 feowrethents correcily comnleted ard processed ' *

IV - FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL

(Must be completed within 14 days of initial approsal) (The Initiater, QR and Approval Authonty skall be indcpendent from each other)

L:QR/.MSS {rr:rt sign) 7?3/‘/‘5, /'z/’_ /oce A f /\ZZU//M /Z_}()_ﬂf{b Datc // _?;//O /
Indicaies SO $9:72.48 afplicability assessed, any neceseary siresnngs c\alum{n& parformed, dztemunation puade as to whether adduenal
crosy-lisciplinary review required, and if required, perfermed //. /

- ¢ i /
MSS Mecung No Ve S S ,
-~ — . . » - - :: -
Approval Authority (prirt'sizn) DN ScpoeN I/Z‘//J““"‘f,d S pae IS J-0y
V- REVISION INFORMATION FOR PERMANENT CHANGES- .~ LS
. . . — - .. v, 7 < 7
Post Typing Review (prntsiny  , 27 2N /0// pLcy s | // P s Date % Nl
Indicates temporary c'n:mgq() incormporfisd evaly as approred ars N other changes moce 1¢ doclmer? e
; ccion N : . ] 14 7%
Incorporated into Revisien Number 510 Effective Date DET j 4 7
a0 a sy e ii ALY
ReCD DEC 17 2001 flowri sy
PLF-Q026e ’ . , References NP1I3
Reviston 12 11 CX 99 Tl - - =
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant
DOCUMENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL CONTINUVATION

Doc Number  EOPA ’ Revision 3
Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

tn

Unut 1

Temporany Change Number 2001 - 0271

Description of Changes:

Step * Change/Reason

CHANGE: Added AFW minimum flow requirements for the AFW pumps

REASON: To prevent damage to the AFW pumps on a loss of instrument 21r duc 1o the AFW pump
mini-recirc valve failing shut with minimum flow through the pump is less than requirad to cool the
FOP pump

Other Coinments

e T
GRS

b

S

1AL

¢ Nowe Recording ueStep Number.s) 1s not e ired for multple occurrences of identical infannstion o when act buacfival to ravizaer,
S P s r

PBY-0CIce

. . . e
Keviuond €4 1301 Beemomees NPT 3 N :
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L ! . Point Beach Nuclear Plant
TEMPORARY CHANGE AFFECTED MANUAL LOCATION

Page S/l of S !

Procedure Number EQOP-0 Revision 35 Cnit PBI
Title REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

Temporary Change Number 2 mmy - £ 27/

I.IMMEDIATELY AFTER INITIAL APPROVAL ON PBF-0026e (Non-Iater: changes)
(after Final Approval if change of intent involied)

Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) Performed
O Copy included in work package for field implementation. (WO No. )
K]  Copy filed in Control Room temp change binder (Operations only). " / 30/(),
Original change package provided to GRG to obtain Procedure Owner ,.'/ /
Review (e g, Owner review may be coord.nated by In-Group OA I, Procedure Writer, Procedure Superviser, et ) 30A) 1

o|o|g|a|o

o~ A pa
Performed By (print and sign) "f}@, ~ %O{LJQ\; 6.\ / g ,4),,,; &M Date _"/:»D Zo,

7
11 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW ON PBF-0026e
(may be performed by OA I, Procedure Writer, etc.)

Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) Perforined
X Copy sent to Document Control Distribution Lead for Master File. J2-3 oy 24
(Not required for one-time use change)
D Copy filed in Group satellite file. (Not required for one-time use changes)
O Copy filed in Group one-time use file. l
Original Temp Change provided to T)O-S to obtain Final Approvals vif >
{z 5, S=zt approval moy be coordinated by In-Group OA 1L, Procedure Writer, Procedure Supeniser. ¢1.) / LfC;
. . N
UL Jua 2 () U3y,
@ P AP ]2 -3 o1
I,
D fs Sh op o
K OPs pfface ! Jz
X S(o'ns«lrt'l'ov‘('l‘ns CA 'LT.) ‘ d
O |

Performed By (print and sign) /_%2;“_' 8 Q_;({D / Datc ' / 30/ Ol
— 7 ) — °
. v/

PRF-L026h . o
Rewvision 5 06/13,0! Retetence NPI123




Point Beach Muclear Plant SCR _A0DI-0F89

10 CFR 50.39/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RIULE)

Venfs SCR numter onall pagss

Pagz 1
*~ of Proposed Activity: Unit 1 EOP-0 - Rev. 33 Unit 2 EOP-0 - Rev. 36. Unit 1 EQOP-0.1. Rev 24, Unit 2 EQOP-0 1 - Rev 23
Associated Reference(s) #: CR 01-2278 Acuon 2 .
Prepared by: Bob Wartenberg {//44/2_»,_,_// Date /// _5;/,/[) /
’ Name ( Print) Y Srériauwe
Reviewed by. Clayton Graves . A Date: n //3 % /
Name ( Pnint) ature 7

%

PART I (50.59/72.48) - DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY AND SEARCHE THE PLANT AND ISFSI LICENSING

BASIS (Resource Manual 5.3.1)

NOTE: The "NMC 10 CFR 50.59 Resource Manual” (Resource Manual) and NEI 96-07. Appendix B, Guidelines for .

1.1

1.2

I.3

10 CFR 72.48 Implcmentation should be used for guidance to determine the proper responses for 10 CFR 50.59 and
10 CFR 72.48 screenings.

Describe the proposed activity and the scope of the activity being covered by this scrzening. (The 10 CFR 30.59/72.48
review of other portions of the proposed actis ity may be documented via the'applicability and pre-screening process
requirements in NP 5.1.8.) Appropriate descriptive material may be attached.

A foldout-page item is being added to Units 1 & 2 procedures EOP-0 and EOP-0.1. The foldout page item, "AFW Minimum
Flow Requircments™, shall address minimuim flow required by the AFW pumps in the case of a failed closed mini-recirc
valve on any running AFW pumps.

Search the PBNP Current Licensing Basis (CLE) as follows: Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), FSAR Change Requests

CRs) with assigned numbers, the Firc Protection Evaluation Report (FPER). the CLB (Regulatory) Commitment Databasz,
the Technical Specifications (both Custom and Improved), the Technical Specifications Bascs, and the Technizal
Requirements Manual. Search the ISFSI licensing basis as follows: VSC-24 Safety Analvsis Repert. the VSC-24 Cenificats
of Compliance. the CLB (Regu!atory) Commitment Database, and the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report.
Describe the pertinent design function(s), performance requirements, and methods cf evaluation for both the plant and for the
cask/ISFSI as appropriate. Identify where the pertinent information is describsd in the above documenis (by Jocument
section number and title). (Resource Manual 5 3.1 and NEI 96-07, App B, B 2)

FSAR 10.2, Auxiliary Feedwater Systam

Does the proposed activity involve a change to any Custom or Improved Technical Specification (ITS)? Changasto
Technical Specifications require a License Amendment Request (Resource Manual Seciion 5.3.1.2).

Technical Specification Change : 3 Yes X No

1f a Technical Specification change is required. explain what the change should be and why it is required

Does the proposed activity intolve a change to the terms. conditions or specifications incerporated in any VSC-24 cask
Cerficate of Compliance (CoC)? Changes te 3 VSC-2+ cask Ceruficate of Compliance reguire a CeC amendment request

[JYes &XJNo

If a storage cask Centificate of Compliance change is required. explain what the chargs should be and why 1t 1s required

PREF-1515¢ . .
Revicion 0 10:24.01 Reftraree NP5 S
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10 CFR 50.59 SCREENING

PART I (50.59) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A DESIGN FUNCTION (Resource Manual 3.3.2)

Compare the proposed activity to the relevant CLB descriptions, and answer the following questions:

YES NO QUESTION

1 Does the proposed activity involve Safety Analyses or structures, sysiems and components (SSCs) ccedited in the
Safety Analyses?

(I} X Doxes the proposed activity involve SSCs that support SSC(s) credrted in the Safety Analyses?

O ! Does the proposed activity involve SSCs whose failure could initiate a transient (e.g , reactor trip. loss of fecdwaier.
ctc.) or accident. OR whose failure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Safery Analyses?

O X Dacs the proposed activity involve CLB-described SSCs or procedural controls that perform functions that are
required by, or otherwise neczssary to comply with, regulations, license conditions, orders or technical
specifications?

[ = Docs the activity involve a method of evaluation described in the FSAR?

[:l [ Is the activity a fest or experimenr? (i e., 2 non-passive activity which gathers data)

] Does the activity exceed or patentially affect a design basis Itmit for a fissio% product barrier (DBLFPE)?

(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, a 10 CFR 50.5% Evaluation is required.)

If the answers to ALL of these questions are NO, mark Part I1I as not applicable, document the 10 CFR 50.59 screening in the
~nclusion section (Part IV), then proceed directly to Part V - 10 CFR 72.48 Pre-screening Quastions.

it any of the above questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design funciion(s), method of evaluatien(s) or DBLFPB(s)
involved.

FSAR 10.2 states cach AFW puayp has an AOV controlled recire line tack to the CST to ensure minimum flow to dissipate heat. This
change ensures the minimum AS v flow requirements will be maintained on any running AFW pump in the case of a faiied shut AFWV
mini-recirc flow control valve.

PART I (50.59) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVYOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (Resource Manual 5.3.3)
If ALL the questions in Part I are answered NO, then Part [1lis [ ] NOT APPLICABLE.

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity has an acverse effect on a design function Any YES answer means thata
10 CFR 50 39 Evaluation s required; EXCEPT where noted in Part I{L3.

i CHANGES TO THE FACILITY OR PROCEDURES

YES NO QUESTION

3 e Does the activity adsversely affect the design function of an SSC credited in safery analyses?
d i Docs the activity adversely affect the methed of perfonimung cr controlling the design funciion of an SSC

credited in the safety analysas?

if anv answer is YES. 5 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required  1f both answers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion as necessary)

This change ensures that minimum recirc flow requirements as stated in FSAR 10.2 are not vioiated.

PBF-1515¢ . e
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1112 CHANGES TO A METHOD OF EVALUATION
(If the 2civiny docs not snvolve a method of evaluation, these questions are [x} NOT APPLICABLE )
YES NO  QUESTION '
O ] Does the activity use a revised or dufferent method of evaluation for performing safety analyses than that
desenbad in the CLB?
O O Does the activity use a revised or different method of cvaluation for evaluating SSCs eradiied 1n safety
analyses than that described in the CLB?
If any answer is YES. a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluazon is required. If both answers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach addinional discussion, as necessary).
Hi3  TESTS OREXPERIMENTS

If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in I{L.3.a and I1.3.b are B3 NOT APPLICABLE.
a Answer thase two questions first:
YES NO QUESTION

] O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests or expenmeris that are described in the CLB?

O C Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the faciiity?
If the answer 1 BOTH questions in V.3 a is NO, continue to I11.3.b. If the answer to EITHER questicn is YES. then

describe the basis

b. Answer thesc additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do NOT meet the criteria given 1n 1113 a above.
If the answer to cither question in I11.3.a is YES, then these three questions are I NOT APPLICABLE.

YES NO QUESTION
d O Does the activity utilize or control an SSC ina manner that is outside the reference bounds of the design
bases as described in the CLB?
O C Does the activity utilize or control an SSC in a manner that is incensistent with the analysas or descriptions
in the CLE?
O O Does the activity place the facility in a condition not previously evaluated or that couid affect the capatility

of an SSC to perform its intended functions?

If any answer in 111 3 bis YES, a 10 CFR 50 59 Evaluation is required. If the answers in 1.3 b are ALL NO. dascnibe the
basis for the conclusion (attach additional discussion as necessary).

PBF-1515¢
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Part IV - 10 CFR 50.59 SCREENING CONCLUSION (Resource Maiual 5.3.4).

1weck all that apply:

A 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is [] required or ] NOT required.

A Point Beach FSAR change is [] required or ] NOT required. If an FSAR change is required, then initiate 2n FSAR Change
Request (FCR) per NP 5.2.6.

A Regulatory Comunitment (CLB Commitment Database) change is [J required or 4 NOT required. 1f a Regulatory
Commitment Change is required, initiate a commitment change per NP 5.1.7.

A Technical Specification Bases change is [ required or [X] NOT required. If a change to the Technical Specification Bases is
required. then initiate a Technical Specification Bases change per NP 5.2.15.

A Technical Requirements Manual change is (] required or [X] NOT required. If a change to the Technical Requirements
Manual is required, then initiate a Technical Requirements Manual change per NP 5.2.15.

10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING

NOTE: NEI 96-07, Appendix B, Guidelines for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determine the

proper responses for 72.48 screenings.

PART V (72.48) - 10 CFR 72.48 INITIAL SCREENING QUESTIONS

Part V determines if a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required to be completed (Parts VI ard VII) for the proposed activity.

=S NO
H28
O X

O
&

O X
O X

QUESTION

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER the dry fuel storage cask(s), the cask transfer/transport
equipment, any ISFSI facility SSC(s), or any ISFSI facility monitoring as follows: Multi-Assembly Sealed Basket
(MSB), MSB Transfer Cask (MTC), MTC Lifting Yoke, Ventilated Concrete Cask (VCC), Ventilated Storage
Cask (VSC), VSC Transporter (VCST), ISFSI Storage Pad Facility, ISFSI Storage Pad Data/Communication Links,
or PPCS/ISFSI Continuous Temperature Monitoring System?

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) installed in the plant specifically added to support
cask loading/unloading activities, as follows: Cask Dewatering System (CDW), Cask Reflood System (CRF), or
Hydrogen Monitoring System?

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) needed for plant operation whick: are also used to
support cask loading/unloading activities, as follows: Spent Fuel Pool (SFP), SFP Cooling and Filtration (SF),
Primary Auxiliary Building Ventilation System (VNPAB]}, Drumming Area Ventilation System (VNDRM),
RE-105 (SFP Low Range Monitor), RE-135 (SFP High Range Monitor), RE-221 (Drumming Area Vent

Gas Monitor}, RE-325 (Drumming Area Exhaust Low-Pange Gas Monitor), PAB Crane, SFP Platform Bridge,
Truck Access Area, or Decon Area?

Does the proposed activity involve a change to Point Beach CLB design criteria for external events such as
earthquakes, tomadoes, high winds, flooding, etc.?

Does the activity involve plant heavy load requirements or procedures for areas of the plant used to support cask
loading/unloading activities?

Does the activity involve any potential for fire or explosion where casks are loadeq, unloaded, transported or stored?

If ANY of the Part V questions are answered YES, then a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required and answers to the questions in
Part VI and Part VII are to be provided. 1f ALL the questions in Part V are answered NO. ther check Pants VI and VI: s not
-nlicable. Complete Part VIII to document the conclusion that no 10 CFR 72.48 evaluation is required

PBF-1513¢
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PART VI (72.48) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A ISFSI LICENSING BASIS DESIGN FUNCTION
"ALL the questions in Part V are NO, then Part VI is (A_NOT APPLICABLE)

Compare the proposed activity to the relevant portions of the ISFSI licensing basis and answer the following gnesuors:

-
93]
n

QUESTION

Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFST Safety Analyses or plant’'cask/ISFSI structures. systerns and
components (SSCs) credited in the Safety Analyses?

Does the proposed activity involve plant, cask or ISFS! SSCs that support SSC(s) crediied in the Safzty Analyses?

Does the proposed activity invols e plant, cask or ISFSI SSCs whose function is relied upon for prevention of a
radioactive release, OR whose fzilure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Sefety Analyses?

Does the proposed activity im olve cask/ISFSI described SSCs or procedural contrels that perform functiors that arc
required by, or otherwise necessary 1o comply wizh, regulations, license conditions, CoC condutions. or orders?

Doss the activity involve a method of evaluation described in the ISFSI Ecensing basis?

Is the activity a fest or exper.ment? (i.e.. a non-passive activity which gathers data)

OO0 o oo o
OO0 O 00 O%

Docs the activity exceed or potentially affect a cask design basis limit for a fission product barrier {DBLFP3)?
(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, 2 10 CFR 72.48 Evatuation is required.}

If the answers to ALL of these questions are NO, mark Parts VII as not applicable. and document the 10 CFR 72.:3 screening in the
conclusion section (Part VIII).

If any of the above questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design function(s). method of evaluation(s) or DBLFPB(s)
involved.

PART VII (72.48) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (NEI 96-07,
Appendix B, Section B.4.2.1)

(If ALL the questions in Part V or Part VI are answered NO, then Part VI is I{ NOT APPLICABLE)

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity has an edverse effect on a design function. Any YES arswer means thata
10 CFR 72.48 Evaluatdon is required; EXCEPT where noted in Part VIL3.

VIL.1  Changes to the Facility or Procedures

YES NO QUESTION

0 4 Does the actnvity ad ersely affect the design junction of a plant, cask. or ISFSI SSC credited in safety
analyscs?
O O Does the activity adsersely affect the method of performing or controlling the desigr function of a plant.

cask, or ISFSI SSC crediied in the safety analyses?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72 48 Evaluation is required If both answers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion, as necessury)

PBF-1515¢ i .
Revision 0 10724/01 Rrference NPSHS
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VL2

ViL.3

Changes to a Method of Evaluation

(If the activity does not involve a method of evaluation, these questions arc [] NOT APPLICABLE.)

YES NO QUESTION

O Does the activity use a revised or different method of ey aluation for performing safety anaiy ses than that
described in a cask SAR?
a3 O Does the activity use a revised or differant method of svaluation for evaluating SSCs credited in safety

analyses than that descnbed in a cask SAR?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required. If both answers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion, as necessary).

Tests or Experiments
(If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in V11.3.a and VI1.3.b are (T NOT APPLICABLE.)

a. Answer these twi questions first:

YES NO QUESTION
O O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests or experiments that are described in the cask
ISFSI licensing basis?

0 ] Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the cask(s) or ISFSI facility?

If the answer to both questions is NO, continue to VIL3.b. If the answer to EITHER question is YES, then briefly describe
the basis.

b. Answer these additional questions QNLY for tests or experiments w hich do not meet the criteria given in VIL3.a above.
If the answer to either question in VIL3 a is YES, then these three questions are [TINOT APPLICABLE:
YES NO QUESTION

Does the activity utilize or control an SSC in a manner that is outside the reference bounds of the design
bases as descrnibed in the ISFSI licensing basis?

Does the activity utilize or control a plant, cask or ISFSI facility SSC in a manner that is inconsistent with
the analyses or descriptions in the ISFSI licensing basis?

o 0o a
O O o

Does the activity place the cask or ISFSI facility in a condition not previously evaluated or that could affect
the capability of a plant, cask, or ISFSI SSC to perform its intended functions?

If any answer in VIL3.b is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required If the answers are 2ll NO. describe the basis for the
conclusion (artach additional discussion as necessary).

PBF-1513¢ .
Revision 0 10/24.01 Reference. NPS.LS
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PART VIII- DOCUMENT THE CONXCLUSION OF THE 10 CFR 72.48 SCKEENING
Check ol that apply:

A 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is [J required or P5\NOT required. Obtain a screening nwmber ard provide the original to
Records Management regardless of the conclusion of the 50.59 or 72.48 screening.

A VSC-24 cask Safety Analysis Report change is [ required or PIWNOT required Ifa VSC-24 cask SAX caange is
required. then contact the Point Beach Dry Fuel Storage group supervisor.

A Regulatory Commitment (CLB Commitment Database) change is {_] required or 23\NOT required  If a Regulatory
Commitment Change is required, initiate a commitment change per NP 5.1.7.

A change 1o the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report is [J required or $4 NOT required. 1f 2 VSC-24
10 CFR 72 212 Site Evaluation Report change is required, then contact the Point Beach Dry Fuel Storage group supervisor.

PBF-1515¢
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POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 36
Page 1 of 33

12/14/2001

A. PURPOSE

1. This procedure provides directions to verify proper response of the
automatic protection systems following manual or automatic actuation of
a reactor trip or safety injection, assess plant conditions, and direct
the operator to the appropriate recovery procedure.

2. This procedure is applicable for all plant conditions where RCS hot leg
temperature is greater than or equal to 350°F with accumulators in
service, and assumes the RHR system is not in service for decay heat
removal and all SI system components are available.

B. SYMPTOMS OR

ENTRY CONDITIONS

*

1. The following are symptoms that require a reactor trip, if one has not

occurred:
REACTOR TRIP SIGNAL " SETPOINT
AT Overtemperature Variable
AT Overpower Variable
RCP Breaker Trip Low Voltage STPT 21.1
RCP Breaker Trip Low Frequency STPT 21.1
RCS Loop Low Flow 93 %
S/G Low-Low Level 25%
S/G Low Level with Flow Mismatch | 30% of span
PZR Pressure Low 1925 psig
PZR Pressure High 2365 psig
PZR Level High 80%
NIS Power High Range, High Level | 107%
NIS Power Low Range, High Level 20%
NIS Intermediate Range Current equal to 25%
NIS source range 5 X 10° counts/sec
Manual Reactor Trip N/A
Turbine Trip N/a
Safety Inject%on N/a

—
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2. The following are symptoms of & reactor trip:

Any reactor trip annunciator - LIT

Rapid drop in neutron level indicated by nuclear instrumentation
All rod bottom lights - ON

Reactor trip and bypass breakers - OPEN

o 0O 0O

3. The following are symptoms that require a reactor trip and safety
injection, if one has not occurred:

SAFETY INJECTION SIGNAL SETPOINT
PZR Low Pressure 1735 psig
Steam Line Low Pressure 530 psig
Containment High Pressure 5 psig
Manual Safety Injection N/A

4, The following are symptoms of & reactor trip and safety injection:
a. Safeguards pumps and associated cooling water pumps- RUNNING {

SI pumps

RER pumps

Component cooling water pumps
Service water pumps

b. SI-Spray Active Status Panel white lights - ON
c. Containment Isolation Panele "A" and "B" white lights - ON
5. This procedure is entered from the following procedures if SI actuates:

o EOP-0.2 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN, FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.3 UNIT 1., NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITH RVLIS), FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.4 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITHOUT RVLIS), FOLDOUT

6. This procedure is entered from the following procedure when PZR
pressure is less than 1735 PSIG:

e EOP-0.1 UNIT 1, REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE, Step 15

7. This procedure is entered from the following procedure if PZR level
cennot be maintained:

e CSP-I.2 UNIT 1, RESPONSE TO LOW PRESSURIZER LEVEL, Step 7
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8. This procedure is entered from the following procedures if RCS

10.

subcooling or PZR level cannot be maintained:

o EOP-0.1 UNIT 1, REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE, FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.2 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN, FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.3 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITH RVLIS), FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.4 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITHOUT RVLIS), FOLDOUT

This procedure 1s entered from the following procedures when power is
restored to a 480 Vac safequards bus prior to placing ECCS components
in pull-out:

o ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS OF ALL AC POWER, Step 16

o ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS OF ALL AC POWER, Step 26

This procedure is entered from other plant procedures when a reactor
trip or safety injection has occurred.

C. REFERENCES

1.

Technical Specifications for Point Beach Nuclear Plant
Final Safety Analysis Report for Point Beach Nuclear Plant
As-built plant drawings

Generic Technical Guidelines developed by the Westinghouse Owners Group
(WOG). This consists of the following dccuments:

a. Low pressure version of the WOG Optimal Recovery Guidelines, Status
Trees, and Functional Restoration Guidelines

b. Background documents for each low pressure version Optimal Recovery
Guideline, Status Tree, and Functional Restoration Guideline

c. WOG Emergency Response Guideline Executive Volume
d. WOG Emergency Response Guideline Maintenance Program Summary

Calculation 97-0126, Service Water System LOCA - Recirculation Phase
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STEP

ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

NOTE

Steps 1 through 4 are immediate action steps.

©

Verify Reactor Trip:

Check reactor trip breakers and
bypass breakers - OPEN

» 1-52/RTA
» 1-52/RTB

» 1-52/BYA
e 1-52/BYB

Check all rod bottom lights - LIT

Check all rod position indicators
- ON BOTTOM

Check neutron flux - LOWERING

e 1IN-35
e 1IN-36

Perform the following:
a. Manually trip resctor.

b. IF reactor will NOT trip, THEN
perform the following:

1) Deenergize rod drive motor
generators by deenergizing
1B-01 and 1B-02.

e 1B52-04B or 1A52-02
e 1B52-05B or 1A52-135

2) WHEN the reactor hes tripped,
THEN close the following

breakers:

1A52-02 for 1B-01
1B52-04B for 1B-01
1A52-15 for 1B-02
1B52-05B for 1B-02

3) IF reactor power is greater
than or equal to 5% OR
intermediate range power is
rising, THEN perform the
following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to CSP-S.1 UNIT 1,
RESPONSE TO NUCLEAR POWER
GENERATION/ATUS.

4) As time permits, reenergize
strapped MCCs.

5) Dispatch operator to locally
open reactor trip breskers and
bypass breakers in rod control
room.

12/14/2001
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

(::) Verify Turbine Trip:

a. Check turbine stop valves - BOTH
SHUT:

o SL and SR - SHUT
OR

o Annunciator 1C03 1El 4&-3,
TURBINE-STOP VALVES TWO CLOSED
- LIT

<

OR

o Turbine Valves Closed bistable
lights - LIT

a.

Shutdown turbine as follows:

1) Depress turbine trip
pushbutton.

2) IF turbine will NOT trip. THEN
perform the following:

a) Manually run back turbine.

b) Stop both EH oil pumps and
place in pull-out.

c) IF turbine still has NOT
tripped, IHEN shut main
steam isolation valves.

s 1MS-2018 for S/G A
+ 1MS-2017 for S/G B
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

(::) Verify Safeguards Buses Energized:

a. Check 4160 Vac safeguards buses - a. Try to restore power To &t least
AT LEAST ONE ENERGIZED one bus: )
o 1A-05, train A 1) Close any supply breaker.

o 14-06, train B
o 1452-57 for 1lA-05
o 1A52-54 for 1A-06
o 1452-77 for 1A-06

2) IF breakers will NOT close,
THEN fast start and load any
emergency dlesel generator.

3) IF power can NOT be restored,
THEN perform the following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions for
information only per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES. ) ;

b) Go to ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS
OF ALL AC POWER.

b. Check 480 Vac safeguards buses - b. Try to restore power to at least

AT LEAST ONE ENERGIZED one bus:
o 1B-03, train A 1) Close any supply breaker.

o 1B-04, train B
1452-58 for 1B-03
1B52-16B for 1B-03
1452-84 for 1B-04
1B52-17B for 1B-04

0O 0O0o0

2) IF power can NOT be restored,
THEN perform the following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions for
information only per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS
OF ALL AC POWER.
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

(::) Check If SI Is Actuated:
a. Check SI annunciators - ANY LIT

o {1C04-1B 4-2), MANUAL SAFETY
INJECTION

OR

o {1C04-1B 4-3),
PRESSURE HIGH

CONTAINMENT

OR

o {1C04-1B 4-4), PRESSURIZER LOW
PRESSURE SI

OR

o {1C04-1B 4-5}), STEAM LINE A
PRESSURE LOW-LOW

OR

o {1C04-1B 4-6), STEAM LINE B
PRESSURE LOW-LOW

b. Check SI - BOTH TRAINS ACTUATED
e SI pumps - BOTHE RUNNING
» RHR pumps - BOTH RUNNING

a.

b.

Determine appropriate recovery
actions:

1) Check if SI is required:

o Containment pressure -
GREATER THAN 5 PSIG

OR

o Steam line A pressure - LESS
THAN 530 PSIG

OR

o Steam line B pressure - LESS
THAN 530 PSIG

OR

o PZR pressure - LESS THAN
1735 PSIG

OR
o PZR level - LESS THAN 10%
OR

RCS subcooling - LESS THAN
35°F

2) IF SI is required, THEN
perform the followlng:

[o]

a) Manually actuate both
trains of SI and
Containment Isolation.

b) OBSERVE NOTE PRIOR TO
_STEP 5 and go to Step 3.

3) IF SI is NOT required, THEN
perform the following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1., CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to EOP-0.1 UNIT 1,
REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE.

Manually actuate both trains of
SI and Containment Isolation.
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NOTE

Foldout page shall be monitored throughout the remainder of this procedure.

5 Verify Automatic Actions Per
ATTACHMENT A. AUTOMATIC ACTION
VERIFICATION, While Continuing With
This Procedure
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STEP
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CAUTION

If motor-driven auxiliary feedwater pump flow is greater than 240 gpm, its
motor breaker may trip due to over current.

unit.

NOTE

If both units require AFW flow, at least one AFW pump must be aligned to each

6 Verify Secondary Heat Sink -
Available:

a.

Check level in at least one S/G -

GREATER THAN [51%] 29%

b. Control pumps and align valves as
necessary to maintain S/G level

between [51%] 29% and 65%

a. Establish AFW flow as follows:

1) Manually stert pumps and aldgn
valves as necessary to

establish AFW flow greater
than or equal to 200 gpm.

2) IF AFW flow greater than or

equal to 200 gpm can NOT be
established, THEN perform the
following: ’

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to CSP-H.1 UNIT 1,
RESPONSE TO LOSS OF
SECONDARY HEAT SINK.
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7 Verify RCP Seal Cooling: IF seal cooling to any RCP is lost,
THEN reestablish seel cooling:
o Check labyrinth seal AP - GREATER
THAN 20 INCHES a. Stop affected RCP(s).
OR o 1P-1A, loop A
o 1P-1B, loop B
o Check component cooling to RCP
thermal barrier - NORMAL b. Start pumps and align valves as

c.

necessary to reestablish
component cooling water flow to
all RCP thermal barriers.

IF all charging pumps are
stopped, THEN reestablish seal
injection flow:

1) Ensure adequate power is.
available to run one charging
pump. Refer to AOP-22-UNIT 1,
EDG LOAD MANAGEMENT, for KW
ratings.

2) Start one charging pump at
minimum speed for seal
injection.

o 1P-2A, train A
o 1P-2B, train A
o 1P-2C, train B
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Verify RCS Temperature Control:

8

a.

Check RCS wide range cold leg
temperatures:

« LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 547°F
AND

s« STABLE

*
*
%
*
*
*
*
¥*
%
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
%
%*
*
%*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Perform the following:

1.

2.

*************************************;\'**********************

IF RCS cold leg temperature less

than 547°F AND RCS temperatures
ere trending lower, THEN
stabilize RCS temperature as
follows:

a) Stop dumping steam.

b) IF cooldown continues, THEN
control feed flow:

1) Reduce total feed flow.

2) Maintain total feed flow
greater than or equal to

200 gpm until level greater
than [51%]) 29% in at least
one S/G.

¢) IF cooldown can NOT be stopped

by controlling feed flow, THEN

isolate steam lines:

1) Shut both main steam
isolation valves.

e 1MS-2018 for S/G &
e 1MS-2017 for S/G B

2) Ensure main steam isolation

bypass valves - BOTH SHUT

e 1MS-234 for S/G A
e 1MS-236 for S/G B

IF RCS cold leg temperature
greater than 547°F OR RCS

temperature trending higher, THEN

stabilize RCS temperature at or
below 547°F as follows:

o Dump steam to condenser.
OR

o Dump steem using etmospheric
steam dumps.

kkkkkkdkkk
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9 Check PZR PORVs - BOTH SHUT IF PZR pressure less than 2335 psig,
THEN stop PORV flow:

« 1RC-430
e 1RC-431C

a. Manually shut affected PORVs.

b. IF any PORV can NOT be shut, THEN
isolate thaet PORV:

1)

Manually shut associated block
valve.

o 1RC-515 for 1RC-431C

o 1RC-516 for 1RC-430

IF any open PORV can NOT be
isolated, THEN perform the
following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Sefety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1. CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, LOSS OF
REACTOR OR SECONDARY
COOLANT.
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10  Verify PZR Spray Valves Shut:

a. Check normal spray valves - BOTH
SHUT

» 1RC-431A, loop A
e 1RC-431B, loop B

b. Check auxiliary spray valve -
SHUT

« 1CV-296

11 Check If RCPs Should Remain Running:

a. Check RCPs - ANY RUNNING

b. Check RCS subcooling based on
core exit thermocouples -
GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO
[60°F] 30°F

12  Start Monitoring Critical Safety
Functions Per CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1,
CRITICAL SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES

. IF PZR pressure less than

2260 psig, THEN stop spray flow:

1) Manually shut both spray
valves.

2) IF any spray valve can NOT be
shut, THEN place manual
override switch to close for
failled spray valve(s).

o 1RC-431A-5 for 1RC-431A
o 1RC-431B-S for 1RC-431B

3) IF any spray valve can NOT be
shut using manual override,
THEN stop RCP supplying failed
spray velve(s).

o For 1RC-431A, stop RCP A
o For 1RC-431B, stop RCP B

. Stop auxiliary spray flow:

1) Manually shut auxiliary spray
valve.

2) IF auxiliary spray valve can
NOT be shut, THEN minimize
charging and shut charging
line flow control valve.

» 1HC-142

. Go to Step 12.

. IF at least one SI pump is

running AND SI pump capable of
delivering flow, THEN stop both
RCPs.

e 1P-14, loop A
s 1P-1B, loop B
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* 13 Verify Containment Sump

* Recirculation Not Required:

*

* a. Check RWST level - GREATER

* THAN OR EQUAL TO 60%

*

* b. Check RCS pressure - GREATER THAN
* [425 PSIG] 200 PSIG

*

*

*

*********************************************************************

14  Check If Secondary System Is Intact:

e No S/G pressure trending lower in
an uncontrolled manner

AND

e No S/G completely depressurized
15 Check If S/G Tubes Are Intact:

» Check secondary system radiation
levels - NORMAL

a. Condenser alr ejector

e 1RE-215
e RE-225

b. S/G blowdown

e 1RE-219
o 1RE-222

¢. Main steam line

e 1RE-231 for S/G A
e 1RE-232 for S/G B

e Request local surveys of main
steam lines

e Request Chemistry to prepare for
periodic ectivity samples of both
S/Gs

a. Go to EOP-1.3 UNIT 1, TRANSFER TO

CONTAINMENT SUMP RECIRCULATION.

b. IF RHR flow is greater than
450 gpm, THEN go to
EOP-1.3 UNIT 1, TRANSFER TO
CONTAINMENT SUMP RECIRCULATION.

IF any S/G is faulted, THEN go to
EOP-2 UNIT 1, FAULTED STEAM
GENERATOR ISOLATION.

IF conditions indicate a S/G tube
rupture, THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1,
STEAM GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 36
Page 15 of 33

12/14/2001

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

16 Check If RCS Is Intact Inside
Containment:

a. Check containment radiation
levels - NORMAL

1) Containment

e 1RE-102, train A
e 1RE-107, train A

2) Containment high range
e 1RE-126, train A
e 1RE-127, train A
e 1RE-128, train A

b. On 1C20, check containment sump
“A" level - NORMAL

e 1LI-958, train A
e 1LI-959, train A

c. Check containment pressure -

NORMAL

Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, 1.0SS OF REACTOR

OR SECONDARY COOLANT.
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Check If SI Should Be Terminated:

* 17

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

a.

e.

Check RCS subcooling based on

core exit thermocouples - GREATER

THAN 35°F

. Verify secondary heat sink:

o Level in at least one S/G -
GREATER THAN 29%

OR -
o Total feed flow to S/Gs -

GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO
200 GPM

. Check RCS pressure:

e Pressure - GREATER THAN
1600 PSIG

AND

e Pressure - STABLE OR TRENDING
HIGHER

. Check PZR level - GREATER THAN

10%

Go to EOP-1.1 UNIT 1, SI
TERMINATION

a.

Go to Step 18.

b. IF neither condition satisfied,

c.

d.

THEN go to_Step 18.

Go to Step 18.

Reise PZR level:
1) Raise charging flow.

2) Go to Step 18.

T A A X 2 2 2222 2222222 22T LSS 222222 2d it i

o % O o ok ok ok O % % d o % O % ¥ % * % F A %

L. Sk B i B I, i R . S o
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Stabilize S/G Levels:

* 18
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
%
*
*

a.

Check S8/G levels - GREATER THAN
29%

b. Control feed flow to maintain S/G

levels between 29% and 65%

a.

b.

Maintain total feed flow greater
than or equal to 200 gpm until
level 1n at least one S/G is
greater than 29%.

IF level in any S/G contlnues to

rise in an uncontrolled manner.

THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1, STEAM
GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.

khkhkkhhhhkkkdhhhhkhkhkkhhkdhhkhkhdkhkhhrdhhhhdhhddhhhhkhkdddrdkdkhdhhkdkdk ks,
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19 Check If S/G Tubes Are Intact:

e Check secondary system radiation
levels - NORMAL

a. Condenser air ejector

» 1RE-215
s RE-225

b. S/G blowdown

s 1RE-219 ¢
» 1RE-222

c¢. Main steam line

e 1RE-231 for S/G A
e 1RE-232 for S/G B

e Request local surveys of main
steam lines

e Request Chemistry to prepare for
periodic activity samples of both
S/Gs

IF conditions indicate & S/G tube
rupture, THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1,
STEAM GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.

restart safeguards equipment.

CAUTION -

If offsite power is lost after SI reset, manual action may be required to

20 Reset SI
21 Reset Containment Isolation

22 Reset 1B-03 And 1B-04 Non-Safeguards
Equipment Lockouts
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CAUTION

Placing loads on energized AC safeguards buses in excess of the power source's
capacity could result in loss of the power source. Refer to AOP-22 UNIT 1, EDG
LOAD MANAGEMENT, for KW ratings.

khkkkkkkdkhhkkhkkhkhkddxdhkhkhkhdokhrdkhkdhkhhdhdhdhkhhdhdkhhhdhkhhkhhhkkdkdddkhkkhkhkdk

* 23  Check 4160 Vac Safeguards Buses - Monitor EDG loading per *
* BOTH ENERGIZED BY OFFSITE POWER AOP-22 UNIT 1. EDG LOAD MANAGEMENT, %
* - while continuing with this *
* » 1A-05, train A procedure. %
* e 1A-06, train B *
ke k kA kkhhkhhkkh kAR Ik k kA kb Ak Ak khhkrk ok ko hhkhhhkhhhdkkhkhhdhdkhhdhxk

24 Reestablish Instrument Air To
Containment:

a. Start second instrument air

compressor
o K-2A
o K-2B
b. Check instrument air header b. Start service air compressors as
pressure - GREATER THAN 80 PSIG necessary to establish dnstrument
air header pressure greater than
80 psig. )
o K-34
o K-3B
c. Open one and then open the other c. IF no valve can be opened. THEN
instrument air containment gag open one valve as follows:

isolation valve

1) Manually hold valve switch in
o 1TA-3047 open position.
e 1TA-3048

2) Locally gag open valve.
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25 Check If RCS Is Intact Qutside Perform the following:
Containment: )

1. Evaluate cause of abnormal
a. Request local radiation surveys conditions.
in auxiliary building
: 2. IF cause is a loss of RCS
b. Check auxiliary building inventory outside containment,
radiation levels - NORMAL THEN go to ECA-1.2 UNIT 1, LOCA
OUTSIDE CONTAINMENT.

« PPCS RMS screen, Page 104
« {New PPCS RMS GRID screen}
e Local surveys

c¢. Check auxiliary building sump
levels - NORMAL

e« COlA 1-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
-19 FT SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT

e« COlA 2-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
NORTH SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT

s« COlA 3-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
SOUTH SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT

26 Check PZR Relief Tank Conditions - - Evaluate cause of abnormal
NORMAL conditions.

e Pressure
« Temperature
o Level

27 Check If RHR Pumps Should Be

Stopped:

a. Check RCS pressure - GREATER THAN a. Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, 10SS OF
200 PSIG . ) REACTOR OR SECONDARY COOLANT.

b. Check RCS pressure - STABLE OR b. Go to Step 28.

TRENDING HIGHER
c. Stop both RHR pumps

e 1P-10A, train A
e 1P-10B, train B

***********************************************************************

* d. Maintain RCS pressure greater d. IF RCS pressure lowers in an *
* than 200 psig uncontrolled manner to less than ¥
* 200 psig, THEN restart RHR pumps ¥
k to supply water to RCS. ) *

***********************************************************************
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28 Verify Charging Flow:

a. Ensure RCS Loop A Cold Leg Normal
Charging Isolation Valve - OPEN

¢+ 1CV-1298

b. Check charging pumps - AT LEAST
ONE RUNNING

o 1P-2A, train A
o 1P-2B, train A
o 1P-2C, train B -

¢. Start additional charging pumps
and adjust speed on running
charging pumps as necessary Tto
esteblish desired charging flow

d. Adjust charging line flow
contreller as necessary to
meintain lebyrinth seal AP °
greater than 20 inches

e 1HC-142
29 Check If Diesels Should Be Stopped:

a. Check 4160 Vac safeguards buses -
ENERGIZED BY OFFSITE POWER

e 1A-05, train A
e 1A-06, train B

b. Stop all unloaded EDGs:

o OP-11A G-01, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-01

o OP-11A G-02, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-02

o O0P-11B, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-03 (G-04)

b.

a.

Perform the following:

1) IF component cooling water
flow to any RCP thermel
barrier is lost, THEN locally
shut affected RCP(s) seal
injection throttle valve
before starting charging
pumps.

o 1CV-300A, RCP A
0-1CV-300B, RCP B

2) Start charging pumps as
necessary to establish at
least one running.

Restore offsite power to 4160 Vac
safeguards buses.
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30 Ensure Miscellaneous Electrical
Loads Are Energized:

a. Ensure MCCs - ENERGIZED

» 1B-31, 1B52-14C, train A
s B-43, 1B52-21C, train B

b. Check battery chargers supplying
DC buses - ENERGIZED

o D-07

o D-09 -
o D-108

o D-109

c. Ensure cavity cooling fan - ONE
RUNNING .

o 1W-4A, train A
o 1W-4B, train A

d. Check cable spreading room
ventilation operating:

1) Check cable spreading room
recirc fans - ONE RUNNING

o W-13Al1
o W-134A2

2) Check CSR chilled water recirc
pumps - ONE RUNNING

o P-111A
o P-111B

e. Start additional loads e&s
necessary to meet current plant
condirions. Refer to
AOP-22 UNIT 1., EDG LOAD
MANAGEMENT

31 Return To Step 8

-END-

b. Restore battery chargers:

1) Close affected battery charger
supply contactor.

2) IF contactor does NOT close OR
battery charger will NOT
operate, THEN restore battery
chargers per AOP-0.0, VITAL DC
SYSTEM MALFUNCTION, while
continuing with this
procedure.

. Restore cable spreading room

ventilation per OI-90, CONTROL,
COMPUTER, AND CABLE SFREADING
ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEMS.
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 1 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION
A1 Verify Feedwater Isolation:

a. Check main feed lines isclated:

1) Feedwater regulating control
valves - BOTH SHUT

e 1CS-466 for S/G &
e 1CS-476 for S/G B -

2) Feedwater regulating bypass
valves - BOTH SHUT

e 16S-480 for S/G A
e 1CS-481 for S/G B

b. Check main feed pumps - BOTH
TRIPPED

e 1P-28A
« 1P-28B

c¢. Check MFP discharge MOVs - BOTH
SHUT

s 1CS5-2190, train A
e 1CS-2189, trein B

a.

c.

IF any main feedline can NOT be
isolated, THEN perform the
following:

a) Trip main feed pumps.

o 1P-28A
e« 1P-28B

b) Place condensate pumps in
pull-out.

e 1P-25A
e 1P-25B

c) Stop heater drain tank pumps.
« 1P-27A

e« 1P-27B
« 1P-27C

. Trip main feed pumps .

Manually shut valves.
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 2 of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A2 Verify Containment Isolation:

a.

Check conteinment isolation
panels "A" and "B" - ALL LIGHTS
LIT

. Perform the following:

1) Manually actuate Containment
Isolation.

2) IF any valve open AND flow
path NOT required, THEN shut

valve(s). Refer to
ATTACHMENT B.
b. Check other valves - SHUT b. Manually shut valve(s).
e RS-SA-9 , Unit 1 steam supply
to rad waste systenm
s Any valve which may be open
under edministrative control
A3 Verify AFW Actuation:
a. Check motor-driven AFW pumps - a. Establish AFW flow as follows:
BOTH RUNNING
1) Ensure steam supply valves to
e P-384, trein A turbine-driven AFW pump - BOTH
e P-38B, trein B OPEN
e 1MS-2020, train A
e 1MS-2019, train B
2) WHEN SI sequence complete,
THEN manually start
motor-driven AFW pumps.
b. Check S/G levels - BOTH LESS THAN b. Go to Step A4.

[51%] 25%

. Ensure steem supply velves to

turbine-driven AFW pump - BOTH
OPEN

e 1MS-2020, train A
e 1MS-2019%9, train B
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 3 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A4 Check SI Pumps - BOTH RUNNING WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
establish SI flow as follows:
s« 1P-15A, train A
¢ 1P-15B, train B a. Manually start SI pumps.

b. IF eny SI pump can NOT be
started, THEN dsolate system
boundary as follows:

1) Place affected SI pump in
pull-out.

2) Ensure affected SI pump
suction valve shut.

o 1SI-896A, trein A
o 1SI-896B, train B

A5 Check RHR Pumps - BOTH RUNNING WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
establish RHR flow as follows:
s 1P-10A, train A
e 1P-10B, train B a. Manually start RHR pumps.

b. IF any RHR pump can NOT be
started, THEN isolate system
boundary as follows:

1) Place affected RHR pump in
pull-out.

2) Ensure affected RHR pump
gsuction valve shut.

o 18I-8564A., trein A
o 151-856B, train B
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ATTACEMENT A
(Page 4 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

AB6° Check Component Cooling Water Pumps Establish one component cooling
- ONLY ONE RUNNING water pump running as follows:
o 1P-11A, train A a. IF no component cooling water
o 1P-11B, train B pump running, IHEN perform the
following:

1) Stop all RCP(s).

e 1P-1A, loop A
« 1P-1B, loop B

2) Manually start one component
cooling water pump by placing
control switch to stop and
then auto-after-stop.

3) Match flags for running and
stopped pumps.

b. IF both component cooling water
pumps running. THEN place one
pump in standby.
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ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 5 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A7 Verify Service Water System
Alignment:

a.

Check service water pumps - SIX
RUNNING

P-324,
P-32B,
P-32F,
P-32C,
P-32D,
P-32E,

train
train
train
train
train
train

(oo B o= I o= B e g

. Check service water isolation

valves - SHUT

e At least one spent fuel pool
heat exchanger A isolation MOV

o SW-2927A, dinlet MOV
o SW-2930A, discharge MOV

e At least one spent fuel pool
heat exchanger B isolation MOV

o SW-2927B; inlet MOV
o SW-2930B, discharge MOV

e At least one auxiliary building
A/C condenser 1solation MOV

o SW-2816, train A
o SW-4479, train B

e At least one water treatment
system inlet MOV

o SW-4478, train A
o SW-2817, train B

. Locally at blowdown evap panel

C-180, check at least one
radwaste service water valve shut

o SW-LW-61, train &
o SW-LW-62, train B

a. WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
manually start pumps.

b. Perform the following:
1) Manually shut valve(s).
2) IE any isolation velve will
NOT shut, THEN locally shut

valve or associated manual
isolation valve.

c. Perform the following:
1) Locally shut valve(s).
2) IF eny valve will NOT shut,

THEN locally shut associated
manual isolation valve.

12/14/2001




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

EoP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 36
Page 27 of 33

12/14/2001
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 6 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A8 Verify Containment Accident Cooling
Units Running:

e. Check containment accident a. WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
recirculation fans - ALL RUNNING manually start fans.

o 1W-1A1, trainm A
e 1W-1B1, train A
e 1W-1Cl, train B
e 1W-1D1, train B

b. Check containment ventilation b. Manually open containment
cooler outlet emergency FCVs - ventilation cooler outlet
BOTH OPEN emergency FCVs.

e 18W-2907, train A
e 1SW-2908, train B

c. Check annunciator CO1B 2-3, c. Perform the following:
UNIT 1 CONTAINMENT RECIRC COOLERS
WATER FLOW LOW - CLEAR 1) Ensure non-affected unit's
service water isolation valves

- BOTH SHUT

e 2SW-2907 , train A
e 2S5W-2908 , train B

2) Isolate service water to
non-safety loads as necessary

<o clear annuncieator.

A9 Check Control Room Fans Armed: .

a.

Check Control Room Charcoal
Filter Fan W-14A - WHITE LIGHT
OFF

. Check Control Room Recirc Fan

W-13B2 - WHITE LIGHT OFF

. At MCC 1B-32, depress Control

Circuit Arming pushbutton for
Control Room charcoel filter fan
W-144A.

e« 1B52-329B

. At MCGC 1B-42, depreess Control

Circuit Arming pushbutton for
Control Room recirc fan W-13B2.

e« 1B52-428M




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 36
Page 28 of 33

12/14/2001

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED
ATTACHMENT A
(Page 7 of.10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION
A10 Check Control Room Ventilation - IN Aldign Control Room ventilation per
AN ACCIDENT MODE 0I-90, CONTROL, COMPUTER, AND CABLE
SPREADING ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEMS.
e Control Room recirc fans - AT
LEAST ONE RUNNING
o W-13B1
o W-13B2
e Control Room damper solenold valve
- PURPLE LIGHT LIT
A11 Check If Main Steam Lines Can Remain

Open:
a. Check MSIVs - ANY OPEN

b. Check containment pressure - LESS
THAN OR EQUAL TO 15 PSIG

¢. Check high-high steam flow
bistable lights - NOT LIT

d. Check high steam flow bistable
lights - NOT LIT

a. Go to Step Al2.

b. Isolate both steam lines as
follows:

1) Shut both main steam isolation
valves.

e 1MS-2018 for S/G A
e 1MS-2017 for S/G B

2) Go to Step Al2.

c. Ensure main steam isolation valve
on affected main steam line(s)
shut. )

o 1MS-2018 for S/G A
o 1MS-2017 for S/G B

d. IF RCS average temperature is
less than 543°F, THEN ensure main
steam isolation valve on affected
mein steam line(s) shut.

o 1MS-2018 for S/G A
o 1MS-2017 for S/G B




POINT BEACHE NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED

Revision 36  12/14/2001
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 29 of 33
STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 8 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A12 Verify Proper SI Valve Alignment: Manually align pumps and valves as
necessary to establish proper SI
a. Check Unit 1 SI Active status alipnment.

panel - ALL LIGHTS LIT

b. Check Unit 1 SI - Spray Ready
status panel - NO LIGHTS LIT




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED

Revision 36 12/14/2001

Page 30 of 33

STEP ACTICON/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 9 of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

kkkhkkhhkhhkkkkhkdkddkhkhhhkhhhhhkdhkdkhhkrkdhdhdhx

* A13 Verify Containment Spray Not Establish containment spray as
* Required: follows:

recorder - HAS REMAINED LESS THAN
25 PSIG

« 1PR-968
e« 1PR-969 2.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
%*
*
*

a. Check containment pressure 1. Check containment spray actuated:

e Annunciator {COl B 2-6},
CONTAINMENT .SPRAY - LIT

IF containment spray has NOT
actuated. THEN manually actuate
containment spray.

. Verify the following equipment

status:

a) Ensure containment spray pump

discharge MOVs - ALL OPEN

1SI-860A for 1P-144A
1SI-860B for 1P-14A
1S1-860C for 1P-14B
151-860D for 1P-14B

b) Ensure containment spray pumps

- AT LEAST ONE RUNNING

o 1P-14A, train A
o 1P-14B, train B

¢) Shutdown one train of

containment spray as follows:

1) Place one containment spray

pump in pull-out.

o 1P-14A, train A
o 1P-14R, train B

2) Eneure suction on idle
spray pump shut.

o 1SI-870A for 1P-14A
o 1SI-870B for 1P-14B

d) WHEN conteinment spray has

been actuated for greater than

two minutes, THEN ensure at
least one spray additive
eductor suetion valve open.

o 1S8I-836A, trein A
o 15I-836B, train B

hkkhkkhkkkhdkhhhkdhkdkhhkddhdkhkhhkdkhkdk

W % ok ok ok 3 ok ok SE ok ok ok ok % % b b o F ¥ &
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********************************************************************#




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1

SAFETY RELATED

Revision 36  12/14/2001
Page 31 of 33

STEP || ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE .

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 10 of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A14 Verify SI Flow:

a. Check RCS wide range pressure
LESS THAN 1400 PSIG

b. Check SI pumps - FLOW INDICATED

e 1FI-925, train A
e 1FI-924, trein B

c¢. Check RCS wide range pressure
LESS THAN [425 PSIG] 200 PSIG

d. Check RHR pumps - FLOW INDICATED

e 1FI-626, train A
e 1FI-928, train B

-END-

. Return to procedure and step in

effect.

. Manually start pumps and align

valves as necessary to establish
ST pump flow.

. Return to procedure and step in

effect.

. Manually start pumps and align

valves as necessary to establish
RHR pump flow.




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED

Revision 36  12/14/2001
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 32 of 33
ATTACHMENT B
(Page 1 of 2)
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES
PANEL A

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION TRAIN
1CV-1296 Auxiliary charging line A
1RC-538 Pressurizer relief tank to gas analyzer S
1WG-1788 Reactor coolant drain tank to gas analyzer A
1WL-1698 Reactor coolant drain tank to -19 ft sump A
1WL-1003A Reaétor coolant drain tank pump suction A
1WL-1003B Reactor coolant drain tank pump suctilon A
1RC-508 Reactor makeup water to containment A orB
1RC-539 Pressurizer relief tank to gas analyzer ) B
1WG-1789 Reactor coolant drain tank 'to gas analyzer. B
1SI-846 Accumulator nitrogen supply AorB
1WL-1721 Reactor coolant drain tank pumps suction B
1VNPSE-3244 Containment purge supply A
1VNPSE-3212 - Contalnment purge exhaust A i
1WL-1723 Sump A drain A
15C-951 Pressurizer steam sample A
15C-953 Pressurizer liquid sample A
1VNPSE-3245 Containment purge supply B
1VNPSE-3213 Containment purge exhaust B
1WL-1728 Sump A drain B
15C-966A Pressurizer steam sample AorB
1SC-966B Pressurizer liquid sample AorB




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
Revision 36  12/14/2001
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 33 of 33
ATTACHMENT B
(Page 2 of 2)
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES
PANEL B

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION TRAIN

1CC-769 Component cooling water outlet from excess A orB
letdown heat exchanger

1Cv-313 Reactor coolant pump seal return A
1CV-371 Letdown line ‘ A
1MS-5958 Steam generator blowdown 4 orB
1MS-5959 Steam generator blowdown AorB
1WG-1786 Reactor coolant drain tank vent A
1CV-313A Reactor coolant pump seal return B
1CV-371A Letdown line B
1WG-1787 Reactor coolant drain tank vent B
1RM-3200C RE-211/212 supply A
1RM-32004 RE-211/212 return AorB
1MS-2083 Steam generator A sample AorB
1MS-2084 Steam generator B sample A or B
1SC-955 Reactor coolant hot leg sample A
1IA-3047 Instrument air line . AorB
1RM-3200B RE-211/212 supply B
1SC-966C Reactor coolant hot leg sample AorB
1IA-3048 Instrument air line AorB

—-END-




FOLDOUT PAGE FOR EOP-0 UNIT 1
RCP_TRIP CRITERIA
IE all conditions listed below occur, THEN trip both RCPs:
s RCS subcooling - LESS THAN [60°F] 30°F
» SI pumps - AT LEAST ONE RUNNING AND CAPABLE OF DELIVERING FLOW
s Operator controlled coocldewn - NOT IN PROGRESS

FAULTED S/G ISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G pressure trending lower in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G

completely depressurized. THEN the following may be performed

a. Isolate feed flow to faulted S/G.

b. Maintein total feed flow greater than or equal to 200 gpm until
narrow range level in at least one S/G 1s greater than [51%] 29%.

RUPTURED_S/G ISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G level rises in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G has
abnormal radiation. AND narrow rangé level in affected S/G(s) is
greater than [51%] 29%, THEN feed flow may be isolated to affected
5/G(s).

“

AFW _SUPPLY SWITCHOVER CRITERIA

IF CST level lowers to less than 8 feet, THEN switch to alternate AFVW
suction supply per AOP-23 UNIT 1, ESTABLISHING ALTERNATE AFW SUCTION
SUPPLY.

ADVERSE CONTAINMENT CONDITIONS
IF eany condition listed below occurs, THEN adverse containment setpoint
velues in brackets, []. shall be used:
o Conteinment pressure - GREATER THAN 10 PSIG
OR )
o Containment radiation level - GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 10° R/HR
OR
o Integrated dose to contalnment - GREATER THAN 106 R

AFW MINTMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS
IF any AFW pump mini-recirec valve fails shut, THEN maintain minimum

flow or stop the affected AFW pump as necessary to control S/G levels.
o P-38A minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM .

o P-38B minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-29 minimum flow - GREATER THAN 75 GPM




Nuclear Power Business Unit N1~
TEMPORARY CBANGE REVIEW AND APPROVAL

Note: Refer io NP 1.2 3, Temporary Procedure Changes, for requirements. Pagsc1of &

I1-INITIATION
Doc Number EOQOP-0 CunentRev_36  Unit PB1 Temp Change No. 72,/ 955 09,
Docament Tile  REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION
Existing Effective Temporary Changes
Brief Description MODIFY FOP FOR MINIMUM AFW FLOW TO INCLUDE LOW 1A HDR PRESSURE
(1denufy speaific change< on Form PBF-0026¢, Document Review and Approval Continttatien, and include wath the package)
X Initiatc PBF-0026h and include with the change.
Other documents required to be effective concurrently with the temporary change:
Changes pre-screencd according o NP 10317 XI NO L] YES (f Yes, st referenses and entera cn PEF-0026cXrefer 13 NP 103 1)
Screening comglcted according to NF 10.3.17 CONA X YES
Safety Evaluatica chuired’7 NO D_‘.LES (1f Yes_a revisxon may be processed er fnal reviews and aporovais stall be cbtaned befome miplerentog)

Determinc if the change constitutes a Change Of Intent to the procedure by evaluating the following questions
(If any answers are YES, a revision may be processed or final revizws and approvals shall be obtairzd before implementing)

Will the proposed change:

YES NO
1. Require a change to, affect or invalidate a requiremsnt, commitment, evaluation or 0O =
description in the Current Licensing Basis (as defined in NP 10.3.1)?
2 Cause an increase in magnitude, significance or impact such t:t it should be processed as a 0 5
ievisien?
3. Declete or modify a prerequisite, initial condition, precaution, limitation or other steps that 0 5
could have safety significance or affect the procedure’s margin of safety?
4. Dclete QC hold points, Independent Verification or Concurrent Check steps witi:out the 0 |
related step(s) that require the performance also being deleted?
5. Change Tech Spec or other regulatory acceptance <riteria other than for re-baselining 0 ]
purposes?
[

6. Require a change to the procedure Purpose or change the pr )K:Jssxﬁ:au
Initiated By (prinvsign) £ . &m " ?

I1 - INITIAL APPROVAL
This change is correct and complclc can be performed as written, and does not.:d/\cr;o%( Lct personncl or

nuclear safcty, or Plant eraung conditions
‘[{(atc LS e,

Group Supervisor (print'sign) _ P pp R p S S
{Cannot be the }ﬁhn!or)
This change does not adverscly affect Plant operating condmom (S:d'cl) Relat Tcd-rcs only)
Senior Reactor Operator (prinvsign) Y\ 5(’, Ja, j Date/Z- 4 Za / (<74
) (Cannot be the\!mlialor aor Group Supen isor)

111 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW \’
X Fermanent  [] One-time Use [J Expiration Date, Event or Condition:
O _Hold change until procedure completed (final review and approval stiil required within 14 days of initial approval)
B QR/MSS Review NOT Regquired (Admin NNSR only) B QR Review Required [[] MSS Review Poquired Reerence X716 5)
syl fef | Procedurc Owner (prinvsign)  £pg st turrenss / Y s Date s3/ 22027

Thi< Chanee and sunppoting reauirements correctly corgfleted and processed ¢ 7/

IV - FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL
(Must e completed within 14 days of iaitial approval) (The Initiator, QR nnd Approval Authority shall be independent from each other)

QR/IWSS (rantsieny 8 Y/ m I~ FIIE / 67/]10 46 Date //.J/‘

indicates 50 59772 48 applicability assessed, &hy necessary screenings evaluations pe*fojd. determination made 25 16 “belher additioral
cress-disciplinary review required, and if required, performed.

Date Z/J-o /r/

MSS Meciing N ﬁ
Approval Authority (printsign) D Sepeers " ‘W Date /2 -2-9]
Y- REVISIO‘\' INFORMATION FOR PEEE{.A\W CH;’(\GES N /1 i
’

Post Typing Review (prinvsign) /7 £ /’,/) Iore s / ///K/‘/éol //,, == Date r/ Z/
Indicates iemperary change(s) nngo-porau.d cxactly as approved and no othtér chunges made 16 H:bamen .
Incorporated into Revision Number 31 Effective Date ‘-'t” RTINS
N '{ ‘1 1 i-‘r" ST IRt

I [ L-.“."J- [ ,‘.‘_“‘i
‘ Al L2 ZEL it (AL
POF-0026¢

References NP 123

Revivon 12 110899 Co -0
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54 Point Beach Nuclear Plant "
\ DOCUMENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL CONTINUATICN

Doc Number  EQP-0 Revisien 36 Urnut 1
Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION
Temporary Change Number 7¢.A) 2001 -~0F /5

Dcescription of Changes:

Step = Change/Reason

CHANGE: ADDED REFERENCE TO ANNUNCIATOR CO1 A 1-9, IA HEADER LOW PRESSURE

FOR THE AFW MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS.

FOLDOUT REASON: TO ENSURE MINIMUM FLOW IS MAINTAINED THROUGH THE AFW PUMNPS
PAGE DURING OPERATION.

Other Comments

* Nete. Recording of Step Number(s) is not required for muluple ossurrences wf 1dentical inloimeien & w2l bor Yoitaroaazas

PBE-00200 . .
Resicion s 03,18 01 Hefgremens D113 00



Point Beach Nuclear Plant
TEMPORARY CHANGE AFFECTED MANUAL LOCATION
) /

——

) Page of /

—

Procedurc Number  EQP-0
Tile REACTORTRIP ORSAFETY INJECTION
Temporary Change Number 7240 200/~ 09/

2vision 36 Unit PB1

I1-IMMEDIATELY AFTER INITIAL APPROVAL ON PBF-0026e (Nen-Intent changss)
(after Final Approval if change of intent invclved)

. . Dat
This procedure change has becu processed as fcllows: (Manual/Location) Ferf:n:lcd
Copy included in work package for field implementation. (WO No. )
Copy filed in Control Rocem temp change binder (Operations only). [R-Rec
Original change package provided to | YT o obtain Procedure Owner -
Review (e £ . Owner review may be coordinated by In-Group OA 1, Procedure Wniter, Procedure Supenvisor, ¢tc.) [R-2e-C

N

O|00|0|nl xed

7 |
Performed By (print and sign) (el gcl.xvc ed o / CHMI{,{C,[,, Date [2-Dc-c

11 - PROCEDURE OWNER PEVIEW ON PBF-0026e
(may be performed by CA I, Procedure Writer, eic.)

Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) Performed
Copy sent to Document Control Distribution Lead for Master File J2.2c
(Nct required for one-time use change)

Copy filed in Gl’OUp satellite file. (Not required for coe-time use changes )

Copy filed in Group one-time usc file.

KO0 &

Original Temp Change provided to DS to obtain Final Approvals \

A2 em!
{¢ g . final approval may be coordinated by In-Graup OA 1, Procsdure Wniter, Procedure Supenisor, etc) ‘

@ Ly ‘\-AL /.Z-QC'Q{
O e ]
{

K ovs Swep ;

: |
B oV Offee N
(X Siweslates ((Twy U-‘"\U) i \,,
U |

. . P (— / / ie -

Performed By (print and sign) o S Wvped e 1C et ,(__L,fc_(_c,,-_ Date /.2-A¢ w1

PBF.0026h gy~
Revision $ 06:13.01 Reference NP 1212
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Point Beach Nuclear Flani SCR = o

10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE)

Venfy SCR aumber onall pages

L0 Page 2

4
. . . . el SR
Docs the propesed activity inv olve a change 1o the terms, conditions or specifications incorporated in any VSC-24 cask

Certificate of Compliance (CoC)? Changes to 2 VSC-24 cask Certificate of Compliance requirc a CoC amendmen: request,
O Yes X No

If a storage cask Certificate of Compliance change is required, explain wh-i the change should be and why it is required.

10 CFR 50.59 SCREENING

PART II {50.59) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A DESIGN FUNCTION {Resource Manual 5.3.2)

Compare the proposed activity to the relevant CLB descriptions, and answer the following questions:

YES NO QUESTION

&3 O Docs the proposcd activity involve Safety Analyses or structures, systems and componenis (SSCs) credited in the
Safety Analyses? .

O X Docs the proposed activity involve SSCs that support SSC(s) credited in the Safety Analyses?

O X Docs the proposed activity involve SSCs whose failure could initiate  *ransient (e.g , reactor trip, loss of feedwater,
ctc.) or accident, QR whose failure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Safety Analyses?

Cl X Docs the proposed activity involve ( LB-described SSCs or procedural controls that perform functicns that arc
required by, or otherwise necessary .0 comply with, regulations, license coaditions, orders or technical
specifications?

- X Docs the aclivity involve a method of evaluction described in the FSAR?

— Is the activity a test or cxperiment? (i.e., a non-passive activily which gathers data)

O X Docs the activity exceed or potenually affect a design Lasis limit for a fission product barrier (DBLFPB;?

(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required.)

If the answers to ALL cf these questions are NO, mark Part I as not appliceble, document tae 10 CFR 50.59 screening in the
conclusion section (Part IV), then proceed directly 10 Part V- 10 CFR 72.48 Pre-screening Questions.

1f any of the aboy ¢ questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design function(s), meihod of evaluation(s) or DBLFPB(s)
involved.

FSAR 10.2 states cach AF\V pump has an ACV controlled recire line back to the CST to ensure minimurn flow to dissipate heat. This

change ensures the nunimum AFW flow requirements will be mzintained on any running AFW pump in the casc of a failed shut AFW
mini-recire flow control valve

PART ITI (50.59) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (Resource Manual 5.3.3)
If ALL the questions in Part If are answered NO, then Part 1Iis ] NOT APPLICABLE.

Answer the following questions 1o detennine if the acuivity has an adverse effect on a design funcuon. Any YES answer means thzta
10 CFR 50.59 Ex ahuation is required, EXCEPT where noted in Part 1113,

1 CHANGES TO THE FACILITY OR PROCEDURES
YES NO QUESTION

O Docs the activity ads ersely affect the design function of an SSC creduted in safety analyses?

PBE-1515¢
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O x Docs the activity adversely affect the method of performing or controlling the design function of an SSC
credited in the safety analyses?

I any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. If both answers are NO, describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion as necessary): .

Tkis change ensures that minimum recirc flow requirements as stated in FSAR 1.2 are not violaied
111.2 CHANGES TO A METHOD OF EVALUATION
(If the activity does not involve a method of evaluation, these questions are (X NOT APPLICABLE)

YES NO QUESTION

O O4d Nocs the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for performing safety analyses than that
described in the CLB?

d O Does the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for evaluating SSCs credited in safety
- analyses than that described in the CLB?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. If both answers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(auach additional discussion, as necessary).

II1.3  TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS

If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in ITL.3.a and IM.3.b are {X} NOT APPLICABLE.
a. Answer these two questions first:
YES NO QUESTION

g 0O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests or experiments that are descnibed in the CLB?
O O Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the facility”

If the answer to BOTH questions in V.3.a is NO, continue to IIL.3.b. If the answer t» EITHER question is YES, then
describe the basis.

b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do NOT meet the criteria given in IT 3.3 abovc.
If the answer to cither question in II1.3.a is YES, then these three questions are {J) NOT APPLICABLE.

o]
2}
wn

QUESTION

Docs the activity utilize or control an SSC in a manner that is ouisids the reference bounds of the design
bascs as described in the CLB?

Does the activity utilize or control an SSC in a manner that is inconsisient with the analyses or descripuons
in the CLB?

Does the activity place the facility in a condition not previous!y evaiuated or that cauld affect the capebiliny
of an S&C to perform its intended functions?

O o O
O O O3%

If any answer in 111.3.b is YES. a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluvation is required. If theanswersinlli3barc A LL NO. descnbe the
basis for the conclusion (attach additional discussion as necessary):

PBF-1515¢ co g
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1V - 10 CFR 50.59 SCREENING COXNCLUSION (Resource Manual 5.3.4).

Check all that apply:

A 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is [] required or [ 7 )T required.

A Point Beach FSAR change is [] required or [X] NOT required. If an FSAR change is required, then initiate an FSAR Change
Request (FCR) per NP 5.2.6.

A Regulatory Commitment (CLB Commitmen Database) change is [ required or X N oT required. If a Regulatory
Commitment Change is required, initiate a commitment change per NP 5.1.7.

A Technical Specification Bases change is [_] required or [ NOT required. If a change to the Technical Specification Bases is

required, then initiate a Technical Specification Bases change per NP 5.2.15.

A Technical Requirements Manual change is {_] required or [X] NOT required If a change to the Technical Requirements
Manual is required, then initiate a Technical Requirements Manual change per NP 5.2.15.

10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING

NOTE: NEI 96-07. Appendix B, Guidcelines for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determinc the

proper responses for 72.48 screenings.

PART V (72.48) -10 CFR 72.48 INITIAL SCREENING QUESTIONS

Part V determines if a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required to be compleied (Parts VI and VIT) for the proposed activity.

5 NO
O ®
0 ®
I
0 ®
0 R
0 ®

QUESTION

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER the dry fuel storage cask(s), the cask transfer/transport
equipment, any ISFSI facility SSC(s), or any ISFS! facility monitoring as follows: Multi-Assembly Sealed Sasket
(MSB), MSB Transfer Cask (MTC), MTC Lifting Yoke, Ventilated Concrete Cask (VCC), Ventilated Storage
Cask (VSC), VSC Transporter (VCST), ISFSI Storage Pad Faciiity, ISFSI Storage Pad Data/Communication Links,
or PPCS/ISFSI Cortinuous Temperature Monitoring System?

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) installed in the plant specifically added to support
cask loading/unloading activitics, as follows: Cask Dewatering Sysiem (CDW), Cask Reflood System (CRF), or
Hydrogen Monitoring System?

Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) nceded for plant operation which are aiso used to
support cask loading/unloading activities, as follows: Spent Fuel Pool (SFP), SFP Cooling and Filtration (SF),
Primary Auxiliary Building Ventilation System (VNPAB), Drumming Arca Ventilation System (VNDRM),
RE-105 (SFP Low Range Monitor), RE-135 (SFP High Range Monitor), RE-221 (Drumming Area Vent

Gas Monitor), RE-325 (Drumming Area Exhaust Low-Range Gas Monitor), PAB Crane, SFP Platform Bridge,
Truck Access Area, or Decon Area?

Doss the proposed activity involve a change to Point Beach CLB design criteria for extsmal events such as
carthquakes, tornadoes, high winds, flooding, ctc.?

Docs the activity involve plant heavy load requirements or procedures for areas of the plant used to support cask
loading/unloading activities?

Docs the activity involve any pot:ntial for fire or explosion where casks are loaded, unloaded, transported or stored?

If ANY of the Part V questions are answered YES, then a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required and answers to the qusstions in
* VI and Pant VIi are to be provided. If ALL the questions in Part V are answered NO. then check Parts V1and V1 as not
_ plicable, Complete Part VIII to document the conclusion that no 10 CFR 72 48 evaluation is required.

PBF-1515¢
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\RT VI (72.48) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A ISTSI LICENSING BASIS JgESIGN FUNCTION

\- ALL the questions in Part V are NO, then Part VIis[{ NOT APPLICABLE))

Compare the proposed activity to the relevant portions of the ISF~1 licensing basis and answer the following questions:

NO QUESTION

Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFSI Safety Analyses or plant/cask/ISFSI structures, systems and
components {SSCs) credited in the Safety Analyses?

Does the proposed activity involve plant, cask or ISFSI SSCs that support SSC(s) credited in the Safety Analyses?

Docs the proposed activity involve plant, cask or ISFSI S5Cs whose function is relied upor for preveniion of a
radioactive release, OR whose failure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Safety Analyses?

Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFSI described SSCs or procedural controls that perform functions that are
required by, or otherwise necessary to comply with, regulations, license conditions, CoC conditions, or orders?

Does the activity involve a method of evaluation described in the ISFSI licensing basis?

Is the activity a fest or experiment? (ie., a non-passive activity which gathers data)

OO0 O oo oOF
Oooo O oag g

Does the activity exceed or potentially affect a cask design basis limit for a fission product barrier (DBLFFPB)?
(NOTE: If THIS questiors is answered YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required.)

If the answers 1o ALL of these questions are NO, rrark Farts VII as not applicable, ard document the 10 CFR 72.48 screening in the
conclusion section (Part VIII).

' any of the above questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design function(s), method of evaluation(s) or DBLFPB(s)
Mved.

PART VII (72.48) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (NEI 96-07,
Appendix B, Section B.4.2.1)

(If ALL th= questions in Part V or Part VI are answered NO, then Part VII is [ NOT APPLICABLE))

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity has an adverse effect on a design function. Any YES answer means thata
10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required; EXCEPT where noted in Part VIL3.

VII.1  Changes to the Facility or Procedures
YES NO QUESTION

O O Does the activity adversely affec.t the design function of a plant, cask, or ISFSI SSC credited in safety
analyses?

O O Does the activity adversely affect the method of performing or conzrolling the design function of a plant,
cask, or ISFSI SSC credited in the safety analyses?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is requircd. If both answers are NO, describe the pasis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion, as necessary):

PDF.1515¢ . et
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i
*Mi2  Changes to a Method of Evaluation

(If the activity does not involve a method of evaluation, these questions are [ ] NOT APPLICABLE.)

YES NO QUESTION

O D Doces the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for performing safety analyses than that
described in a cask SAR?

O O Does the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for evaluating SSCs credited in safety
analyses than that described in a cask SAR?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required. If both answers are NO, describe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion, as necessary):

VI3  Tests or Experiments

(If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in VIL3.a and VIL3.b are (] NOT APPLICABLE.)

a. Answer these two qucstions first:

YES NO QUESTION

O O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests or experiments that are described in the cask
1SFSI licensing basis?

O O Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the cask(s) or ISFSI facility?

If the answer to both questions is NO, continue to VIL3.b. If the answer to ETITHER question is YES, then briefly describe
the basis.

b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do not meet the criteria given in VIL.3.a above.
If the answer to either question in VII.3.2 is YES, then these three questions are (O NOT APPLICABLE:
YES NO QUESTION

o 04 Does the activity utitize or control an SSC in a manner that is outside the reference bounds of the design
bases as described in the ISFSI licensing basis?

I Does the activity utilize or control a plant, cask or ISFSI facility SSC in a manrer that is inconsistent with
the analyses or descriptions in the ISFSI licensing basis?

O Hl Does the activity place the cask or ISFSI facility in a condition not previously evaluzated or thai could aficct
the capability of a plant, cask, or ISFSI SSC to perform its intended functions?

If any answer in VIL3.bis YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required. If the answers are all NO, describe ti:e basis for the
conclusion (attach additional discussion as necessary):

PBF-151sc
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~ART VIII - DOCUMENT THE CONCLUSION OF THE 10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING

Check ali that apply:

A 10 CFR 72 48 Evaluation is [ required or DA NOT required Obtain a scrzaning number and provids the coiginal o
Records Managemeni regardless of the conclusion of the 50.39 or 72,48 screening

8, V'SC-24 cask Safety Analvsis Repont change is [ required or ) NOT requircd. 172 VSC-24 cask SAR chan
required, then contact the Point Beach Dry Fuc! Storage group supervisor

2215

A Regulatory Commitment (CLB Commitment Database) change is ] requered or 52 NOT raquired  If a Rezulatory
Comnutment Change is required, injtiatc a commitment change per NP 5.1 7.

A change 1o the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report is [} required or &% NOT required If a VSC-24

—_—

or
10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Repont change is required, then contact the Point 22ach Dry Fuel Storage groug supervisor,

Pasolrise

. o . . -~ . . > .
Roveeen 12500 FA T P



POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT ARP CO1 A 1-9
ALARM RESPONSE PROCEDURE MINOR
Revision 1
INSTRUMENT AIR HEADER PRESSURE LOW February 14, 2002
UNIT 0
INITIATING DEVICES AND SETPOINTS | INSTRUMENT
Annunciator CO1D Window 1-2 Reflash AIR HEADER
PRESSURE
LOW
TERMINAL STRIP LOCATION
UXE-10

1.0 AUTOMATIC ACTIONS

None
2.0  POSSIBLE CAUSES

2.1 Alarm on Window 1-2 at rear of panel COl1
3.0 OPERATOR ACTIONS

3.1  Perform the following:

3.1.1 IF any AFW pump mini-recirc valve falls shut in conjunction with this alarm,
THEN monitor and maintain minimum AFW flow
OR stop the affected AFW pump as necessary to control S/G levels.
3.12 Respond per ARP C01 D 1-2, INSTRUMENT AIR HEADER PRESS LO.

4.0 SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIONS

4.1 Refer to AOP 5B, Loss of Instrument Air.
5.0 REFERENCES

5.1  Westinghouse drawing 499B666, Sheet 1667; Service/Instrument Air Alarms Main
Control Board C01

52  ARP C01 D 1-2, INSTRUMENT AIR HEADER PRESS LO

5.3 AOP 5B, Loss of Instrument Air

Page 1 of 1 REFERENCE USE



POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EQP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37
Page 1 of 33

A. PURPOSE

1. This procedure provides directions to verify proper response of the
automatic protection systems following manual or automatic actuation of
a reactor trip or safety injection, assess plant conditions, and direct

the operator to the appropriate recovery procedure.

2. This procedure is applicable for 2ll plant conditions where RCS hot leg
temperature is greater than or equal to 350°F with accumulators in
service, and assumes the RHR system is not in service for decay heat

removal and all SI system components are available.

B. SYMPTOMS OR ENTRY CONDITIONS

1. The following are symptoms that require a reactor trip, if one has not

occurred:

REACTOR TRIP SIGNAL SETPOINT
AT Overtemperature Variable
AT Overpower Variable
RCP Bresker Trip Low Voltage STPT 21.1
RCP Breaker Trip Low Frequency STPT 21.1
RCS Loop Low Flow 93 %
S/G Low-Low Level 25%
S/G Low Level with Flow Mismatch | 30% of span
PZR Pressure Low 1925 psig
PZR Pressure High 2365 psig
PZR Level High 80% -
NIS Power High Range. High Level [ 107%
NIS Power Low Range, High Level 20%
NIS Intermediate Range Current equal to 25%
NIS source range 5 X 10° counts/sec
Manual Reactor Trip N/a
Turbine Trip N/A
Safety Injection N/A

1/10/2002




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37 1/10/2002
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 2 of 33

2. The following are symptbms of a reactor trip:

Any reactor trip annunciator - LIT

Rapid drop in neutron level indicated by nuclear instrumentation
All rod bottom lights - ON

Reactor trip and bypass breakers - OPEN

o 0 0 O

3. The following are symptoms that require & reactor trip and safety
injection, if one has not cccurred:

SAFETY INJECTION SIGNAL SETPOINT
PZR Low Pressure 1735 psig
Steam Line Low Fressure 530 psig
Containment High Pressure 5 psig
Manual Safety Injection N/A

4, The following are symptoms of & reactor trip and safety injectilon:
8. Safeguards pumps and associated cooling water pumps- RUNNING

SI pumps

RHR pumps

Component cooling water pumps
Service water pumps

b. SI-Spray Active Status Panel white lights - ON
c. Containment Isolation Panels "A" and "B" white lights - ON
5. This procedure is entered from the following procedures if SI actuates:

o EOP-0.2 UNIT 1. NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN. FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.3 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITH RVLIS), FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.4 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITHOUT RVLIS). FOLDOUT

6. This procedure is entered from the following procedure when PZR
pressure is less than 1735 PSIG:

e EOP-0.1 UNIT 1. REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE, Step 15

7. This procedure is entered from the following procedure if PZR level
cannot be maintained:

e CSP-I.2 UNIT 1, RESPONSE TO LOW PRESSURIZER LEVEL, Step 7




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37  1/10/2002
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 3 of 33
8. This procedure is entered from the following procedures if RCS

10.

subcooling or PZR level cannot be maintained:

o EOP-0.1 UNIT 1., REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE. FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.2 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN, FOLDOUT .

o EOP-0.3 UNIT 1. NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITH RVLIS), FOLDOUT

o EOP-0.4 UNIT 1, NATURAL CIRCULATION COOLDOWN WITH STEAM VOID IN
VESSEL (WITHOUT RVLIS), FOLDOUT

This procedure is entered from the following procedures when power is
restored to a 480 Vac safequards bus prior to placing ECCS components
in pull-out:

o ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS OF ALL AC POWER, Step 16
o ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS OF ALL AC POWER, Step 26

This procedure is entered from other plant procedures when a reactor
trip or safety injection has occurred.

C. REFERENCES

1,

Technical Specifications for Point Beach Nuclear Plant
Final Safety Analysis Report for Point Beach Nuclear Plant
As-built plant drawings

Generic Technical Guidelines developed by the Westinghouse Owners Group
(WOG). This consists of the following documents:

a. Low pressure version of the WOG Optimal Recovery Guidelines, Status
Trees, and Functional Restoration Guidelines

b. Background documents for each low pressure version Optimal Recovery
Guideline, Status Tree, and Functional Restoration Guldeline

c. WOG Emergency Response Guideline Executive Volume
d. WOG Emergency Response Guideline Maintenance Program Summary

Caleculation 97-0126, Service Water System LOCA - Recirculation Phase




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED

Revision 37 1/10/2002
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 4 of 33
STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED T

NOTE

Steps 1 through 4 are immediate action steps.

®

Verify Reactor Trip:

Check reactor trip breakers and
bypass breakers - OPEN

-52/RTA
-52/RTB
52/BYA

« 1
s 1
s 1
s« 1-52/BYB

Check all rod bottom lights - LIT

Check all rod position indicators
- ON BOTTOM

Check neutron flux - LOWERING

s« 1N-35
« 1N-36

Perform the following:
a. Manually trip reactor.

b. IF reactor will NOT trip. THEN

perform the following:

1) Deenergize rod drive moter
generators by deenergizing
1B-01 end 1B-02.

» 1B52-04B or 1A52-02
e 1B52-05B or 1A52-15

2) WHEN the reactor has tripped,
THEN close the following
breakers:

1A52-02 for 1B-01
1B52-04B for 1B-01
1A52-15 for 1B-02
1B52-05B for 1B-02

3) IF reactor power is greater
than or equal to 5% OR
intermediate range power is
rising, THEN perform the
following:

a) Start monitoring Critdcal
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to CSP-S.1 UNIT 1,
RESPONSE _TO NUCLEAR POWER
GENERATION/ATHS.

4) As time permits, reenergize
stripped MCCs.

5) Diaspatch operator to locally
open reactor trip breakers and
bypass breakers in rod control
room.
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EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37  1/10/2002
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPCONSE NOT OBTAINED
(::) Verify Turbine Trip:
a. Check turbine stop valves - BOTH a. Shutdown turbine as follows:
SHUT:
1) Depress turbine trip
o SL and SR - SHUT pushbutton.
OR 2) IF turbine will NOT trip, THEN

. perform the following:
o Annunciator 1C03 1El1 4-3,

TURBINE STOP VALVES TWO CLOSED a) Manually run back turbine.
- LIT
b) Stop both EH o0il pumps end
OR place in pull-out.
o Turbine Valves Closed bistable c¢) IF turbine still has NOT
lights - LIT ) tripped, THEN shut main

steam isolation valves.

e 1MS-2018 for S/G A
e 1MS-2017 for S/G B
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

(::) Verify Safeguards Buses Energized:

a. Check 4160 Vac safeguards buses - a. Try to restore power to at least
AT LEAST ONE ENERGIZED one bus:
o 1A-05, trein A 1) Close any supply breaker.

o 1A-06, train B
o 1452-57 for 1A-05
o 1A52-54 for 1A-06
o 1A52-77 for 14-06

2) IF breakers will NOT close,
THEN fast start and load any
emergency diesel generator.

3) IF power can NOT be restored.
THEN perform the following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functdons for
information only per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, LOSS
OF ALL AC POVWER.

b. Check 480 Vac safeguards buses - b. Try to restore power to at least
AT LEAST ONE ENERGIZED one bus:
o 1B-03, train A 1) Close any supply breaker.

o 1B-04, train B
o 1A52-58 for 1B-03
o 1B52-16B for 1B-03
o 1A52-84 for 1B-04
o 1B52-17B for 1B-04

2) IF power can NOT be restored.
THEN perform the following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions for
information only per
CSP-ST.O UNIT 1. CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to ECA-0.0 UNIT 1, 1.OSS
OF ALL AC POWER.




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT'1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37
Page 7 of 33

STE?P

ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

®

Check If SI Is Actuated:

a.

Check SI annqnciators - ANY LIT
o {1C04-1B 4-2}, MANUAL SAFETY

INJECTION
OR

{1C04-1B 4-3
PRESSURE HIGH

o]

OR

o]

PRESSURE SI
OR

(o]

PRESSURE LOW-LOW
OR

o]

PRESSURE LOW-LOW

b. Check SI - BOTH TRAINS ACTUATED

e SI pumps - BOTH RUNNING
e RHR pumps - BOTH RUNNING

} . CONTAINMENT

{1C04-1B 4-4), PRESSURIZER LOW

{1C04-1B 4-5}, STEAM LINE A

{1C04-1B 4-6}, STEAM LINE B

a.

b.

Determine appropriate recovery
actions:

1) Check if SI is required:

o

Contalnment pregsure -
GREATER THAN 5 PSIG

OR

Steam line A pressure - LESS

THAN 530 PSIG
OR

Steam line B pressure - LESS

THAN 530 PSIG
OR

PZR pressure - LESS THAN
1735 PSIG

OR
PZR level - LESS THAN 10%
OR

RCS subcooling - LESS THAN
35°F

2) IF SI is required, THEN
perform the following:

a)

b)

Manually actuate both
traineg of SI and
Containment Isolation.

OBSERVE NOTE PRIOR TO
STEP 5 and go to Step 5.

3) IF SI is NOT reiuired. THEN

perform the fol

a)

b)

owing:

Start monitoring Criticel
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

Go to EOP-0.1 UNIT 1,
REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE.

Manually actuate both trains of
SI and Containment Isolation.

1/10/2002
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EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED T‘
NOTE

Foldout page shall be monitored throughout the remainder of this procedure.

5 Verify Automatic Actions Per
ATTACHMENT A, AUTOMATIC ACTION
VERIFICATION, While Continuing With
This Procedure
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EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
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STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED
CAUTION

~-

If motor-driven auxiliary feedwater pump flow is greater than 240 gpm. its
motor breaker may trip due to over current.

NOTE

If both units require AFW flow, at least one AFW pump must be aligned to each
unit.

6 Verify Secondary Heat Sink
Available:

a. Check level in at least one S/G - a. Establish AFW flow as follows:
GREATER THAN [51%] 29%

1) Manually start pumps and align
valves as necessary to
establish AFW flow greater
than or equal to 200 gpm.

2) IF AFW flow greater than or
equal to 200 gpm can NOT be
established, THEN perform the
following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functlons per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to CSP-H.1 UNIT 1,
RESPONSE _TO_LOSS OF
SECONDARY EEAT SINK.

b. Control pumps and align valves as
necessary to maintain S/G level
between [51%] 29% and 6&5%
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7 Verify RCP Seal Cooling:

o Check labyrinth seal AP - GREATER
THAN 20 INCHES

OR

o Check component cooling to RCP
thermal barrier - NORMAL

IF seal cooling to any RCP is lost,
THEN reestablish seal cooling:

a.

c.

Stop affected RCP(s).

c 1P-1A, loop A
c 1P-1B, loop B

. Start pumps and align valves as

necessary to reestablish
component cooling water flow to
all RCP thermal barriers.

IF all charging pumps are
stopped. THEN reestablish seal
injection flow:

1) Ensure adequate power is
available to run one charging
pump. Refer to AOP-22 UNIT 1,
EDG LOAD MANAGEMENT, for KW
ratings.

2) Start one charging pump at
minimun speed for seal
injection.

o 1P-2A, train A
o 1P-2B,.trein A
o 1P-2C, trein B

.
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* B Verify RCS Temperature Control: Perform the following: *
* *
* a. Check RCS wide range cold leg 1. IF RCS cold leg temperature less %
* temperatures: than 547°F AND RCS temperatures *
* are trending lower, THEN *
* e LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 547°F stabilize RCS temperature as *
* follows: *
* AND *
* a) Stop dumping steam. *
* s STABLE , *
* b) IF cooldown continues, THEN *
* control feed flow: *
* *
* 1) Reduce total feed flow. *
* *
* 2) Maintain total feed flow *
* greater than or equal to *
* 200 gpm until level greater *
* than [51%] 29% in at least *
* one S/G. *
* *
* c) IF cooldown can NOT be stopped *
* by controlling feed flow, THEN *
* isolate steam lines: *
* *
* 1) Shut both main steam *
* isolation valves. *
* *
* e 1M5-2018 for S/G A *
* e 1MS-2017 for S/G B *
* *
* 2) Ensure main steam isolation *
* bypass valves - BOTH SHUT *
* *
* o 1MS-234 for S/G A *
* e 1MS-236 for S/G B *
* *
* - 2. IF RCS cold leg temperature *
* greater than 547°F OR RCS *
* temperature trending higher, THEN *
* stabilize RCS temperature at or *
* below 547°F as follows: *
* *
* o Dump steam to condenser. *
* *
* OR *
* *
* o Dump steam using atmospheric *
* steam dumps. *
dkdkkdkhkkkhkdhhkhhhkkkkkkhkhkhhkhd ok kkhkkkhhhkhh kb kkkdhdhdhhhrhkkdddhddrddk
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9

Check PZR PORVs - BOTH SEUT

e 1RC-430
¢ 1RC-431C

IF PZR pressure less than 2335 psig.
THEN stop PORV flow:

a. Manually shut affected PORVs.

b. IF any PORV can NOT be shut, THEN
isolate that PORV:

1) Manually shut associated block
valve.

o 1RC-515 for 1RC-431C
o 1RC-516 for 1RC-430

2) IF ary open PORV can NOT be
isolated, THEN perform the
following:

a) Start monitoring Critical
Safety Functions per
CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1, CRITICAL
SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES.

b) Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, LOSS OF
REACTOR OR SECONDARY
COOLANT.
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10 Verify PZR Spray Valves Shut:

a. Check normal spray valves - BOTH
SBUT

e 1RC-4314, loop A
e 1RC-431B, loop B

b. Check auxiliary spray valve -
SHUT

s 1CV-296

11  Check If RCPs Should Remain Running:

a. Check RCPs - ANY RUNNING

b. Check RCS subcooling based on
core exit thermocouples -
GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO
[60°F] 30°F

12 Start Monitoring Critical Safety
Functions Per CSP-ST.0 UNIT 1.
CRITICAL SAFETY FUNCTION STATUS
TREES

a.

IF PZIR pressure less than
2260 psig, THEN stop spray flow:

1) Manually shut both spray
valves.

2) IF any spray valve can NOT be
shut, THEN place manual
override switeh to close for
feiled spray valve(s).

o 1RC-431A-S for 1RC-431A
o 1RC-431B-S for 1RC-431B

3) IF any spray valve can NOT be
shut using manual override,
THEN stop RCP supplying failed
spray valve(s).

o For 1RC-431A, stop RCP A
o For 1RC-431B, stop RCP B

. Stop auxiliary spray flow:

1) Manually shut auxiliary spray
valve.

2) IF auxiliary spray valve can
NOT be shut, THEN minimize
charging and shut charging
line flow control valve.

e 1HC-142

. Go to Step 12.

. IF at least one SI pump is

running AND SI pump capable of
delivering flow, THEN stop both
RCPs.

e 1P-1A, loop A
e 1P-1B, loop B
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* 13 Verify Containment Sump

* Recirculation Not Required:

*

* a. Check RWST level - GREATER
* THAN OR EQUAL TO 60%

*

* b. Check RCS pressure - GREATER THAN
* [425 PSIG] 200 PSIG

*

*

*

*********************************************************************

14 Check If Secondary System Is Intact:

« No S/G pressure trending lower in
an uncontrolled manner

AND

¢ No S/G completely depressurized
15 Check If $/G Tubes Are Intact:

e Check secondary system radiation
levels - NORMAL

a. Condenser air ejector

e 1RE-215
e RE-225

b. S/G blowdown

e 1RE-219
= 1RE-222

¢. Main steam line

« 1RE-231 for S/G A
e« 1RE-232 for S/G B

» Request local surveys of main
steam lines

* Request Chemistry to prepare for
periodic activity samples of both
S/Gs

a. Go to EOP-1.3 UNIT i, TRANSFER TO

CONTAINMENT SUMP RECIRCULATION.

b. IF RHR flow is greater than
450 gpm, IHEN po to
EOP-1.3 UNIT 1, TRANSFER TO
CONTAINMENT SUMP RECIRCULATION.

IF eny S/G is faulted, THEN go to
EOP-2 UNIT 1, FAULTED STEAM
GENERATOR ISOLATION.

IF conditions indicate a S/G tube
rupture, THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1,
STEAM GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.

*
%
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
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16 Check If RCS Is Intact Inside Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, 1L0SS OF REACTOR
Containment: OR SECONDARY COOQLANT.

a. Check containment radiation
levels - NORMAL

1) Containment

e 1RE-102, train A
« 1RE-107, train A

2) Containment high range
e 1RE-126, train

e 1RE-127, train
e« 1RE-128, trein

> o

b. On 1C20. check containment sump
"A" level - NORMAL

¢ 11,I-958, train A
e 11I-959, train A

c. Cheeck containment pressure -
NORMAL )
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17 Check If SI Should Be Terminated:
a. Check RCS subcooling based on a. Go to Step 18.
core exit thermocouples - GREATER
THAN 35°F
b. Verify secondary heat sink: b. IF neither condition satisfied,

THEN go to_Step 18.
o Level in st least one S/G -

GREATER TEAN 29%
OR

o Total feed flow to S/Gs -
GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO

200 GPM
c¢. Check RCS pressure: ¢. Go to Step 18.
o Pressure - GREATER THAN
1600 PSIG
AND '
s« Pressure - STABLE OR TRENDING
HIGHER
d. Check PZR level - GREATER THAN d. Ralse PZR level:
10%

1) Raise charging flow.
2) Go to Step 18.

e. Go to EOP-1.31 UNIT 1, SI
TERMINATION

*********************************************************************

s S o S ok % ok ok o o % % * o N o % % * & F A&

*
*
*|
*
*
*
*
*
%
*
*
*

***********************************************************************

*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

18 Stabilize S/G Levels:
a. Check S/G levels - GREATER THAN a. Maintain total feed flow greater
29% than or equal to 200 gpm until

level in at least one S/G 1is
greater than 29%.

b. Control feed flow to maintain S/G b. IF level in any S/G continues to
levels between 29% and 65% rise in an uncontrolled manner.
THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1, STEAM

. GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.
kkhhkdkkkhhhhkkkkhkk ko k kb hhhdkhhhhkkkkkdkekkhkkhkrdhhkdhhcddhakhdkkdiors
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19

Check If S/G Tubes Are Intact:

e Check secondary system radiation
levels - NORMAL

a. Condenser air ejector

¢ 1RE-215
e RE-225

b. S/G blowdown

e 1RE-219
« 1RE-222

c. Main steam line

e« 1RE-231 for S/G A
e 1RE-232 for S/G B

e Request local surveys of main
steam lines

s Request Chemistry to prepare for
periodic activity samples of both
S/Gs

IF conditions indicate a S/G tube
rupture, THEN go to EOP-3 UNIT 1,
STEAM GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE.

CAUTION

If offsite power is lost after SI reset, manual action may be required to
restart safeguards equipment.

20
21
22

Reset SI
Reset Containment Isolation

Reset 1B-03 And 1B-04 Non-Safeguards
Equipment Lockouts
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CAUTION

Placing loads on energized AC safeguards buses in excess of the power source's
capacity could result in loss of the power source. Refer to AOP-22 UNIT 1, EDG
LOAD MANAGEMENT, for KW ratings.

ok kkhkkkkkhkhhkkhhkhk ko kd kb hhdkkkhhkhkhdkkbkhhkdhkdhhdkhdkdhrkhdkkhs
* 23  Check 4160 Vac Safeguards Buses - Monitor EDG loading per

* BOTH ENERGIZED BY OFFSITE POWER AOP-22 UNIT 1, EDG LOAD MANAGEMENT,

* while continuing with this

* e 1A-05, train A ) procedure.

* e 1A-06, trein B

**********************************************************************

24 Reestablish Instrument Air To
Containment:

a. Start second instrument air

compressor
o K-2A
o K-2B
b. Check instrument air header b. Start service alr compressors as
pressure - GREATER THAN 80 PSIG necessary to establish instrument
air header pressure greater than
BO pelg.
o K-3A
o K-3B
c. Open one and then open the other ¢. IF no valve can be opened, THEN
instrument air containment gag open one valve as follows:

isolation valve

1) Manually hold valve switch 1n
o 1TA-3047 open position.
s 1IA-3048

2) Locally gag open valve.

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
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25 Check If RCS Is Intact Outside Perform the following:
Containment:

1. Eveluate cause of abnormal
a. Request local radiation surveys conditions.
in auxiliary building
2. IF cause is a loss of RCS
b. Check auxiliary building inventory outside containment,
radiation levels - NORMAL THEN go to ECA-1.2 UNIT 1, 1OCA
OUTSIDE CONTAINMENT.

e PPCS RMS screen, Page 104
« (New PPCS RMS GRID screen)
» Local surveys

¢. Check auxiliary building sump
levels - NORMAL

« CO1A 1-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
-19 FT SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT
e« COlA 2-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
NORTH SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT
e COlA 3-11, AUXILIARY BUILDING
SOUTH SUMP LEVEL HI - NOT LIT

26 Check PZR Relief Tank Conditions - " Evaluate cause of abnormal
NORMAL conditions.

e Pressure
e Temperature
e Level

27 Check If RHR Pumps Should Be

Stopped:

a. Check RCS pressure - GREATER THAN a. Go to EOP-1 UNIT 1, LOSS OF
200 PSIG REACTOR OR SECONDARY COOLANT.

b. Check RCS pressure - STABLE OR b. Go to Step 28.

TRENDING HIGHER
c. Stop both RHR pumps

o 1P-10A, train A
s 1P-10B, train B

***********************************************************************

* d. Maintain RCS pressure greater d. IF RCS pressure lowers in an *
* than 200 psipg uncontrolled manner to less than  *
* 200 psig, THEN restart RHR pumps  *
* to supply water to RCS. *

***********************************************************************
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28 Verify Charging Flow:
a. Ensure RCS Loop A Cold Leg Normal
Charging Isolation Valve - OFEN
e 1CV-1298
b. Check charging pumps - AT LEAST b. Perform the following:
ONE RUNNING
1) IF component cooling water
o 1P-24A, train A flow to any RCP thermel
o 1P-2B, train A barrier is lost, THEN locally
o 1P-2C, train B shut affected RCP(s) seal
, injection throttle valve
before starting charging
pumps.
o 1CV-300A, RCP A
o 1CV-300B, RCP B
2) Start charging pumps as
necessary to establish at
least one running.
¢. Start additional charging pumps -
and adjust speed on running
charging pumps as necessary to
establish desired charging flow
d. Adjust charging line flow
controller as necessary to
maintain labyrinth seal AF
greater than 20 inches
e 1HC-142
29 Check If Diesels Should Be Stopped:

a.

Check 4160 Vac safeguards buses
ENERGIZED BY OFFSITE POWER

e 1A-05, train A
¢« 1A-06, train B

. Stop 211 unloaded EDGs:

o OP-11A G-01, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-01

o OP-11A G-02, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-02

o OP-11B, EMERGENCY DIESEL
GENERATOR G-03 (G-04)

a. Restore offsite power to 4160 Vac

safeguards buses.
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30 Ensure Miscellaneous Electrical
Loads Are Energized:

a. Ensure MCCs - ENERGIZED

s 1B-31, 1B52-14C, train A
« B-43, 1B52-21C, train B

b. Check battery chargers supplying
DC buses - ENERGIZED

o D-07
o D-09
o D-108
o D-109

¢. Ensure cavity cooling fan - ONE
RUNNING

o 1W-4A, train A
o 1W-4B, train A

d. Check cable spreading room
ventilation operating:

1) Check cable spreading room
recirc fans : ONE RUNNING

o W-13A1
o W-13A2

2) Check CSR chilled water recirc
pumps - ONE RUNNING

o P-111A
o P-111B

e. Start additional loads as
necessary to meet current plant
conditions. Refer to
AOP-22 UNIT 1. EDG LOAD
MANAGEMENT

31 Return To Step 8

-END-

b. Restore battery chargers:

1) Close affected battery charger
supply contactor.

2) IF contactor does NOT close OR
battery charger will NOT
operate, THEN restore battery
chargers per AOP-0.0, VITAL DC
SYSTEM MALFUNCTION, while
continuing with this
procedure.

. Restore cable spreading room

ventilation per 0I-90, CONTROL.
COMPUTER, AND CABLE SPREADING
ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEMS.
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 1 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A1 Verify Feedwater Isolation:

a. Check main feed lines isolated: a. IF any main feedline can NOT be
isolated, THEN perform the
1) Feedwater regulating control following:

valves - BOTH SEUT
a) Trip main feed pumps.
e 1CS-466 for S/G A

« 1CS-476 for S5/G B e 1P-28A

s 1P-28B
2) Feedwater regulating bypass

valves - BOTH SHUT b) Place condensate pumps in
pull-out.

e 1CS-480 for S/G A

e 1CS-481 for S/G B s 1P-254A
e 1P-25B

c) Stop heater drain tank pumps.

s« 1P-27A
« 1P-27B
e 1P-27C
b. Check main feed pumps - BOTH b. Trip main feed pumps.
TRIPPED
s« 1P-28A
« 1F-28B
c. Check MFP discharge MOVs - BOTH c. Manually shut valves.
SHUT

e 1CS-2190, train A
e 1CS5-2189, train B
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 2 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A2 Verify Containment Isolation:
a. Check containment isolation

panels "A" and "B" - ALL LIGHTS
LIT

b. Check other valves - SHUT

e RS-SA-9 , Unit 1 steam supply
to rad waste system

e Any valve which may be open
under administrative control

A3 Verify AFW Actuation:

a. Check motor-driven AFW pumps -
BOTH RUNNING

e« P-38A, train A
« P-38B, train B

b. Check S/G levels - BOTH LESS THAN

[51%] 25%

¢. Ensure steam supply valves to
turbine-driven AFW pump - BOTH
OPEN

e« 1MS-2020, trein A
e 1MS-2019, train B

a. Perform the following:

1) Manually actuate Containment
Isolation.

2) IF any valve open AND flow
path NOT required, THEN shut
valve(s). Refer to
ATTACHMENT B.

b. Manually shut valve(s).

a. Establish AFW flow as fol;OWS:

1) Ensure steam supply valves to
turbine-driven AFW pump - BOTH
OPEN

e 1MS5-2020, traein A
« 1MS-2019, train B

2) WHEN SI sequence complete,
THEN menually start
motor-driven AFW pumps.

b. Go to Step A4.
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 3 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A4 Check SI Pumps - BOTH RUNNING WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
establish SI flow as follows:
e 1P-15A, train A
¢« 1P-15B, train B a. Manually start SI pumps.

b. IF any SI pump can NOT be
started, THEN isolate system
boundary as follows:

1) Place affected SI pump in
pull-out.

2) Ensure affected SI pump
suction valve shut.

o 1SI-896A, train A
o 1SI-896B, train B

A5 Check RHR Pumps - BOTH RUNNING WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
establish RHR flow as follows:
e 1P-10A, train A
e« 1P-10B, train B a. Manually start RHR pumps.

b. IF any RHR pump can NOT be
started, THEN isolate system
boundary as follows:

1) Place affected RHR pump in
pull-out.

2) Ensure affected RHR pump
suction valve shut.

o 1SI-856A, train A
o 15I-856B, train B
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ATTACEMENT A
(Page 4 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

AB Check Component Cooling Water Pumps Establish one component cooling

- ONLY ONE RUNNING water pump running as follows:

o 1P-114, train A a. IF no component cooling water

o 1P-11B, train B pump running, THEN perform the
following:

1) Stop all RCP(s).

e 1P-1A, loop 4
e 1P-1B, loop B

2) Manually start one component
cooling water pump by placing
control switch to stop and
then auto-after-stop.

3) Match flags for running and
stopped pumps.

b. IF both component cooling water
pumps running, THEN place one
pump in standby.
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ATTACHMENT A

(Page S of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A7 Verify Service Water System
Alignment:

a. Check service water pumps - SIX a.

RUNNING

P-324. train
P-32B, train
P-32F, train
P-32C, train
P-32D, train
P-32E, train

oW

b. Check service water isolation b.

valves - SHUT

» At least one spent fuel pool
heat exchanger A isolation MOV

o SW-2927A, inlet MOV
o SW-2930A, discharge MOV

e At least one spent fuel pool
heat exchanger B isolation MOV

o SW-2927B, inlet MOV
o SW-2930B, discharge MOV

e At least one auxiliary building
A/C condenser isolation MOV

o SW-2816, train A
o SW-4479, train B

o At least one water treatment
system inlet MOV

o SW-4478, train A
o SW-2817, trein B

c. Locally at blowdown evap penel c.

C-180, check at least one
radwaste service water valve shut

o SW-LW-61, train A
o SW-LW-62, train B

WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
manyally start pumps.

Perform the following:
1) Manually shut valve(s).

2) IF any isolaetion valve will
NOT shut, THEN locally shut
valve or associated manual
isolation valve.

Perform the following:
1) Locally shut valve(s).
2) IF eny valve will NOT shurt.

THEN locelly shut associated
mznual isolation valve.
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ATTACHMENT A
(Page 6 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION
A8 Verify Containment Accident Cooling

Units Running:

a. Check containment accident a. WHEN SI sequence complete, THEN
recirculation fans - ALL RUNNING manually start fans.

o 1W-1Al, train A
s 1W-1B1l, train A
e 1W-1C1l, train B
e« 1W-1D1, train B

b. Check containment ventilation b. Manually open ceontainment
cooler outlet emergency FCVs - ventilation cooler outlet
BOTH OPEN emergency FCVs.

e 1SW-2907, train A

e 1SW-2908, train B

c. Check annunciator COlB 2-3, c. Perform the following:
UNIT 1 CONTAINMENT RECIRC COOLERS
-WATER 'FLOW LOW - CLEAR 1) Ensure non-affected unit's
) service water isolation valves
- BOTH SHUT
e 2SW-2907 ., traein A
e 2S5W-2908 , train B
2) Isolate service water to
non-safety loads as necessary
to clear annunciator.
A9 Check Control Room Fans Armed:

a. Check Control Room Charcoal a. At MCC 1B-32, depress Control
Filter Fan W-144 - WHITE LIGHT Circuit Arming pushbutton for
OFF Control Room charcoal filter fan

W-14A.
e 1B52-329B
b. Check Control Room Recirc Fan b. At MCC 1B-42, depress Control

W-13B2 - WHITE LIGHT OFF

Circuit Arming pushbutton for
Control Room recire fan W-13B2.

o 1B52-428M




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

- EOP-0 UNIT 1
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37
Page 28 of 33

1/10/2002

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED
ATTACHMENT A
(Page 7 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION
A10 Check Control Room Ventilation - IN Align Control Room ventilation per
AN ACCIDENT MODE 0I-90, CONTROL, COMPUTER, AND CABLE
SPREADING ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEMS.
Control Room recirc fans - AT
LEAST ONE RUNNING
o W-13B1
o W-13B2
Control Room damper scolenoid valve
- PURPLE LIGHT LIT
A11 Check If Main Steam Lines Can Remain

Open:
a. Check MSIVs - ANY OPEN

b. Check containment pressure - LESS

THAN OR EQUAL TO 15 PSIG

. Check high-high steam flow

bistable lights - NOT LIT

8

. Check high steam flow bistable

lights - NOT LIT

d.

. Go to Step Al2Z.

. Isolate both steam lines as

follows:

1) Shut both mein steam isclatdion
valves.

e 1MS-2018 for S/G A
e 1MS-2017 for S/G B

2) Go to Step Al2.

. Ensure main steam isolation valve

on affected main steam line(s)
shut.

o 1MS-2018 for S/G A
o 1MS-2017 for S/G B

IF RCS average temperature is
less than 543°F, THEN ensure main
steam isolation valve on affected
main steam line(s) shut.

o 1MS-2018 for S/G A
o 1MS-2017 for S/G B




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37 1/10/2002

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 29 of 33

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 8 of 10)
AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A12 Verify Proper SI Valve Alignment: Manually align pumps and valves as
necessary to establish proper SI
a. Check Unit 1 SI Active status alignment.

panel - ALL LIGHTS LIT

b. Check Unit 1 SI - Spray Ready
status panel - NO LIGHTS LIT




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1

SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37 1/10/2002
Page 30 of 33

STEP ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 9 of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

dkkdkhkkhkkkkkkk kI hhhhhhdhhhddhdhkhkddhdhhhhhhhkdkhhkhdkhhhhdddhdhhhkdhhddkrdd

* A13 Verify Containment Spray Not Establish containment spray as
* Required: follows:
a. Check conteinment pressure 1. Check containment spray actuested:
recorder - HAS REMAINED LESS THAN
25 PSIG e Annunciator {COl B 2-6},
CONTAINMENT SPRAY - LIT
e 1PR-968
« 1PR-969 2. IF containment spray has NOT
actuated, THEN manuelly actuate
contalnment spray.
3. Verify the following equipment

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
%
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
%
*
*
%*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

status:

a) Ensure contailnment spray pump
discharge MOVs - ALL OPEN

1SI-860A for 1P-14A
1SI-860B for 1P-14A
1S1-860C for 1P-14B
1SI-860D for 1P-14B

b) Ensure contailnment spray pumps
- AT LEAST ONE RUNNING

o 1P-14A, train A
o 1P-14B, train B

c) Shutdown one train of
containment spray as follows:

1) Place one containment épray
pump in pull-out.

o 1P-14A, train A
o 1P-14B, train B

2) Ensure suction on idle
spray pump shut.

1SI1-870A for 1P-14A
o 1SI-B870B for 1P-14B

o

d) WHEN containment spray has
been actuated for greater than
two minutes, THEN ensure &t
least one spray additive
eductor suction valve open.

o 1S1-836A, trein A
o 181-836B, train B

*********************************************************************

St b b ok sk S ok o ok ok ok ok ok % o o ¥ o o ok
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POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 1

SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37 1/10/2002
Page 31 of 33

STEP

ACTION/EXPECTED RESPONSE

RESPONSE NOT OBTAINED

ATTACHMENT A
(Page 10 of 10)

AUTOMATIC ACTION VERIFICATION

A14 Verify SI Flow:

a.

Check RCS wide range pressure
LESS THAN 1400 PSIG

e 1FI-925, train A&
e« 1FI-924, train B

. Check RCS wide range pressure

LESS THAN [425 PSIG] 200 PSIG

e 1FI-626, train A
e 1FI-928, train B

. Check SI pumps - FLOW INDICATED

. Check RHR pumps - FLOW INDICATED

-END-

. Return to procedure and step in

effect.

. Manually start pumps and align

valves as necessary to establish
SI pump flow.

. Return to procedure and step in

effect.

. Manually start pumps and align

valves as necessary to establish
RER pump flow.




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

EOP-0 UNIT 1

SAFETY RELATED

Revision 37  1/10/2002
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 32 of 33
ATTACHMENT B
(Page 1 of 2)
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES
PANEL A

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION TRAIN
1CV-1296 Auxiliary charging line A
1RC-538 Pressurizer relief tank to gas analyzer A
1WG-1788 Reactor coolant drain tank To gas analyzer A
1WL-1698 Reactor coolant drain tank to -19 ft sump A
1WL-10034A Reactor coolant drain tank pump suction A
1WL-1003B Reactor coolant drein tank pump suction A
1RC-508 Reactor makeup water to containment A or B
1RC-539 Pressurizer relief tank to gas analyzer B
1WG-1789 Reactor coolant drain tenk to gas analyzer B
1SI-846 Accumulator nitrogen supply A or B
1WL-1721 Reactor coolant drain tank pumps suction B
1VNPSE-3244 Containment purge supply A
1VNPSE-3212 Containment purge exhaust A
1WL-1723 Sump A drain A
18G-951 Pressurizer steam sample A
18C-953 Pressurizer liquid sample A
1VNPSE-3245 Containment purge supply B
1VNPSE-3213 Containment purge exhaust B
1WL-1728 Sump A drain B
15C-966A Pressurizer steam sample 4 or B
15C-966B Pressurizer liquid sample Aor B




POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT EOP-0 UNIT 1

EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

SAFETY RELATED

Revision 37  1/10/2002
REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION Page 33 of 33
ATTACHMENT B
(Page 2 of 2)
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES
PANEL B

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION TRAIN

1CC-769 Component cooling water outlet from excess AorB
letdown heat exchanger

16v-313 Reactor coolant pump seal return A
1Cv-371 Letdown line A
1M5-5958 Steam generator blowdown A or B
1MS-5959 Steam generator blowdown AorB
1WG-1786 Reactor coolant drain tank vent A
1CV-3134A Reactor coolant pump seal return B
1CV-371A Letdown line B
1WG-1787 Reactor coolant drain tank vent B
1RM-3200C RE-211/212 supply A
1RM-32004A RE-211/212 return AorB
1MS-2083 Steam generator A sample AorB
1MS-2084 Steam generator B sample A or B
15G-935 Reactor coolant hot leg sample A
1TA-3047 Instrument air line AorB
1RM-3200B RE-211/212 supply B
18C-966C Reactor coolant hot leg sample AorB
1IA-3048 Instrument eir line A orB

-END-




FOLDOUT PAGE FOR EOP-0 UNIT 1
RCP_TRIP CRITERIA
IF a1l conditions listed below occur, THEN trip both RCPs:
« RCS subcooling - LESS THAN [60°F] 30°F
o SI pumps - AT LEAST ONE RUNNING AND CAPABLE OF DELIVERING FLOW
" Operator controlled cooldown - NOT IN PROGRESS

FAULTED S/G ISOLATION CRITERTA

IF any S/G pressure trending lower in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G

completely depressurized, THEN the following may be performed:

a. Isolate feed flow to faulted S/G.

b. Maintain total feed flow greater than or equal to 200 gpm until
narrow range level in at least one S/G is greater than [51%] 29%.

RUPTURED S/G TISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G level rises in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G has
abnormal radiation. AND narrow range level in affected 5/G(s) is
greater than [51%] 29%, THEN feed flow may be isolated to affected
S/G(s).

AFW SUPPLY SWITCHOVER CRITERIA

IF CST level lowers to less than 8 feet, THEN switch to alternate AFW
suction supply per AOP-23 UNIT 1, ESTABLISHING ALTERNATE AFW SUCTION
SUPPLY.

ADVERSE CONTAINMENT CONDITIONS
IF any condition listed below occurs. THEN adverse contailnment setpoint
values in brackets, []. shall be used:
o Containment pressure - GREATER TEAN 10 PSIG
OR
o Containment radiation level - GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 10° R/HR
OR
o Integrated dose to containment - GREATER THAN 10° R

AFW MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS

IF any AFW pump mini-recire velve fails shut OR annunciator CO1 A 1-9,
INSTRUMENT AIR HEADER PRESSURE LOW in alarm. THEN monitor and maintain
minimum AFW flow or stop the affected AFW pump as necessary to control
S/G levels.

o P-38A minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-38B minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-29 minimum flow - GREATER THAN 75 GPM




2% N er Business Uni N1

& 0 Nuclear Power Business Unit

5 N TEMPORARY CHANGE REVIEW AND APPROVAL

V¢ Note Refer to NP 1 2 3, Temporary Procedure Changes, for requirements Pagelof 5 2

p—

I- INITIATION

Doc Nizmber EQP-0 Current Rev_36  Unit PB2 Temp Change No. 2061 - 0872
Document Tide REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

Exisung Edective Temporary Changss

Brief Description ADDED FOP ITEM TO ADDRESS AFW MINDMUM FLOW

(Ident:fy specific changes on Form PBF-0026<, Document Rc?'xc“ and Approval Conunuation, and tnciuds with the package)
Initiate FBF-0926h and include with the change.

Other documents required to be effectis ¢ concurrently with the temporary change. NONE

_' : Changes pre-screened according to NP 10.3.17 NO { ] YES (f ves. st reereress and cnema on PBFL026syefer to NP 103 1)
5 Screening completed according to NP 10.3.17 [ NA X YES
: Safety Evaluation Required? Ea; NO D YES A1 Yes a sevision mav be processed or final reviews and asprovals seall be cbtazed before rlemenung)
3 Dctermine if the change constitutes a Change Of Intent to the procedure by evaluating tite following questions
N (Ifany answers are YIS, a revision mzy be processed or final reviews and approvals shall be obtained before implementing)
z Will the proposed change: : YES NO
g 1. Require a change to, affect or invalidate a requircment, commitment, evalcaticn or 0 =
description in the Current Licensing Basis (as defined in NP 10 3.1)7 e
2. Causc an increase in magnitude, significance or irapact such that it should be processed as a 0O =
£ revision?
: 3. Declete or modify a prerequisite, initial condition, precaution, limitation cr other steps that 0 =
*72 cuuld have safety significance or affect the procedure’s margin of safety?
“- 4. Delete QC hold points, Independent Verification or Concurrent Check steps without the 0
, related step(s) that require the performance also being deleted?
;‘ 5. Change ’I;eeh Spec or other regulatory acceptance criteria other than for re-baselining 0
3 purposcs:
g 6. Require a change to the proccdure Purpose or change the precedure classification? OJ X
Initiated By (peinvsigny el 18 dtnrss £ ! A Date /7% /oy
r At E o 1

II-INITIAL APPROVAL

This change is correct and compicte, can be performed as written, and does xy&( ely affect.personnei or
nuclear safety, or Plant operating conditions. == /
Group Supervisor (printsign) _7 ¢ v/ 08 pr T 1 (Ko 21! /_/_/ Date //7/32 /&>

—

{Cannot be the Initiator)
This change does not adverscle' affect Plant operating conditions. (Safety Related procedures only)
Senior Reactor Operator (print’sign) Jexe. W eclle s, / GM O« _ Date ¢y /?o/ G

(Cannot be the Initiator or Group\gupcgisor)

111 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW
(8 Permanent [0 Onc-time Use O Expiration Date, Event or Condition:
] Hold change until procedure completed (final review and approval s i
[0 QRMSS Review NOT Required (Admip/NNSR only) S} QR Review Re
Procedure Owner (prin¥sign) ;

Thi< Chanec and <urporting requir

Late

cntvcorrectiv completed and processed 7
1V - FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL
(Must be completed within 14 days of initial approval) (The Iniuator, QR and Approval Authonty shall Ee independent from each other)

@fMSS Gintsgn) 7 &y A, Mocen T Ny ¥/ Date 4/ /0 |
L

Indicates 50 59/72.48 aphhicabality asscrwed, any neces<ary s:rcenings'e\a!uanep/pcﬂbrmci determinaticn made as to whether addiucnal
cross-disciplinary review 1equired, and if required, performed.

MSS Meeting No 23 ;/7 //-i I3
Approval Authority (print'sign) [) . Scxton/ / z =/ 7 Date -39 a/ P

[

V- REVISION INFORMATION FOR PERMA .\'ENTQ@&?\'GES / i

Post Taping Review (print sign) yZ0) 5Q£ , ;g;!,:‘ ﬁf / 7 s ~7 Date , » /$ /7
Indicates temporary :hang-:\()mwrpnmc:. ex22tly 35 approv &d and no olher changel madf 1o document ped '4 orme
Incorporated into Revision Number 37 Effectivec Date 1 20m

o AER MICROFIVED
PBI0026Ge RECD D E L 1 7 2001 r —P Lf’ 1 ;zi‘ % Relerancess NP 123

Rewvision 12 11/G899

gy




BEC 1 4 2061
Point Beach Nuclear Plant

DOCUNENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL CONTINUATION
.o Page L of Z’ 2

Doc Number EOP-) Revision 36 Unut 2
Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

Temporary Change Number 2001 - 0272

Description of Changes:
Step * Change/Reason

CHANGE: Added AFW minimum flow requireiients for the AFW pumps

REASON: To prevent damage to the AFW pumps on a loss of instrument air due to the AFW pump
mini-recirc valve failing shut with minimum flow through the purnp is less than required to cool the
FOP pump.

Other Comments

) “"‘?\: T
TUCRAT S 1

]

T,

-y

* Note: Recording of Step Namberts) 1s not reguired for ruttiple occurrences of identical information cr when not benefimal to reviewer.

PRF-Q02Cc .
Revision 6 €4/18.01 References N21:3 NP123
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant
TEMPORARY CHANGE AFFECTED MANUAL LOCATION

Procedvre Number EOP-0
Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION )

Temporary Change Number 200 ) - 022 2

I-IMMEDIATELY AFTER INITIAL APPROVAL ON PBF-0026e (Non-Intent changes)
(after Final Approsal if change ofintent invoh ed)

Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) Performed
Copy included in work package for field implementation. (WO No )
Copy filed in Control Room temp change binder {Operations only). " I &){ Yy
Original change package provided to GG to obtain Procedure Owner ) ;
Review (e.g, Owner review may be coordinated by In-Group OA 11, Procedure Writer, Procedurs Supervisor, ¢te ) " l R\ / O

Oooidol xg0

A~ 7
. A ./ 7
Performed By (printandsign)  Shord hute\ (b G Date VaJo
=~ DY L e

NJ
II - PROCEDURE OVWNER REVIEW ON PBF-0926e
(may be performed by OA II, Procedure Writer, etc.)

This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) Pcrlf)'oart:xcd

¥l Copy sent to Document Control Distribution Lead for Master File. j]2 301 q- j
(Not required for one-lime use change)

0 Copy filed in Group satellite file. (Not required for one-time use changes ) !

O Copy filed in Group one-time use file.

X Original Temg Change provided to DS to obtain Final Approvals n / — / )
(¢ g, firal aprroval may be coordinated by In-Group OA I, Procedure Writer, Procedure Supenisar, etc ) Ly

& LIfoa L () o o

@ PAS [ 12-2.¢ 1G]

® CPs Jhep L]

X 0Ps 0Ffice ' l

K{ 5mwm-\—o-—(_n3 CATT) | Jf

=

. . ¢ 7 NN i
Performed By (print and sign) ,9%" Sro“d?'!ﬂ\ I DA Date "l?."-/(_\'i
3 \

PBI.C026h
Revision § 06 13.01




Paint Beach Nuclsar Plant SCR XL0(-0 V8% 9
10 CFR 50.33/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE) Veatt SCR sumnter on ail pages
Fagz |
3f Proposad Activity: Unit 1 EOP-0 - Rev. 35. Unit 2 EOP-0 - Rev. 36, Unit | EOP-2 1. Rev 24 Unit2 EQ2P-0 1 - Rev 23
Associated Reference(s) #: CR 01-2278 Acticn 2
/
Drepared by Bob Wartenberg '{” ;/’,’/_5 Z ,/(/ Date: -/ // )’[}/p, /
Name ( Pnint) ‘ Sreiature
Reviewed by Clayton Graves J{V}Z-Zé QA@ Date. " /3 d/; ;
Name ( Print) 7/ Yehawure ¢

PART I (50.59/72.48) - DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY AND SEARCH THE PLANT AND ISFSI LICENSING
BASIS (Resource Manual 5.3.1)

NOTE: The "NMC 10 CFR 50.59 Resource Manual” (Resource Manual) and NEI 96-07. Appendix B, Guidelines for
10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determine the proper responses for 10 CFR 30.59 and
10 CFR 72.48 screenings.

Describe the proposed activity and the scope of the activity being corered by, this scrzening. (The 10 CFR 30.39/72 48
review of other portions of the proposed activity may be documsanted via the'applicability and pre-screening process
requirements in NP 5.1.8.) Appropriate descnptive material may be artached.

A foldout-page item is being added to Units 1 & 2 procedurss EOP-0 and EOP-0.1. The foldout page item, "AFW Minimum
Flow Requirements”, shall address minimum flow required by the AFW pumps in the case of a failed closed mini-recirc
valve on any running AFW pumps.

Search the PBNP Curreat Licensing Basis (CLB) as follows: Final Safety Analysis Regent (FSAR), FSAR Change Requesis
(FCRs) with assigned numbers, the Fire Protection Evaluation Report (FPER), the CLB (Regulatory) Commiumnent Database,
1he Technical Specifications (both Custormn and Improved), the Technical S pecifications Bases, and the Technizal
Requirements Manual. Search the ISFSI licensing basis as follaws: VSC-24 Safery Analysis Report, the VSC-24 Centificate
of Compliance, the CLB (Regulatory) Commitment Database, and the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Rzpert.
Describe the pertinent design function(s), performance requirements, and methods of evaluation for both the plant and for the
cask/ISFSI as appropriate. Identify where the pertinent information is described in the 2bove documents (by document
section number and title). (Resourcs Manual 5.3.1 and NE 96-07, App. B, B.2)

TSAR 10.2, Auxiliary Feedwater Systern

Does the propcsed activity involve a change to any Custom or Improved Technical Specification (ITS)? Changssto
Technical Specifications require a Licenss Amendment Request (Resource Manual Section 5.3.1.2).

Technicai Specification Change : O Yes @ No

If 2 Technical Specification change is required, explain what the change should be ard why 1t is required.

& 14 Dces the proposad activity involve a change to the terns, conditions or specifications incorporated in any VSC-24 cask
g Cemificate of Compliance (CoC)? Changestoa VSC-24 cask € ertificate of Compliznce require a CoC amencm.eni reguest

[0 Yes N No

If a storage cask Centificate of Compliance change is required. explain what the change should ke and why it is raquirec.

PBr-15i5¢c . s
Revision 0 102301 Refzrense NPS!S
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Point Beach Nuclzar Plant SCR _JCOl- 09879
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE)

Ve 0y STR rumber onall pages

Pags 2

——— i0 CFR 50.39 SCREENING

PART Il (30.59) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A DESIGY FUNCTION (Rsasource Manual 53 2)

Compare the proposec. activity to the reievant CL3 descnptions, and answer the foilowing questions:

YES NO QUESTION

] O Dces the proposed activity invols ¢ Safety Anaiyses or structures, sysiems and componznts {SSCs) creditzd in the
Safzty Analyses?

J ™ Doss ihe proposed activity involve SSCs that support SSC(s) credited in the Safety Analyses?

O = Dces the proposed activity involve SSCs whose failure could initiate a transient (e g , reactor trip, loss of feedwater,
cte.) or accident, OR whose failure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Safztv Analyses?

(| ) Does the proposed activity involve CLB-described SSCs or procedural controls that perforin functions that are
required by, or otherwise necessary to comply with, regulations, license condriions, orders or techcal
specifications?

O X Does the activity involve a method of evciuation described in the FSAR?

O x Is ths activity a fest or experiment? (i e., a non-passive activity which gathers data)

LY 3 - I3 . N
O X Does the activity exceed or potentially affect a design basis limit fora fission croduct barrier (DBLFPB,?

(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required.)

U the answers to ALL of these questions are NO, mark Part Il as not applicable, document the 1 CFR 50.59 scresning in the
clusion section (Part IV), then proceed directly to Pan V - 10 CFR 72.48 Pre-screening Quastions

i :.my of the above questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design functicn(s). method of evaluation{s) or DBLFFB(S)
involved

ESAR 10.2 states each AFW pump has an AOV conirolled recirc lire back to the CST to ensure minimum flow to dissipate heat. This

change ensures the minimum AFW flow requirements will be maintainad on any running AFW pump in the case cf a failed shut AFW
mini-recirc flow control valve.

PART OI (50.59) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (Resource Manual 5.3.3)

If ALL the questions in Part I are answered NO, then Part Il is 3 NOT APPLICABLE.

- Answer the following questions to determine if the actwvity has an acve-se effect ona design function. Any YES answer means thata

10 CFR 50 59 Exaluaton is required; EXCEPT where noted in Part IIL3.
[I.1 CHANGES TO THE FACILITY OR PROCEDURES

YES XNO QUESTION

[0 ©  Docs the activity adverscly affect the design funicrion of an SSC crecited in safery analy ses?
O D3| Does the activity ads ersely affect the method of performiag or contrelling the desizn function of an SSC

credited in the safety analyses?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. I{both answers aze NO. dascribe the basis for the conclusien
(attach adcitional discussion as necessary)

Tids change ensures that minimum recirc flow requirements as stated in FSAR 10 2 are not violated.

PBF-1515¢ ) e
Revision 0 1072301 Refezenze NPS1S




Point Baach Nuclear Plant SCR _zC0)-09 I
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (.\-E\V RL.LE) Verify SCR rumber onall pages
Page 3

CHANGES TO A METHOD OF EVALUATION
(If the acdvity does not nvelvz a method of evaiuation, these questions are <} NOT APPLICABLE)

YES NO QUESTION

O O Does the activity usz a revised or different method of evaluation far performing safety aralyses than that
described 1n the CLB?
4 O Does the acuvity use a revised or different method of evaluation for evaluating SSCs creditad in safzn

analy ses than that described in the CLB?

If any answer 1s YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluauon is required  If both answiers are NO. describe the basis for the conclusion
(artach additional discussion, as necessarn:).

TESTS OR EXPERIMENT.

If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in I11.5.2 and I 30 are D3 NOT APPLICABLE.
a. Answer these two guestions first:

YES NO QUESTION

d O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests .61:‘experi:nems that are described in the CLB?
O O Are the SSCs affected by the propesed test or experiment isolated from the facility?

If the answer to BOTH questions in V.3.a is NO, continue to IIL3.b. If the answer to EITHER question is YES, then
describe the basis.

b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do NOT meet the criteria given in 11 3.3 above
If the answer to either question in IIL.3.a is YES, then these thres questions are {_} NCT APPLICABLE.

YES NO QUESTION

O ] Does the activity utilize or ~ontrol an SSC.in a manner that is cutside the reference bounds of the design
bases as described in the CLB?

O 0O Does the activity utilize or control an SSC ina manner that is inconsistent with the analyses or descriptions
in the CLB? ’

o O

Does the activity place the facility in a conditicn not previously evaluated or that could affezt the capability
of an SSC to perform its intended functicns?

If any answer in 11.3.b is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. If the answers 1 1L3bare ALL NO, d=senbe the
basis for the conclusion (2ttach additional discussion as necessary).

PBF-1515¢ N " .
Revision D 1072401 Referenze NPS1E
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Point Beach Nuclear Piant SCR <00 (- 0959
10 CFR 30.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULEL) ’

Venfy SCR number onall pagss
Pags 4

~

Part IV - 10 CFR 50.59 SCREENING CONCLUSION (Resource Manual 5.4
heck all that apply:
A 10 CFR 50 39 Evalustion is [] required or & NOT required.

A Point Beach FSAR change is [ required or & NOT reqﬁired_ If an FSAR changs is required, then initiate an FSAR Change
Request (FCR) per NP 5.2 6.

A Regulatory Commitment (CLB Commitment Database) change is [] required or <) NOT required. If a Regulatory
Commuument Change is required, initiate a comuutment change per NP 3.1.7.

A Techncal Specification Bases change is [ required or DJ NOT required. If a change to the Technical Specification Bases is
rzquired. then initiate a Technical Specification Bases change per NP 5.2.15.

A Technical Requirements Manual change is [J required or [ NOT required. If a change t¢ the Technical Requirements
Manual is required. then initiate 2 Technical Requirements Manual change per NP 5.2 13.

10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING

NOTE: NEI96-07. Appendix B, Guidelines for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determine the
proper responses for 72.48 screcnings.

PART V (72.48) - 10 CFR 72.48 INITIAL SCREENING QUESTIONS

Pant V determi.=s if a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is requized to be coinpleted (Parts VI and VII) for the proposed acuvity.

VES NO QUESTION
X Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER the dry fuel storage cask(s), the cask transfzr/transport

cquipment, any ISFSI facility SSC(s), or any ISFSI facility monitoring as follows' Multi-Assembly Sealsd Basket
(MSB), MSB Transfer Cask (MTC), MTC Lifting Yoke, Ventilated Concrete Cask (VCC), Venulated Storage
Cask (VSC), VSC Transporter (VCST), ISFSI Storage Pad Facility, ISFSI Storage Pad Data/Communicaucn Links,
or PPCS/ISFSI Continuous Temperature Monitoring System?

O X Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) installed in the plant specifically 2dded to support
cask loading/unloading activities, as follows: Cask Dewatering System (CDW), Cask Reflood System (CRF), or
Hydrogen Monitoring System?

O™ Does the proposed 2ctivity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) needed for plant operation which are 2lso usad to
support cask loading/unloading activites, as follows: Spent Fuel Pool (SFP), SFP Cooling and Filtration (SF),
Primary Auxiliary Building Venulation System (VNPAB), D:umming Area Ventilation System (VNDRM).
RE-105 (SFP Low Range Monitor), RE-135 (SFP High Range Monitor), RE-221 (Drumming Area Vent
Gas Menitor), RE-325 (Drumming Area Exhaust Low-Range Gas Monitor), PAB Crane, SFP Pladorm Bridge,
Truck Access Area, or Decon Area?

O X Does the proposed activity involve a change to Point Beach CLB design crite-ia for external events such as
earthquakes, tomadoes, high winds, flooding, etc.?

O KX Does the activity involve plant heavy load requirements or procedures for areas of the plant used to support cask
loading/unloading activities?

O El Does the activity involve any potential for fire or explosicn where casks are loaded, unloaded, transported or stored?

It ANY of the Part V questions are answered YES, then a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required and answers to the questions in
Part VI and Part VI are to be provided. If ALL the questions in Part V are 2nswered NO, thea check Parts VIand VII as not
anplicable. Complete Part VIII to document the conclusion that no 10 CFR 72.48 evaluadon is requred.

PDF-1515¢ )
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant SCR AOL1-099%
10 CFR 50.29/72.43 SCREE.\I.\.G (.\.E\‘v' RL'LE) WVenly SCR numer on ail pages
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n, N
Page 5

2ART VI (72.48) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A ISFSILICENSING BASIS DESIGN FUNCTION
ALL the questions in Pan Vare NO. then Part V1is E,NOT APPLICABLE)

Compare the proposed activity to the relevant porzions of the ISFS1 licensing basis and answar the following quesdons:

YES NO QUESTION
1 O ] Does the preposed activity involve cask/1SFSI Safety Analyses or plant’casw 1SFSI stuctures, sy stems and

components (SSCs) credited in the Safery Analyses?

M a Daoes the proposed activity invelve plant cask or ISFSI S5Cs that support 33C(s) crezuted ir the Safers Analyses”

~ 0 Does the propoced activity involve plant. cask or ISFSI SSCs whose function 1s rehied upon for praventionof a
radioactive rel=ase, GR whos= farlure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Safenr Analy ses?

O O Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFSI described SSCs or procacural conirols that perform functons that are
required by, or othenwist nacessary to comply with, regulations, license canditens, CoC cenciuons. er orders?

O O Docs the activity involve a method of evaluation cescnbed 1n the ISFST bizens’ng basis?

O O Is the activity a fest cr experument? (i€, a non-passive aclivity w hich gathers data)

O O Does the activity exceed or potentially affect a cask design dasis limit for a fiss:on product berrier (D3LFPB)?

(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluatior: is required )

If the answers 10 ALL of these questions are NO, mark Parts VI as not applicable. 2ad documant the 10 CFR 7248 screening in the
conclusian section (Part VIII)

If any of the above questions are marked YES, identify below the specific design function(s). rmzthod of evaluationis) or DBLFPE(s)
‘mvolved.

PART VII (72.48) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (NEI 56-07,
Appendix B, Section B.4.2.1)

(Uf ALL the questions in Part V or Pant VI are answ ered NO, then Part VIIIis PINOT APPLICABLE)

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity has an echerse effect on a design funcion. Any YES answer me2ns thata
10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required; EXCEPT where noted in Part VIL3.

VII.l  Changes to the Facility or Procedures

+ YES NO QUESTION

% O d Does the activity adversely affect the desrgn funcfion of a plant. cask. or ISFSI SSC credited in safety

) analyses?
E ] O Does the activity adversely affect the method of perferming or conirsiling the design funcrier: of a plant,
& cask, or ISFSI SSC credited in the safety analyses?
£s i . . . . . :
& If 2ny answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaiuauon is required. If both answers 22 NO. describe the basis for L2 conclusion
E (attach additional discussion, as necessary ).

5
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Point Beach Nuclear Piant SCR AO0[-OTF8T
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE} Venfy SCR rember on ail pages
Paze b
\=" 7 Changes 1o a Mzsthod of Evaluation
(If the activity does not involve a method a7 =valuation. these questions are (] NOT APPLICABLE)
YES NO QUESTION
O O Does the activity use a revised or different methed of evaluation for perforining safety analysas than that
described in a cask SAR?
O O Does the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for evaluating SSCs crediied in safery
analyses than that descnted in a cask SAR?
If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluavor is required. If both answers are NO. doscribe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additioral discussion, as necsssan)
VI1.3  Tests or Experiments
(if the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in VIL3 aand ViL.3.bare [0 NOT APPLICABLE.)
a. Answer these two questions first.
YES NO QUESTION
O O Is the proposed test or expeniment bounded by other tests or experiments that are descnbed in the cask
ISFSI licensing basis?
O d Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the cask(s) or ISFSI facility?
If the answer to both questions 1s XO, continue to VII 3.b. If the answer to EITHER question is YES, then briefly describe
the basis. )
\ LR 3 - I3 - -
—~ b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or expenments which do not meet the critena given in VIL.53.a above.
If the answer 12 either qaestion in VIL3 ais YES, then these three questions are (] NOT APPLICABLE:
YES NO QUESTION
O O Does the activity utilize or control an SSC in 2 manner that is outside the rference bounds of the design
bases as deseribed in the ISFSI licensing basis?
[} O Does the activity utilize or control a plant, cask or ISFSI facility SSC in a manner that is inconsistent with
the analyses or descriptions in the ISFSI licensing basis?
o O Does the activity place the cask or ISFSI facility in a conditi »a not previously evaluated or that cculd affect
the capability of a plant, cask, or ISFSI SSC to perform its irzended functions?
If any answer in VIi.3 b is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required. If the aiswers arc all NO, descnbe the basis for the
conclusion (attach additional discussion as necessary):
PBF-1515¢ i
Revision 0 1072401 Refxrence NP518




Pcin: Baach Nuclear Plant SCR XCo[-¢9%7
10 CER 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE) Vards SCR ~amer m M oncrs
fags 7

ART VII1- DOCUMENT THE CONCLUSION OF THE 10 CFR 72,45 SCREENING
Chiesk il that apply:

4 10 CTR 72 48 Evaluaucn is [ reguired or ZANOT required Obuina scraenung pumber and proside the criginal to
Rozords Managoment regardless of the conclusion of the 30 39 or 72 43 scresmung

A VSC-24 cask Safery Analysis Reocn: change is [ required or ZRNOT required if a VSC-24 cask SAR change |
rznred, then contact the Point Bzach Diy Fuel Storage group supenisor.

A Regulatens Commitment (CL3 Cormumuirrent Database) changs is [0 requured or 2XANOT required  if a Regulaten
Commitment Change 1s required, 1n:tiatz a cominitment change per NP5 1.7

22 NOT required. Ifa VSC-24

A chanee to the VSC-24 16 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluauon Report is [ requirzad or
I nt Ezach Dy Fuel Storags group supenisor.

10 CFR 72 212 Site Evaluation Reponi change is required, then coniact the Po:

/
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POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

EOP-0 UNIT 2
SAFETY RELATED
Revision 37
Page 1 of 33

A. PURPOSE

1. This procedure provides directions to verify proper response of the
automatic protection systems following manual or automatic actuation of
a reactor trip or safety injection, assess plant conditions, and direct

the operator to the appropriate recovery procedure.

2. This procedure is applicable for all plant conditions where RCS hot leg
temperature is greater than or equal to 350°F with accumulators in
service, and assumes the RHR system is not in service for decay heat

removal and all SI system components are available.

B. SYMPTOMS OR ENTRY CONDITIONS

“

1. The following are symptoms that require a reactor trip. if one has not

occurred:

REACTOR TRIP SIGNAL SETPOINT
AT Overtemperature Variable
AT Overpower Variable
RCP Breaker Trip Low Voltage STPT 21.1
RCP Breaker Trip Low Frequency ' STPT 21.1
RCS Loop Low Flow 93 %
S/G Low-Low Level 25%

S/G Low Level with Flow Mismatch

30% of span

PZR Pressure Low 1925 psig
PZR Pressure High 2365 psig
PZR Level High 80%

NIS Power High Range, High Level | 107%

NIS Power Low Range., High Level 20%

NIS Intermediate Range

Current equal to 25%

NIS source range

5 X 10° counts/sec

Manual Reactor Trip N/a
Turbine Trip N/A
Safety Injection N/A

12/14/2001




FOLDOUT PAGE FOR EOP-0 UNIT 2
RCP_TRIP CRITERIA
IF all conditions listed below occur, THEN trip both RCPs:
e RCS subcooling - LESS THAN [60°F] 30°F
s SI pumps - AT LEAST ONE RUNNING AND CAPABLE OF DELIVERING FLOW
o Operator controlled cooldown - NOT IN PROGRESS

FAULTED S/G ISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G pressure trending lower in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G

completely depressurized, THEN the following may be performed:

a. Isolate feed flow to faulted S/G.

b. Maintain total feed flow greater than or equal to 200 gpm until
narrow range level in at least one S/G is greater than {51%4] 29%.

RUPTURED S/G_ISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G level rises in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G has
abnormal radiation, AND narrow range level in affected s/G(s) is
greater than [51%] 29%, THEN feed flow may be isolated to affected
S/G(s).

AFW SUPPLY SWITCHOVER CRITERIA

IF CST level lowers to less than 8 feet, THEN switch to alternate AFW
suction supply per AOP-23 UNIT 2, ESTABLISHING ALTERNATE AFW SUCTION
SUPPLY.

ADVERSE CONTAINMENT CONDITIONS
IF any condition listed below occurs, THEN adverse containment setpoint
values in brackets, []. shall be used: .
o Containment pressure - GREATER THAN 10 PSIG
OR
o Containment radiation level - GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 10° R/HR
OR
o Integrated dose to containment - GREATER THAN 108 R

AFW MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS

IF any AFW pump mini-recirc valve fails shut, THEN maintain minimum
flow or stop the affected AFW pump &s necessary to control S/G levels.
o P-384 minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-38B minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GFPM

o P-29 minimum flow - GREATER THAN 75 GPM
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‘:, \ . Nuclear Power Business Unit AR

A g TEMPORARY CHANGE REVIEW AND APPROV AL
. ‘ote: Refer 1c NP 1.2 3. Temporary Procedure Changes. for veguirements Pagelof &£
1- INITIATION
Doc Number EOP-0 Current Rev_ 37 Unit PB2 Temp Change No vz 2047~ 0614
) Document Tile REACTOR TRIF OR SAFETY INJECTION

Existing Effective Temporary Changes
Bricf Description _MODIFY FOP FOR MINIMUM AFW FLOW TO INCLUDE LOW IA HDR PRESSURE
(Idenufy speaific changes on Form PDBF-0026¢, D.cument Review and Approval Tontinuation, and inziude wih the package)

Initiate PBF-0026h and include with the change.

Other documents required 1o be ¢t fective concurrently with the temporary change-

Clmngcs pr:~s:recncd according 1o NP 10.3.17 @ NO D YES a1f Yes, Lst refererces aad ertena on PRF-0026carcler 10 NT *03 1)
w Screening completed according « NP 10.3.12 {3 NA (X YES

Safcty Evaluation Required? :v__,[ NO D YES €l Yes_a revisvm may be processed ur faal reviews 224 azprevals shall be obia red beto.e rm 'en emesmg)

Determine if the change constitutes a Change Of Intent to the procedure by evaluating the following questions
(If any ansuers are YES, a revision may be processed or final reviews and approvals shall be obtained befers implsmenting)

Will the proposed change: YES NO
1. Require 2 change to, affect or invalidate a requirement, commitment, ¢, Juation or O] 3
description in the Current Licensing Basis (as defined in NP 103 1)? .
2 Cause an increasc in magnitude, significance or impact such that it should be processed as a 0
3 revision?
] 3. Deletc or modify a prerequisite, initial condition, precaution, hmitation cr other steps that 0 5
could have safcty significance or affect the procedure's margin of safcty ?
4. Delete QC hold points, Independent Verification or Concurrent Check steps without the 0 5
rclated step(s) that require the performance also being deleted?
5. Change Tech Spec or cther regulatory acceptance crileria other than for rc~basc)ining 0 =
purpeses? “
6. Requirc a change 1o the procedure Purpose or change the pr %on’i O X
Initiated By (pnntsign) f Z /g@a " W2 Date /Z/_' O/o Vd
IT - INITIAL APPROVAL

This change is correct and completc, can be performed as written, and docs not pé€ersely affesy personne! or

nuclear safety, or Plant nperating cenditions. P

Group Supenisor (print’sign) 72 v Aok Lo Se gt !
{Cannot be the Initiator)

“I'tus change does not adversely affect Planchcmungcondmons {Safety Relgged procedunes only) / /
Semeor Reactor Operator (print sign) _ S JE . / L Dae /2 /20 t’/

(Cannot be lh} Initiator or Group Supnnbor)

11 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW U
Parmanent [ One-time Use {J Expiration Date, Event or Condition:
{7} Ho!d change until procedurc completed (final review and approval still requited witlun 13 days of tnntial approt al)
W A QR/MSS Review NOT Keguired (AdminVNNSR only) 4 QR Review Required [J MSS Review Rs rquired iRefeece P16 <J
,';/-;0 {Procedure Owner (prinVsign) o8 /ot Zimtsing, | aph T Datc , 2/ e/
Tuiit Change and sunpo-isne requirements correctly codipleted and processed 7
IV - FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL
/f\u\l be cumdeted within 14 days of initial approsal) (The Initiator, QR and Approval Authunty shall be inddpendant from each other)

‘ QR!\ISS prinssigy 48 1 5A13, g I _afr 2y 7 Date . 2/ %/ey
_— Indicatzs 50 $9 72 42 applicabihity assessed, &ny necessary sereenmgs’evalusfions perfocmcd dutorrnatien mde as 1o whother addtiona!
cross-disaiplinary review l:qumd and \fthun:d, pufcm:cd

MSS Mceiing No 5 O /
Approval Authority (print sign) _D.,_S< 403~ { “%Z‘Ct__ Dae /2297

V - REVISION INFORMATION FOR PERMANEN F CHANGES ’
Post Typing Review (print agn) /'”" / /:,,0 ATH / ///’I T 1_7' .f//l Hes //..
Indicates wemporany Jiange(s) mcorporated eactly as approved and no otlfer inpes mide & canent !
Incorporaied into Revision Number 3% Effccine DawdaN b o =~
RECD JAN 11 2002 AT
FLE-0026¢ it . Ruferrces NiT123

Revision 12 11.08:99 T A




5 /\'o Point Beach Nuclear Plant - YA (PR
v DOCUMENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL CONTINUATION .
- Page _ﬁ—_of e

: , Doc Number EOP-0 Revision 37 Unit 2
Tile REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION
Temporary Change Number IEAl 2on) =091¢)

Description of Chaages:
Step * Change/Reason

CHANGE: ADDED REFERENCETO ANNUNCIATOR CO1 A 1-9, IA HEADER LOW PRESSURE

FOR THE AFW MINIMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS.

FOLDOUT | REASON: TOENSURE MINIMUE { FLOW IS MAINTAINED THROUGH THE AFW PUNDS
PAGE DURING OPERATION.

Other Comments

S
B
g * Mote: Recording of Step Nember(s) is not required for multiple occurrences ol identical information or when not bencficial to reviewners
PBF-w026¢
Revision 6 04:18.01 Referepces NP113,NP12Y
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant

TEMPORARY CHANGE AFFECTED MANUAL LOCATION

Page [ of
Procedure Number EQOP-0 . Unit _ PB2
Title REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION
Temporary Change Number jeA Reo ) - O ¢
I-IMMEDIATELY AFTER INITIAL APPRGVAL ON PBF-0026e (Non-Intent changes)
(after Final Approval if change of intent involved)
. ] Date
Thiz procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Locatior) Performed
Copy included i work package for field implementation. (WO No.
Copy filed in Control Room temp change binder (Operations only). [Z 2e-of
Original change package provided to __ K Tu)D to obtain Procedurc Owner
Review (¢ g . Ovwner review may be coordinated by In-Group QA 11, Procedure Writer, Procedure Superviser, etc.) 12-20-01

O0j0|0|d] xe|d

Performed By (print and sign) ( cue L Scvadey / C«x%/’,u_moé‘—, Date [2 20~

II - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW ON PBF-0026e
(inay be performed by OA 1I, Procedure Wiriter, eic.)

This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Mawal/Location) per]f)‘::;cd

EI Copy sent to Document Control Distribution Lead for Master File. [2-Zocl
(Not required for one-time use change)

M Copy filed in Group satellite file. (Notrequired for one-time use changes ) ]

| Copy fiicd in Group one-time usc file.

X Original Temp Change provided to Do to obtain Final Approvals [2-Zv.er
{c £ . 1ina} approval may be coordinatzd by In-Croup OA 11, Procedure Writer, Prexedure Supervisor, etc)

B fu [D-20 4y

M Vaw /

B ops Swaop J

V3] jPs O L L I

B Stewdetor (g 04D s

] 4

Performed By (printand sign) ("0 o (Lo \vred ev

L(.z—(c,{' — Datc M

PBF-00264

Kevenonnn 3 3 1y 041

Reference. NP123




EQP-0 UNIT 2

SAFETY RELATED

Revision 38 1/10/2002
Page 1 of 33

POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURE

REACTOR TRIP OR SAFETY INJECTION

A. PURPOSE

1. This procedure provides directions to verify proper response of the
automatic protection systems following manual or automatic actuation of
a reactor trip or safety injection, assess plant conditions., and direct
the operator to the appropriate recovery procedure.

2. This procedure is applicable for all plant conditions where RCS hot leg
temperature is greater than or equal to 350°F with accumulators in
service, and assumes the RHR system is not in service for decay heat
removal and all SI system components are available.

B. SYMPTOMS OR ENTRY CONDITIONS

1. The following are symptoms that require a reactor trip, if one has not

occurred:

REACTOR TRIP SIGNAL SETPOINT
AT Overtemperature Variable
AT Overpower Variable
RCP Breaker Trip Low Voltage STPT 21.1
RCP Breaker Trip Low Frequency STPT 21.1
RCS Loop Low Flow . 93 %
S/G Low:Low Level 25%

S/G Low Level with Flow Mismatch

30% of span

PZR Pressure Low 1925 psig
PZR Pressure High 2365 psig
PZR Level High 80%

NIS Power High Range, High Level | 107%

NIS Power Low Range., High Level 20%

NIS Intermediate Range

Current equal to 25%

NIS source range

5 X 10° counts/sec

Safety Injection

Manual Reactor Trip N/A
Turbine Trip N/A
N/A




FOLDOUT PAGE FOR EOP-0 UNIT 2
RCP_TRIP CRITERIA
IF all conditions listed below occur, THEN trip both RCPs:
e RCS subcooling - LESS THAN [60°F]) 30°F
e SI pumps - AT LEAST ONE RUNNING AND CAPABLE OF DELIVERING FLOW
e Operator controlled cooldown - NOT IN PROGRESS

FAULTED S/G ISOLATION CRITERIA .

IF any S/G pressure trending lower in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G

completely depressurized, THEN the following may be performed:

a. Isolate feed flow to faulted S/G.

b. Maintain total feed flow greater than or equal to 200 gpm until
narrow range level in at least one S/G is greater than [51%] 29%.

RUPTURED S/G ISOLATION CRITERIA

IF any S/G level rises in an uncontrolled manner OR any S/G has
abnormal radiation, AND narrow range level in affected S/G(s) is
greater than [51%] 29%, THEN feed flow may be isolated to affected
s/G(e).

AFW SUPPLY SWITCHOVER CRITERIA

IF CST level lowers to less than 8 feet, THEN switch to alternate AFW
suction supply per AOP-23 UNIT 2, ESTABLISHING ALTERNATE AFW SUCTION
SUPPLY. . :

ADVERSE CONTAINMENT CONDITIONS
IF any condition listed below occurs, THEN adverse containment setpoint
values in brackets., []. shall be used:-
o Containment pressure - GREATER THAN 10 PSIG
-O_R. .
o Containment radiation level - GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 10° R/HR
.O_R- .
o Integrated dose to containment - GREATER THAN 106 R

AFW MINTMUM FLOW REQUIREMENTS
IF any AFW pump mini-recirc valve fails shut OR annunciator COl A 1-9,

INSTRUMENT AIR HEADER PRESSURE LOW in alarm, THEN monitor and maintain
minimum AFW flow or stop the affected AFW pump as necessary to control
S/G levels.

o P-38A minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-38B minimum flow - GREATER THAN 50 GPM

o P-29 minimum flow - GREATER THAN 75 GPM




Nuclear Power Business Unit N (*
TEMPORARY CHANGE REVIEW AND APPROVAL

Note: Refer to NP 1.2.3, Temporary Procedure Changes, for requirements. ] Page lof |, Z &
I - INITIATION
Doc Number EOP-0.1 Current Rev_24  Unit PB1 Temp Change No. 200 - »o— Ké

Document Title REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE
Exisung Effective Temporary Changes
Brief D2scription  ADDED FOP ITEM TO ADDRESS AFW MINIMUM FLOW

(Identify specific changes on Form PBF-0026¢, Document Review and Approval Continuation, and inclide with the package)

X Intiate PBF-0026h and include with the change.

Other documents required to be effective concurrently with the temporary change: NONE

Changes pre-screened according to NP 10.3.17 XI NO [ YES (if Yes, st references ad crten on PBF-0026=)refer to P 103 1)
Screcning completed according to NP 10.3.1?7 [JNA [X YES

Safety Evalvation chuired? NO D YES (If Yes, 2 revison may be processed or firal reviews end azp-ovals shall be obtained before plementing)

Determine if the change constitutes a Change Of Intent to the procedure by evaluating the following questions.
(If any answers are YES, a revision may be processed or {inal reviews and approvals shall be obtained befere implementing)

Wil the proposed change: YES NO
1. Require a change to, affect or invalidate a requirement, commitment, evaluation or O =
description in the Current Licensing Basis (as defined in NP 10.3.1)?
2. Cause an increase in magnitude, significance or impact such that it should be processed as a 0
revision?
3. Delete or modify a prerequisite, initial condition, precaution, limitation or other steps that 0 =
could have safety significance or affect the procedure's margin of safety?
4. Delete QC hold points, Independent Verification or Concurrent Check steps without the u =
telated step(s) that require the performance also being deleted?
S. Change Tech Spec or other regulatory acceptance criteria other than for re-baselining ] 5
purposes? =
6. Require a change to the procedure Purpose or change the procedure classification? O X
Initiated By (print/sign) £2f uﬂ;(/zf,,///ﬁ. / ’%/z;c \ Date _L/_.ézz__/ Ze

II - INITIAL APPROVAL =

This change is correct and complete, can be performed as written, and does not agversely affect personnel or

nuclear safety, or Plant operating conditions,
ae 7/30

Group Supervisor (prinvsign) -7/

(Cannot be
This change does not adversely affect Plant operating conditions. (Safety Relased procedures only)
Senior Reactor Operator (prinsign) R\c.vt Merke,s / oA — Date Ji/30 1 |
{Cannot be the Initiator or Group §1p¢{\'lsor) *
IN - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW -

(X Pcrmanent  [] One-time Use [ Expiration Date, Event or Condition:
(] Hold change until procedure completed (final review and approval still requued within 14 days of initial appyoval)
[0 QR/MSS Review NOT Required (Admj '\I\/_R only) m QR Review R XSS Reyiew Required (et
Procedure Owner (print/sign) 1
This Chanee and supportine requirements correctly completed and processed

IV - FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL
P {Must be completed within 14 days of initial approval)  (The Initiator, QR and Approul the ity shall be independent from each other)

d _@\ASS rinvsien) 7 epr o A, o L % e, Dateﬂm

Indicates SO 59/72 48 applCability asscssed, any necessary scr:emngs/c\aluauon performed, determination m:lde as to whether additional

cross-disciplinary review required, and 1f required, performed.
MSS Meeting No. 4&//
Approval Authority {s=ntsign) J Scpooas — Date // ,ZJ, 2/

V- REVISION INFORMATION FOR PFRMA\EN"I’CHASG]&

. . ~
Post Typing Review (printsign) AL 74 éc//ﬂn&c /<
Indicates tempora-y change(s mcorporaled exactly as appros ed and no otharthanges made touysaent
Incorporated into Revision Number 25 Effective Date  DEC 1 4 790

RECD DEC 17 2001 WMICROFILVED

Revision 12 11/0899 FEB (01 2002

References NP 1.2



DEC 1 4 2008
Point Beach Nuclear Plant
DOTUMENT REVIEW AND APPROVAL CONTINUATION

.- Pagelofi.

Doc Number EOP-0.1 Revision 24 Unit 1
Tile REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE )

Temporary Change Number Q001- 0 £7

Description of Changes:
Step * Change/Reason

CHANGE: Added AFW minimum flow requirements for the AF\V pumps.
REASON: To prevent damage to the AFW pumps on a i ss of instrument air due to the AFW pump

mini-recirc valve failing shut with minimum flow through the pump is less than required to cool the
FOP pump
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* Nete Recording of Step Number(s, is not requirsd for muluple occurrences of identical infermaticn or when not beneficial te revieners
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant
TEMPORARY CHANGE AFFECTED MANUAL LOCATION

Fage J7‘ of 7

Precedurc Number  EOP-0.1 Revision 24 Cnit PB1
Tide REACTOR TRIP RESPONSE )

Temporary Change Number 2001 -0 27 R

I- IMMEDIATELY AFTER INITIAL APPROVAL ON PBF-0026e (Nen-Intent changes)
(aficr Final Approval if change of intent involv2d)

. | Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Locaticn) Performed
Copy included in work package for field implementation. (WO No. )
Copy filed in Control Rcom temp change binder (Operations only). i } 2o
Criginal change package providcdto __ (6 2¢> to obiain Procedure Owner "
Review (e g, Owner review may be coordinated by In-Group OA IL, Precedure W niter, Procadure Supenvisor, ete.) ’ o) b |

Oa|oEio] ®xyi0

- - - ’72“ -
Performed By (print and sign) QL[.,,\\ (S’QLJCEC:\ / /Qj 2‘,\ 2[1 _/{'ﬂf Date Y/, ,
s\ ./

=
I1 - PROCEDURE OWNER REVIEW ON PBF-00262
(may be performed by QA If, Procedure Writer, etc )

. | Date
This procedure change has been processed as follows: (Manual/Location) ! Performed
%) Copy scnt to Document Control Distribution Lead for Master File. [ J2-3-cte
(Not requirced for une-lime use change) :
D COp}‘ filed in Group satellite filc. (Not required for one-time use changes) }
O Copy filed in Group one-time usc file. .
- . -~ — |
X Original Temp Change provided to 005 to obiain Final Approvals | w }
te ¢ fina) appreval may be coordinated Uy In-Group OA 1L, Proczdure Writer, Provedure Supeniser, et} i ! E‘{a !
) b
M o hoa At (Y ' '/:-:\/UI
i - ~7 T +
v Yt 125 et e
: . : ]
K] CrsShoep L
M c¢fsc {face
@ Sovuledter {Twg AT R )
: . . e ol oA m
Performed By (printand sign) <4,/ < {Ulu}é. ol / :1’,_( o~ gl Date ! / 2 o
\ ! 4
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Pornt Beach Nuclear Plant SCR X00(-0F89T
t 10 CFR 30.59/72.48 SCREENI.\.G (.\;E\\ RL‘LE) Veniy SCR ru=iber onall pages
1 Pags |
»f Proposed Activity: Unit 1 EGP-0 - P+, 35. Unit 2 EOP-0 - Rev. 36. Unit 1 EOP-0 1, Rev 24, Urut 2 EGP-0 1 - Ren 23
Associated Reference(s) =: CR01-2278 Action 2
Prepared by: : Bob Wartenberg {f/{l/"ﬁ 5_,/3} Date. / /// il /
Name ( Print) ‘ Sigriaturs

i
! Reviewedby Clayton Gataves A Daie o /3’.-)/9 /
# Naine ( Print) Yenature A

PART I (50.59/72.48) - DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY AND SEARCH THE PLANT AND ISFSI LICENSING
BASIS (Resource Manual 5.3.1)

NOTE: The "N)MC 10 CFR 50.59 Resource Manual" (Resource Manual) and NEI 96-07. Appendix B. Guidelings fer

10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determine the proper respanses for 10 CFR 50.59 and
10 CFR 72.48 screenings.

1.1 Describe the proposed activity and the scope of the activity baing covered by, this szreening. (The 10 CFR 30 5977248
review of other portions of the proposed 2<tivity may be docurmentad via the'appiiz2bility and pre-screening process
requirements in NP 5.1.8.) Appropriate descriptive material may be attached.

A foldout-page item is being added to Units 1 & 2 procedures EOP-0 and EOP-0 1 The foldout page item. "AFW Mirimum
Flow Requirements", shzll address minimum flow required by the AFW pumps in the zase of a fa1led closed mini-recisc
valve on any running AFW pumps.

12 Search the PBNP Cuwrent Licensing Basis (CLB) as follows' F inal Safery Analysis Report (FSAR), FSAR Change Requests
(FCRs) with assigned numbers, the Fire Protection Evalaation Report (FPER). the CLB (Regulatory) Commitment Database.
the Technical Specifications (both Custom and Improved), tae Technical S pecifizations Bases, and the Technical
Requirements Manual. Search the ISFSI licensing basis as follows: VSC-24 Safery Analvsis Repor, the VSC-24 Centificate
of Compliance, the CLB (Regulatory) Commitment Database, and the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report.
Describe the pertinent design function(s), performance requirements, and methads of evaluation for both the piant and for the
cask/ISFSI as appropriate. Identify where the perunent information is descrited in th2 above documents (by docuntent
sectior: number and title). (Resource Mzrnual 5.3.1 and NEI 96-07, App. B,B 2)

FSAR 10.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

13 Does the proposed activity involve a change to zny Castom or Improved Techrica: Specificaiion (ITS)? Changes o
Technical Specifications require a License Amendment Request (Resource Manual Section 5 2.1.2)
Technical Specification Change : 3 Yes X No .

1f a2 Technical Sp~cification change is requirad. ex lain what the change should te and why itis 12 uired.
P k24 ] p 14 )

1.2 Does the proposed acuvity involve a chznge 10 {h t2rTns, condiuons or SPESLfizancas NCorponiied inany VSC-24 cask
Centificate of Compliance (CoC)? Changes 1oa VSC-24 cask Cerificate of Compliznze require a CeC amendment reques:
" [ Yes X} No

If a storage cask Cenificate of Complianze change is requirad. explain what the crangs shiould be and why it 1s requirad

PBF-151%¢
o Relerzncr NPI1S
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Point Beach Nuclear Plant

10 CFR 30.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE)

10 CFR 50.539 SCREENING

PART II (30.59) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A DESIGN FUNCTION (Resource Manual §3.2)

Compare the proposed activity to the relevart CLB descriptions, ard answer the following quesuons:

YES

O oag ©

00

O

NO

<

QUESTION

Dos=s the proposed activity imvolve Safety Analyses or structures, sy siems and components (SSCs) cizdited in the
Safery Analyses?

Docs the proposed activity involve SSCs that support 35C(s) credited in the Safzity Analyses?

Does the proposed activity involve SSCs whose failurs could irstiate a tansiznt (e.g . reactor trip. foss of feedwater,
etc ) or accident, OR whose farlure could impact SSC(s) credited 1n the * fzr Analyses? .

Does the proposed activity involve CLB-descnibed SSCs or procedural . 2tmols that perform functions that are
required by, or otherwise necessary to comply with, regulations. licensz condiuens, orders or 12ciuca
specifications?

Does the activity involve a method of evcluation described in the FSAR?
Is the activity a fest or expe-:ment? (i.e, 2 non-passive activity which gathers data)

Does the activity exceed or potentially affect a design Lasis limit fSr‘ @ fission product barrier (DBLFPB;?
{NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required.)

- %e answers 10 ALL of these questions are MO, mark Part III as not applicable, document the 10 CFR 50.59 screening in the
Jlusion section (Part IV), then proceed directly to Part V - 10 C 'R 72.:13 Pre-screening Questions

If any of the above questions are maraed YES, idenufy below the specific design functon(s), method of evaluation(s) or DELFPB(s)
involved. :

FSAR 10.2 states each AFW pump has an AOV coatrolled recirc line back to the CST to ensure minimum flow to dissipate heat. Ths
change ensures the minimum AFW flow requircments will be maintained on any running AFW pump in the case of a railed shut AFW
mini-recirc flow contrel valve.

PART I (50.59) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVCLVES ADVERSE EFFECTS (Resource Manual 53.3)

If ALL th= questions in Part [ are answered NO, then Part [1l is [J NOT APPLICABLE.

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity has an egverse effect on a design function Any YES answer means thata
10 CFR 50 59 Evaluation is required; EXCEPT where noted in Part IIL3.

oIt

PBF-1

CHANGES TO THE FACILITY OR PROCEDURES

YES

o
O

NO QUESTION

y

s
’

&

Does the activity ads ersely affect the design function of an SSC credited in safety anahy ses?

<

Does the activity adversely afect the methed of performing cr corzeiling the design funci:on of an S8C
credited in the safzis enalyses?

[‘

If any answer i3 YES. a 10 CFR 30.59 Evaluation :s r2g ‘red. ifboth answers ars NO, descnibe the basis for the conclusien
{attach addizonal discussion &s neczssary)

This change ensures that mirimum recirc fow requirernents as stated

Sisc

P Y el

SAR 1€.2 ars not violated

53]

Forzegsre WP 5013



Point Beach Nuctear Plant SCR 0] -0%89

10 CFR 30.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE) Verify SCR number onall pages

Page 3
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CHANGES TO A METHOD OF EVALUATION

(If the activity doss not involve a method of evaluation, these questions are pJ NOT APPLICABLE)

YES NO QUESTION

O O Does the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for performing safety analyses than that
described in the CLB?
O ] Does ihe activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for ev2ivating SSCs crecited in safety

analyses than that described in the CLB?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. If both answers are NO. descnbe the basis for the conclusion
(attach additional discussion, as necessary).

TESTS OR EXPERIMENTS
If the activity is not a test or experiment, the questions in I11.3.a and Il.3.b are {XI NOT APPLICABLE.

a. Answer these two questions first:

YES NO QUESTION
O O Is the proposed test or experiment bounded by other tests or‘experiments that are descrited in the CLB?
o 0 Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolated from the facility?

If the answer to BOTH questions in V.3.a is NO, continue to IIL.3.b. If the answer to EITEER question is YES, then
descnbe the basis.

b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do NOT meet the stiteria given in {I1.3.a above.
If the answer to either question in II1.3.a is YES, then these three questions are CI1NOT APPLICABLE.
YES NO QUESTION

O 0O Does the activity utilize or control an SSC in a manner that is outside the reference bounds of the design
bases as described in the CLB?

o g Does the activity utilize or control an SSC ina manner that is inconsistent with the analyses or descriptions
in the CLB?

O 0O Does the activity place the facility in a condition not previously evaluated or that could affect the capability
of an SSC to perform its intended functions?

If any answer in II1.3.b is YES, a 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation is required. If the answers in I{1.3.b are ALL NO, descripe the
basis for the conclusion (attach additicnal discussior. as necessary):

T Qse-emze NPS18
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Point Beach Nuzlear Plam SCR 200[-09%
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENI:\G (:\.E\\- RULE) Vend SC2 nimoe onail 2300

Paoz -

vt IV - 10 CFR 30.59 SCREENING CONCLUSION {Rescurce Manual 3.5 4)
Clieck ali that &; ply:
A 10 CFR 50 53 Evaluation is [] required or i<} NOT required.

A Point Beach FSAR change is [] required or ) NOT required If an FSAR change is raquired. then nitiatz 2n FSAR Change
Request (FCR) per NP 5.2 6.

A Regulatory Commitment {CLB Commitment Database) change is [ required or 7t NOT required  If a Regulaton
Commutment Change is required, initiate a comsmutment change per NP 5.1.7.

A Techmical Specification Bases change is {7} requirzd or X] NOT required. If 2 chanzz 1o the Technical Specification Bases 1s
required. then initiate a Technical Specification Bases change per NP 5215

A Technical Requiremants Manual change is [0 required or X} NOT required  If a change to the Technical Requirements
Manual is required. then initiate a Technical Requirements Manual changz per NP3215

. 10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING --------

NOTE: NEI 96-07. Appendix B. Guidelines for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation should be used for guidance to determine the
proper responses for 72.48 screeaings.

PART V (72.45) - 10 CFR 72.48 INITIAL SCREENING QUESTIONS
Pan V determines if a full 10 CFR 72.48 screening is required to be completed {(Pasts V1 and V1) for the proposad activ.ny.

NO QUESTION

O &K Docs the proposed activity invoive IN ANY MANNER the cry fuel storage cask(s), the cask transfer, transpori
equipment, any ISFSI facility SSC(s), or any ISFSI facility monitoring as follows: Mult-Assembly Sealed Baskat
(MSB), MSB Transfer Cask (MTC), MTC Lifting Ycke, Ventlated Concre:z Cask (VCC). Veniilated Storage
Cask (VSC), VSC Transporier {VCST), ISFSI Storage Pad Facility, ISFSI Storage Pad Daw/Communication Links
or PPCS/ISFSI Continuous Temperature Monitoring System?

w

0O Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) installed in the plant specificaliy addad to suppont
cask loading/unloading activiiies, as follows: Cask Dewatering System {CDW), Cask Reflood Sysiem (CRF), or
Hydrogen Monitoring System?

O M Does the proposed activity involve IN ANY MANNER SSC(s) needad for plant operation which are also used to
support cask loading/unloading activites, as follows: Spent Fuel Peal {SFP), SFF Cooling and Filtradon (SF),
Primary Auxiliary Building Ventilation System (VNPAB), Drumuming Area Ventilation System (VNDRM),
RE-105 (SFP Low Range Monitor), RE-135 (SFP High Range Monitor). RZ-221 (Drumming Area Vent
Gas Monitor), RE-325 (Drumnming Area Exhaust Low-Range Gas Noniter), PAB Crare, SFP Piatiorm Bndge,
Truck Access Area, or Decon Area?

O =R Does the proposed activity involve a change to Point Beach CLB design critena for external 2vents such as
earthquakes, tomadoes, high winds, flooding, etc.?

O =* Does the activity involve plant heavy load requirements or procedurss for areas of ths plant used tc support cash
loading/unioading activities”?

0O ™ Does the activity invoive any porential for fire or explosion wherz casks 2re leadad. anloaded. tansperied or siorec

If ANY of the Part V questions are answered YES, then a full 10 CFR 7243 scresning 1s requured cnd answers 19 the questiens in
1t V1 and Pant VII are to be provided 1f ALL the questions in Part V 2re answered NO, then check Parts V1 and VT as not
oplicable. Cemplete Part VIII to document the conclusion that no 1¢ CFR 72 48 evaluation s required

PBF-151%¢
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10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE)

Venihy SCR number onail pages
Page 5

QT VI (72.48) - DETERMINE IF THE CHANGE INVOLVES A ISFSI LICENSING BASIS DESIGY FUNCTION
(1: .»LL the questions in Part V are NQ, then Part V1is iE,NOT APPLICABLE)
Compare the proposed activity 10 the relevant peruons of the ISFSI licensing basis and answes the following quastions:

YES NO ‘QUESTION

d O Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFSI Safety Analyses or plant/cas J/ISFSI suuctures, sysiems and
components (SSCs) credited in the Safery Analyses?

Does the proposed activity involve plant, cask or ISFSI SSCs that suppart SSC(s) credited in the Safery Analyses?

a
O Does the proposed activity involve plant. cask or ISFSI SSCs whose function is relied upon for prerention of a
radioactive release, OR whose failure could impact SSC(s) credited in the Salety Analyses?

J Does the proposed activity involve cask/ISFSI described SSCs or procedural controls that perforin functions that are
required by, or othenwise necessary to comply with, regulations, license condions, CoC concutions. or orders?

Does the activity involve a method of evaluation described in the ISFSI lizensing basis?

00 O 40

O Is the uctivity a test or experiment? (i €, a non-passive activity which gathars data)

d O Does the activity exceed or potentially affect a cask dzsign basis limit Jor a fission product berrier (DBLFPB)?
(NOTE: If THIS questions is answered YES, 2 10 CFR 72.43 Evaluatien is required.)

If the answers to ALL of these questions are NO, mark Parts VII as not epplicable, and document the 10 CFR 72.48 screzning in the
conclusion section (Part Vill).

-~y of the above questions are marked YES, identfy below the specific design function(s). mz2thod of evaluation(s) or DBLFPB(s)
ved.

PART VII (72.48) - DETERMINE WHETHER THE ACTIVITY INVOLVZLS ADVERSE EFF ECTS (\NE1 96-07,
Appendix B, Section B.4.2.1)

(if ALL the questions in Part V or Part VI are answered NO. then Part Vil is X NOT APPLICABLE)

Answer the following questions to determine if the activity hasan adverse.effect on a design function. Any YES answer means thata
10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required; EXCEPT where noted ini Part ViL3.

VII.1  Changes to the Facility or Procedures
YES NO QUESTION

O O Does the activity adversely affect the design function of a plant, cask. or ISFSI SSC credited in safety
analyses?

O O Does the activity adverzely affect the method of performing or conuclling the design funcrion of a plant,
cask, or ISFSI SSC credited in the safety analyses?

If any answer is YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is required. If both answers are XO. descnbe the basis far thie conclusion
(attach addivional discussion, as riecessaryj

PBF-1515¢ ) e
Revision 0 10723701 . Refermes NP SIS



Point Eeach Nuclear Plant SCR &58(-D9F7
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENL\.G (NEVV RULE) Venfy SCR number on all pages
Page 6

//

1=° 2 Changes io 2 Method of Evaluation

(If the zcus ity does not intolve a method of evaluation, these quzsiions are (] NOT APPLICABLE.)

YES NO QUESTION

O i Does the activity use a revised or different method of evaluation for performing safety analyses than that
described in a cask SAR?

O O Dces the zctivity use a revised or different method of evaluation for evaluating SSCs credited in safery
analyses than that dzscnibed in a cask SAR?

If any answer1s YES, a 10 CFR 72.48 Evaluation is requirad  If both answers 2re NO, dascribe the basis for the cenclusion
(attach addiional discussion, as necessary)

Vil 3 Tests or Experiments
(If the activiny 1s not a test or experiment, the quastions in VIL.3.a and VIL.3.bare T} NOT APPLICABLE.)

a. Answer these two questions first:

YES NO QUESTION e

Od O Is the proposad 1est or experiment bounded by other tests or experiments that are described in the cask
ISFSI licensing basis?

C O Are the SSCs affected by the proposed test or experiment isolatec from the cask(s) or ISFSI facility?

If the answer to both questions is NO, continue to VIL3.b. If the answer to EITHER questicn is YES, then briefly describe
the basis

b. Answer these additional questions ONLY for tests or experiments which do not mezt the criteria given in VIL.3 a above.
If the answer to either question in VIL3 a is YES. then these three questions are [ ] NOT APPLICABLE:
YES NO QUESTION

O O Does the activity utilize or centrol an SSC ir: 2 manner that is outside the reference bounds of ihe design
bases as described in the ISFSI licensing basis?

O O Does the activity utilize or control a piant, cask or ISFSI facility SSC in a manner that is inconsistent with
the analyses or descriptions in the ISFSI licensing basis?

] ] Does the activity place the cask or ISFS! facility in a condition nct previously evaluated or that could affect
the capability of a plant, cask, or ISFSI SSC to parform its intended funcrions?

If any answer in VIL3 bis YES. a 16 CFR 72 48 Evaluation is required. [f the answers are all NQ, descnbe the basis for the
conclusion (atiach additional diszussion as necessary):

P3F-1513¢ . ceyg
Reviaon 0 10/24.0¢ Peferezz NI I L



Point Beach Nuclear Plant scr Zool-oGYE
10 CFR 50.59/72.48 SCREENING (NEW RULE) Venf SO morzer ar 2 mazes
Pags ~
“T V11 - DOCUMENT THE CONCLUSION OF THE 10 CFR 72.48 SCREENING
Chezk all thatapply-
A 10 CFR 72.48 Evalvation is [ required or E\.\'OT required. Obtain a screeming number and provids tie anginatto

PBF-1515¢

Dezords Management regardlass of the conclusicn of the 50.59 or 72,48 screening

A VSC-24 cask Safety Analysis Report change is [ required or RNOT requirzé fa VSC-24 cash SAR ¢t
required. then contact the Point Beach Dry Fuel Storage group SUperviser.

A Regulatory Commitment (CLB Commitinent Database) change is [ required or ANOT required  1f a Regularon
Commiunent Chanze is required, initiate a commitment change per NP 5.1 7.

4 ¢hange to the VSC-24 10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report is [ required or 2< NOT required ifa V3C-2
10 CFR 72.212 Site Evaluation Report change is required, then contact the Poirt Szach Dry Fual Sterage =



