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Chris, Ed;

As we have been discussing, the FFTF has developed a FAQ to address your observations on APM
determinations during the flooding walkdown. FAQ 030 is attached. You will note that FAQ 030
does not address your suggestion that the NRC needs written, versus verbal, closure. | have
informed the FFTF of your comment, but the task force has not had a chance to talk about it yet.
We will be discussing your comment during our pre-meeting next week.

I would like to review the agenda for next Thursday when you have a chance. Some folks will be
calling in for the discussion on our IA concerns white paper and | would like to accommodate their

availability.

Thanks,

Yo Riley

NEI

W: (202) 739-8137
C: (202) 439-2459
jhr@nei.org

2]

Now avanasie: NEI's Online Congressional Resource Guide, Just tHE Facrs!
Web site address: www.NEl.org/CongressionalResourceGuide

FOLLOW US ON

EEEEE


mailto:jhr@nei.org
mailto:Christopher.Cook@nrc.gov
mailto:Ed.Miller@nrc.gov
mailto:george.attarian@pgnmail.com
mailto:pbrunette@enercon.com
mailto:debuman@nppd.com
mailto:ken.burris@WorleyParsons.com
mailto:carrie.stokes@bwsc.net
mailto:kellerc@firstenergycorp.com
mailto:kellerc@firstenergycorp.com
mailto:crharris@aep.com
mailto:dave.bucheit@dom.com
mailto:dmhubbard@duke-energy.com
mailto:DBENTLE@entergy.com
mailto:DBENTLE@entergy.com
mailto:dlgambre@southernco.com
mailto:gsmith@enercon.com
mailto:jgasper@oppd.com
mailto:Charlotte.Geiger@pseg.com
mailto:Charlotte.Geiger@pseg.com
mailto:jmgidden@southernco.com
mailto:ohlemacherg@dteenergy.com
mailto:hhackerott@oppd.com
mailto:mah@ftn-assoc.com
mailto:mah@ftn-assoc.com
mailto:heather.sawyer@bwsc.net
mailto:jherman@oppd.com
mailto:WRH5@pge.com
mailto:khuffman@epri.com
mailto:khuffman@epri.com
mailto:khyde@oppd.com
mailto:jeffrey.brown@aps.com
mailto:james.breunig@cengllc.com
mailto:joe.bellini@amec.com
mailto:joe.bellini@amec.com
mailto:John.Lee@dom.com
mailto:kyng@bechtel.com
mailto:jlaborde@scana.com
mailto:ShoreyLE@Inpo.org
mailto:Lorin.Young@CH2M.com
mailto:maddoxje@inpo.org
mailto:dmannai@entergy.com
mailto:dmannai@entergy.com
mailto:mbniena@nppd.com
mailto:SxM9@pge.com
mailto:michael.proctor@urs.com
mailto:MICHAEL.J.MILLER@sargentlundy.com
mailto:ICENG2008@AOL.COM
mailto:APMiller@erineng.com
mailto:mpmurray@stpegs.com
mailto:mpmurray@stpegs.com
mailto:Nicholas.Reidenbach@aps.com
mailto:Thomas.Parker@xenuclear.com
mailto:RWPATE@southernco.com
mailto:schneire@westinghouse.com
mailto:schneire@westinghouse.com
mailto:jhr@nei.org
mailto:mrrobins@duke-energy.com
mailto:jroger6@entergy.com
mailto:rudy_gil@fpl.com
mailto:Gary.Ruf@pseg.com
mailto:Gary.Ruf@pseg.com
mailto:Jim.Scarola@pgnmail.com
mailto:pbselman@tva.gov
mailto:denis.shumaker@pseg.com
mailto:snyderk@dteenergy.com
mailto:Daniel.Stapleton@gza.com
mailto:jeffrey.stone@cengllc.com
mailto:jeffrey.stone@cengllc.com
mailto:tlg1@pge.com
mailto:jthayer@entergy.com
mailto:Vinod.aggarwal@exeloncorp.com
mailto:WilliamsDR@INPO.org
mailto:WilliamsDR@INPO.org
mailto:george.wrobel@cengllc.com
mailto:Robert.Yale@sce.com
http://www.nei.org/
http://www.nei.org/CongressionalResourceGuide
http://www.nei.org/CongressionalResourceGuide
http://twitter.com/#!/N_E_I
http://www.facebook.com/NuclearEnergyInstitute
http://www.youtube.com/user/NEINetwork
http://www.flickr.com/photos/_nei/
http://neinuclearnotes.blogspot.com/


FAQ 030: Determining Available Physical Margin



		A. TOPIC:
Determining Available Physical Margin







Source document:
NEI 12-07





Section:  3.13 and 5.8





		B. DESCRIPTION:


During their flooding design basis walkdowns, the NRC observed that licensees did not always determine and document available physical margin (APM) in a consistent manner that met the expected interpretation of NEI 12-07 (design basis walkdown guidance document).  The NRC is concerned that this finding may be widespread within the nuclear fleet.  


Provide additional guidance on how APM should be determined and recorded and how resolution of the issue can be communicated to the NRC.





		C. Initiator:


Name:

Jim Riley




Phone:

202-739-8137



Date:
8/27/13


E-Mail:

jhr@nei.org







		D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary.  Total pages: 
2
)


Inquiry number:
030



Priority:
H


APM Determination

Available physical margin is defined in section 3.13 of NEI 12-07.  The process for obtaining and evaluating APM is described in section 5.8.  The flow chart below and accompanying description provides additional information.
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· If a numerical APM value is not determined (e.g. ‘N/A’ or something similar was entered in response to Q11, Q23, and/or Q27 on the walkdown record forms), an explanation should be provided describing why this is appropriate.


· “Large” APMs representing adequate margin should be treated in accordance with FAQ 006.


· If the APM number for a location is smaller than the “small APM” value defined for that location and an initial observation indicates that a flood exceeding the APM would potentially lead to significant consequences (loss of all trains of safety functions), the condition should be entered into the CAP for disposition.  

· Per Section 5.8 of NEI 12-07, if the CAP disposition determines that a loss of safety function is possible if the flood protection margin is exceeded, interim protection or mitigation should be implemented while the 2.1 flooding reevaluations and integrated assessment are completed.

Process for Closure


The intent is not to repeat the flooding design basis walkdowns or perform an extensive revision of the walkdown record forms and other paperwork, but to verify or modify the process used to determine available physical margin such that every site is aware of the margin available at each of its flood protection features and to take appropriate interim actions when the actual APM is “small” and the consequences are significant. Licensees should ensure that the process for APM determination and evaluation used during their flooding design basis walkdowns is consistent with the guidance in NEI 12-07 and this FAQ.  Instances where numerical values for APM were not determined, or where the basis for the APM was found to be questionable, should be rectified by either the documentation of a specific value or an explanation of why a non-numerical value is appropriate. 

A description of your review and its results should be documented, retained with the paperwork supporting the flooding walkdowns, and available for onsite audit.  It is recommended that licensees contact either their site resident inspector or their NRC project manager to confirm that their flooding design basis walkdown APM process was reviewed, describe its results, and verify that the APM process is consistent with the guidance in this FAQ.

Revision:
0

Date:
8/30/13





		E. NRC Review:


Not Necessary






Necessary
X


Explanation:














		F. Industry Approval:

Documentation Method:






Date:






		G. NRC Acceptance:

Interpretation






Agency Position



Documentation Method:






Date:








NEI 12-07 does not require that a numerical threshold value for “small” APM be defined for each site, but doing so establishes a consistent basis for determining what instances need to be entered into the CAP.   The implementation of the guidance in this FAQ requires that each site determine a value or values for “small APM”.



A numerical value for APM should be determined for every applicable flood protection feature (e.g., wall, penetration, berm, door).  In accordance with FAQ 006, this would normally be a simple number reflecting the difference between the design basis flood height at the location and the point at which the function of the flood protection feature is compromised (e.g., the top of a barrier or the height of the first unsealed penetration) and the resulting flood can affect a SSC important to safety. 



For simplicity, the APM for seals (e.g., flood doors, penetrations, flood gates, etc.) in a barrier can be assumed to be the same as the APM for the barrier in which they are located.  Seal ratings may also be used if desired but is not required.  
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FAQ 030: Determining Available Physical Margin

A. TOPIC: Determining Available Physical Margin

Source document: NEI 12-07 Section: 3.13 and 5.8

B. DESCRIPTION:

During their flooding design basis walkdowns, the NRC observed that licensees did not always determine and
document available physical margin (APM) in a consistent manner that met the expected interpretation of NEI 12-
07 (design basis walkdown guidance document). The NRC is concerned that this finding may be widespread
within the nuclear fleet.

Provide additional guidance on how APM should be determined and recorded and how resolution of the issue can
be communicated to the NRC.

C. Initiator:

Name: Jim Riley Phone: 202-739-8137
Date: 8/27/13 E-Mail: jhr@nei.org

D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary. Total pages: 2 )
Inquiry number: 030 Priority: H

APM Determination

Available physical margin is defined in section 3.13 of NEI 12-07. The process for obtaining and evaluating APM is
described in section 5.8. The flow chart below and accompanying description provides additional information.

e NEI 12-07 does not require that a numerical threshold value for

Dt Sl “small” APM be defined for each site, but doing so establishes a

l consistent basis for determining what instances need to be entered
Evaluate Faatare into the CAP. The implementation of the guidance in this FAQ
(sections 1a-11,Q23) requires that each site determine a value or values for “small

APM”.

e A numerical value for APM should be determined for every
applicable flood protection feature (e.g., wall, penetration, berm,
door). In accordance with FAQ 006, this would normally be a
simple number reflecting the difference between the design basis
flood height at the location and the point at which the function of
the flood protection feature is compromised (e.g., the top of a
barrier or the height of the first unsealed penetration) and the
resulting flood can affect a SSC important to safety.

e For simplicity, the APM for seals (e.g., flood doors, penetrations,
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(Section5.8,027) the APM for the barrier in which they are located. Seal ratings may
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e If a numerical APM value is not determined (e.g. ‘N/A’ or something similar was entered in response to
Q11, Q23, and/or Q27 on the walkdown record forms), an explanation should be provided describing why
this is appropriate.

e “Large” APMs representing adequate margin should be treated in accordance with FAQ 006.

e |If the APM number for a location is smaller than the “small APM” value defined for that location and an
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initial observation indicates that a flood exceeding the APM would potentially lead to significant
consequences (loss of all trains of safety functions), the condition should be entered into the CAP for
disposition.

e Per Section 5.8 of NEI 12-07, if the CAP disposition determines that a loss of safety function is possible if
the flood protection margin is exceeded, interim protection or mitigation should be implemented while the
2.1 flooding reevaluations and integrated assessment are completed.

Process for Closure

The intent is not to repeat the flooding design basis walkdowns or perform an extensive revision of the
walkdown record forms and other paperwork, but to verify or modify the process used to determine available
physical margin such that every site is aware of the margin available at each of its flood protection features
and to take appropriate interim actions when the actual APM is “small” and the consequences are significant.
Licensees should ensure that the process for APM determination and evaluation used during their flooding
design basis walkdowns is consistent with the guidance in NEI 12-07 and this FAQ. Instances where
numerical values for APM were not determined, or where the basis for the APM was found to be questionable,
should be rectified by either the documentation of a specific value or an explanation of why a non-numerical
value is appropriate.

A description of your review and its results should be documented, retained with the paperwork supporting
the flooding walkdowns, and available for onsite audit. It is recommended that licensees contact either their
site resident inspector or their NRC project manager to confirm that their flooding design basis walkdown APM
process was reviewed, describe its results, and verify that the APM process is consistent with the guidance in
this FAQ.
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