
NRC High Level Remarks – Fire PRA FAQ 13-0002:  Modeling of MCR abandonment 

Industry responses in italics 

 

1) We acknowledge enhancements to the existing NUREG-1921 process in the proposed 
FAQ solution since scenarios typically outside those from traditional remote shutdown 
analyses are addressed.  (See the 1st paragraph in section 3.1 where you acknowledge 
no credit should be given for ATWS, LOCA, ISLOCA, or MSLB).  Also you have 
postulated premature abandonment as a failure mode.  However, much of the proposed 
FAQ solution is a framework and seems to reiterate much of NUREG-1921.  Please 
indicate how you have enhanced NUREG-1921 or otherwise enhanced our state of 
knowledge through this proposed solution. 
 

Response:  The FAQ provides enhanced implementation guidance for applying the 
guidance in NUREG-1921 to address concerns that it is being applied inconsistently and 
inappropriately, so the primary enhancement to 1921 is in applying its techniques to the 
abandonment situation, not fundamentally changing the techniques. So, in addition to 
the example applications of “feasibility” listed above, the FAQ provides additional 
guidance on the application of detailed PRA and detailed HRA analyses to the topic of 
MCR Abandonment.  Specifically, the FAQ provides guidance on establishing a “floor” or 
lower bound HEP for the cognition failure following loss of control.  Additionally, the FAQ 
provides modeling options to incorporate the HFE(s) into the fire PRA. 

2) The decision to abandon the MCR upon a loss of control is a scenario specific issue, 
and does not lend itself to a generic failure probability for the decision.  This needs to be 
discussed. 
 

Response:  It was not the intent of the FAQ to suggest that a generic failure probability 
should apply across plants.  It is essential that the assessment be performed on a plant 
specific basis.  The FAQ does allow the use of a single HEP for the decision to abandon 
across all loss of control scenarios in a given plant, and it is believed that this is justified 
even though not every such scenario is exactly the same.  This is based more on 
considerations of the actual results of FPRAs performed to date as opposed to what is 
theoretically possible.  The FPRAs performed to date indicate that the situation on loss 
of control is essentially the same in all cases – multiple critical front line safety functions 
required to protect the core are lost and there are significant losses of instrumentation 
and indications in the control room.  This is the nature of the combination of the impact 
of the fire with the routing of cables in the plant.  In the areas where loss of control is an 
issue, control and instrumentation cables related to equipment and parameters tend to 
be routed in general proximity.  So, while it is theoretically possible there could be loss of 
control scenarios with different levels of available instrumentation and timing, the reality 



is that this is not the case.  For this reason, we believe that the use of a single cognitive 
HEP for all loss of control scenarios is a justified simplification for fire PRAs.  

3) Partial abandonment of the MCR is a likely condition given a fire leading to loss of 
control.  Again this is a scenario specific issue and needs to be discussed. 
 

We believe that the terminology “partial abandonment” is a misnomer.  People have 
been using this terminology to refer to cases where primary control remains in the MCR, 
but people are dispatched to places in the plant to perform local actions. Some fire PRAs 
have chosen to provide separate HEPs for the “in-MCR fire” case to evaluate the impact 
of conducting in-MCR actions when a fire has occurred that is not severe enough to 
cause abandonment, but this is a separate case.  This is “non-abandonment” and is no 
different than non-fire cases where operators are dispatched locally to perform actions 
(e.g., internal events station blackout).  This FAQ specifically excludes these cases, 
since we do not consider that these are unique to fire and that further guidance is not 
required if the control room is not abandoned.  This discussion has been added to the 
section on circumstances requiring interpretation or new guidance. 

4) The discussion and assignment of capability categories from the ASME/ANS PRA 
Standard needs to be removed from the proposed FAQ solution as FAQ solutions 
develop or clarify fire PRA methods, not additionally how they measure to the Standard. 

 

Response:  We believe that reaching consensus that an approach, if properly applied, 
would meet CC-II is important.  NRC has made it clear that PRAs that are used in risk-
informed applications need to meet CC-II or, where it does not, that it can be justified as 
acceptable for the application.  RG 1.200 focuses on CC-II SRs in the standard, and RG 
1.205 states that it is NRC’s expectation that fire PRAs that support NFPA-805 meet CC-
II.  The FAQ process is intended to clarify the methods for MCR abandonment and that 
it is one approach acceptable to NRC to achieve CC-II.  In this regard, it is no 
different than other guidance that is a non-mandatory permissive statement establishing 
an NRC position on meeting a consensus standard.  It is certainly recognized that the 
standard is not actually met until it is deemed that the methodology has been properly 
and correctly applied (as with any standard), and so clarification has been added to 
make it clear that a peer review must determine that this is the case.  

 

 


