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FAQ No. PI Topic Status Plant/Co. Point of Contact 

11-13 EP03 Suspension of 
Siren Testing 
for Weather-
Related Issues 

Discussed on 1/19/2012 

Introduced 12/1/2011.   

Final 2/23/2012 

Generic Marty Hug 
(NEI) 

12-01 
(Proposed) 

MS06 Columbia DG3 
Failure 

To be introduced 3/28/2012 Generic Richard Wolfgramm 
(ENW) 

Jeremy Groom 
(NRC) 

12-02 
(Proposed) 

PP01 Counting of 
Compensatory 
Hours for 
Perimeter 
Intrusion 
Detection 
System 

To be introduced 3/28/2012 Generic Ron Gaston 
(Exelon) 

Brian Yip 
(NRC) 

 

NEI Contact:  James E. Slider, 202-739-8015, jes@nei.org 

 

 

mailto:jes@nei.org�


NRC Final Response to FAQ 11-13 
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Plant:      Generic  
Date of Event:    Spring, 2011  
Submittal Date:   12/01/2011  
Licensee Contact:   Marty Hug   Tel/email:  202-739-8129/mth@nei.org            
NRC Contact:       Eric Schrader Tel/email:  301-415-5627/eric.schrader@nrc.gov 
  
Performance Indicator:   EP03, Alert and Notification System Reliability  
  
Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No  
  
FAQ requested to become effective:  At least one full calendar quarter after approval  
  

Question Section  
  
NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):  
  
ANS page 57 lines 6 through 10  
  
6 If a siren is out of service for maintenance or is inoperable at the time a regularly scheduled test  
7 is conducted, then it counts as both a siren test and a siren failure. Regularly scheduled tests  
8 missed for reasons other than siren unavailability (e.g., out of service for planned maintenance or  
9 repair) should be considered non opportunities. The failure to perform a regularly scheduled test  
10 should be noted in the comment field.  
  
Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:  
Certain conditions could result in intentional down-powering of equipment for safety reasons (e.g. flooding) and 
the area being deemed uninhabitable by State and/or Local agencies. In the spring of 2011, flooding on the 
Missouri River resulted in evacuation of residents around the Fort Calhoun and Cooper nuclear power plants. The 
plants followed their emergency plans but conditions remained well below a General Emergency which would 
have required evacuation. Specific areas were evacuated due to high water rather and EPZ sirens in those areas 
were intentionally de-energized due to rising water and a concern for downed power lines. The sirens were not 
needed since those areas had already been evacuated. State and local governments identified the areas as 
inaccessible to the public and uninhabited. Backup route alerting remained available (via water craft). Testing of 
sirens in areas that are uninhabited would not result in validation of the siren’s performance as individuals were 
not in the areas to report possible failures.   
  
If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances explain  
N/A  
  
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers  
None  
  

Response Section  
Proposed Resolution of FAQ  
  
Revise Revision 6 of NEI 99-02, page 57, to read as indicated below:   
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6 If a siren is out of service for maintenance or is inoperable at the time a regularly scheduled test  
7 is conducted, then it counts as both a siren test and a siren failure. Regularly scheduled tests  
8 missed for reasons other than siren unavailability (e.g., out of service for planned maintenance or  
9 repair) should be considered non opportunities. The failure to perform a regularly scheduled test  
10 should be noted in the comment field.  Additionally, if sirens are not available for operation 
because of intentional actions to disable them, and the area is deemed uninhabitable by State and/or 
Local agencies, the siren(s) in question are not required to be counted in the numerator or 
denominator of the Performance Indicator for testing throughout the event. The conditions causing 
the suspension of testing, its duration and restoration are to be noted in the comment field for the 
indicator.  
 
Final NRC Response: 
 
NRC staff approves of the proposed revision of NEI 99-02.  This change will be effective April 1, 
2012 and shall be applied to 2Q2012 data that will be reported to the NRC in July 2012.  
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Plant:  Columbia Generating Station (CGS) 
Date of Event:  February 28, 2010 
Submittal Date:  March 6, 2012 
Licensee Contact:  Richard Wolfgramm      Tel/email: (509) 377-4174 
 rpwolfgramm@energy-northwest.com 
NRC Contact:  Jeremy Groom Tel/email: (509) 377-2112 
 jeremy.groom@nrc.gov 
Performance Indicator:  MS06 
Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? Yes or No:  No 
FAQ requested to become effective when approved. 

Question Section 
NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):   

The guidance in question is on page F-26, lines 3 through 15, of NEI 99-02, Rev 6. 
3 EDG failure to start: A failure to start includes those failures up to the point the EDG has 
4 achieved required speed and voltage. (Exclude post maintenance tests, unless the cause of failure 
5 was independent of the maintenance performed.) 
6  
7 EDG failure to load/run: Given that it has successfully started, a failure of the EDG output 
8 breaker to close, to successfully load sequence and to run/operate for one hour to perform its 
9 monitored functions. This failure mode is treated as a demand failure for calculation purposes. 

10 (Exclude post maintenance tests, unless the cause of failure was independent of the maintenance 
11 performed.) 
12  
13 EDG failure to run: Given that it has successfully started and loaded and run for an hour, a failure 
14 of an EDG to run/operate. (Exclude post maintenance tests, unless the cause of failure was 
15 independent of the maintenance performed.) 

 
Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation: 

On February 28, 2010, CGS was testing an Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG).  Refer to figure 1 for Load 
and Current trace of the subject event.  The EDG successfully started, the EDG output breaker 
successfully closed (T = 0 minutes), the EDG successfully load sequenced up to fully loaded (T = 21 
minutes), after 45 minutes the EDG experienced unexpected load oscillations of 350 kw (T = 66 
minutes), after 17 minutes the load was lowered (T = 83 minutes) and the 350 kw oscillations were 
observed to continue another 16 minutes of operation until the EDG was unloaded (T = 99 minutes) and 
shut down.   

When the EDG was shutdown, plant staff made a log entry stating, “After running DG3 fully loaded over 
an hour per SOP-DG3-START, observed …  Swings from 300 to 320 amps, Swings from 2200 to 2500 KW 
…”.  Root cause investigation later identified that the governor actuator had failed 45 minutes after 
reaching full load (T = 66 minutes).  At that point the EDG was no longer capable of performing its 
monitored function.  The MSPI Basis Document identifies that the monitored function is to provide 4160 
VAC emergency power to safety related Division 3 HPCS equipment and has a mission time of 24 hours.  
The frequency and magnitude of load oscillations were such that the DG could not have provided power 
to required safety related loads for 24 hours.  To be clear, the EDG did run for more than an hour after 
breaker closure, but only 45 minutes after reaching full load at which point it was no longer capable of 
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performing its monitored function.  This was interpreted as an “EDG Failure to Load/Run” based on the 
guidance in effect at the time and was reported as such.   

On October 26, 2011, FAQ Number 487 was issued with an effective date of January 1, 2012, meaning 
that licensees will begin applying the FAQ resolution to 1Q2012 data reported to NRC in April 2012.  The 
FAQ clarified that the one hour time limit for differentiating between an “EDG Failure to Load/Run” and 
an “EDG Failure to Run” is after the EDG output breaker successfully closed.  The FAQ resolution was 
needed because the definitions of “EDG Failure to Start”, “EDG Failure to Load/Run”, and “EDG Failure 
to Run” were confusing and contradictory.  Information Systems Laboratories, Inc, performed a review 
for the NRC of EDG and Fuel Oil Transfer Pump failures to support the changes to the EDG failure 
definitions.  In the report, it specifies that the key differences between NEI 99-02, Rev 6, and the 
proposed changes includes changes to the load/run failure definition from the failure to successfully 
load sequence and run/operate for one hour to the failure to run for one hour after breaker has 
received a signal to close and clarification of run failure to not require the EDG to be fully loaded.  The 
primary objective of the failure definition changes is to sharpen the transition points between the three 
failure modes. 

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances explain: 

CGS and the CGS NRC Senior Resident Inspector (SRI) do not agree that CGS properly reported the 
February 28, 2010 EDG failure.  NEI 99-02 defines “EDG failure to load/run”.  In part, it states: “Given 
that it has successfully started, a failure of the EDG output breaker to close, to successfully load 
sequence and to run/operate for one hour to perform its monitored functions.”  The intent of this FAQ 
is to clarify that based on the guidance available at the time the start time for the “one hour” period 
begins once the EDG has completed its load sequence and is loaded (at T=21 and not at T=0 (as per 
figure 1)).  Based on the response to FAQ Number 487, CGS understands that as of 1/1/2012 the “one 
hour” period begins at output breaker closure (T=0 per figure 1). 

 

RESIDENT INSPECTOR POSITION 
The inspectors disagree with the licensee’s position that NEI 99-02, Revision 6, in effect at the time the 
February 28, 2010 diesel failure, would require this issue to be reported as an “EDG failure to load run”.  
For the February 28, 2010 diesel failure at Columbia Generating Station, please consider the following 
sequence of events: 

Time on 
2/28/10 

Event Elapsed Time following DG 
Output Breaker Closure 

1:40 AM Division 3 Diesel Generator (DG-3) is Started for testing N/A 
1:57 AM DG-3 Field is Flashed N/A 
2:16 AM DG-3  Output Breaker is Shut (some load is immediately 

placed on the component) 
T=0 

2:37 AM DG-3  is fully loaded  T + 21 minutes 
3:22 AM DG-3 first exhibits load oscillations T + 66 minutes 
3:55 AM DG-3 is unloaded T + 99 minutes 
4:36 AM DG-3 is secured T + 140 minutes 

Based on the timeline associated with the February 28, 2010 diesel failure, the resident inspectors 
believe that evaluation under the existing guidance at the time of the issue (NEI 99-02, Revision 6) 
should have determined that this particular diesel failure is an “EDG failure to run”.  The two key points 
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for determining the type of failure should be the time the diesel generator output breaker is closed and 
the time the monitored function is lost. 

The inspectors believe that the 1 hour clock that distinguishes the differences between “failure to load 
run” and a “failure to run” begins at the time the diesel output breaker is shut (in this case, 2:16 AM).  
Assigning T=0 at breaker closure as opposed to T=21 when full load is reached is more appropriate in 
this case because the slow loading sequence used during this particular procedure is not representative 
of how the component performs its monitored function.  The inspectors believe that the definition of 
failure to load run which includes the phrase “the generator successfully load sequenced” is meant to 
describe how the equipment would respond in an accident condition (short duration load sequence) 
rather than the 21 minute slow loading that was performed as part of the standard operating 
procedure.  

NEI 99-02 states that only failures that occur when a component fails to run/operate for one hour to 
perform it monitored functions should be considered “EDG failure to load/run”.  Specifically, NEI 99-02, 
Revision 6, Page F-26, Lines 7-9 states: 

EDG failure to load/run: Given that it has successfully started, a failure of the EDG output 
breaker to close, to successfully load sequence and to run/operate for one hour to perform it 
monitored functions.  

Given this definition, the question becomes “could DG-3 have successfully started, the output breaker 
closed, the generator successfully load sequenced and the component operated to provide its 
monitored function for one hour?”   

Per the Columbia Generating Station MSPI Basis document, the monitored function of DG-3 is to provide 
4160V emergency power to safety related Division 3 high pressure core spray (HPCS) equipment.  The 
diesel run performed on February 28, 2010 does not directly test if DG-3 is capable of providing its 
monitored function (i.e. power is not provided to HPCS components and the generator is not load 
sequenced).  However, the test that occurred on February 28, 2010 did reveal that if called upon, the 
engine would start, the diesel output breaker would shut and the engine would load and run for greater 
than one hour. The failure mechanism (foreign material in the governor) is independent of load and the 
slow loading sequence used during this particular procedure does not in any way demonstrate the 
diesel’s ability to perform its monitored function.  What is important is that the generator can supply 
power to the 4160V bus SM-4 which the component demonstrated the moment the output breaker was 
closed. 

Additionally, Energy Northwest’s position that the 1-hour clock starts when the diesel is fully loaded is 
not consistent with the failure definitions described in NEI 99-02, Revision 6.  Specifically, if anything but 
diesel generator output breaker closure starts the 1-hour clock, then the load/run period would 
lengthen to something greater than 1-hour.  In the case of the February 28, 2010 event, loading of the 
diesel took approximately 21 minutes, therefore the load/run period would be lengthened to 1 hour and 
21 minutes.  This is contrary to the NEI 99-02, Revision 6 definition of “EDG failure to load run” which 
includes only those failures to run/operate for one hour. 

Regardless of the time the 1 hour clock started, the resident inspectors believe that this failure should 
be consider as an “EDG failure to run”.  Plant data revealed that at 3:22 AM, DG-3 began to exhibit 
degraded performance but still provided an average (based on 1 minute average) of >2547 KW which is 
sufficient to meet all post-accident loads.   The diesel engine was allowed to continue to operate until 
about 3:42 AM when the control room operators logged that after running DG-3 fully loaded for over an 
hour (emphasis added), the component exhibited load swings of 200-300 KW.   The component was 
secured due to the degraded performance shortly after the operators logged the issue with DG-3.  Since 
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the component continued to operate after observing the degraded performance, it is not clear if the 
monitored function was immediately lost or if the component would have continued to operate for its 
required mission time.  To date, the licensee has not performed an engineering evaluation of the 
degraded condition to determine at what point the monitored function was lost.  The inspectors believe 
that a strong case can be made that a run failure should be assigned based on NEI 99-02, Revision 6, 
Page F-28, Lines 28-31 

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. 

INSPECTOR’S PROPOSED ALTERNATE RESOLUTION 

On February 28, 2010, the DG-3 at Columbia Generating Station started, loaded and ran for greater than 
one hour and would have been able to perform its monitored function of supplying power to HPCS 
equipment.  After 66 minutes of operation, the engine first exhibited degraded performance.  After 86 
minutes of operations, the operators determined (as indicated in the control room log) that 
performance had degraded to the point that there was no longer reasonable assurance the monitored 
function could still be provided and the engine was secured.  Per the guidance in NEI 99-02, Revision 6, 
as stated above, this failure should be classified as an “EDG failure to run”. 
 
Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers 
FAQ Number 487 
 

Response Section 
 
Proposed Resolution of FAQ 

Based on the guidance available at the time of the event (Feb 2010), the one hour time period referred 
to in the definition of “EDG failure to load/run” begins once the EDG has successfully load sequenced to 
fully loaded conditions.  Based on the response to FAQ Number 487, given the same event today (after 
1/1/2012), the “one hour” time period begins at output breaker closure. 
 
If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision. 

None.  Proposed wording included under FAQ 487 is clear and it is already our intent to comply with it. 
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Figure 1, Load and current profile during DG3 Operation on 2/28/10 

 
 
 
 

T=0, Output breaker closes  

T=99, DG is 
unloaded  

T=21, full load 

T=66, oscillations 
begin 

T=83, DG load is 
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full load to failure 
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Plant: Generic 
Date of Event: January 2011 
Submittal Date: July 13, 2011 
Licensee Contact: Ron Gaston, (630) 657-3359, ronald.gaston@exeloncorp.com 
NRC Contact:  Brian Yip (301) 415-7638, Brian.Yip@nrc.gov 
 
Performance Indicator: PP01, Protected Area Security Equipment Performance Index 
 
Site-Specific FAQ (App. D)? No1

 
 

FAQ requested to become effective: Upon Approval 
 

Question Section 
 
NEI 99-02 Guidance Needing Interpretation: 
The purpose and scope of the Physical Protection Cornerstone, as well as the associated Protected Area 
Security Equipment Performance Index Performance Indicator (PI), discussed in Section 2.7 of NEI 99-02, 
Revision 6. 
 
Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation: 
Effective March 31, 2010, a change to 10 CFR Part 73 required that intrusion detection equipment be 
capable of detecting both attempted and actual penetration of the protected area (PA) perimeter 
barrier before completed penetration of the PA perimeter barrier.  The requirement for detection prior 
to penetration was a new requirement under the new security regulation that impacted sites that have 
their perimeter intrusion detection system (PIDS) installed inside the PA barrier.   
 
Following the revision to 10 CFR Part 73, the NRC determined that the Early Warning System (EWS) used 
to satisfy PIDS for a licensee not meet criteria outlined in the regulation.  Compensatory measures were 
immediately implemented by the licensee to comply with the revised section 73.55 requirements until 
modifications to the system could be implemented.   
 
The NRC questioned whether the hours currently being compensated to address the non-compliance 
should be counted against the Protected Area Security Equipment Performance Index (PI).  The licensee 
believed that the purpose of the PIDS indicator was to monitor the effectiveness of maintenance for 
installed systems and that the resulting compensatory hours should not be counted.   
 
The NRC subsequently determined that the purpose for the performance indicator should be revised to 
clearly state the intent to measure the unavailability of security equipment to perform its intended 
function. 

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances, explain: 

N/A 

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:    

FAQ 11-10 

                                                 
1 As documented in the approved final version of FAQ 11-10 (Counting of Compensatory Hours), the ROP Task 
Force agreed to submit a generic FAQ on this issue to clarify the guidance. 
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Response Section 
 
Proposed Resolution of FAQ:  
Revise NEI 99-02, Revision 6, and page 71 to read as indicated below: 
 
21 This indicator serves as a measure of a plant’s ability to maintainsecurity equipment unavailability  – to be 
able to perform its intended  
22 function.  When compensatory measures are employed because a segment  
23 of equipment is unavailable – not adequately performing its intended function, there is no 
24 security vulnerability but there is indication that something needs to be fixed. The PI also 
25 provides trend indications for evaluation of the effectiveness of the maintenance process  
26 and also provides a method of monitoring equipment degradation as a result of aging that might 
27  adversely impact reliability.  Maintenance consideration for protected area and vital area portals 
28 are appropriately and sufficiently covered by the inspection program. 
 
Revise NEI 99-02, Revision 6, page 73 to read as indicated below: 
 
18 Compensatory measures: Measures used to meet physical security requirements pending when the 
19 return of required equipment to serviceis unavailable.  Protected Area protection is not diminished by the use of 
20 compensatory measures for equipment unavailability. 
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