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No. 
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Co. 

09-01 MSPI EDG Failure Introduced Cooper 
09-02 ANS Pre-conditioning Introduced Industry 

 



FAQ 09-01 

FAQ TEMPLATE 
 
 
Plant: __Cooper Nuclear Station, Nebraska Public Power District___ 
Date of Event: ___10/30/2008______________ 
Submittal Date: _3/9/2009________________________ 
Licensee Contact: _Steve Nelson_________ Tel/email: (402) 825-5058 / 
sknelso@nppd.com 
NRC Contact: _Nicholas Taylor_ Tel/email: _(402) 825-5659/ nht@nrc.gov_  
Performance Indicator: MSPI-EAC 
 
Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No 
 
FAQ requested to become effective when approved. 
 
Question Section 
 
NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation): 
 
Appendix F, Section F2.2.2 Lines 7 through 9 on page F-26, lines 18 through 21 on page 
F-27, and lines 7 through 15 on page F-28 state,  
 
“EDG failure to run: Given that it has successfully started and loaded and run for an 
hour, a failure of an EDG to run/operate. (Exclude post maintenance tests, unless the 
cause of failure was  independent of the maintenance performed.)” 
 
“For a running component that is secured from operation due to observed degraded 
performance, but prior to failure, then a run failure shall be assumed unless evaluation of 
the condition shows that the component would have continued to operate for the mission 
time starting from the time the component was secured.” 
 
“Failures of SSC’s that are not included in the performance index will not be counted as a 
failure or a demand. Failures of SSC’s that would have caused an SSC within the scope 
of the performance index to fail will not be counted as a failure or demand. An example 
could be a manual suction isolation valve left closed which would have caused a pump to 
fail. This would not be counted as a failure of the pump. Any mis-positioning of the valve 
that caused the train to be unavailable would be counted as unavailability from the time 
of discovery. The significance of the mis-positioned valve prior to discovery would be 
addressed through the inspection process.  (Note, however, in the above example, if the 
shut manual suction isolation valve resulted in an actual pump failure, the pump failure 
would be counted as a demand and failure of the pump.)” 
 
 
Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation: 
 
See attached CNS MSPI Basis Document (EAC Excerpts) for system description and 
boundaries.   
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Condition Report CR-CNS-2008-8017 identified that, on 10/30/2008, the Control Room 
received a DG#1 trouble alarm and DG#1 Day Tank low level alarm during surveillance 
testing.  The Station Operator reported DG fuel transfer flow at ~2 to 2.5 gpm with 
sporadic drops to 0 gpm, by local flow meter. 
 
The Root Cause determined that the fuel oil low flow resulted from foreign material 
blockage in the Day Tank Float Operated Valve (FOV).  The foreign material was debris 
generated from a degraded Ethylene Propylene Rubber (EPR) or Polyisoprene (IR) 
gasket material from a component upstream of the FOV.  The source of the gasket 
material was identified as the inlet gasket to an upstream flow meter.  The flow meter is 
only placed in service during the monthly Operability Tests and quarterly IST transfer 
pump tests. The FOV is mounted on the side of the Day Tank and provides a fuel oil 
transfer system inlet flow path to the Day Tank. 
 
CNS understands the NEI definition of  “fuel system (local or Day Tank)” as excluding 
all fuel oil transfer system components required to transfer fuel oil from the Storage 
Tanks to the Day Tanks.  A separate FAQ has been submitted to address fuel oil transfer 
component boundaries.   
 
Note:  This FAQ is submitted for evaluation irrespective of the EDG component 
boundary regarding fuel oil transfer system components (i.e. – interpretation is requested 
assuming fuel oil transfer system components may be considered within and not-within 
the boundary).   
 
The Root Cause provided additional information concerning the system impact associated 
with the foreign material, specifically; 
 

• The flow meter is only placed in service during the monthly Operability Tests and 
quarterly IST transfer pump tests. Therefore, between tests the gaskets at the inlet 
and outlet of the flow meter are not subjected to flow and pieces of the gasket 
would not be introduced into the system when the DG is in a standby lineup. 

• During the October 30 surveillance the DG was inoperable during the time the 
flow meter was lined up to test the fuel oil transfer flow, until correcting the fuel 
oil transfer flow reduction. 

 
 
Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) interpretation of NEI 99-02, Appendix F, Section F2.2.2 
guidance is that securing the EDG during the failed surveillance on October 30 shouldn’t 
be counted as a run failure.  The basis for not counting this as a run failure includes the 
following, 
 

• With the flow meter normally isolated the foreign material was not capable of 
entering the fuel oil transfer system in the standby condition or following an 
actual demand.  Therefore, the EDG was not in an unknown/latent failed state 
(Appendix F, page F-26, lines 34 -39 and FAQ ID 463 Response). 
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• The cause of low fuel oil transfer flow on October 30 was due to opening valves 
to line-up the flow meter for data collection purposes.  These valves are 
maintained closed during standby and post accident conditions.  The condition 
was identified during the surveillance and corrected before returning the EDG to 
operable status.  The alignment of the flow meter for surveillance data collection 
is a maintenance/test activity, which post maintenance testing discovered and 
corrected the condition (Appendix F, page F-26, lines 7 -9 and FAQ ID 458 
Response). 

• The fact that the EDG was secured from operation due to observed degraded 
performance, but prior to failure does not require a run failure be counted, 
provided the EDG would have performed its function for the entire mission time 
while in the standby condition.  The EDG degraded performance was introduced 
by the surveillance test alignment and corrected (Appendix F, page F-27, lines 18 
-21).  The degraded performance was directly related to the maintenance/test 
configuration and the DG remained inoperable prior to opening the flow meter 
isolation valves, until the condition was corrected and testing completed. 

 
Questions 

 
1. Per NEI 99-02, does realignment of manual isolation valves to support surveillance 

testing, which results in placing the EDG in an off-normal (e.g. - test alignment, not 
standby, etc) alignment constitute a maintenance activity?  If this off-normal 
alignment results in a degraded condition or failure that is discovered during the 
performance of the surveillance, does the exclusion discussed in Appendix F, page F-
26, lines 7 through 9 apply? 

2. Should the guidance in Appendix F, page F-27, lines 18 – 21 be applied to consider 
run failures when securing the equipment if the EDG would have met mission time in 
the standby alignment and the degraded condition was introduced and corrected 
during the same surveillance test that discovered it? 

3. For failures and discovered conditions for non-monitored structures, systems, and 
components (SSC), does securing from a surveillance test due to degraded 
performance or failure of the non-monitored SSC constitute an actual failure, as 
discussed in Appendix F, page F-28, lines 14 – 15?  Does securing the monitored 
components meet the intent of the word “actual” in lines 14 – 15?   

   
 
If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances 
explain 
 
The NRC Resident Inspector (RI) concludes that the opening of the valves on the flow 
meter during performance of the surveillance test on October 30, 2008 should be counted 
as a run failure per the guidance in Appendix F, page F-27, lines 18-21.  Additionally, the 
RI points to guidance contained in Appendix F, page F-28, lines 14 – 15 as another 
example for why this should be counted as an EDG run failure even if it is associated 
with non-monitored SSCs.  
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The RI provided his position on this issue which is quoted here verbatim. 
 
“The NRC believes that the failure should count as a failure to run for the MSPI based on 
loss of fuel oil to allow the EDG to run for its mission time.  The failure of the engine was 
a result of a low fuel oil transfer rate from the clogged float valve that would have 
prevented the EDG from meeting its mission time.   
NEI 99-02, Appendix F, Section F2.2.2, Failures, states on page F-27, lines 18-21 that, 
"For a running component that is secured from operation due to observed degraded 
performance but prior to failure, then run failure shall be assumed unless evaluation of 
the condition shows that the component would have continued to operate for the mission 
time starting from the time the component was secured."  In this case, the EDG was 
secured from operation to prevent damage due to a lack of adequate fuel oil supply.  
Lines 18-21 requires that the DG needed to be able to run for its 24 hour mission time 
when it was secured.  At that time the Day Tank level was lowering below its low level 
annunciator setpoint and the flow meter was indicating 2 to 2.5 gpm with negative 
spiking to zero gpm noted.  The DG at this time, with the low Day Tank level, would have 
required a fuel transfer rate near the 4.64 gpm fully loaded DG fuel consumption rate to 
permit mission time to be achieved. 
NEI 99-02, Appendix F, Section F2.2.2, Failures, states on page F-26, lines 27-29 that, 
"Treatment of Demand and Run Failures.  Failures of monitored components on demand 
or failures to run, either actual or test are included in unreliability.  The flow meter 
introduced foreign material into the essential fuel oil flow path during the October 31, 
2008 failed surveillance when the float valve was severely clogged (2 to 2.5 gpm with 
spikes to zero). 
The NRC recommends the 4th Quarter MSPI EAC input be corrected to include this run 
failure.” 
 
CNS disagrees with the SRI’s interpretation of NEI 99-02.  CNS contends that if it is 
agreed that no unknown/latent failed state existed prior to placing the flow meter in-
service for surveillance testing and the condition was introduced and corrected prior to 
returning the DG to an operable status, that this shouldn’t be counted as a run failure 
regardless of monitoring boundary definitions.  
 
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers 
 
FAQ 458, 463 
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Response Section 
 
Proposed Resolution of FAQ 
 
The introduction of foreign material during the October 30 surveillance test would have 
challenged the ability to meet a 24-hour mission time, but is excluded due to the fact it 
was introduced during the surveillance while the EDG was inoperable and corrected 
before returning the EDG to operable status.  The alignment of the flow meter for 
surveillance data collection is a maintenance/test activity, which post maintenance testing 
discovered and corrected the condition (Appendix F, page F-26, lines 7 -9 and FAQ ID 
458 Response). 
   
The current guidance provided in NEI 99-02 details that the event involving the diesel 
generator fuel oil transfer function would not qualify as a MSPI failure, or require accrual 
of unavailability time for the emergency AC power function. 



FAQ 09-02 

FAQ TEMPLATE 
 
 
Plant:   __NEI__________________ 
Date of Event: __NA__________________ 
Submittal Date: __1-16-09_______________ 
Licensee Contact: __Martin Hug__ Tel/email:  _MTH@nei.org 202.739.8129____ 
NRC Contact: _Steve LaVie_  Tel/email:  _Steve.Lavie@NRC.gov________ 
 
Performance Indicator:  Alert and Notification System Reliability 
 
Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No 
 
FAQ requested to become effective when approved. 
 
Question Section 
 
NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation): 
 
NEI 99-02 Revision 5, page 57, lines 12 to 15 
 
Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation: 
 
Are actions taken before an ANS test specifically for the purpose of improving the 
outcome of a scheduled test appropriate? 
 
If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances 
explain. 
 
There are no facts or circumstances where disagreement exists.   
 
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:  There are no other relevant FAQ. 
 
 
Response Section 
 
 
Proposed Resolution of FAQ 
 
The following text would be inserted following line 15 on page 57 of NEI 99-02: 
  
15 counted in the performance indicator database. Actions that could affect the 
as found condition of sirens prior to testing are not allowed. 
 
 
 
The following text would be inserted following line 29 on page 58 of NEI 99-02: 
 
“Actions specifically taken to improve the performance of a scheduled test are not 
appropriate.  The test results should indicate the actual as-found condition of the ANS.  
Such practices will result in an inaccurate indication of ANS reliability.   
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“Examples of actions that are NOT allowed and DO affect the as found conditions of 
sirens (not an all inclusive list): 
 

o Preceding test with an unscheduled test  with the sole purpose to validate 
the sirens is functional.  

 
o Prior to a scheduled test, adjustment or calibration of siren system 

activation equipment that was not scheduled to support post maintenance 
testing. 

 
o Prior to a scheduled test, testing siren system activation equipment or an 

individual siren(s) unless the equipment is suspected damaged from 
adverse weather, vandalism, vehicular strikes, etc. 

 
o Prior to a scheduled test, testing siren system activation equipment or an 

individual siren(s) unless the equipment is suspected as being non-
functional as a result of a computer hardware or software failure, radio 
tower failure, cut phone line, etc. 

 
“However, in no case should response preclude the timely correction of ANS problems 
and subsequent post-maintenance testing, or the execution of a comprehensive 
preventive maintenance program. 
 
“Testing opportunities that will be included in the ANS performance indicator are 
required to be defined in licensee ANS procedures.  These are typically: bi-weekly, 
monthly quarterly and annual tests.  The site specific ANS design and testing document 
approved by FEMA is a reference for the appropriate types of test, however licensees 
may perform tests in addition to what is discussed in the FEMA report.   
 
“Examples of actions that ARE allowed and do not affect the as found conditions of 
sirens (not an all inclusive list):  
 

o Regardless of the time, an unscheduled diagnostic test and subsequent 
maintenance and repair followed by post maintenance testing after any 
event that causes actual or suspected damage, such as: 

1. Severe/inclement weather (high winds, lightning, ice, etc.), 
2. Suspected or actual vandalism, 
3. Physical damage from impact (vehicle, tree limbs, etc.), 
4. Computer hardware and software failures, 
5. Damages communication cables or phone lines. 
6.  Problems identified by established routine use of the siren 

feedback systems. 
 
 

o Scheduled polling tests for the purpose of system monitoring to optimize 
system availability and functionality.”  

 


	Enclosure 4 Cover Page
	Enclosure 4

