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NRC Staff Comments on  
“Seismic Walkdown Procedure Draft 0”  

Comments on Section 1: Purpose and Approach 

1. The guidance on page 1-1 states, “It should be noted, however, that the 5th bullet is an 
indirect result of the seismic walkdowns because monitoring and maintenance 
procedures would only be questioned (via the Corrective Action Program) if degraded, 
nonconforming, or unanalyzed conditions were found.” The text then goes on to restate 
the purpose such that the last bullet in the purpose as stated in enclosure 3 of the 
50.54(f) letter is removed.  
 
This is not what the NRC seeks.  The corrective action program would be used to 
address deficiencies in the monitoring and maintenance program if they are identified 
due to the existence of degraded, nonconforming, or unanalyzed conditions. While, it is 
recognized that (within the constraints of this program) the most practical approach to 
identifying a deficiency in existing procedures lies in identifying the manifestation of the 
deficiency (i.e. finding the symptom and tracing back to the cause), the statement made 
is overly limiting. The purpose of the program remains as stated in the 50.54 (f) letter. 

2. Throughout the document, there seems to be several unstated assumptions that are 
inconsistent with the objectives of the 50.54(f) letter. The 50.54(f) letter specifically 
discusses the “Identification of SSCs requiring seismic protection and used in the 
protection of the reactor and spent fuel pool, including the ultimate heat sink (UHS)”. 
Appropriate procedures to address these elements were missing from the outline and, 
although the NRC provided several comments that focused on the omission, these 
elements all but continue to be absent from the guidance document provided.  Instead, 
there continues to be an overly limited focus on the IPEEE SSEL, which staff noted must 
be augmented to produce a new SSEL designed to meet the objectives of this program.  
 
Additionally, there is nothing in the letter that limits this to equipment to category 1 
equipment. Indeed, in light of the Fukushima accident, it is clear that there is a need to 
relook at the equipment that supports the safety function of the important elements 
called out in the 50.54(f) letter with an objective perspective that is not limited by past 
assumptions.  However, instead of addressing the function of these systems in a way 
that meets the objectives of the letter, the spent fuel pool equipment is limited to 
category 1 equipment, the equipment related to UHS is only addressed if it was included 
in the IPEEE SSEL and is chosen for the SWEL, and the containment is not addressed 
at all except to note the structural penetration elements are not included.  A discussion 
of the need to address the UHS and equipment related containment functions are absent 
from the Walkdown Procedures document. 
 
The overly limited approach detailed in the Walkdown Procedures document provided to 
the NRC on April 25th has not accounted for the majority of the NRC comments provided 
to date; and in several cases, the document instead makes a point to argue against or 
directly contradict NRC comments.  The Walkdown Procedures document provided does 
not meet the objectives of the Recommendation 2.3 seismic walkdown program.  
 



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT 
 

April 26, 2012  P a g e  | 2 

These issues are further addressed in later sections of these comments. 
 

3. When reviewing the March 23 Outline, NRC staff recognized that some elements of the 
walkdown procedures and post-walkdown documentation that were specifically 
described in enclosure 3 of the 50.54(f) letter were missing from the Outline document. 
As a result, comment (5) in “Comments on Section 5: Submittal Report” specifically 
stated, “Care should be taken to assure that the submittals address all of the requested 
information in the 50.54(f) letter.”  It continues to be the case that a number of items are 
missing (e.g. requirements for peer review, identification of equipment important for 
protection of the reactor or utilization of the ultimate heat sink) or are insufficiently 
addressed (e.g., identification of equipment important to the spent fuel pools).  

The NRC would like to reiterate that the Requested Information in enclosure 3 of the 
50.54(f) letter specifically includes a request to “provide a description of plant-specific 
walkdown procedures that include the following characteristics: 

a. Determination of the seismic walkdown scope and any combined effects 

b. Consideration of NUREG-1742, EPRI Report NP-6041, GIP, and common issues 
and findings discussed in the responses to TI 2515/183 

c. Pre-walkdown actions (e.g., data collection, review of drawings and procedures, 
identification of the plant licensing basis, identification of current seismic protection 
levels) 

d. Identification of SSCs requiring seismic protection and used in the protection of the 
reactor and spent fuel pool, including the ultimate heat sink (UHS) 

e. Description of the walkdown team composition and qualifications 

f. Details of the information to be collected during the walkdown including equipment 
access considerations 

g. Documentation and peer review requirements” 

 
Additionally, the Requested Information states that the “addressees are requested to conduct 
the walkdown and submit the final report which includes the following: 

 
a. Information on the plant-specific hazard licensing bases and a description of the 

protection and mitigation features considered in the licensing basis evaluation 

b. Information related to the implementation of the walkdown process 

c. A list of plant-specific vulnerabilities (including any seismic anomalies, outliers, or 
other findings) identified by the IPEEE and a description of the actions taken to 
eliminate or reduce them (including their completion dates) 

d. Results of the walkdown including key findings and identified degraded, 
nonconforming, or unanalyzed conditions. Include a detailed description of the 
actions taken or planned to address these conditions using the guidance in 
Regulatory Issues Summary 2005-20, Revision, 1, Revision to NRC Inspection 
Manual Part 9900 Technical Guidance, "Operability Conditions Adverse to Quality or 
Safety," including entering the condition in the corrective action program 

e. Any planned or newly installed protection and mitigation features 

f. Results and any subsequent actions taken in response to the peer review” 
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4. The entire section on Background, rather than addressing the background, seems to be 
an argument as to why the scope should generally be limited to walking down a limited 
set of items from the IPEEE. This is an inappropriate place to make such an argument.  

 

Additionally, there are a number of inappropriate assumptions in this discussion that 
make the argument unpersuasive.  The discussion makes the assumption that 
compliance with the licensing basis is the only objective for the walkdowns and does not 
recognize the other objectives of the program.  The discussion does not recognize the 
fact that past programs did not consider spent fuel pools, containment function, or the 
ultimate heat sink; and the discussion further does not recognize that assumptions made 
decades ago about the (lack of) importance of various equipment are no longer taken as 
fact in light of the Fukushima accident.  The discussion ignores changes to the plant that 
may have safety significance. The discussion ignores the existence of aging and 
environments that could lead to degradation. 
 

The discussion mentions the “Summary of Observations; Temporary Instruction 
2515/183, ‘Followup to the Fukushima Daiichi Fuel Damage Event’” and states that it did 
not raise questions about ability of equipment at NPPs to meet the licensing basis 
(although this was not the purpose of the TI). However, the guidance document fails to 
note that issues were identified and the first paragraph in the document states that  
“While individually, none of these observations posed a significant safety issue, they 
indicate a potential industry trend of failure to maintain equipment and strategies 
required to mitigate some design and beyond design basis events.”   

This background section needs to be significantly rewritten. 

5. Under Walkdown Objectives, there seems to be a limitation of anchorage inspection to 
degradation issues.  Changes in configuration of the equipment anchorage should also 
be an element of the inspection. 

 
6. There is a discussion of the equipment that is outside the scope of the walkdown, but 

nowhere in the document is there a discussion of development of the full project SSEL. 
 

7. The argument provided for excluding items such as cable trays is that they have been 
reviewed in previous programs. However, over time new cables are added to the trays, 
which increases the load on the trays. Therefore, although the trays have been walked 
down in the past, it may not have been with their current configuration. 
 
In the “Seismic Walkdown” discussion on page 1-4, it states, “Using the CAP in this way 
effectively expands the scope of the walkdown beyond the sample of equipment 
selected for use in this Seismic Walkdown Procedure.”  This is incorrect. It should read 
more on the order of, “Using the CAP in this way effectively expands the number of 
items in the initial walkdown beyond the sample of equipment selected for initial 
evaluation in this Seismic Walkdown Procedure.”  
 

8. Figure 1-1 is inconsistent with NRC staff comments.   

 Screen #1 limits the walkdowns to the IPEEE SSEL, which NRC staff noted is only a 
starting point. This list must be augmented as noted in comments 1 and 2 of 
“Comments on Section 2: Identify Scope of SSCs” of the NRC document provided 
April 23. While equipment from the SFP and IPEEE improvement screens come in 
later, equipment related to the UHS and containment function are missing. 



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT 
 

April 26, 2012  P a g e  | 4 

 While the NRC staff agrees that samples should be chosen from among the 21 
classes of equipment, the samples must be chosen from a broader group of items 
that goes beyond the 21 classes of equipment. Therefore screen #2 should be 
removed. 

 The NRC staff does not agree with arbitrarily limiting the number of items to 100. 
This was stated in comments provided to NEI on April 23. There needs to be a 
technical basis for the number and types of items, not an arbitrary limit on the 
number.” 

9. Figure 1-2 shows a screen that limits equipment to Seismic Category 1. This limitation is 
also noted in the text. This is inconsistent with the objectives of the program and NRC 
staff disagrees with this assumption. Rather, the equipment chosen should be that 
needed to maintain an adequate supply of water in the pool.  

 
10. The discussion under “Seismic Protection” notes that, “Because SSCs must function 

during and/or following an earthquake, they are designed for the accelerations  
associated with the seismic event.”  SSCs are designed to the appropriate seismic 
motion, which in some cases is a velocity or displacement rather than an acceleration.  

Comments on Section 2: Personnel Qualification 

1. The section on staff is generally well developed. The incorporation of operations staff is 
a significant improvement. 

Comments on Section 3: Selection of SSCs 

1. This section starts with an assumption that the IPEEE SSEL can be used without 
augmentation. Comments provided by NRC staff clearly noted that this list is a starting 
point and that augmentation is needed (for reasons discussed throughout this 
document). Therefore, screen #1 is not supported by NRC staff. The spent fuel pool is 
discussed, but there is an incorrect assumption that it is limited to the seismic category 1 
equipment.  
 

2. Screen #2 limits equipment to the 21 Classes of equipment in the SQUG GIP. While 
these categories can be used to show that a variety of equipment types are included, 
nothing in the 50.54(f) letter limited the equipment walked down to these classes.  
Equipment needed to meet the performance objectives noted elsewhere in this 
document should be included, even if outside the 21 classes. Therefore screen #2 is not 
supported by NRC staff.  

 
3. In screen #3, there continues to be a limitation to 100 pieces of equipment (tied to the 

10% equipment rate). Staff noted in the comments provided on April 23 that this is 
unjustified. Screen #3 notes that the sampling list should include “major new and 
replacement equipment that have been added since completion of the IPEEE in the mid-
1990s.” However, this is at odds with earlier procedures in that screen #1 filters out any 
equipment that was not part of the IPEEE.  More importantly, there is no earlier effort to 
identify this equipment and add it to an augmented SSEL.  
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4. There is a section on page 3-3 called, “About 100 Items of Equipment”. As noted 
elsewhere and in our previous comments, the limitation to 100 pieces of equipment is 
not justified, as discussed further below and elsewhere in this document. 

 
5. There is a section on page 3-3 called, “One Item from Each Equipment Class”.  This is 

not what is meant. Rather it should read “At least One Item from Each Equipment 
Class.” 

 
6. Generally, this section has not incorporated NRC staff comments. As a result, the 

Walkdown Procedures guidance document provided on April 25 does not meet the 
objectives of the 50.54(f) letter.  The key comments from “Comments on Section 2: 
Identify Scope of SSCs” provided on April 23 are repeated below.  

 Comment 1 stated, “The NRC staff finds the use of the IPEEE SSEL as a starting 
point to be appropriate; however, it needs to be augmented to address the safety of 
spent fuel pools, containment structures and equipment, ultimate heat sink functions, 
and any new or significantly modified SSCs to fully meet the objectives of the 
requested information.”  With the exception of inclusion of some seismic category 1 
equipment related to the spent fuel pool, the update of the SSEL has not been 
addressed.  Further, the Walkdown Procedures document continues to revolve 
around the IPEEE SSEL, instead of moving to a new SSEL.  

 Comment 2 was partially addressed.  Item (b) was partially addressed and item (c) 
was addressed.  The comment stated, “The complete list of equipment to be 
considered for the walkdowns and walk-bys should be comprised of the IPEEE SSEL 
as supplemented by the following: 

a. A representative sample of unique containment equipment (e.g., containment 
isolation equipment, containment pressure control using fans and sprays, 
hydrogen-control related equipment). 

b. The spent fuel pool and any equipment necessary to maintain adequate 
water inventory. 

c. Any safety-significant equipment that has been modified or replaced as a 
result of insights from the IPEEE program.   

d. Unique equipment types required to utilize the ultimate heat sink that is not a 
part of the selected sample based on the IPEEE SSEL.”  

 Comment  3 stated, “The guidance document should define what is meant by 
equipment. For example, does it include support structures, distribution systems 
(piping, cable trays, conduit, duct, etc.), tanks, etc.  Does it include elements of the 
area, such as clearances/gaps between structures?” This comment was not 
addressed. 

 Comment 4 stated, “SSCs required to maintain containment integrity and 
containment functions or required for safety of the spent fuel pool should be included 
in the complete list of equipment to be considered for the walkdowns.  In some 
cases, these SSCs are regularly inspected as part of other activities. These SSCs 
should still be added to the SSEL and the routine inspections may be used as 
justification to remove them from the walkdown list, if appropriate. During the 
subsequent NRC review, staff may confirm this information and review existing 
inspection documentation. SSCs related to the SFPs may be removed from the 
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sampling if a clear and transparent justification is provided.” This comment was not 
addressed.  

 Comment 5 stated, “The NRC staff finds a sampling approach to be acceptable. 
However the 10% sampling rate1 provided in the March 23, 2012 document has not 
been adequately justified to ensure that the objectives of recommendation 2.3 are 
met. A rationale for the sampling approach should be provided. This justification 
should address the basis for the degree of sampling.  It is understood that the 
specific justifications for the sampling in each NPP submission will be on a plant-
specific basis; however, comprehensive guidance related to the sampling procedures 
with examples should be included to the extent practicable.” This comment was not 
addressed. Further, the value of 100 pieces of equipment is treated as a hard 
number in the Walkdown Procedures document. 

 Comment 6 provided a list of considerations that could be taken into account.  In the 
Walkdown Procedures document, only (a), (c), (f), (h) and (j) were partially 
considered. There is no discussion of why other items, some of which directly 
support the objectives of the 50.54(f) letter, were not considered.  The comment was 
the following,  

 
“In prioritizing equipment for walkdowns and area walk-bys, the following equipment 
categories and considerations should be taken into account:  

a. Diversity in the classes of equipments and diversity within a class 

b. Adequate representation of both frontline and support systems 

c. Equipment on the SSEL that was not previously walked down as part of a 
seismic program; all equipment that has been added or modified based on 
insights from the IPEEE program should be included 

d. Equipment identified as potentially causing or mitigating seismically-induced 
flooding 

e. Equipment identified as potentially causing or mitigating seismically-induced 
fire 

f. Equipment that is in adverse environmental conditions 

g. Equipment categories in which problems were identified in the walkdowns 
conducted in response to Temporary Instruction 2515/183 

h. Equipment related to containment and spent fuel pools (as discussed above) 

i. Equipment identified in the IPEEE as having the lowest HCLPF in the SMAs 
or as being among the highest risk contributors in the SPRA 

j. SSCs associated with IPEEE findings (anomalies, vulnerabilities, etc.)” 

 Comment 7 stated, “In addition to others noted in the NEI document, the plant 
operations personnel should review and approve the final SSEL and affirm that it 
accounts for significant changes, including in equipment related to containment, 
spent fuel pools, and the ultimate heat sink.”  While the Walkdown Procedures 
guidance document does incorporate operations staff, there is no discussion of 
identifying the additional equipment discussed by NRC staff in the comments 

                                                

1
 The 10% sampling rate was provided as the basis for sampling approximately100 pieces of equipment 

in the March 23 outline document. 
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provided.  Rather, the staff is used to help identify the sampling of equipment from 
the IPEEE.  As a result, the objective of the comments provided by NRC staff was 
only party achieved; but this is because of the procedure details and not as a result 
of discussion of staff attributes or general roles, which are well described.  

 

 Comment 8 stated, “Safety-related equipment that has been involved in adverse 
operating experiences at each plant should be should be added to the SSEL of that 
plant. Additionally, a consideration of Licensee Event Reports, NRC Information 
Notices, and operating experience across the industry should be used to highlight 
other important pieces of equipment to be included.”  This was partly incorporated 
insofar as there is a useful discussion starting on the bottom of page 3-1.  However, 
some aspects of the comment were not addressed.  

Comments on Section 4: Seismic Walkdowns and Evaluations 

1. In the section on Seismic Vulnerabilities of SSCs on SWEL and nearby SSCs, there is 
the statement, “If these walkdowns do not identify potential seismic vulnerabilities, then 
no further action is necessary. However, if potential seismic vulnerabilities are identified, 
then additional reviews shall be performed to determine whether the equipment meets 
the plant seismic licensing basis, as described in Section 5:Seismic Licensing Basis 
Evaluations.”  This appears to imply that identified vulnerabilities are only reported if they 
do not meet the licensing basis. There are other reasons that would require that these 
should be submitted to the corrective action program. 
 

2. At the top of page 4-2 it is noted that, “Unanalyzed conditions include the addition of new 
equipment to a space or changes to environmental conditions.” This seems to imply that 
unanalyzed conditions under consideration are limited to this. Given increased 
awareness and education, and the need to consider some equipment not previously 
walked down, seismic interactions, seismically-induced fire, and seismically-induced 
flood may be identified for the first time. These may also represent an unanalyzed 
condition, even if the equipment is consistent with its licensing basis. Therefore, the 
sentence quoted above beginning “Unanalyzed conditions” needs to be changed, 
perhaps by adding the words “among others.” 

 
3. In the discussion of anchorage vulnerabilities on page 4-2, the criteria noted are all 

related to degradation or obvious poor current configuration. However, there is no 
discussion of determining the anchorage configuration in the preparation stage, such 
that deviations from design are identified. 

 
4. The NRC staff agrees with the concept of either substituting substantially similar 

equipment or delaying the walkdown of equipment in cases where equipment is 
inaccessible. However, the discussion on page 4-4 does not make it clear that 
substitutions are limited to substantially similar equipment. The Walkdown Procedures 
state, “The second option would be to select an alternative equivalent item of SSC that is 
accessible. The alternative item should meet the sample selection criteria defined in 
Section 3:Selection of SSCs.”  There is nothing here that assures that the walkdown 
quality in terms of diversity of equipment is maintained.  Additionally the document, as 
written, does not preclude the evaluation scope from simply omitting all equipment that is 
currently inaccessible.  It should be noted that the determination that equipment is 
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substantially similar includes consideration of both the design of the equipment and the 
environmental conditions. 
 

5. Comment 1 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, stated, 
“Guidance on planning, including how to prepare for the walkdown, should be provided 
in detail.” Because the Walkdown Procedures document is not complete, the full scope 
of the ultimate guidance produced is not clear.  However we would note that there does 
not appear to be an effort to determine the anchorage configurations in the licensing 
basis prior to the walkdown (or at all). This is a serious deficiency in the procedure that 
should be addressed. 

 
6. Comment 2 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, stated, 

“Reasonably accessible areas without high radiation dose rates that contain a portion of 
the equipment on the SSEL should be “walked by” with an emphasis on looking for 
potential seismic interactions, obvious degradation, the potential for seismically-induced 
fire, the potential for seismically-induced flood, the potential for post-earthquake access 
issues (if access is important), anomalous conditions, and temporary modifications that 
have been left in place beyond the time allowed for such changes.  Examples of issues 
that need to be documented, particularly degradation, would be very helpful in the 
guidance for those conducting the walkdowns. This would help ensure a mutual 
understanding of expectations between the NRC and licensees.  This should also be 
included in walkdown training.   A simple checklist (provided in the guidance document) 
can be used for this purpose.” The discussion in the Walkdown Procedures document 
does not adequately address this comment, although walk-bys are discussed at the 
base of page 4-4.  The deviations from the comment are as follows: 

 The document notes only that staff should look around when walking place to place. 
There is no assurance that any space is looked at and no documentation is 
produced. There is insufficient accountability. This is a significant flaw in the 
document and this must be addressed. As noted, a checklist should be provided and 
used. If a checklist is not provided, there is no way to provide consistency and 
discipline to the walk-by aspect. 

 The document does not assure reasonable coverage of the SSEL. The walk-bys are 
intended to support the allowance of a sampling approach. The only comment 
relates to a limitation on the effort, “It is not necessary to conduct a walk-by for all 
areas of the plant.” Given the lack of accountability that results from the guidance in 
the Walkdown Procedures document, one could forgo walk-bys altogether and still 
meet the guidance.  This clearly does not meet NRC objectives for the program or 
address earlier staff comments. 

 The document provides very limited guidance on what is to be considered, stating 
only “It is expected that as the SWEs are traveling through the plant to conduct the 
seismic walkdowns and evaluations of the SSCs on SWEL, they should remain alert 
for potential seismic vulnerabilities on other SSCs not on the SWEL. Nevertheless, 
looking for potential seismic vulnerabilities while walking through the plant should not 
be interpreted to mean that a comprehensive seismic review is required for each 
item of equipment they encounter. Similarly, it is not necessary to conduct a walk-by 
for all areas of the plant. Instead, this type of awareness and sensitivity to 
abnormalities and potential vulnerabilities should be consistent with the normal plant 
safety culture in which workers are expected to identify situations that may be 
adverse to plant safety and, if found, to report those circumstances using the existing 
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plant procedures.” This language is perceived as dismissive of the walk-bys because 
it is more focused on what is not done that what is to be done.  It is unrealistic to 
expect workers to consider seismic issues consistent with “normal plant safety 
culture” as most of the workers, including the SWEs, will not be used to looking for 
seismic issues. 

7. Comment 3 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, stated, 
“For equipment that is located in cabinets, a representative sample of the cabinets 
should be opened and the equipment directly inspected. A justification for the approach 
by which the sample is selected should be provided.  The anchorage of both the cabinet 
and the equipment should be inspected. Where cabinets are not opened, the level of 
inspection should be noted as a walk-by, not a walkdown. The need to open cabinets 
should be addressed in the planning stage.” This comment is not addressed. 
 

8. Comment 4 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, stated, 
“Walkdowns for equipment that cannot be accessed or opened except in an outage can 
be delayed, provided that the remainder of the documentation is provided when due and 
that a schedule for completion of the walkdowns is provided. An updated final report is to 
be provided to the NRC when the walkdowns are completed.” This comment was fairly 
well addressed, though some issues and questions remain, as noted above. Further, 
because the documentation section is still to be developed, some of the specific 
language related to documentation is still to be reviewed. 
 

9. Comment 5 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, noted 
that, “The March 23, 2012 NEI document states that ‘It is not necessary to evaluate such 
inaccessible equipment further, provided it does not constitute more than 20% of the 
sample (i.e., about 20 items).’   The idea of a percentage limit is not justified. Rather, it is 
necessary, item by item, to justify why it is acceptable to omit equipment claimed to be 
inaccessible rather than to delay evaluation until the equipment is accessible.  
Equipment that could be walked down at a later date should be added to the list 
provided to the NRC with a schedule for completion.” This concept has apparently does 
not appear in the Walkdown Procedures. It appears, therefore , that this comment has 
been addressed. 

  
10. Comment 6 of the NRC staff comments on the Conduct of Seismic Walkdowns, stated, 

“Provide appropriate checklists in the guidance document”.  It appears that this is to be 
done in Appendix C. NRC staff looks forward to reviewing the checklists. However, NRC 
staff would note that, as discussed above, a checklist for walk-bys should also be 
provided, consistent with our earlier comments. 

Comments on Section 5: Seismic Licensing Basis Evaluations 

1. This section is not provided. However, based on discussions elsewhere in the document, 
NRC staff would like to reinforce the importance of specifically assessing the current 
anchorage configuration of the equipment walked down against the design basis. 
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Comments on Section Resolution of Items 

1. It is understood that the resolution of items identified will be discussed in Section 5, 
which is not provided.  However, the following NRC staff would like to reiterate the 
comments that were previously provided on the outline. These comments are as follows: 

 A brief discussion in the guidance that points to the existing programs that will be 
used to address any problems identified will help to provide clarity and to assure no 
gaps or overlaps in procedures and programs.  

 According to the 50.54(f) letter, if any condition identified during the walkdown 
activities represents a degraded, non-conforming, or unanalyzed condition (i.e., non-
compliance with the current licensing basis) for an SSC, the report must describe 
actions that were taken or are planned to address the condition using the guidance in 
Regulatory Issues Summary 2005-20, Revision 1, Revision to NRC Inspection 
Manual Part 9900 Technical Guidance, “Operability Conditions Adverse to Quality or 
Safety,” including entering the condition in the corrective action program.  Reporting 
requirements pursuant to 10 CFR 50.72 should also be considered.  Additionally, 
these findings should be considered in the Recommendation 2.1 hazard evaluations, 
as appropriate.  A stronger tie to this element of the 50.54(f) letter and the corrective 
action program should be provided in the guidance. 

Comments on Section 6: Submittal Report 

1. The section on the submittal report has not yet been drafted. However, the following 
NRC staff comments were previously provided on the March 23rd Outline document: 

 A proposed detailed outline of the table of contents for the submittal reports would be 
helpful to assist licensees and make the submittals more uniform. 

 The summary of the results of the walkdowns should be supplemented with a table 
discussing each item that was included on the walkdown, including what was found. 
The report should also provide a summary and table detailing any degraded, 
nonconforming, or unanalyzed conditions that were identified on the walk-bys. The 
report should describe the resolution to any issues identified and these should be 
included on the tables. 

 The report should document the modifications that occurred as a result of insights 
from the IPEEE. 

 The report should include the complete SSEL and lists of the SSCs and areas that 
were evaluated.  The report should also include a list any areas that are unable to be 
inspected due to inaccessibility and a schedule for when the walkdown will be 
completed. 

2. Comment 5 stated that, “Care should be taken to assure that the submittals address all 
of the requested information in the 50.54(f) letter.” Based on the information provided 
elsewhere in the document, this comment appears to be only partially addressed insofar 
as the some spent fuel pool equipment was included for walkdown and a list of the 
equipment that was changed as a result of the IPEEE was included in the 
documentation.  A number of other items (notably peer review, the equipment related to 
protection of the reactor, equipment related to the ultimate head sink) remain missing.  
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Because the section has not been developed, it is hard to judge the degree to which this 
comment will be addressed.  

Comments on Peer Review 

1. In review comments provided on April 23, we noted the following three comments: 

 Peer review should be addressed throughout the process. 

 Having two people checking each other during the walkdown is not sufficient 
peer review by itself, although it is beneficial and supports a peer review function 
during the walkdowns. 

 Peer review should be performed for all aspects of the program: SSEL 
development (including operations/systems review); sampling; walkdown 
procedures; documentation requirements; conduct of the walkdown; etc. 

None of these comments is reflected in the Walkdown Procedures document. In fact, 
the words “peer review” do not appear in the document. Because the 50.54(f) letter 
specifically calls out the incorporation of peer review in both the walkdown 
procedures and the Walkdown Procedures document as currently written does not 
provide the Requested Information in enclosure 3 of the 50.54 (f) letter. Our 
comments remain the same as previously provided. 

Comments on Appendix B 

1. Appendix B makes a statement that, “any limitation described in the GIP for these 
equipment class should not be construed to limit the scope of equipment to be 
included in the sample, as described in this Seismic Walkdown Procedure.”  This is 
seemingly at odds with statements in the Walkdown Procedures document, 
specifically screen #2 in figure 1-1, which deals with equipment not in these 21 
classes. 
 


