
Enclosure 3  

Industry Handouts discussed during the November 20, 2014 SDP public meeting discussing 
the characterization of initiating event inspection findings. 



Industry Feedback on Initiating Event 
SDPs 

NRC Public Workshop 
November 20, 2014 



Additional Areas for Discussion 

• Role of PRA in SDPs and context of realism 
• Treatment of initiating events under ROP 
• Challenges with quantifying IE SDPs 
• Illustrative Examples 

 



Role of PRA in SDPs  

• PRA has historically been used as an input to 
SDPs 

• While the SDP evaluations are not PRAs per 
se, they use outputs from PRA to inform 
decision making 

• PRAs used in regulatory applications are to be 
“as realistic as practicable” 

• Need mutual understanding of context in SDPs 



Treatment of Initiating Events in ROP - 
Background 

• The developers of the ROP were clear on the 
following: 
- The SDP was to be used when there was no PI 
- The thresholds for SDP colors were chosen to be 

the same as those for the PIs which were based 
on ΔCDF 

- Since there were no thresholds for CCDP, there 
was no SDP for initiating events. 

 



Treatment of Initiating Events in ROP - 
Background 

• Reviewed initiating event reports from six 
sites between 2006 and 2012 
- 47 reports found 
- None appear to be associated with SDPs 

• SDPs may be appropriate for complicated IEs if 
conditioning factors are taken into account 
- Exposure time is the time which the conditioning 

factors are in place 
- However, this practice should be rare 

 



Historical Process – Mapping Performance 
Deficiencies to PRA in SDPs 

Performance 
Deficiency 

Realistic PRA 
Outputs 

SDP Process 

 
PIs, MD 8.3 Address IEs 

 



RASP Handbook Process – Mapping 
Performance Deficiencies to PRA in SDPs 

Conservatively 
Driven PRA 

Outputs 

SDP Process 

 
PIs, MD 8.3 Address IEs 

 



Challenges with Quantifying IE SDPs 

• Complex events, even if associated with a 
condition finding would cause an initiating 
event on its own, would require the following 
- Evaluate the frequency of the challenge to get an 

estimate of the ΔCDF 
- Allows for direct assessment of change in 

frequency  
- Example: A faulty procedure used every 10 years 

can’t change the frequency by more than 1 in 10 



Illustrative Examples 

• Event: Failure to Follow Operating Procedure 
Guidance Resulting in Reactor Scram 
- White finding 
- Use of the CCDP to calculate the change in risk 

from an actual plant trip affected the 
characterization of the significance 

- Licensee presented an alternative method 
involving adjustment of the initiating event 
frequency, which was not accepted 



Illustrative Examples 

• Event: Failure To Implement Conduct Of 
Operations And Reactivity Control Procedures 
During Reactor Startup 
- White Finding 
- Primarily involved multiple human performance 

errors 
- PRA tools were not well suited for evaluating 

significance 
- Inspection team used IMC 0609, Appendix M 



Illustrative Examples 

• Event: Failure To Follow Procedures On 
Contractor Control During Maintenance On 
The Startup Transformer 
- Yellow finding 
- Used delta CDF rather than CCDP  
- Exposure time of 98.5 days 



Illustrative Examples 

• Performance of Vital Bus Surveillance Caused 
a Partial Loss of Feed Resulting in a Manual 
Reactor Scram (ML08025002) 

• Automatic Reactor Scram due to 1B Reactor 
Feed Pump Trip (ML102010291) 

• Automatic Reactor Scram Due to a Main 
Turbine Trip (ML12059A096) 


	Enclosure 3 Cover
	Industry Slides IE SDP Workshop Nov 2014
	Industry Feedback on Initiating Event SDPs
	Additional Areas for Discussion
	Role of PRA in SDPs 
	Treatment of Initiating Events in ROP - Background
	Treatment of Initiating Events in ROP - Background
	Historical Process – Mapping Performance Deficiencies to PRA in SDPs
	RASP Handbook Process – Mapping Performance Deficiencies to PRA in SDPs
	Challenges with Quantifying IE SDPs
	Illustrative Examples
	Illustrative Examples
	Illustrative Examples
	Illustrative Examples


