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Operability Determinations

1.0 PURPOSE

[1]. This Procedure provides a means to document Operability Assessments for Condition
Reports (CR) in accordance with NRC Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2005-20
except for the guidance pertaining to operational leakage provided in Appendix C,
Sections C.11, Flaw Evaluation, and C.12, Operational Leakage from Code Class 1, 2,
and 3 Components.

[2] This Procedure provides guidance for identifying potential operability or functionality
issues.

2.0 REFERENCES

[3] 10CFR50.2, Definitions

[4] 1 OCFR50.12, Specific exemptions

[5] 10CFR50.40, Common standards

[6] 10CFR50.48, Fire protection

[7] 10CFR50.49, Environmental qualification of electric equipment important to safety for
nuclear power plants

[8] 1 OCFR50.55a, Codes and standards

[9] 1 OCFR50.59, Changes, tests or experiments

[10] 1 OCFR50.61. Fracture toughness requirements for protection against pressurized
thermal shock events

[11] 1 OCFR50.62, Requirements for reduction of risk from anticipated transients without
scram (ATWS) events for light water cooled nuclear power plants

[12] 10CFR50.63, Loss of all alternating current power.

[13] 10CFR50.72, Immediate notification requirements for operating nuclear power
reactors

[14] 10CFR50.73, License event report system.

[15] 1 OCFR50.90, Application for amendment of Iicense or construction permit

[16] 10CFR50.92, Issuance of amendment

[17] 1 OCFR Part 50 Appendix B, Quality Assurance Requirements



[18] NRC IN 97-78, Crediting Of Operator Actions In Place Of Automatic Actions And
Modifications Of Operator Actions, Including Response Times

(19] NUREG 0737, Clarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements

[20] NUREG 1022, Revision 2, Event Reporting Guidelines, 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73

[21] NRC RIS 2005-20, Revision to Guidance formally contained in NRC Generic Letter 91-
18, Information to Licensees Regarding NRC Inspection Manual Section On
Resolution Of Degraded And Nonconforming Conditions and on Operability

[22] NEI 96-07, Revision 1, November 2000, Guidelines for 1 OCFR50.59 Implementation

[23] Site Specific Technical Specifications

[24] Entergy Quality Assurance Program Manual (QAPM)

[25] Site Specific Final Safety Analysis Report as Updated

[26] PCRS (Paperless Condition Reporting System) Users Guide

3.0 DEFINITIONS

[1] A Compensatory Measure is an interim measure taken to maintain or restore
operability or to otherwise enhance the functionality of the structure, system or
component (SSC) until the final corrective action is complete. Compensatory
measures that are a temporary alteration or procedure change require 1OCFR50.59
review to determine if the actions In themselves have have an adverse effect on other
aspects of the facility described in the SAR.

One additional type of Compensatory Action is the use of manual actions in the place
of automatic actions to maintain an SSC operable. These manual actions are not
used for protection of a safety limit. These manual actions are also evaluated
following the guidance of NRC information Notice 97-78 and RIS 2005-20. Written
procedures must be in place and training accomplished on those procedures before
substitution of any manual action for the loss of an automatic action. See Attachment
9.7 Checklist for Crediting of Operator Manual Action.

[2] The Current Licensing Basis (CLB) is the set of NRC requirements applicable to a
specific plant plus a plant's docketed and currently effective written commitments
(made in docketed licensing correspondence such as plant responses to NRC
Bulletins, Licensee Event Reports, generic letters, commitments documented in NRC
safety evaluations, and enforcement actions) for ensuring compliance with and
operation within applicable NRC requirements and the plant-specific design basis,
including all modifications and additions to such commitments over the life of the
operating license. The set of NRC requirements applicable to a specific plant CLB



include: NRC regulations contained in 10 CFR Parts 2, 19, 20, 21, 26, 30, 40, 50, 51,
54, 55, 70, 72, 73, 100 and appendices thereto; Commission orders; license
conditions; exemptions, technical specifications (TS), plant-specific design basis
information defined in 10 CFR 50.2 and documented in the most recent UFSAR (as
required by 10 CFR 50.71). (RIS 2005-20)

[3] A Degraded Condition is one in which the qualification of an SSC or its functional
capability is reduced. Examples'of degraded conditions are failures, malfunctions,
deficiencies, deviations, and defective material and equipment. Examples of
conditions that can reduce the capability of a system are aging, erosion, corrosion,
improper operation, and maintenance. (RIS 2005-20)

[4] Design Bases information, defined by 1OCFR50.2 is documented in the UFSAR as
required by 1 OCFR50.71. The design basis of safety-related SSCs is established
initially during plant licensing and relates primarily to the accident prevention or
mitigation functions of safety-related SSCs. The design basis of a safety-related SSC
is a subset of the Current Licensing Basis. (RIS 2005-20)

[5] Engineering Judament is a determination based on engineering principles, objective
evidence or available data that provide reasonable assurance the SSC will perform its
normal and design function until detailed analysis, testing and monitoring can be
performed while considering the risk of being wrong. This may include either a
documented engineering analysis or a judgment by a technically qualified individual,
depending on the complexity, seriousness, and nature of the event or condition
(NUREG 1022, revision 1). This can include a review of past maintenance history,
previous surveillance results, calculations, and a review of similar conditions, etc.
Note, when an Engineering Judgment is more qualitative or margins are relatively
small, the need for a confirmatory test to support the Engineering Judgment, including
the basis for the judgment and facts in test cases that support the Engineering
Judgment, must be documented.

[6] Fully Qualified - An SSC is fully qualified when it conforms to all aspects of the CLB,
including all applicable codes and standards, design criteria, safety analyses
assumptions and specifications, and licensing commitments. An SSC is considered
"not fully qualified," i.e., degraded or nonconforming, when it does not conform to all
aspects of its CLB, including all applicable codes and standards, design criteria, safety
analyses assumptions and specifications, and licensing commitments.

The SSCs that TS require to be operable are designed and operated, as described in
the CLB, with design margins and engineering margins of safety to ensure, among
other things, that some loss of quality does not result in immediate failure to meet a
specific function. The CLB includes commitments to specific codes and standards,
design criteria, and some regulations that also dictate margins. Many licensees add
conservatism so that a partial loss of quality does not affect their commitments for
design and operational margin. Loss of conservatism that is not credited in the CLB
does not affect operability or functionality. (RIS 2005-20)



[7] Functional/Functionality is an attribute of SSCs that is not controlled by TSs. An SSC
is functional or has functionality when it is capable of performing its specified function,
as set forth in the CLB. Functionality does not apply to specified safety functions, but
does apply to the ability of non-TS SSCs to perform other specified functions that have
necessary support function. (RIS 2005-20)

A non-TS SSC with a necessary support function is a SSC whose failure could prevent
satisfactory accomplishment of the following:

(a) ensure the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (e.g., whip
restraints, hangers, etc.)

(b) ensure the capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe
shutdown condition, (Auxiliary Decay Heat Removal System ...... ,etc.)or

(c) ensure the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences Qf accidents
that could result in potential offsite consequences comparable to the 10 CFR
Part 100 guidelines. Design basis events are defined the same as in 10 CFR
50.49(b)(1).

These non-TS SSCs may be required per any licensing basis document or to satisfy a
regulatory commitment such as the current UFSAR, Technical Requirements Manual
(TRM), 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Emergency Plan, 10 CFR 50 Appendix R, Dry Fuel
Cask FSAR and Certificate of Compliance, Security Plan, etc.

A non-TS SSC with a necessary support function is one that has been determined by
the plant to be a Maintenance Rule-High Risk Significant SSC per 10 CFR 50.65
(a)(4).

Failure of one of these non-TS SSCs may be a condition reportable to the NRC.

[8] A Nonconforming Condition is a condition of a SSC that involves a failure to meet the
CLB or a situation in which quality has been reduced because of factors such as
improper design, testing, construction, or modification. The following are examples of
nonconforming conditions:

* An SSC fails to conform to one or more applicable codes or standards (e.g., the

CFR, operating license, TSs, UFSAR, and/or licensee commitments).

" An as-built or as-modified SSC does not meet the CLB.

• Operating experience or engineering reviews identify a design inadequacy.

* Documentation required by NRC requirements such as 10CFR50.49 is not
available or deficient. (RIS 2005-20)



[9] OPERABLE-COMP MEASURES is a PCRS Flag for Continued
Operability/Functionality based on an Evaluation following an initial screening of
Operable/Functional-Judgment or Inoperable. It is a category of identifying and
tracking degraded or nonconforming conditions that represent a challenge to the
Operability/Functionality of an SSC such that additional measures have to be taken to
maintain or assure Operability/Functionality. Additional measures may involve
compensatory measures, operational restraints (i.e., startup restraints, time limits,
MODE change restrictions, and weather changes), further analysis, or a change to the
licensing bases (i.e., CLB change).

[10] Operable/Operability [GGN TS1.1] The licensee's plant-specific TS definition of
Operable/Operability governs.

In order to be considered operable, an SSC must be capable of performing the safety
functions specified by its design, within the required range of design physical
conditions, initiation times, and mission times. In addition, TS operability
considerations require that an SSC meet all surveillance requirements (as specified
Surveillance requirement (SR) Applicability SR 3.0.1 for Standard TS plants). An SSC
that does not meet an SR must be declared inoperable. For operability determination
purposes, the mission time is the duration of SSC operation that is credited in the
design basis for the SSC to perform its specified safety function. (RIS 2005-20)

[11] Operability Codes are the classification of operability in PCRS (EN-LI-102). These
codes include

" ADMIN-NA are conditions that are an administrative documentation/procedure
violation that is not equipment related.

* EQUIPMENT INOPERABLE are conditions where an SSC described in TS or
supporting a TS function is not operable based on the definitions in Section
3.0[10].

" EQUIPMENT OPERABLE are conditions where an SSC described in TS or
supporting a TS function is operable based on the definitions in Section 3.0110].

* NOT REQUIRED are Conditions that involve SSCs not otherwise covered by
Operability Determinations or Functionality Assessments.

* OPERABLE-JUDGMENT is a PCRS Code for Continued Operability based on a
Reasonable Expectation of Operability. This is the state of the Operability
Determination following determination by the SRO that the SSC is operable but
an Operabilty Evaluation is required to confirm the immediate determination.

0 OPERABLE-COMP MEASURES. Is a PCRS Code for the state of the
Operability Determination following "OPERABLE-JUDGMENT" when the OE
confirms operability but requires compensatory measures



" It is a category of identifying and tracking degraded or nonconforming conditions
that represent a challenge to the operability of an SSC such that additional
measures have to be taken to maintain or assure operability. Additional
measures may involve compensatory measures, operational restraints (i.e.,
startup restraints, time limits, MODE change restrictions), further analysis, or a
change to the licensing bases (i.e., Technical Specifications or UFSAR
change). Tracking is no longer required when the challenge to operability has
been eliminated (i.e., additional measures are no longer required.)

0 EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONAL are conditions where the SSC not described in TS is

functional based on the definitions in Section 3.0[7].

* EQUIPMENT NON-FUNCTIONAL are conditions where the SSC is not functional
based on the definitions in Section 3.0[8].

[12] An Operability Declaration is a decision by a senior licensed operator on the operating
shift crew that there is a reasonable expectation that a SSC can perform its specified
safety function. (RIS 2005-20)

[13] An Operability Evaluation is the technical analyses and associated conclusions,
including a prescriptive description of any required compensatory measures, regarding
operability of an SSC.

[14] An Operability Evaluation Log (OEL) is a compilation of identified open Operability
Evaluations and compensatory measures required for operability that provides
background information, corrective measure(s), and closure information as applicable.
The official copy of the OEL should be maintained in the Control Room/Shift
Manager's Office file location or reports associated with PCRS.

[15] Reasonable Expectation (of Operability) (REO) The discovery of a degraded or
nonconforming condition may call the operability of one or more SSCs into question.
A subsequent determination of operability should be based on the licensee's
"reasonable expectation," from the evidence collected, that the SSCs are operable and
that the operability determination will support the expectation. Reasonable
expectation does not mean absolute assurance that the SSCs are operable. The
SSCs may be considered operable when there is evidence that the possibility of failure
of an SSC has increased, but not to the point of eroding confidence in the reasonable
expectation that the SSC remains operable. The supporting basis for the reasonable
expectation of SSC operability should provide a high degree of confidence that the
SSC remains operable. It should be noted that the standard of "reasonable
expectation" is a high standard, and there is no such thing as an indeterminate state of
operability; an SSC is either operable or inoperable. (RIS 2005-20)

[16] Specified Safely Function(s) and Specified Functions - the specified function(s) of the
system, subsystem, train component or device (hereafter referred to as system) is that
specified safety function(s) discussed in the Current Licensing Basis (CLB) for the
facility. In addition to providing the specified safety function, a system is expected to



perform as designed, tested and maintained. When system capability is degraded to a
point where it cannot perform with reasonable expectation or reliability, the system
should be judged inoperable, even if at this instantaneous point in time the system
could provide the specified safety function. (RIS 2005-20)

[17] The following Times apply when dealing with Reportability or Operability concerns:

(a) Time of Discovery is the moment a condition is identified by anyone working
at or for the facility.

(b) Period of Discovery isthe period of time starting from the time of discovery
until the "time of determination".

(c) Time of Determination is the moment the Shift Manager (SM) decides on the
status of the condition. The time clock for a Limiting Condition of Operation,
Action Statement or reportable condition starts at the time of determination.

4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

4.1 COGNIZANT ENGINEER:

[1] When requested, assists the SM in preparing a Reasonable Expectation of Operability.

[2] Preparing an Operability Evaluation when assigned by their Manager.

4.2 ENGINEERING DIRECTOR (ED):

[1] Provide assistance to responsible Shift Manager assigned to prepare Reasonable
Expectation of Operability or Engineering Manager to prepare Operability Evaluation.

[2] Concur with all Reasonable Expectation of Operability's (concurrence will be
documented on the REO or in the "Operability Desc" field in PCRS) for conditions that
are classified by the SM as "OPERABLE-JUDGMENT"

4.3 OPERATIONS MANAGER (OM):

[1] Provide and direct the resources to implement this Procedure.

[2] Provide guidance to the SM on operability determinations, if required.

[3] Concur with all Reasonable Expectation of Operability's (concurrence will be
documented on the REO or in the "Operability Desc" field in PCRS) for conditions that
are classified by the SM as "OPERABLE-JUDGEMENT".

4.4 RESPONSIBLE ENGINEERING MANAGER (EM):



[1] Upon request from the Shift Manager (SM), assign a Cognizant Engineer, assists in
the Reasonable Expectation of Operability.

[2] When necessary, ensures that an Operability Evaluation is completed in accordance

with this procedure and submitted to the SM within the time specified by the SM.

[3] Determines additional reviews that are required for Operability Evaluations.

4.5 SHIFT MANAGER (SM):

[1] Determines SSC operability/functionality status, within the appropriate time frame, and
document the basis for operability when a degraded or nonconforming condition exists
which may include Attachment 9.2, Reasonable Expectation of Operability Form.

[2] Requests Engineering assistance with operability determinations as required.

[3] Ensures ongoing work does not invalidate any compensatory actions or other
assumptions in an Operability Evali~ation.

[4] Periodically monitors PCRS in accordance with EN-LI-102 for all Condition Reports
that require Operability Determinations and updates the "Operability" tab of Condition
Reports in PCRS as appropriate.

[5] Maintains the Operability Evaluation Log (OEL) current.

5.0 DETAILS

5.1 PRECAUTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

[1] For the purposes of Operability Determination:

(a) Operability deals with SSCs in TS and the functions in TS. Operability only
relates to SSCs that have an LCO related to it.

or

Non TS SSCs need to be evaluated for impact on TS SSCs. If the function is
outside of TS and it supports or impacts the ability of the TS function, it falls
under the Operability Determination Process.

(b) Functionality deals with SSCs and functions that are in the Current Licensing
basis and are not in TS and do not support or impact a TS function.

[2] The SHIFT MANAGER/ON-SHIFT SRO, assisted by the plant staff, makes the
declaration of Operability.



[3] Operability should be determined immediately upon discovery (i.e., Immediate
Determination) without delay and in a controlled manner using the best information
available.

[4] Prompt Determination is a follow up and is warranted when additional information is
needed to confirm the immediate determination (i.e., Operable - Judgment). The
additional time is mainly to confirm operability when there is reasonable expectation
that the SSC is operable. The determination should make continuous progress and
should not delay just because the LCO Action Completion Time is longer.

5.2 DISCUSSION [ANO 0CAN079008]

[1] Determining Operability and Plant Safety is a Continuous Decision-Making Process.

Operability is verified by day-to-day operation, plant tours,*and observations from the
Control Room, surveillances, test programs, and other similar activities. Identified
deficiencies in the design basis or safety analysis or operational problems identified
trigger the operability determination process by which the specific deficiency and
overall capability of the component or system are examined. The process, in one form
or another, is ongoing and continuous. As a practical matter, making operability
determinations requires good information and takes time. However, the operability
process calls for prompt and continuous attention to degraded and nonconforming
conditions and potential system inoperability. In addition, the process calls for
declaring equipment inoperable when reasonable expectation of operability does not
exist or mounting evidence suggests the final analysis will conclude the equipment
cannot perform its specified safety function(s).

[2] Timeliness of Operability Determinations

Action is required any time an SSC that is required by Technical Specifications to be
operable is found to be inoperable. If an immediate threat to public health and safety
is identified, action to place the plant in a safe condition should begin as soon as this
circumstance is known and should be completed expeditiously.

Once a degraded or nonconforming condition affecting SSCs described in TS is
identified, an operability determination should be made as soon as possible consistent
with the safety importance of the SSC affected. In most cases it is expected the
operability determination can be made almost immediately (e.g., loss of motive power,
etc.). In other cases the decision can be made within approximately 24 hours of
discovery even though complete information may not be available. Some few
exceptional cases may take longer. A determination that the SSC is operable should
be based on the best information available and must be predicated on a reasonable
expectation that the SSC is operable. When reasonable expectation does not exist,
the SSC should be declared inoperable and the safe course of action should be taken.

Timeliness of operability determinations should be commensurate with the safety
significance of the issue. Once~the degraded or nonconforming condition has been



identified and the specific component or system has been identified, the determination
can be made regarding the capability to perform the specified safety function(s).
There is not an explicit requirement in the regulations for the timing of the
determination. Timeliness is important and is determined by the safety significance of
the issue. The Limiting Condition of Operation (LCO) contained in Technical
Specifications and in the Probabilistic Risk Assessment generally provides reasonable
guidelines for safety significance. The decision should be based on the best
information available and must be predicated on the Senior Reactor Operator (SROs)
reasonable expectation that the SSC is operable and that prompt determination
process will support that expectation. When reasonable expectation does not exist,
the SSC should be declared inoperable and the safe course of action taken.

[3] Timeliness Of Corrective Action

Timeliness of corrective action should be commensurate with the safety significance of
the issue. The determination of operability establishes a basis for plant operation
while the corrective action establishes or re-establishes the design basis/qualification
of the safety or safety support system. There is no explicit requirement in the
regulations for timeliness of these corrective actions except that 10CFR Part 50
Appendix B Criterion XVI requires it to be "prompt". Again, timeliness is determined by
the safety significance of the issue.

If the plant does not resolve the degraded or nonconforming condition at the first
available opportunity or does not appropriately justify a longer completion schedule,
the regulator would conclude that corrective action has not been timely and would
consider taking enforcement action.

[4] Evaluation Of Compensatory Measures

(a) During evaluation of the impact of a degraded or nonconforming condition on
plant operation and on operability of systems, structures, and components
(SSCs), it may be decided to implement a compensatory measure as an
interim step to restore operability or to otherwise enhance the capability of
SSCs until the final corrective action is complete. Reliance on a
compensatory measure for operability should be an important consideration in
establishing the "reasonable time frame" to complete the corrective action
process. Entergy would normally expect that conditions that require interim
compensatory measures to demonstrate operability would be resolved more
promptly than conditions that are not dependent on compensatory measures
to show operability, because such reliance suggests a greater degree of
degradation. Similarly, if an operability determination is based upon Operator
action, Entergy expects the degraded/nonconforming condition to be resolved
expeditiously.

(b) During the evaluation process, consider whether a compensatory measure
may affect other aspects of the plant and pay particular attention to ancillary



aspects of the compensatory measure that may result from actions taken to
directly compensate for the degraded condition.

As an example, suppose a valve is being closed to isolate a leak. Although
that action would temporarily resolve the leak, it has the potential to affect flow
distribution to other components or systems, which may complicate required
Operator responses or could have other effects that should be evaluated
before the compensatory measures are implemented.

If an interim compensatory action is taken to address the condition and
involves a temporary procedure or facility change, a Process Applicability
Determination per EN-LI-1 00, and a 1OCFR50.59 review in accordance with
EN-LI-1 01, should be applied to the temporary change prior to the
implementation of a compensatory measure.

In accordance with the Process Applicability Determination per EN-LI-100, if
the evaluation determines that implementation of the compensatory action
itself would involve a Technical Specifications change or NRC approval, then
approval should be received in accordance with 1 OCFR50.90 and 50.92 prior
to implementation of the compensatory measure.

(c) If compensatory actions are required involving operator action, consider the
guidance provided in NRC information Notice 97-78, ANS 58.8 and RIS 2005-
20. If additional manual action is provided to support post accident mitigation
from outside the main Control Room, include a dose assessment consistent
with NUREG 0737.

[5] Final Corrective Action

(a) Entergy is responsible for corrective action. The range of corrective actions
could include:

* Full restoration to the CLB described condition.

NRC approval for a change to the licensing basis to accept the as-found
condition as is.

* Modification of the facility other than restoration to the original FSAR
condition.

If corrective action is taken so that the degraded or nonconforming condition is
restored to its original configuration, no 10CFR50.59 evaluation is required.

The Process Applicability Determination per EN-LI-1 00, and a 1OCFR50.59
review per EN-LI-101 is entered when the final resolution to the degraded or
nonconforming condition is to be different from the established FSAR
requirement. This would constitute a change to the facility or Procedures as



described in the FSAR. The proposed change is subject to the evaluation
process established by 1 OCFR50.59.

(b) The proposed final resolution can be under NRC review and not affect the
continued operation of the plant. The need to obtain NRC approval for a
change does not affect the authority to operate the plant. Entergy may make
mode changes, restart from outages, etc., provided that necessary equipment
is operable and the degraded condition is not in conflict with the Technical
Specifications or the license.

[6] Conclusion

Regardless of the input the SM receives from engineering personnel, the SM is
responsible for the determination of operability. Input can and should be obtained
from other sources within the nuclear organization including other experienced SROs
(i.e., Operations Manager) and Engineering personnel. Acceptance of an operability
recommendation establishes operability provided the SM concurs with the
recommendation. When a degraded or nonconforming condition exists on a system,
structure, or component (SSC), a timely operability determination is essential.

5.3 OPERABILITY ASSESSMENT [QAPM A.6.d, B.10.a]

[1] The closure criteria for Operable-Judgment/Operable-Comp Measures Determinations
is:

(a) The degraded or non-conforming condition has been fully restored.

(b) The unanalyzed condition has been formally analyzed and determined that it
does not constitute a degraded or non-conforming condition and appropriate
corrective actions have been closed.

(c) The design basis has been changed to accept the condition (50.59 or 50.90
as appropriate) and appropriate corrective actions have been closed.

* (d) The SSC/function is OPERABLE with NO compensatory measures required,
but Corrective Actions are still open to fully resolve the condition.

[2] A Condition Report identified as requiring an Operability Assessment should be
classified within PCRS as one of the following types:

* ADMIN-NA

* NOT REQUIRED

* EQUIPMENT OPERABLE

0 OPERABLE-JUDGMENT



" OPERABLE-COMP MEASURES

" EQUIPMENT INOPERABLE

" EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONAL

" EQUIPMENT NON-FUNCTIONAL

If PCRS is not available, then complete applicable sections on a hard copy. Attach
this copy to a hard copy of the Condition Report and forward to the Corrective Actions
and Assessment organization for PCRS data entry.

[3] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "ADMIN - NA", as defined in 3.0111],
the SM:

(a) Select ADMIN-NA from the drop down box in PCRS

(b) Provides a basis in the description box in PCRS.

(c) Exits this procedure.

[4] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "NOT REQUIRED", as defined in
3.0[11], the SM:

(a) Select NOT REQUIRED from the drop down box in PCRS

(b) Provides a basis in the description box in PCRS.

(c) Exit this procedure.

[5] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "INOPERABLE", the SM should:

(a) Review the condition for immediate threat to public health and safety and
should place the plant in a safe condition as required.

(b) Select INOPERABLE from the drop down box in PCRS.

(c) Refer to and follow action statements in plant Technical Specifications.

(d) Initiate appropriate corrective action(s) including possible compensatory
measures and limitations. Initiate PCRS Corrective Actions for any follow -up
action(s).

(e) Implement immediate reportability determination in accordance with plant
specific procedures.

g) Exit this procedure.



[6] Determine if the SSC is specified in TS.

If the SSC is specified in TS then perform an Operability Review per Attachment 9.1 A.

If the SSC is specified in not TS then perform a Functionality review lAW Attachment 9.1 B.

[7] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "EQUIPMENT OPERABLE" as defined
in 3.0[11], the SM:

NOTE

Utilize Attachment 9.1A as a guide to determine Operability.

(a) Select EQUIPMENT OPERABLE from the drop down box in PCRS

(b) Provide a basis for operability in the description box in PCRS as follows or
attach a completed Attachment 9.1A to this "Operability Desc":

(1) Provide SSC that is being evaluated for Operability.

(2) Reference the TS(s) that define the Specified Safety Function(s) of the
SSC.

(3) Provide a basis for Operability.

(4) If Engineering technical input is required by the SM to support the
operability determination, the technical input should be in the form of
documentation that has been developed and/or approved through an
Engineering process (i.e., calculation per ENN/ENS-DC-126,, EC
Response per EN-DC-1 15, Engineering accepted vendor information
ENN-DC-1 49, Attachment 9.4 to this procedure, etc.) An e-mail can
only be used to provide technical input when the input is from another
approved document. All technical input shall have a peer check. If it
is complex or multi-discipline, in addition to a peer check it shall have a
supervisor approval.

(c) If the Operability Evaluation concludes the condition is operable but
substantially degraded or non-conforming (as described in EN-LI-102), a
corrective action (CA) should be created in PCRS to track restoration of the
SSC and the Substantially Degraded flag set.

(d) Disposition condition in accordance with EN-LI-1 02.

(e) Exit this procedure.

[8] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "OPERABLE-JUDGEMENT" as defined
in 3.0[11], the SM should:



(a) Select OPERABLE - JUDGMENT from the drop down box in PCRS.

(b), Perform a Reasonable Expectation of Operability by completing Attachment
9.2. ,Use Attachment 9.3, Reasonable Expectation of Operability Instructions
when performing the Reasonable Expectation of Operability.

(c) Obtain concurrence from the Engineering Director or Designee. Document ,
this concurrence in the "Operability Desc" field or on the REO.

(d) Obtain concurrence from the Operations Manager or Designee. Document
this concurrence in the "Operability Desc" field or on the REO.

(e) Summarize the basis of "Operability" and attach it to the "Operability Desc"
field PCRS, attach the completed Attachment 9.2, Reasonable Expectation of
Operability form and indicate approval in PCRS

(f) Assign a CA in PCRS to the appropriate Engineering Manager to perform an
Operability Evaluation in accordance with Section 5.4. The CA Type should
be "OPERABILITY INPUT'. The "Concurrence Required for Closure" box
should be checked.

(g) Initiate the Operability Evaluation Log (OEL).

(h) If the Operability Evaluation concludes that the condition is OPERABLE (or
INOPERABLE), a new operability determination is performed to support the
change to the PCRS code to OPERABLE (or INOPERABLE).

(i) If the Operability Evaluation concludes that compensatory measures or
limitations are required for continued operation:

(1) Perform Process Applicability Determination per EN-LI-1 00 on the
effects of the compensatory measure on other aspects of the facility.

(2) Implement procedures or other processes as needed to implement the
compensatory measure.

(3) Open a new Operability page in PCRS and code OPERABLE-COMP
MEASURE

(4) Ensure any additional measures involving compensatory measures, or
further evaluation, are appropriately tracked and documented in PCRS.

(5) If the operability/functionality evaluation includes operational restraints
(i.e., time limits) a corrective action will be issued (with SRO
concurrence required to for closure or extension) to verify the degraded
condition has been corrected prior to exceeding the time limitation.



This CA Type should be "SDNC" Substantially Degraded or Non-
Conforming.

(6) When compensatory actions are no longer needed or requirements
have been incorporated into plant processes, then the condition should
be re-coded in PCRS as OPERABLE

[9] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONAL" as

defined in 3.0[11], the SM:

(a) Select EQUIPMENT FUNCTIONAL from the drop down box in PCRS

(b) Provide a basis for Functionality in the description box in PCRS as follows or
attach a completed Attachment 9.1B to this "Operability Desc":

(1) Provide SSC that is being evaluated for Functionality.

(2) Provide the Specified Function(s) of the SSC.

(3) Provide a basis for Functionality.

(c) If Engineering technical input is required by the SM to support the functionality
assessment, the technical input should be in the form of documentation that
has been developed and/or approved through an Engineering process (i.e.,
calculation per ENN/ENS-DC-126, EC Response per EN-DC-1 15,
Engineering accepted vendor information ENN-DC-149, Attachment 9.4 to this
procedure, etc.) An e-mail can only be used to provide technical input when
the input is from another approved document. All technical input shall have a
peer check. If it is complex or multi-discipline, in addition to a peer check it
shall have a supervisor approval.

(d) If the Operability Evaluation concludes the condition is operable but
substantially degraded or non-conforming (as described in EN-LI-102), a
corrective action (CA) should be created in PCRS to track restoration of the
SSC. The CA Action Type should be "SDNC" Substantially Degraded or Non-
Conforming.

(e) Disposition the condition in accordance with EN-LI-1 02.

[10] For conditions that are classified by the SM as "NON-FUNCTIONAL", the SM should:

(a) Review the condition for immediate threat to public health and safety and
should place the plant in a safe condition as required.

(b) Select NON-FUNCTIONAL from the drop down box in PCRS.

(c) Refer to and follow instructions as applicable in CLB documents such as:



Technical Requirements Manual (TRM),

Emergency Plan

* Dry Fuel Cask FSAR and Certificate of Compliance

* Security Plan

* Off Site Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM)

* Core Operating Limits Report (COLR)

(d) Initiate appropriate corrective action(s) including possible compensatory
measures and limitations. Initiate PCRS Corrective Actions for any follow -up
action(s).

(e) Implement immediate reportability determination in accordance with plant
specific procedures.

(f) If the SSC supports a TS specified safety function, and the specified function
for the system is not met, then perform an Operability Determination on the
supported TS SSC, lAW step 5.3[6]

(g) If the SSC supports a TS specified safety function, and the specified function
for the system is met, then:

(1) A corrective action (CA) may be created in PCRS to track restoration of
the SSC. Consider classification as Substantially Degraded or Non-
conforming and use of the CA Action Type "SDNC."

(2) Disposition the condition in accordance with EN-LI-1 02.

[11] For TS SSCs or SSCs that affect TS SSCs, if additional information becomes available
after a condition is classified by the SM as "INOPERABLE", AND the Condition Report
has not been closed, the SM may open a new version of the Operability Tab in PCRS
and restart the operability assessment process. An Operability Evaluation should be
performed to justify a change from "INOPERABLE."

For non TS SSCs or SSCs that do not affect TS SSCs, if additional information
becomes available after a condition is classified by the SM as "NON FUNCTIONAL",
AND the Condition Report has not been closed, the SM may open a new version of
the Operability Tab in PCRS and restart the functionality assessment process. An
Functionality Evaluation should be performed to justify a change from "NON
FUNCTIONAL."



5.4 OPERABILITY EVALUATION.

[1] The Engineering Manager assigns a cognizant engineer to perform the Operability
Evaluation.

[2] The cognizant engineer is responsible to ensure that an Operability Evaluation is
completed in accordance with Attachment 9.4, Operability Evaluation/Functionality
Form, Attachment 9.5, Operability Evaluation Basis Format and Attachment 9.6A,
Guidelines for Developing Basis for Operability Evaluation and attach the Operability
Evaluation to the Corrective Action in PCRS.

[3] The cognizant engineer is responsible to ensure an independent review of the

Operability Evaluation is performed.

[4] Additional reviews should be tracked by issuing a Corrective Action in PCRS.

[5] The Engineering Manager or designee concurs with the Operability Evaluation by
approving the Corrective Action in PCRS.

[6] Upon concurrence of the Operability Evaluation by the EM or designee, the SM will
approve the Corrective Action in PCRS with the attached Operability Evaluation.

[7] Additional corrective action(s) for Operability evaluation and compensatory measures
or other limitations (including time limitations on the current operability) should be
logged in the OEL and a Corrective Action issued to track the Operability Evaluation to
closure .using PCRS. This, information should also be entered into the Control Room
Log.

[8] The Operability Evaluation and supporting documentation should be attached in PCRS
for records retention.

[9] Upon completion of Operability Evaluation corrective measure(s), the SM closes the
Corrective Action in PCRS.

5.5 OPERABILITY EVALUATION LOG (OEL)

[1] The Operability Evaluation Log, Attachment 9.8 should be maintained in the
Operations file location.

[2] Once an Operable-Judgment condition is determined to exist, the SM should perform
the following:

NOTE:
The SM should ensure that a Corrective Action is issued to have SM complete OEL for that
Condition Report as final closure of Condition Report.

Enter the Condition Report number into the first block.



Enter the Work Order number, if applicable, into the second block.

Enter a brief description of the equipment and basis for Operable Judgment in the
Description block.

* Sign and Date Active block in the OE Status Active/Complete Block

[3] As each corrective action for the Condition Report is issued, a new line is started.

NOTE:

This only applies to actions assigned for the Operability Evaluation

* Enter Condition Report and Operability Evaluation number in the first block.

0 Enter the corrective action number in the second block.

a Enter brief description of the corrective action in the description block.

* Enter the assigned engineer in the cognizant engineer block.

Sign and Date Active Block for the corrective action.

[4] Once each action is completed, Sign and Date the Complete block in the OE Status
Active/Complete Block for that specific action.

NOTE:
Signature of this block implies agreement with the closure of the action.

[5] Once the Condition Report is complete, Sign and Date the Final Closure Block for all
actions related to that Condition Report/Operability Evaluation.

5.6 TEMPORARY ALTERATIONS

Temporary Alterations installed, as compensatory measures for degraded conditions must be
processed via EN-DC-136.

5.7 Monitoring of degraded and non conforming conditions.

[1] For conditions tracked in the OEL frequent and periodic monitoring will be established
commensurate with the condition

[2] For items the have been identified and tracked as "significantly degraded" lAW EN-LI-
102 the Shift Manager will establish monitoring of the items with a potential to further
degrade and could require an operability determination (IE a small packing leak on a
CAT 1 valve should be periodically monitored for degradation).



6.0

[1]

[21

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[91

[10]

[11]

[121

INTERFACES

EN-PL-180, Operational Decision Making Policy

EN-AD-1 03, Document Control and Records Management Activities

EN-DC-1 15, EC Development

ENN/ENS-DC-126, Calculations

EN-DC-1 36, Temporary Alterations

ENN-DC-1 67, Classification of Systems Structures and Components

ENN-DC-1 85, Through-Wall Leaks in ASME Section XI Class 3 Systems

EN-LI-1 00, Process Applicability Determination

EN-LI-101, 10CFR50.59 Review Process

EN-LI-102, Corrective Action Process

ENN-CS-S-008, Pipe Wall Thinning Structural Evaluation

EN-WM-1 00, Work Request (WR) Generation, Screening, and Classification

7.0 RECORDS

[QAPM B.151

[1] Use of this procedure generates quality record(s) indicated below. The preparer
should attach in PCRS for retention:

(a) Attachment 9.2, Reasonable Expectation of Operability Form

(b); Attachment 9.4, Operability Evaluation/Functionality Form

[2] Records are kept in accordance with EN-AD-103.

8.0 OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS IMPLEMENTED BY THE PROCEDURE

8.1 OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS IMPLEMENTED OVERALL

Step Document Commitment Number
[3] MAEC88/0076 Modified Enforcement Policy relating to None

1 OCFR50.49 (GL88-07)
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8.2 SECTION SPECIFIC OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS

Step Document Document Section Commitment Number
[4] ANSI N18.7 5.2.6.S20 None

[5] QAPM B.15 None

[6] QAPM A.6.d, B.10.a None

8.3 SITE SPECIFIC COMMITMENTS

Step Site Documeht Commitment Number or Reference
[1] ANO 2CAN079006 P-95 (Aft. 9.6 Step 1.1 4r)
[21 ANO 2CAN119004 P-603 (Att. 9.6 Step 1.14s)
13] ANO 0CAN079008 P-5433 (Step 5.2 [2])

P4] ANO OCNA1 19404 P-14090 (Att 9.6 Section 3.0)
[5] GGN TS1.1 P-31063 (Step 3.0[10]

9.0

9.1A

9.1B

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6A

9.6B

9.7

9.8

9.9

ATTACHMENTS

CONSIDERATIONS FOR INITIAL OPERABILITY REVIEW

CONSIDERATIONS FOR INITIAL FUNCTIONALITY REVIEW

REASONABLE EXPECTATION OF OPERABILITY FORM

REASONABLE EXPECTATION OF OPERABILITY INSTRUCTIONS

OPERABILITY EVALUATION/FUNCTIONALITY FORM

OPERABILITY EVALUATION BASIS FORMAT

GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING BASIS FOR OPERABILITY EVALUATION

GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING BASIS FOR FUNCTIONALITY EVALUATION

CHECKLIST FOR CREDITING OPERATOR MANUAL ACTION

OPERABILITY EVALUATION LOG

OPERABILITY/FUNCTIONALITY DETERMINATION FLOW CHART



ATTACHMENT 9.11A CONSIDERATIONS FOR INMAL OPERABILITY REVIEW

Sheet I of 7

CR No.
System or Equipment: Yes No N/A
1A. Is the System, Structure or Component (SSC) a TS required SSC or a support
system to a TS SSC? 0l El 11
1 B. Could a TS required SSC needed to mitigate the consequences of a failure be
impacted by the failed SSC (I.e., consequential failure)?
List the documents reviewed:

If Yes, document the SSC Technical Specification specified function(s) or support
function(s):

IF YES, THEN ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.
IF NO, THEN PERFORM A FUNCTIONALITY ASSESSMENT USING ATTACHMENT 9.1B.
2. Could the identified condition prevent the SSC from performing its specified safety
function or support function? El El D
If no, provide basis for operability:

3. Could the problem have adverse safety significance requiring prompt review or 0 El
correction?

4. Is the SSC or support system functional mission degraded or non-conforming to a m El El
point where design assumptions may not be met?

5. Could the capability of the SSC to prevent or mitigate consequences of an accident El El E
as postulated or described in the UFSAR be reduced?

6. Could single failure design criteria have been defeated? El El El

If any questions 2 through 6 are answered YES then the SSC is either inoperable or a REO and Operability
Evaluation is required to determine operability.



ATTACHMENT 9.1 A CONSIDERATIONS FOR INITIAL OPERABILITY REVIEW

Sheet 2 of 7

The Operability Determination is an evaluation performed by Operations' SROs to determine if the SSC in
question is capable of performing its specified functions. This Attachment provides guidance for Operations
when preparing an Operability Determination.
The following documents may be reviewed to help determine Operability of the Specified Safety Functions

performed by TS SSCs identified as potentially degraded or non-conforming:

" Technical Specifications

" Technical Specifications Bases

Consider the following questions:

* Will the SSC(s) be prevented from performing the Specified Safety Function(s)?

* Could the problem affect the operability of a Technical Specification required SSC?

" Could the condition result in an SSC not meeting known Specified Safety Function contained in design
documents?

* Does the problem involve an non-Technical Specification SSC that could functionally affect a Technical
Specification SSC's ability to perform its Specified Safety Function?

* Could single failure design criteria have been defeated?

The following documents may be reviewed to help determine Functionality of the Specified Functions

performed by non-TS SSCs identified as potentially degraded or non-conforming:

* Technical Requirements Manual,

" Site Specific Documents

* Maintenance Rule Classification of SSCs

* Updated Final Safety Analysis Report

* Design Basis Documents

Consider the following questions:

" Could the capability of an SSC to prevent or mitigate consequences of an accident as postulated or
described in the UFSAR be reduced?

* Could the condition result in an SSC not meeting known Specified Safety Function contained in design
documents?

" Does the problem involve an non-Technical Specification SSC that could functionally affect a Technical
Specification SSC's ability to perform its Specified Safety Function?

* Could the problem have adverse safety significance requiring prompt review or correction?



ATTACHMENT 9.1 A CONSIDERATIONS FOR INITIAL OPERABILITY REVIEW

Sheet 3 of 7

1.0 General Guidelines

1.1 The magnitude of nonconforming/degraded condition should be noted for consideration. If
technical judgment determines that the nonconforming/degraded condition in question has no
impact on the design function, the SSC should remain operable.

1.2 A visual examination of the nonconforming/degraded SSC may be needed. Any notable
comparisons with similar conforming/qualified SSCs should be made.

1.3 If a clearly physical problem is the basis for the nonconforming/ degraded condition, it should be so
indicated. Any immediate compensatory measures, such as temporary braces and/or other
alternatives or "fixes" that can be quickly used to provide reasonable assurance that the SSC will
function until corrective action can be completed should be indicated. The SSC operability/
functionality status should be based on preliminary discussions with Engineering.

1.4 If the operability/ functionality status is based on the use or availability of other SSCs, it must be
verified that the SSC is capable of performing the function utilized in the evaluation (i.e., functional
testing completed, visual inspection, etc.), if plant conditions allow. This would include any SSC
used for contingency and/or having administrative controls placed on them.

1.5 If there is reliance on another component to establish operability, evaluate the operability/
functionality status of that relied upon component. With respect to the relied upon component:

A) Are there Work Requests outstanding?

B) Are periodic tests performed are in frequency and without anomalies?

C) Are support components operable?

D) Are operator actions outside the control room required? If so, a dose assessment per
NUREG 0737 should be performed to support possible post accident mitigation.

1.6 Consider the following:

A) Review outstanding OEL list to ensure their bases are not compromised.

B) If a previous Operability/Functionality Determination is being used to develop the current
Operability/Functionality Determination, carefully consider if the SSC is further degrading, or
the possibility that there is a common mode failure occurring.

C) Ensure that the Operability/Functionality Determination is allowed to be developed, i.e.
specified functions must be able to be met and an Operability/Functionality Determination
cannot be used to justifynon-compliance.

D) Ensure that the environment has not changed. As an example, if there is a concern with
respect to freeze protection of a pipe and the ambient condition is above the freezing point,
the Operability/Functionality Determination needs to include a limitation. This is to ensure
Operability/Functionality is re-evaluated, or the condition resolved prior to ambient
temperature decreasing below freezing.

E) Evaluate plant trend data, i.e. if evidence exists to indicate a deteriorating condition and the
SSC is not currently inoperable/non-functional, declare the SSC Operable-Judgment/
Functional-Judgment and have an evaluation performed predicting the point when the SSC
may become inoperable. A limitation should be established to address the future prediction
of operability/functionality status.



A'B'ACHMENT 9.1 A CONSIDERATIONS FOR INITIAL OPERABILITY REVIEW
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F) Although various NRC regulations require evaluations, they do not remove the requirement
to perform an Operability Determination. As an example, Fire Protection regulations may
require performing a Generic Letter 86-10 evaluation. Although this evaluation may form the
basis of an Operability Determination, it is not a substitute for an Operability Determination.
Other examples are the requirement to generate relief requests in accordance with
10CFR50.55, or exemption requests in accordance with 10CRF50.12

G) Do not rely on the PRA Analysis to confirm operability.

H) Review tests to assure IST requirements are met.

I) Verify redundant components are not also exhibiting the degraded or non conforming
condition.

J) In determining the operability/ functionality status, consider and address the extent of
condition.

K) If as found field testing is planned, declare the SSC Operable-Judgment/Functional-
Judgment. Ensure a CA is added to the CR to review the results versus the assumptions in
the Operable-Judgment/Functional-Judgment Determination to determine if there is any
impact and if it should be updated.

L) When evaluating Engineering Input to determine Operability/Functionality, if margins are
used to support Operability/Functionality, ensure that the source of the margin is clearly
described in the Operability Determination and that no additional actions (e.g. NRC
approval) are required.

2.0 Items Clearly Inoperable/Non-Functional

2.1 Certain conditions clearly render a TS SSC inoperable. In these instances, the time of declaring a
TS SSC inoperable is the "Time of Discovery".

2.2 If a SSC is unable to perform its function due to obvious failure, damage, or malfunction or due to
being removed from service (tagged out), then it is inoperable/non-functional.

2.3 If a TS SSC fails to actuate upon receipt of a valid safety signal, then it is inoperable.-

2.4 If a non-TS SSC fails to actuate upon receipt of a valid signal, then it is non-functional.

2.5 If a SSC fails to meet the quantitative requirements of Technical Specifications, Technical
Requirements Manual or of surveillances demonstrating compliance with Technical Specifications,
then it is inoperable.

A) Examples of this are Technical Specification, or surveillance required tank levels, system
pressures, valve stroke times, system flow rates, etc.

2.6 If a non-TS SSC fails to meet the quantitative requirements of Technical Requirements Manual,
ODCM, etc., or of surveillances demonstrating compliance with those requirements, then it is non-
functional.
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2.7 A SSC exposed to operating conditions in excess of its design rating.

A) If a SSC is exposed to operating conditions in excess of its design rating, then it is
inoperable/non-functional until engineering evaluation determines it to be
operable/functional.

3.0 Incorrect Inputs Used in a Calculation

If incorrect inputs (e.g. use of the wrong response spectrum, improper cable resistance, incorrect material
properties, etc.) were used in a calculation and they are determined to be non-conservative in nature, then
an engineering evaluation is required to assess operability/functionality status.

4.0 Documentation Only Deficiencies

If document deviations are identified that do not constitute a non-conforming condition as described in
definition 3[110], then the related SSCs are operable/functional.

For example, if an EQ file is identified with an incorrect radiation margin, but justification is available that
envelops the plant design requirements, there is no non-conforming condition since design and licensing
requirements are met.

5.0 Mechanical Operability Issues

5.1 Minor process fluid leakage (packing glands, gaskets, and non-welded connections)

A) If the leakage clearly has no adverse impact on any SSC function, then the SSC is
operable/functional unless the leakage constitutes reactor coolant system or Containment
boundary leakage in which case an engineering evaluation is required.

5.2 ASME Section XI qualification

A) If ASME Section XI equipment does not meet the overall requirements of the applicable
ASME Section XI specifications, then the equipment is to be evaluated to determine if it can
perform its intended function. If the equipment is governed by TS and cannot perform its
intended safety function, it must be declared inoperable. If the equipment is not governed by
TS and cannot perform its intended function, it must be declared non-functional.

B) If a valve exceeds the IST stroke time limit, then the valve is to be evaluated to determine if it
can perform its intended function. If the valve is governed by TS and cannot perform its
intended safety function, it must be declared inoperable. If the valve is not governed by TS
and cannot perform its intended function, it must be declared non-functional.

C) If a pump does not meet the IST criteria, then the pump is to be evaluated to determine if it
can perform its intended function. If the pump is governed by TS and cannot perform its
intended safety function, it must be declared inoperable. If the pump is not governed by TS
and cannot perform its intended function, it must be declared non-functional.
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6.0 Electrlcal/l&C Operability Issues

6.1 Setpoint and calibration tolerance

A) If an equipment setpoint or calibration is determined to exceed that required by Technical
Specifications, then the equipment is inoperable.

B) If an equipment loop is determined (by test and/or calculation) to be unable to perform its
intended function within its required Technical Specification limits, then the loop is
inoperable.

C) If an equipment setpoint or calibration is determined to exceed that required by Technical
Requirements Manual or ODCM, etc., then the equipment is non-functional.

6.2 Equipment with automatic and manual start/stop capability

A) If, for such equipment, the manual start/stop capability is required (by Technical
Specifications, Technical Requirements Manual, UFSAR, EOPs, etc.) to fulfill a specified
function and it is lost, then the equipment is inoperable/non-functional.

B) If, for such equipment, the automatic start/stop capability is required (by Technical
Specifications, Technical Requirements Manual, UFSAR, EOPs, etc.) to fulfill a specified
function and it is lost, then the equipment is inoperable/non-functional.

6.3 Environmental Qualification (EQ)

A) If equipment is installed and maintained in accordance with the Environmental Qualification
Program, then, from an EQ standpoint, the equipment is operable (i.e., it'is environmentally
qualified or has "environmental qualification").

B) If, on equipment that is required to be environmentally qualified, a condition exists that
obviously would not allow performance of a specified function under all postulated service
conditions, then the equipment is inoperable/non-functional.

(1) For example, the EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement for an instrument
transmitter may require it to be sealed against moisture/steam intrusion. If the
transmitter does not have a seal installed, it is inoperable/non-functional because it is
obvious that it would not meet the EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement.

C) If, on equipment that is required to be environmentally qualified, a condition exists that may
compromise its environmental qualification, but it is not obvious whether its specified
function would be performed under all postulated service conditions, then the condition may
require Operability/Functionality Evaluation by Engineering.

(1) For example, the EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement for an instrument
transmitter may require it to be sealed against moisture/steam intrusion. If the
transmitter has an unused conduit connection sealed only with a plastic shipping plug,
then the transmitter may be operable. This may be either because other testing has
been performed for this configuration or the EQ documentation may not have
differentiated between LOCA and HELB mitigation, which have different qualification
requirements.
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(2) For another example, a procedural EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement may
require replacement of an instrument transmitter's 0-rings at five-year intervals. If it is
determined that a transmitter has exceeded this five year 0-ring replacement interval,
it is not obvious that performance of its specified function is prevented. An evaluation
using transmitter/0-ring test data, engineering analysis, etc., is required to confirm its
operability.

6.4 Emergency Diesel Generators

A) If an Emergency Diesel Generator fails to start or load, then it is inoperable.

B) If an EDG trips on a non-safety trip signal that would be bypassed on receipt of an automatic
start signal, then the cause of the trip requires an Engineering Evaluation to determine
whether the EDG would be capable of sustaining its function after an automatic start.

7.0 Structural/Civil Operability Issues

7.1 Barriers

A) If an inadequate fire barrier exists, then it is non-functional.

B) If a Condition exists affecting the structural integrity of a room, building, foundation, or other
structural component, then an evaluation may need to be performed to determine its
operability/functionality status.

C) If a HELB barrier is breached, then an engineering evaluation is required to confirm

operability/functionality status of affected SSCs.

7.2 Pipe & Tubing Supports

A) If the component is obviously damaged but there is reasonable assurance it will continue to
perform its specified function, then declare the SSC Operable-Judgment/Functional-
Judgment and ensure a CA is issued for an engineering evaluation to confirm
support/system operability/functionality status.

B) If the component is incapable of performing its function, then the component is
inoperable/non-functional. An engineering evaluation may be required to determine system
operability/functionality since such a condition may or may not render the system
inoperable/non-functional.

C) If the component is performing a function it is not designed for (e.g. pipe is binding due to
inadequate gaps or supporting unauthorized/unanalyzed equipment), then an engineering
evaluation is required to confirm operability/functionality status.
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CR No.
System or Equipment: Yes No N/A
1. Does the System, Component or Structure (SSC) perform a specified function or
support a specified function described in the Current Licensing Basis, (e.g., Updated 12 LI
Final Safety Analysis Report, Technical Requirements Manual, Site Specific
Documents, Classification of Structures, Systems and Sub-systems, Design Basis
Documents, etc.)
List the documents reviewed:

If Yes, document the SSC specified function(s) or support function(s):

IF YES, THEN ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.
2. Could the identified condition prevent the SSC from performing its specified function
as described in the CLB? 0I 0- 12
If no, provide basis for Functionality:

3. Could the condition result in an SSC not meeting a known Specified Function 12 E2 12
contained in the Current Licensing Basis?

4. Could the problem have adverse safety consequences requiring prompt review or 12 E2 12
correction?

5. Is the SSC or support system SSC functional mission degraded or non-conforming E2 [1 02
to a point where design assumptions may not be met?

6. Could the condition result in the system not being capable of meeting its 100%
capacity rating?

If the answer is NO then document the capability of the system to meet it's support 12 12 12
function.

If any questions 2 through 6 are answered YES, then the SSC is Non-Functional and assess the effect on any
TS SSC supported by the Non-Functional SSC lAW with step 5.3.10, otherwise return to step 5.3.9
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Reasonable Expectation of Operability Page 1 of
1. Initiation and Description: Condition Report No./Operability Evaluation No.

LCO/AOT No. Entered Work Request No.

Department(s) contacted: Individual(s) Initially Contacted:

Component/System_ Date: Time:_ _

Problem Description:

Plant Status: Reactor Mode: -Reactor Power:_____
Other Pertinent Iniormation:

2. Degraded or Non-Conforming Condition (DNC) of SSC:

3. Time to Complete for Reasonable Expectation of Operability (REO) (Include basis for completion if time is other than

1111imm uIlat):

4. Provide the Basis for Reasonable Expectation of Operability:.

5. Identify any Immediate Limitations and/or Actions:

Prepared By (Name/Date):

6. Time to Complete for Operability Evaluation (Include basis for time constraint):

I gnper ns Mianage CocuIrrence(pinliguldate):
[-lOperations Manager Concurrence (print/sign/date):

J,
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REASONABLE EXPECTATION OF OPERABILITY INSTRUCTIONS

Section 1: Initiation and Description
Obtain the plant condition and problem description from the Condition Report. Identify the Department(s) and
individual(s) initially contacted, if applicable.

Section 2: Degraded or Non-Conforminq Condition (DNC) of SSC
State specifically the degraded condition, and/or the non-conforming SSC. In this section, do not evaluate the
consequence of the DNC, which will be performed later.

Section 3: Time to Complete for Reasonable Expectation of Operability
The SM will determine the time required to perform the REO. The basis for the time constraint should also be
included in this section if unable to perform the REO immediately. Although there is no specific time required in
RIS 2005-20, operability should be determined immediately upon discovery. Where follow up is warranted and
additional information is needed to confirm the immediate determination this additional time is mainly to confirm
operability and there should be some reasonable expectation that the SSC is operable.

Section 4: Provide the Basis for Reasonable Expectation of Operability

Perform the Reasonable Expectation of Operability considering the SSCs specified safety function and the
effect of the DNC on those functions.

It is recognized that the REO is to be performed in a short time frame and, therefore, will have less detail than
the Operability Evaluation. Later, the Operability Evaluation should build on the REO, resolving all concerns
such that confidence is established in the ability of the SSC to perform all its intended functions.

Section 5: Identify the Immediate Limitations and/or Actions
Discuss any immediate limitations or actions taken as a result of the degraded or non-conforming condition.

Section 6: Time to Complete for Operability Evaluation
The SM will determine the time required to perform the Operability Evaluation. The basis for the time constraint
should also be included in this section. Although there is no specific time required in RIS 2005-20, operability
should be determined immediately upon discovery. Where follow up is warranted and additional information is
needed to confirm the immediate determination this additional time is mainly to confirm operability and there
should be some reasonable expectation that the SSC is operable.
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Operability/Functionality Evaluation Page 1 of
1. Condition Report NoiOperability Evaluation No.
2. Summary of Operability Evaluation:

3. Basis for Operability Evaluation attached. El
4. Are there any other affected SSCs? El No [] Yes

5. Recommendation: El Operable; [I Operable - COMP; El Inoperable
El Functional; El Non-Functional

6. Identify any Limitations, Long Term Actions and/or Compensatory Measures to maintain
Operability:
[I N/A E] Yes (List WO, CA, tracking no., etc.)

50.59 Process Completed for Compensatory Actions Required to Maintain Operability [j Yes El No E N/A

Approvals:
Prepared By (Name/Date):_
Additional Reviews (Assign thru'CA Process) By (Name/Date): CA No.
Additional Reviews (Assign thru CA Process) By (Name/Date) CA No.
Engineering Manager Approval By (Complete only if not entered in PCRS) (Print/Sign/Date)
Shift Manager (Complete only if not entered in PCRS) (Print/Sign/Date)_ _ _ _ _
OE Closed: Date: Shift Manaqer:
Send a copy of the Operability Evaluation to the System Engineer for use in the System Health Report.

(Attach additional pages as necessary)
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Use the following format for documenting the basis of the Operability Evaluation.

1. Summary Statements

Succinctly state the nonconforming/degraded condition in clear, concise terminology. Summarize the results of
the evaluation, succinctly stating the operability recommendation. The Evaluation should clearly:

* Identify the safety function of the system being reviewed

* The basis for determination of operability

* If so, a definitive statement that the system is capable of performing its specified safety function

2. References

List all procedures, specifications, standards, codes, calculations, drawings, regulatory documents, etc.,

including revision numbers that were used in the evaluation.

3. Detailed Problem Statements

Clearly identify and discuss each item of nonconforming/degraded condition.

* Describe the specified safety function performed by the equipment.

* Describe any background of events leading to the nonconforming/degraded condition, include times,
dates, documents, personnel, etc. involved with related circumstances.

* Describe by what means and when the potential nonconforming/degraded condition was discovered.

* Describe the failure mechanism.

* If appropriate, provide a subject background summary of why the equipment/component was designed
for the original application/function, i.e., summary of pertinent design basis, including any
abnormality/deviation allowances of which the evaluator may be aware.

4. Assumptions

Specifically state all assumptions made in the engineering evaluation.

Note:
The term engineering evaluation as used in this procedure does not refer to the EC Response identified in
ENN/ENS-DC-1 15, but refers to an evaluation performed in accordance with Attachment 9.5.
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5. Engineering Evaluation

Provide an evaluation for each item in the detailed problem statements.

The evaluation summary should clearly indicate if the component can perform its specified TS function and the
basis thereof.

If walkdowns or inspections were conducted, details should be provided here or referenced in the attachment
section, including names, dates, criteria and specific results.

Describe the basis for recommending the systems operable (i.e., analysis, test or partial test, operator
experience or technical judgment).

If it is determined that the nonconforming/degraded condition is OPERABLE, corrective action must either
restore the nonconforming/degraded condition to the existing licensing basis, or the licensing basis must be
revised to envelope the evaluated condition.

6. Immediate Actions

Describe/recommend any immediate actions or alternatives, which can be taken or are needed to quickly
provide reasonable assurance that the equipment in question will function until long-term corrective action can
be completed (e.g., a temporary seismic support, temporary use of an installed spare, etc.).

If any restrictions or limitations (such as temperature, pressure, etc.) are placed on the OPERABILITY
verification, these must be clearly stated and identified for operating the plant. Provide an estimated completion
date for these actions if possible. These shall be identified in Attachment 9.4, Section 6.0.



ATTACHMENT 9.5

Sheet 3 of 3
OPERABILITY EVALUATION BASIS FORMAT

7. Long Term Actions

In some cases it may be possible to identify the appropriate long-term corrective action. If so, describe this and
provide the status or schedule if available. As with all 10CFR50 Appendix B conditions adverse to quality, the
schedule for corrective actions should be commensurate with importance to safety of the
nonconforming/degraded condition. Also, identify if any further detailed engineering evaluation is required.
Describe the aspects that need further investigation. If possible, provide an estimated completion date.

Note: Long-Term Corrective Actions should be identified but per RIS 2005-20 restoration of qualification of
SSCs and must be addressed separately from operability issues.
If Long Term Corrective Action was previously planned for other reason(s), then revise the action (WR, CA, etc.)
to reference this CR. Such revision provides linkage to prevent cancellation or deferral without proper review.

If a new Long Term Corrective Action Item is created record the work order, work request or other plant specific
tracking number(s) on Attachment 9.4, Section 6. In addition, record the CR Number (and due date as
applicable) in the work order, work request or other plant specific tracking system "Description Field" to provide
a link in order to prevent cancellation or deferral without proper review and revision (if necessary) of the actions
from this Operability Evaluation.

8. Attachments

Provide any attachments necessary to substantiate the evaluation.

9. Review/Approval

Review and approval should be in accordance with EN-OP-104, Section 5.3.
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The Operability Evaluation is an evaluation to determine if the equipment in question is capable of performing its
specified safety function. This Attachment provides guidancefor Engineering when preparing a Basis for
Operability Evaluation.

1.0 General Guidelines

1.1 The evaluation is directed toward gathering information to confirm the operability of the equipment
based on analysis, test or partial test, operating experience and technical judgment. The evaluation
should conclude that reasonable expectation does or does not exist that the equipment will perform
its design function until corrective action and/or further investigation can be completed.

1.2 The magnitude of nonconforming/degraded condition should be noted for consideration. if technical
judgment determines that the nonconforming/degraded condition in question has no impact on the
design function, the equipment should remain operable.

1.3 A visual examination of the nonconforming/degraded equipment should be made. Any notable
comparisons with similar conforming/qualified equipment should be made.

1.4 If a clearly physical problem is the basis for the nonconforming/degraded condition, it should be so
indicated. Any immediate corrective actions, such as temporary supports and/or other alternatives
or "fixes" that can be quickly used to proyide reasonable expectation that the equipment will function
until corrective action can be completed should be indicated. Physical compensatory actions shall
be evaluated as a Temporary Alteration in accordance with EN-DC-136.

1.5 The evaluation should give some indication of the safety significance of the
nonconforming/degraded equipment. The evaluation should conclude if the equipment is or is not
required to perform the specified safety function for a particular mode or plant condition. This
includes any required support function for any equipment required by Technical Specifications.

1.6 The evaluation should be independently reviewed. The independent reviewer should have had
minimal involvement in the evaluation preparation. The independent reviewer's signature signifies
concurrence with the evaluation and that the scope, logic, and supporting technical analysis are
adequate. Obtain and incorporate the Shift Manager's input prior to completing the independent
review.

1.7 If the Operability is based on the use or availability of other equipment, it must be verified that the
equipment is capable of performing the function utilized in the evaluation (i.e., functional testing
completed, visual inspection, etc.), if plant conditions allow. This Would include any equipment used
for contingency and/or having administrative controls placed on them.

1.8 The evaluation may consider available test data to determine whether the test conditions envelope
equipment design conditions. The design conditions should ensure thatthe equipment will perform
its specified safety function when called upon to mitigate the accidents for which, it is needed.
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1.9 The evaluation may consider similarity with other SSCs to determine that the differences between
the nonconforming/degraded equipment and a conforming/qualified one would not impair the
equipment design function performance.

1.10 The evaluation may consider extrapolation of available analyses to assess if the design condition
would be met for the nonconforming equipment.

1.11 If there is reliance on another component to establish operability, evaluate the operability of that

relied upon component. With respect to the relied upon component:

a) Are there Work Requests outstanding?

b) Are periodic tests performed in frequency and without anomalies?

c) Are support components operable?

1.12 Consider the following: [ANO 2CAN079006 and ANO 2CAN1 19004]

a) Review outstanding Operability Evaluations, to ensure the new Evaluation does not
compromise existing Evaluations.

b) If a previous Operability Evaluation is being used to develop the current Operability
Evaluation, carefully consider ii the SSC is further degrading, or the possibility that there is
a common mode failure occurring.

c) Ensure that the REO/ Operability Evaluation is allowed to be developed, i.e. Technical
Specification must be met and an Operability Evaluation cannot be used to justify non-
compliance.

d) Ensure that the environment has not changed. As an example, if there is a concern with
respect to freeze protection of a pipe and the ambient condition is above the freezing point,
the Operability Evaluation needs to include a limitation. This is to ensure Operability is re-
evaluated, or the DNC resolved prior to ambient temperature decreasing below freezing.

e) Evaluate plant trend data, i.e. if evidence exists to make a deteriorating condition, although
not currently inoperable, an REO/ Operability Evaluation should be performed predicting the
point when the SSC may become inoperable. A limitation shall be established to address
the future prediction of inoperability. This should be done in accordance with PL-180.

f) Consideration should be made regarding the potential that the conditions assessed in the
Operability Evaluation could degrade. If the possibility of degradation exists, monitoring
parameters and trigger points should be developed and actions issued to trend potentially
degrading conditions. This should be done in the operability evaluation or as an ODMI in
accordance with EN-OP-111..

g) Do not rely on the PRA to confirm operability

h) Review previous surveillance tests on the SSC to determine if anomalies are present.

i) Review tests to assure IST requirements are met.

j) Verify redundant components are not also exhibiting the degraded or non conforming
condition.

k) For leaks at ISI boundaries review NRC Generic Letter 90-05 and RIS 2005-20.
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1) For piping or pipe supports consider, as applicable:

o Use of the criteria of ASME Code Section III, Section F per Attachment 9.6

o Information Notice 95-009 to ensure that appropriate methodologies are applied.

m) If margins are used to support operability ensure that the source of the margin is clearly
described in the Operability Evaluation and that no additional actions (e.g. NRC approval)
are required.

n) If as found field testing is planned, ensure a corrective action is issued to review the results
verses the assumptions in the Operability Evaluation to determine if there is any impact on
the Operability Determination or to determine if the Operability Evaluation should be
updated.

o) If equipment is exposed to operating conditions in excess of its design rating, then it
is inoperable until engineering evaluation determines it to be operable.

p) The operability determination should address not only the condition's impact on the
operability of an individual component, but it should also address the impact on the
operability of the system in which the component is located.

q) The operability determination should address the conditions impact on equipment/system
operability under other plant conditions. (i.e., consider responses for different operating
conditions (modes) than at the time of identification).

2.0 Items Clearly Inoperable

2.1 Certain conditions clearly render equipment inoperable. In these instances, the time of declaring
equipment inoperable is the time of discovery.

2.1.1 If equipment is unable to perform its function due to obvious failure, damage, or malfunction or
due to being removed from service (tagged out), then it is inoperable.

2.1.2 If equipment fails to start upon receipt of a valid safety signal, then it is inoperable.

2.1.3 If equipment fails to meet the quantitative requirements of Technical Specifications or of
surveillances demonstrating compliance with Technical Specifications, then it is inoperable.

Examples of this are Technical Specification or surveillance required tank levels, system
pressures, valve stroke times, system flow rates, etc.



ATrACHMENT 9.6A
Sheet 4 of 12
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3.0 Missed or Deficient Surveillances [ANO OCNA1 19404]

3.1 Technical Specification related equipment or systems are declared inoperable upon discovery of a
missed or deficient surveillance test, unless the TS states otherwise. At the time of discovery of the
missed or deficient test, the action statement of the appropriate LCO/AOT is applicable; however, if
actions are required to be performed within 24 hours or less, the 24-hour allowance provided by
Technical Specification may be entered. If reasonable expectation of operability does not exist,
immediately declare the equipment or system inoperable. If, during the testing, the surveillance
results in inoperability, then the appropriate LCO/AOT action statement requirements must be
applied.

3.2 If it is discovered that a Surveillance was not performed within its specified Frequency, then
compliance with the requirement to declare the LCO/AOT not met may be delayed from the time of
discovery up to 24 hours, or up to the limit of the specified Frequency, whichever is greater. This
delay period is permitted to allow performance of the Surveillance. A PRA evaluation shall be
performed per site-specific procedures for any surveillance delayed greater than 24 hours and the
risk impact shall be managed.

If the Surveillance is not performed within the delay period, the LCO/AOT must immediately be
declared not met, and the applicable LCO Condition(s) must be entered.

When the Surveillance is performed within the delay period and the Surveillance is not met, the
LCO/AOT must immediately be declared not met, and the applicable Condition(s) must be entered.

3.3 If the missed or deficient surveillance is not required by Technical Specifications or ASME Section
Xl, then operability is unaffected.

3.4 If this is a failure to retest or perform functional verification of equipment prior to restart or return to
service, then the equipment is inoperable.

3.5 If the retest or functional verification is required by Technical Specifications or ASME Section Xl,
then the equipment is inoperable.

4.0 Incorrect Inputs Used in a Calculation

If incorrect inputs (e.g. use of the wrong response spectrum, improper cable resistance, incorrect
material properties, etc.) were used in a calculation and they are determined to be non-conservative in
nature, then an engineering evaluation is required to assess operability.
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GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING BASIS FOR OPERABILITY EVALUATION

5.0 Documentation Only Deficiencies

If document deviations are identified that do not constitute a non-conforming condition as described.in
definition 3[8], then the related SSCs are operable.

For example, if an EQ file is identified with an incorrect radiation margin, but justification is available that
envelops the plant design requirements, there is no non-conforming condition since design and
licensing requirements are met.

6.0 MechanicalVCivilVStructural Operability Issues

6.1 Minor process fluid leakage (packing glands, gaskets, and non-welded connections)

If the leakage clearly has no adverse impact on any SSC function, then the equipment is operable.
If the leakage constitutes reactor coolant system or Containment boundary leakage, then
engineering evaluation is required.

6.2 Oil leaks

6.2.1 If the leakage is from non safety-related pumps or motors (i.e. equipment without an assumed
long-term operating requirement in the UFSAR) and does not require reservoir replacement
more than once per shift, then the equipment is operable.

6.2.2 If the leakage is from safety-related or augmented quality pumps (i.e. equipment assumed to
require extended operation per the UFSAR) or requires reservoir replacement more than once
per shift, then an Engineering Evaluation is required unless the leak clearly has no adverse
impact on the equipment.

6.3 Materials (piping, fittings, bolts, nuts, etc.)

6.3.1 If the material for piping, fittings, bolts and other components is discovered to be different than
the design documents specify, then the equipment is operable pending Engineering Evaluation
of chemical compatibility and structural strength requirements.

6.3.2 If painting deficiencies (missing, bubbled or chipped) are found on external surfaces outside of
Primary Containment that do not pose a Foreign Material Exclusion (FME) concern, then the
equipment is operable.

6.4 Manual valve position

6.4.1 If a manual valve that is required by Technical Specifications to be locked in a particular position
is found in the correct position, but not locked, then the valve is inoperable until locked or until
equivalent compensatory measures are taken.

6.4.2 If a manual valve that is required by a document other than Technical Specifications, TRM,
UFSAR, etc.) to be locked in a particular position is found in the correct position, but not locked,
then the valve is operable.
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6.4.3 If a manual valve that is required to be in a particular position to fulfill a safety function is found
in an incorrect position, then the valve and its associated system are inoperable until restored to
its required position.

6.5 Power operated valves

6.5.1 If a motor operated valve is required by Technical Specifications to be in a specific position with
its associated supply breaker open, and the breaker is not open, then the valve and its
associated system are inoperable until the breaker is opened.

6.5.2 If a Technical Specification required "actuated-closed" power operated valve is backseated,
then the valve is inoperable until either:

6.5.2.1 An engineering evaluation has been performed to demonstrate that the backseating is
acceptable, or

6.5.2.2 The valve has been demonstrated to be capable of closing from its backseated position.

6.5.3 If a Technical Specification required "actuated-open" power operated valve is torque seated,
then the valve is inoperable until either:

6.5.3.1 An engineering evaluation has been performed to demonstrate that the torque seating is
acceptable, or

6.5.3.2 The valve has been demonstrated to be capable of opening from its torque seated
position.

6.6 ASME Section XI Qualification (only for plants where this is a TS requirement)

6.6.1 If ASME B&PV Section XI equipment (Pumps, piping or valves) does not meet the overall
requirements of the applicable ASME Section XI specifications, then the equipment is
inoperable until:
o It is repaired, replaced or modified and tested to meet the specification, or
o Until NRC approval of Section XI relief is obtained, or
o An existing NRC approved Code case is identified, or
o It can be evaluated using ASME XI alternate methods of evaluation.
Qualification of the equipment should be addressed separately from operability.

6.6.2 For through-wall leaks in Class 1, 2 or 3 high-energy piping or in Class 1 or 2 moderate-energy
piping, the affected piping is inoperable. Refer to ENN-DC-185 for guidance on through-wall
leaks in Class 3 moderate-energy piping.

6.6.3 If a valve's Section XI IST Program test results (full-stroke exercising, stroke time testing, fail-
safe testing, seat leakage testing, etc.) indicate that a valve has degraded to an unacceptable
condition, it must be immediately declared inoperable until the cause of the condition is
determined and corrected.
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6.6.4 If a pump's Section XI IST Program test results (hydraulic performance and/or mechanical
condition) indicate that a pump has degraded to an unacceptable condition, (i.e., measured
parameters are in the "required action range"), the pump must be immediately declared
inoperable until the cause of the condition is determined and corrected.

6.7 Barriers

6.7.1 IF Fire Protection is in the plant's Tech Specs and an inadequate fire barrier exists, then it is
inoperable.

6.7.2 If a Condition exists affecting the structural integrity of a room, building, foundation, or other
structural component, then an evaluation may need to be performed to determine its operability.

6.7.3 IF HELB is in the plant's Tech Specs a HELB barrier is breached, then an engineering
evaluation is required to confirm operability of affected SSCs.

6.8 Missing or loose nuts/fasteners

If the fastener is part of one of the following joints, then the SSC is operable (provided an FME
concern is not created):

6.8.1 A joint supporting a non-EQ cover plate for an instrument, switch, cable tray cover or other

similar application, provided there are no more than two missing or loose fasteners'

6.8.2 A nut/bolt holding a valve handwheel, provided the stem is directed vertically upwards.

6.8.3 Cabinet door hinges or latches, provided the door can be opened, closed and latched.

6.8.4 Valve packing gland assembly, provided there is no leak at the valve stem with the system
pressurized, IST stroke times are within limits and the valve is not a Containment Isolation
Valve.

6.8.5 A nut/bolt holding a screen on air cooling ports of equipment, provided there are sufficient bolts
in place to prevent movementof the screen.

6.9 Pipe & Tubing Supports

6.9.1 If the component is obviously damaged, then an engineering evaluation is required to confirm
support/system operability.

6.9.2 If the component is incapable of performing its function, then the component is inoperable. An
engineering evaluation is required to determine system operability since such a condition may
or may not render the system inoperable.

6.9.4 If the component is performing a function it is not.designed for (e.g. pipe is binding due to
inadequate gaps or supporting unauthorized/unanalyzed equipment), then an engineering
evaluation is required to confirm operability.
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6.10 Hydraulic and mechanical snubbers

6.10.1 If a hydraulic or mechanical snubber is found to be outside the range specified on the drawing
or beyond the snubbers setting, including tolerances, then an engineering evaluation is
required.

6.10.2 If a hydraulic snubber has "the remotest amount of fluid available in the reserve reservoir", there
is enough fluid to accommodate full hydraulic response for any stroke position and it is
operable.

6.11 Erosion/Corrosion

If pipe wall thickness is measured to be <87.5% of the nominal wall thickness, then an engineering
evaluation is required to determine if the pipe is operable. ENN-CS-S-008 provides guidance for
this evaluation for ENN sites.

6.12 Piping
6.12.1 The bases for piping and pipe support operability acceptance criteria is Paragraph C.10 of

Appendix C of the Inspection Manual, part 9900: Technical Guidance, contained in the
attachment to RIS 2005-20. If a piping support is determined to be inoperable, the operability of
the associated piping system should be determined.

6.12.1.1 For the general case when a degradation or nonconformance associated with piping or
piping supports is discovered, the criteria in Appendix F of Section III of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code should be used for operability evaluations.

6.12.1..2 For particular case of a degraded or non conforming pipe support secured with concrete
expansion anchors, as an alternate to ASME Appendix F criteria, the support as a unit
may be considered operable if the factor of safety to ultimate strength is greater than or
equal to two.

6.12.2 SSCs that do not meet the above criteria should be considered inoperable. Exception: If SSCs
are otherwise determined to be operable based on additional criteria, the SSCs shall be
considered inoperable unless NRC approval is obtained to use the additional criteria.

7.0 Electrical/lI&C Operability Issues

7.1 Setpoint and calibration tolerance

7.1.1 If an equipment setpoint or calibration is determined to exceed that required by Technical
Specifications, then the equipment is inoperable.

7.1.2 If an equipment loop is determined (by test and/or calculation) to be unable to perform its
intended function within its required Technical Specification limits, then the loop is inoperable.
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7.2 Equipment with automatic and manual start/stop capability

7.2.1 If, for such equipment, the manual start/stop capability is required (by Technical Specifications,
to fulfill a specified function and it is lost, then the equipment is inoperable.

7.2.2 If, for such equipment, the automatic start/stop capability is required by Technical Specifications
to fulfill a specified function and it is lost, then the equipment is inoperable.

7.3 Environmental Qualification (EQ) (for equipment in TS/affecting TS SSCs)

7.3.1 If equipment is installed and maintained in accordance with the Environmental Qualification
Program, then, from an EQ standpoint, the equipment is operable (i.e., it is environmentally
qualified or has "environmental qualification").

7.3.2 If, for equipment that is required to be environmentally qualified, a condition exists that
,obviously would not allow performance of a specified safety function under all postulated
service conditions, then the equipment is inoperable.

For example, the EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement for an instrument transmitter may
require it to be sealed against moisture/steam intrusion. If the transmitter does not have a seal
installed, it is inoperable because it is obvious that it would not meet the EQ Maintenance &
Installation Requirement.

7.3.3 If, for equipment that is required to be environmentally qualified, a condition exists that may
compromise its environmental qualification, but it is not obvious whether its specified safety
function would be performed under all postulated service conditions, then the condition may
require confirmation of Operability.

For example, the EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement for an instrument transmitter may
require it to be sealed against moisture/steam intrusion. If the transmitter has an unused
conduit connection sealed only with a plastic shipping plug, then the transmitter may be
operable. This may be either because other testing has been performed for this configuration or
the EQ documentation may not have differentiated between LOCA and HELB mitigation, which
have different qualification requirements.

For another example, a procedural EQ Maintenance & Installation Requirement may require
replacement of an instrument transmitter's O-rings at five-year intervals. If it is determined that
a transmitter has exceeded this five year 0-ring replacement interval, it is not obvious that
performance of its specified function is prevented. An evaluation using transmitter/O-ring test
data, engineering analysis, etc., is required to confirm its operability.

7.4 Electrical Breakers or fuses

7.4.1 If an electrical breaker trips or fuse blows after having been reset from an earlier fault tripped
condition, then it is inoperable.

7.4.2 Operability may be re-established once the cause of the breaker trip or blown fuse is corrected
and component operation is retested.
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7.5 Emergency Diesel Generators

7.5.1 If an Emergency Diesel Generator fails to start or load, then it is inoperable.

7.5.2 If an EDG trips on a non-safety trip signal that would be bypassed on'receipt of an automatic
start signal, then the cause of the trip requires an Engineering Evaluation to determine whether
the EDG would be capable of sustaining its function after an automatic start.

¾>

8.0 Use of Reasonable Assurance

"Reasonable assurance" is a level of confidence that a particular situation or condition exists or does not
exist. In making a finding of reasonable assurance, the existing facts are first gathered. Judgment is
then applied to those facts resulting in a "weight of evidence" supporting a finding of reasonable
assurance. Management involvement is an essential element in the process particularly when
uncertainty exists or delays in the process are excessive or unacceptable.

The concept of reasonable assurance can be applied at several stages of the deficiency evaluation
process, namely in:

a) The initial categorization of a deficiency
b) The Operability Determination for safety related equipment
c) The development of a Reasonable Expectation of Operability if the affected equipment is

determined to be inoperable.

Engineering judgment should be applied when it is technically appropriate and defendable to reach
conclusions by this method instead of performing more rigorous analyses. The reluctance to use
engineering judgment when assigning a level of confidence can contribute to delays in the deficiency
evaluation process. Management attention should be applied to expedite the process and focus
resources.

Since evidence may change as more information is obtained, the weight of evidence is dynamic. As the
weight of evidence changes, the overall conclusion may require update. For this reason, the use of
engineering judgment may require follow-up analyses, tests or inspections to confirm the validity of the
conclusions reached.

Three different conclusions can be reached when making a finding of reasonable assurance:

a) reasonable assurance that a condition exists,
b) reasonable assurance that a condition does not exist, or
c) uncertainty as to whether a condition does or does not exist.

If uncertainty exists, management involvement is necessary. Management may decide to add to the
existing facts (by directing that additional tests or analyses be conducted) or reevaluate the facts using
engineering judgment in order to change the weight of evidence. The weight of evidence should be
changed enough to reach a finding of reasonable assurance (either positive or negative).
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9.0 Use of Engineering Judgment for Operability Determinations

According to the definition of operability, an SSC must be capable of performing its specified safety
function(s), as described in the Technical Specification Bases.

If a system, structure, or component is covered by the Technical Specifications, then the Technical
Specifications must be followed. If an SSC is not covered by Technical Specifications, then the
additional guidance of functionality of RIS 2005-20 can be applied.

RIS 2005-20, and other NRC guidance acknowledge the acceptability of using engineering judgment to
justify component or system operability. The two major points that most of the guidance stresses are:

" Engineering judgment should only be used to justify component or system operability when
there is reasonable expectation that a detailed analysis or evaluation will prove operability of the
component or system.

" A sound basis for the engineering judgment conclusion must be documented.

The scope of the engineering judgment Operability Determination must be sufficient to address the
capability of the equipment to perform its specified safety functions. The determination should consider
the following:

" Determine what equipment is degraded.

* Determine the specified safety functions of the affected equipment.

" Determine the extent of the degradation, including the possible failure mechanism.

* Determine if the equipment is capable of performing its specified safety function.

* Determine the basis for declaring the system operable.

NOTE: If the component or system can not perform at the level credited in the accident analysis, then it
should be considered inoperable unless supported by additional analysis. If the component or system
can not perform at the level required by Technical Specifications, then it should be considered
inoperable.

The Operability Determination should discuss the considerations listed above and must document the
basis for declaring the system operable.

To continue operation while an Operability Evaluation is being made, there must be a reasonable
expectation that the affected safety system is operable and that the confirmation process will support
that expectation. If that expectation does not exist or mounting evidence suggests that the final analysis
will conclude that the equipment can not perform its specified safety functions, then the SSC should be
considered inoperable and appropriate actions must be taken.
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10.0 Contingent Operator Action(s) Guidance

The following criteria should be considered when operator action(s) are credited in the Operability
Evaluation:

10.1 Sufficient number of shift operators is available to perform the required actions.

10.2 Written procedures, which outline the required actions are clear, complete, unambiguous, available

and used.

10.3 Operators performing the required action are properly trained.

10.4 Sufficient time is available for the operator to perform the required actions.

10.5 Locations outside of the control room at which operator actions must be performed shall be qualified
to adequately protect the operator from the environmental conditions caused by the design basis
event.

10.6 The dose to an individual operator who is required to take actions shall not exceed 5 Rem TEDE -
Limit (Internal Dose & External Dose) whole body, for the duration of the event.

10.7 Equipment required to perform the action is identified, labeled and periodically inventoried
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The Functionality Assessment is a process to determine if systems requiring Functionality Reviews satisfy
functionality requirements of the CLB. This Attachment provides guidance for Engineering when preparing a
Basis for Functionality.

1.0 General Guidelines

1.1 The basis in determining functionality should be considered from a system performance perspective
vice at a component level. For example, an individual component may fail to operate but the
system may have redundancy such that the system can still be fully capable in meeting its support
function.

1.2 Functionality of systems included in the TRM (this includes ODCM, etc.) are as specified in the

definition of Operability in the TRM.

1.3 Single failure criteria is not required to be met when considering functionality.

1.4 The format, content, etc. of Functional Failure Reviews performed in the Maintenance Rule program
can be used to meet the requirements of this Functionality Evaluation. Timeliness of this
evaluation will be determined by the Shift Manager
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Automatic action is frequently provided as a design feature specific to each safety system to ensure that the
specified functions of the system will be accomplished. Where a limiting safety system setting is specified for a
variable on which a safety limit has been placed, the setting must be so chosen that automatic protective action
will correct the abnormal situation before a safety limit is exceeded. Accordingly, it is not appropriate to take
credit for manual action in place of automatic action for protection of safety limits to consider equipment
operable. This does not preclude operator action to put the plant in a safe condition, but operator action cannot
be a substitute for automatic safety limit protection.

This checklist may be applied to compensatory measures and planned applications for crediting operator
manual action. For some situations, the substitution of manual action for non-automatic and automatic action
may be acceptable, the determination of operability with regard to the use of manual action must focus on the
physical differences between normal specified function and theproposed manual action and the ability of the
manual action to accomplish the specified function.

REFERENCES
" NRC RIS 2005-20, Revision to Guidance formerly contained in NRC Generic Letter 91-18, Information

to Licensees Regarding NRC Inspection Manual Section On Resolution Of Degraded And
Nonconforming Conditions and on Operability

" NEI 96-07, Guidelines for 10 CFR 50.59 Safety Evaluations.
" NRC Inspection Manual 9900, STS10 OP.STS, Technical Guidance for Operable/Operability for

Ensuring the Functional Capability of a System or Component.
* NRC Information Notice 97-78, Crediting of Operator Actions in place of Automatic Actions and

Modifications of Operator Actions, Including Response Times.
* ANSI 58.8, Time Response Design Criteria for Safety Related Operator Action.

Consider the following:

* The ability to recognize input signals for action.
o Ready access to or recognition of setpoints.
" Design nuances that may complicate subsequent manual operation such as auto-reset.
* Repositioning on temperature or pressure.
* Timing required for automatic action, etc.
* Minimum manning requirements.
" Emergency operation procedures written for the automatic mode of operation.
" Written procedures in place.

Note: The assignment of a dedicated operator for manual action is not acceptable without written procedures
and a full consideration of all pertinent differences.

0 Training accomplished on those procedures before substitution of any manual action for the loss of an
automatic action.

* The ability and timing in getting to the area.
* Training of personnel to accomplish the task.
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CR Number CA Number/ Description Cognizant Final

(Operability Work Order # Engineer Operability Evaluation Status Closure

Evaluation #) Active/Complete InitiaVDate
(SM)

Active(Date/SM)

Complete (Date/SM)

Active(Date/SM)

Complete (Date/SM)

Active(Date/SM)

Complete (Date/SM)

Active(Date/SM)

Com plete (Date/SM)

Active(Date/SM)

Complete (Date/SM)
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