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C.Progres Energy
PO Box 155
41 1',Fyteil tetMl
Rale'igh NC 27602ý

Serial: .PE&A-0-6

Ruilemaking, blireilves;' and&Editing -Branchli
'Office ,.of Adininlistration
"United States ,.Nuc6lear .,Reguladiofy,'Cfimhii'ssio'n

Washingto, D20555-000.1

SUBJCT: Comentson rif Re~hit1zyGuid DQ120"An pprachforiD terminingw

Th NCgsijsýd'f6' lpulli cmette ujcdrfRglaoyGie rogress, nergy iS
pleaspe'to~submnfr'cornhi ents ýo nithe' proposed ýreviso toRgulatory*Giuide L.200. W&-als&,

endose ~te'&ohn seitsrprovide by th' la nryIsitut !(NEI-)'in theirletter dated
August '2,ý,, 26008.

'W-e -.beli'e'v-e th'a-t s-1 &-fica 'fu~ 'faj~b7"" reol4 withi Poabilisti Risk ssessment.
'(PRA) sadrsddressed ini, he~appen &,icsaff wlih the, reultory:'impli irssgetdin

th oythe hedat~~~t ud.:-We ýbeieve he Reuatr Guide should not eise
foruseuntl f.,~hrprogressjis made inadressing the iseoulndbowawllas -th 6issues

ientified by ̀ NEL TMhbodyýof thIs lette poishIg frVjrgulJatory comments, onvthe dr'aft'
Regulaftoy" Guide. Spe cific comments ,on ,the; ReuaoyGieadt pedice ar -rvded

Ainte enclosure.,

1. ~ M ThsRgltr uid drfIhne h plicaI"bilit 'fro risk ."applications" to-risk-

"acivte. ehentn~ "risk ýactiiis lc larity and i' pe ntrrtain

2. hephase~ipats is sgniicnt an'6d; "nosig~nificant ifm-pact" ,aie usedad are not
defined .

3. henewdeintio o "Sgnfiant~h~g~itrikinlslht isded.> i 'definitionlisnlot
clear ,and`:thetap~lcto of ti deinition' ,isbndt prcIcl ~pca~lapl~ it to.

various, iri activities":.,versus!'rink capltion~s"sicsedao.



United States-Nuclear Regulatory Commission,PE&R $S-08-064 ".. ....... .... .

Page.2 of 2

,Sicerelyis

iBrian-tMcCalse



Enclosure

#W". PageL I Section Comment
.1 .2.1 Quantification Need clarification as to the intent of the discussion on.

'section 't-rucationliimit being based upon each accident, seqtieicele
'not changing. If YoU hayeo a single topm it should be
ýbased on CDF not chanaing. Also, o W oesta
.usually have numerous accident sequences, this would be,
time consuminfg. You may be spending time on accident
sequences that do not contribute to the CDF. Section 1.2.1
(truncation based upon accident sequence) and Table 2-9.
(truncation based upon total CDF) under quantification'
don't match. The truncation liimit should be based upon

aplication and total CF

2 15 i12.6 Interpretation,, How is the level of detail associated with each hazzard
of Results, group 'to be defined or categorized so that it•will be usefuil

in interpretingý the results?

3 16, ,1.2.6.Interpretation. Need&more cla•ification on significtb contributions to
of Results uncertainty regarding how to define,, recognize, and

document the uncertainty for each "haad rgroup.

4. 19 TFable, 2 POS The duration of each Plat t•perating State (POS)will be
difficult to. determine other than "at power". Suggest using
anestimate for duration in any PO5 otherthan "at power."....

.19 Table 2 Initiaifng Thetempo•rary alignments term needs a definition of whatý
'Events, isconsidered a temporary alignment. Thi's requirement

seemns to be blurring the linebetween usingth PSA for
10 CFR 50.65 (a)(4) applications and the baseline PRA..
The' temporarv system alignments are open enided-anid
cannot be predicted.

6 1...9.... Table2IE Analysis. Same as comment number 5 on temporary system

alignments causing, an IE.

7 ... Table A-I Initiating, Need to quAfV wlifwi-choper-atoractions areaan initiating,
,Event eVent. Recomiend:tthatt:eoperator'actions discussi'onbe':

revised to indicate that HFE are a source for IE. However;
these HFE' are not required to be quialtified separate'ly
ýbecause the operator/maintenance actions that would
causeaplant trip/ transient wbuIld be grouped with the IE
that corresponds to the plant, response. Each group ofiEs
would include the HFE contribution as determined byý
plant experience.

8.ý A-9 Table A-I PRA Most changes impac:t.the Significant seqences intsomeUpgrade:. ay. Need to defiie howmuch'of an impact is deemed

necessary for an'upgrade.
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9 A-9. TableA- Isection The pre1ious reviion, stated that' Different porions ...
!-3.1, StigeA May be :irrelevanLt,-"',Why•.h isthis s tinot tre?

10 A 11 Tble A3,.% .:, x ets'v ri!:0'~ ~~ A `~::~ T~A3~.•3ýý, Tlie61han-ge-nWr U•i-eqiee', Ue'do"6uistide expepris!',,,versus.

p...................... *Using .:experts.- Why are. outside: expertsnow :equlred?

Il A-14 TaeAi -1global The term "signfihant ha• ge*inrisk-insights is' used here.

______examples•.•

1i2. •A-16• T'i:ablel A-.l?, Ex 18 :•The NRC discusses. '"new methoddiogy". .as somethinggthat-

. ........... • •could uresuti changesrea to;icupg citr iaa nd-. p•ou entlrelyle

. .... At..a is Ieneamstalaes, h e lage ii theene t'.A

*:ftiri2hg.Exa1mpe-ls- 'g-ming.o .AA 3-1o .s 5 Iasin icthe

consierationofrtmechangnfrmetAA3btos: 4.ange'on
fromte0etafon 4f0.6requireafeet R.heview9ofwtheHan

EX. 23 to6 procedur e hanges are anupraodeo thatwoul, d rieq wouiel
aO- fu .r.•eview. Is Tatthevnent?... ueto

fore"algnments toed"eient moonequiregz .Ha
pisces..'xm igigýri P o 051'ft6Cnsigbdedrato becme: af " ieqauirgnentsmo, ethuis chan :opens

up the:P-RAl at

!6 •f!2 "•..1'•.;-•:.•D' Tisterretauio-emethfore yf:iseems to waireeyntive andis
.,.,A:I , correecta~emar tieietehm:il:e~dehobsci~indwlti e ure ed H' forul

you know i-ffouave goten allpossie•. "catign .. n.s.du

EX 2e -uirem ensd6n1irqireit thpsrleel!-.oexpertiseoureur:

toemaintenane foi0tr thOes.~it'f~i xetocurdd

!7 Abl2A8wf'!!,AU 3,bThiAsomed arig ementrhofe n i event wo ld ategorize ased

upon crteia gien in4ý,e Te-me3

15 A-22 Table A2 HRlD0ChaRg~th word;4) Iinclud ing¶"to.i s!.g.,fasrtliewot~hereds

,dupliatiOn
The list ofs qleaSn aaieB2noai procedures.

pth e PRAýo' 1t-t
16 A2 Tale -4 WND- Thi equiremnt ofor Cth. Ire~venisto beodwhai-r~ tisean

Alacceptable foom~ etihtefivfdih isd~io n wliatdis r~uirdfo
leelofefor ade-hia ~aa~is. C-at I

ryqiirenenis doul noftrenAI'poths ley ,o exertiseor
17 A-,8IFC Ade aeqiemnt o cnidrtobaco maintenance f - curd

115 Ar2Z Tbl,.-ofk 1 OCFR50.6(a)(4. eInoiuding thsf Y -ieint hereis
______to;'.e dupthetion

.18 A-402- FSSb-B2 N ) Typoin, CAT 11 "remoter"t



United StaýtesiNUýlear Regulato1r Commission,
PEt AS,-08-064

19, A41 SSD3l ' removes theallowancefor bounded" unscreened
-physical analysis units. It ischanged: trequire'
'"accurately characterized", fire riskco, trilutibnsno
matter what the risk signific'ance of the ,physical anayi
unit. With plants having some 4000 or more fire sources,
the elimination of use of bounding for somfe physical
analysis areas is a significant increase in burden rith no
increase in insights. This also means that there is actually
-no difference between CAT III and CAT ,IIsince in each
case the accurate characterization for all areas means that
the risk for all specific ignition sources has to be done in"
eifher CAT ii or CAT 1I1.

20'A-42 FSS-F1 t ' Typo Cat 11 and II. .
21 = 48 e Section 4-1'1 This section of the ASME standard-Shouldnotbe

endorsed by the NRC until a pilot efotis cMpileted'to
demonstrate the ability to, meet the requirements, with the
existing state of knowledge ,n.d avaiable ltoo ls 'and
Iresources. Curently the most',technologicallyadvanced

_ _SPRA cannot meet the requirements.,


