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In studying the TABLE 6-6 material this evening, I noticed that an error has been
made for Supporting Requirement SPR-B8, the one covering very small LOCAs.  I am
acutely aware of this issue because I have probably spent a hundred thousand hours
(of volunteer time!) going back to the end of the last millennium (namely, 1999)
adjudicating different views on it since I wrote the original requirement in the ANS
58.21 version back then.

[Note that in Addendum A the corresponding requirement had a different number,
SPR-B10. It is now SPR-B8 in Addendum B.]

The final version that was balloted for Addendum B is in the attached file.  Please
notice that the final version, for Capability Category II, has a significantly different
text and a significantly different idea than the version quoted in Table 6-6, which is
from an earlier version. The revised version that was balloted was changed in
response to extensive comments from various SPRA experts.

The crucial idea in the latest (balloted) version is that the analyst must assume a
very small LOCA unless as follows:  "...unless it is demonstrated that such a LOCA
can be excluded, based on a walkdown or on another examination of the possible
sources of such a LOCA."   The "unless" clause had been absent in the earlier
Addendum A version.  It was added, as I just said, in response to several persuasive
comments.  It is a very useful addition in my personal view.  The first paragraph of
the NOTE was also modified to incorporate and support this idea.

I hope and expect that the final SPID will take an affirmative position on this
requirement, accepting it essentially "as is." I would be happy (nay, eager) to
discuss this issue in the Webinar meeting tomorrow (Monday) if appropriate.

BOB BUDNITZ

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
On 11/8/2012 1:09 PM, KEITHLINE, Kimberly wrote:

Here’s Table 6-6 for discussion tomorrow.  Robin McGuire is working on Table 6-4,
which we aim to have ready by the webinar tomorrow.
 
Kimberly A. Keithline
Senior Project Manager
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[From Bob Budnitz, 8 November 2012]


ADDENDUM B AS BALLOTED, FINAL VERSION


SPR-B8


CC I and II


ASSUME the existence of an earthquake-caused “very small loss-of-coolant accident”  in the SPRA accident sequences and system modeling, unless it is demonstrated that such a LOCA can be excluded, based on a walkdown or on another examination of the possible sources of such a LOCA.

CC III


INCLUDE the fragility (i.e., probability of failure) of an earthquake-caused “very small loss of coolant accident” and incorporate the effects in the SPRA accident sequences and system modeling, unless it is demonstrated that such a LOCA can be excluded, based on a walkdown or on another examination of the possible sources of such a LOCA.


NOTE


Note (9): It may not be feasible in a seismic-PRA walkdown to evaluate every small impulse line connected to the primary circuit, whose failure in an earthquake could cause a so-called “very small loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA)” (a leak with an area from one to a few square-centimeters) in the primary circuit.  If the walkdown evaluation is not done, or if a seismically-caused break in a given small impulse line cannot otherwise be excluded on the basis of acceptable evidence, then it needs to be included as the Requirement states.  Typically, breaks in one or a very few such lines cannot always be precluded, given the large number of such lines and their unusual configurations in many cases.  Therefore, it is a common (although not a universal) practice in seismic PRAs to include such a very small LOCA as an additional assumed fault in most or even every accident sequence, in addition to whatever other failures are modeled. 

This has the effect of making “success” (that is, reaching a safe stable state) in those sequences dependent on the availability of at least enough makeup water to the primary system to replace the inventory loss at high pressure from such a break.


This requirement is intended to ensure that adding such a small-small-LOCA basic event to each relevant accident sequence is considered and is done unless a justification for omitting such can be supported. 
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