MAY 10 1991

Note to: Bill Russell C////

Thru: Larry Chandlertt

S

From: sz]Jack Goldberg

SUBJECT: REFERENCE TO TEMPORARY WAIVERS OF COMPLIANCE IN GUIDANCE
DOCUMENTS ON OPERABILITY AND DEGRADED OR NONCONFORMING
CONDITIONS

In my April 12, 1991 note to Richard Emch of NRR on an earlier
draft of the subject documents, I indicated that OGC had
fundamental concerns with the draft guidance regarding the staff's
use of Temporary Waivers of Compliance. OGC has reviewed the
latest draft guidance and, subject to resolving the specific
concerns identified in the attachment to this note and in the
attached mark-up, OGC has no legal objection tu the proposed
guidance; the document states that such waivers may be granted as
described in the Memorandum from Thomas E. Murley to the Regional
Administrators dated February .22, 1990. However, given questions
that have arisen in the past and the staff's intent to formalize
the use of Temporary Waivers of Compliance by issuing a generic
letter and incorporating their use into the Inspection Manual, our
position is subject to the proviso that the staff prepare an
appropriate paper to inform the Commission about the use of this
type of discretion as part of the licensing/enforcement process and
obtain Commission approval of the practice. In these circumstances
it is appropriate to provide the Commissioners with a discussion
72 |of how temporary waivers augment the discretion that already exists
in the Enforcement Policy and to propose a revision to the
Enforcement Policy to formally incorporate their use.

For purposes of the transmittal of the package to CRGR, and

assuming that the concerns identified in the attachment are

S resolved, the staff should note the following: "“OGC has no legal

7 objection to the guidance provided that (1) the staff prepares a

7 paper for the Commission which (a) describes the circumstances

8. under which Temporary Waivers of Compliance are used, (b) states

the standards which govern the staff's granting of such waivers,

(c) explains how these waivers augment the licensing/enforcement

-~ process, and (d) proposes a revision to the Enforcement Policy

“¥» yhich formally adds the use of Temporary Waivers of Compliance to

the types of enforcement discretion which the staff is authorized

to exercise under the Enforcement Policy, and (2) the Commission
approves the use of Temporary Waivers of Compliance."

Attachments: As stated

cc w/Attachments: J. Scinto
D. Hoefling
J. Cutchin

J. Lieberman
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OGC’'S COMMENTS ON GUIDANCE ON OPERABILITY AND
DEGRADED/NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS

The tollowing OGC comments must be addressed before O0GC
could indicate that it had no legal objection to the CRGR package
discussing operability and degraded/nonconforming conditions
provided to OGC on May 6, 1891.

V1. The package apparently contains both "guidance” and
"staff positions’. Guidance is not mandatory and so licensees
need not adhere to it. Adherence to staff positions, as that

term is used in the Backfit Rule, is mandatory. The package does
not, in many cases, adequately express when guidance is being
given or when a staff position is being given. For example, the
package repeatedly refers to operability determinations and

corrective actions for S8(Cs. But the package is not clear as to
wher, such operability determinations or corrective actions are
reguired or merely recommended. Examples of this problem have

beer, labelled with the letter "A" throughout the text.’

( vV Application of the Backfit Rule to the package is

sdequate The package refers to guidance, existing staff
preitions and new st-ff positions. The backfit rule would apply
to new staff positions. References to new staff poisitions are
vague and non-specific. The compliance backfit exception is

@
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- app.i1ed but there is no documented evaluation. Examples of this
4&: problem have been labelled with the 1letter "B"- throughout the
<, text This problem is most clearly depicted in the Generic
éi} Letter and the CRGR Fackage. Additional OGC concerns regarding
compliance with the Backfit Rule may be provided to you by Geary

‘\ fazuno.

v i The scope of the proposed guidance needs further
ret irnement to assure that it is adeguate. See the markup on Page
1 Enclosure 1 on Degraded Conditions. Much of the problem

\
Q 1
i ie~ussed in Paragraph 1 above stems from the fact that, for a

-

number of the scope categories, e.g. (i.), (ii.), (iii.), and
(vi.), there are no specific operability or corrective action
regquirements which a licensee must meet.

‘\( 4 The definition of a nonconforming condition on Page 2 of
L T R Enclosure 1 on Degraded Conditions must be expanded to include
\3 \ *D) jcesee commitments. Several of the examples are either
» ’\\ incorrect or vague,

- § Section 4.7 of Enclosure 1 on Degraded Conditions does

not '?:qrately state the staff position that voluntary entry into
LCC 3.U.% is prohibited. The reference provides no additioanal

)
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The examples provided throughout these comments should be
considered 1llustrative and not exhaustive.



guidarce on this subject as the language presently represents. A
simple reference would be appropriate.

t. The discussion of Page 3 of Enclosure 1 on Operability
regarding operability at an instantaneous point in time is
unclear Also, we have not been able to identify an example in
the retferenced Section 6.11 to clarify this point.

7. The reference on Page 14 of Enclosure 1 on Operability
ie vague and unnecessary. Unspecified guidance is referred t. on
gsubjects other than operability. To the extent that GL 87-0Y9 has
additional guidance on operability, we again recommend that such
guidance be incorporated into this document and the reference
deleted.

s -1e discussion at Pages 17 and 18 of Enclosure 1 on
Uperatility contrasting Tech Specs and the ASME Code is unclear.
To the extent that the discussion suggests that Tech Spec action
gtatements must be entered if Code criteria are not met, it is
nct necessarily correct. Until this is clarified, we cannot give
an opinion as to whether thé guidance is legally correct.

X o The use of the phrase "unless justified otherwise on
Fage 1% of Enclosure 1 on Operability is uncl sar. It suggests
that reliet ie available when a system required "o be operable is
determined to be inoperable.

10, The references identified in Paragraph 6.13 of
Enclesure 1 on Operability have been previously identified as
containing incorrect and unclear statements. Most of +these

reterences are over ten years old We again recommend that, to
the extent these references contain useful guidance, the guidance
should be 1ncorporated into this new guidance document and the
references deleced.

11 The CkGR Fackage on Page 1 incorrectly represents that
Erclcsure 1 on Operability applies only to 8S8Cs covered by Tech
Spece or NKC regquireemnts.

v1Z The CRGR Package on Page 3 incorrectly represents that
evaluation criteria from many different documents have been drawn

together in one location. The new guidance still makes
substantial use of references. This representation is repeated
on Fage 4.

V12 The statement on FPage 6 of the CRGR Package that
Enclosure 1 provides more complete guidance is not consistent
with repeated statements in the CRGR Package that Enclosure 1
provides no new guidance

sl also offers the following comments which, although not a
bar to corncurrence, should be considered by NRR to enhance the
package.



1 As Enclosure 1 is primarily for the aid of inspectors,
consideration should be given to explaining the difference
between guidance and staff positions. This should aid inspectors
in applying these documents and developing sound violations.

2. The definition of degraded condition on Page 2 of
Enclosure 1 on Degraded Conditions is very broad. Some
limitation on the breadth should be considered.

3. The chart in the package appears to have a footnote
which does not attach to anything.

4. The language on Page 8 of Enclosure 1 on Operability
should conform to the language used on Page 7 of Enclosure 1 on
Degraded Conditions as the purpose appears to be the same. Also,
languasge discussing Temporary Waivers of Compliance should be
neutral i1n tone.

It remains unclear why certain elements listed on Page
Enclosure 1 on Operability should be included in an

e

1uU C

operabllxt) determination. * As it is clear that these elements
are rnot mandatory, we have no legal objection to listing them
Pur given the regulatory gignificance of an operability

determination, the elements of such a determination should have a
sound bazis.

£ The language at Fage 13 of Enclosure 1 on Operability
shouie be neutral in tone. Suggested language is provided.

7. It 1s unclear on Fage 16 of Enclosure 1 on Operability
wny arn ejement of a JCO for environmental qualification for
equipment where there 1s reasonable assurance that it will
tunction need include an evaluation of the consequences of its
Tallure

¥, At a number of places in Paragraphs 6.13, 6.14 and £.15
of Enclosure 1 on Operability, references are made to reguired
actions to be taken by a licensee or that an NRC approaval is to
be socught The NKC regulations requiring these actions should be
specified.
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Edward L. Jordan, Chairsman
Comnittee to Review Generic Requirements
Office of Analysis an? Evaluation of Operational Data

FROM: Frank J. Miraglia, Jr., Deputy Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF TWO NEW NRC INSPECTION MANUAL SECTIONS AND A

GENERIC LETTER - GUIDANCE ON LICENSEE ALTIONS FOR RESOLUTION
OF DEGRADED AND MONCOWFORMING CONDITIONS AND GUIDANCE ON
OPERABLE/OPERABILITY: ENSURING THE FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY OF
A SYSTEM OR COMPONENT

The staff requests that CRGR approve issuance of the enclosed additions (See
Enclosure 1) to Part 9900, Technical Guidance, of the NRC Inspection Manual. The
staff also requests that the CRGR approve issuance of a Generic Letter (See
Enclosure 2) with tha guidance (i.e., Enclosure 1) as an attachment to licensees
for their informatior. Enclosure 3 {s the CRGR review package for this request.

Enclosure 1 contains the two proposed additions to the NRC Inspection Manual.
The first is entitied, “LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND
NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS.® This document 15 a summary of the process the NRC
expects a licensee to follow upon identification of a degraded or nonconforming
condition, f{ncluding prompt follow-up action, operability determination,
reporting requirements, decisfon categories, f{nterim operation, deficiency
resolution, and long-term follow-up. Since this document covers so many areas,
it can be thought of as an umbrella document that outlines a complex process, and
then directs the reader, as necessary, to more detailed information on any
individual component of the process.

The umbrella document refers 1ts reader for operability guidance to the second
document of Enclosure ] entitled, "OPERABILITY/OPERABLE: ENSURING THE FUNCTIONAL
) -

CAPABILITY OF & QM PO s-dacyment {s intended as a compilation
of existing QRC g ‘W" operability. It is based upon
Generic Letters, © 8 : SR AgtTCes, and internal NRC correspondence
issued between 1579 and the present.

{M \ !
CONTACT: Chris L. Hoxie, OTSE, NRR i F
45-23138 ( J
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ecause of the complexity \involved in inations and because of
the complexity of the prodess descri ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION

DEGRADED AND NONCONFORMING COMDITIBNS, 1t is gossible that there have béen
differences 1n application' of guidance/from licensee to licens
differences in interpretatiog by MRC staff duri '
the purpose of publishing guidance¥s to provide some clarifying explanatory
material for 1icensees and to ensure consistency in application of guidance
by NRC inspectors. NRR will conduct training on these topics to ensure uniform /’r ‘

taff understanding apd wil] ovepsee 1ts implementation.
il PLn S

/ﬂ Although aff positichs were not intended, particular licensee

that %

9% 0 50,109 may Whether existing or new,
positions incorporated 1in the guidince ensures compliance with existing

regulations and amshetmsswd Technical Specifications. Hence, the exception
under 10 CFR 50.109(a)(4)(1) applies.

Enclosure 2 1s the proposed Generic Letter. It is to be used to info nsees
of this addition to veeuEigEErcosés Part 9900 of the NRC Inspectio al. A U
copy of the guidance documents (1.e., Enclosure 1) will be att to the
beneric Letter for information. Licensees are not required to take any specific

action by the Generic Letter., = /

—

Enclosure 3 1s the CRGR review package that discusses the guidance ({.e.,
Enclosure 1) and the proposed Generic Letter (i.e., Enclosure 2). The guidance
and the Generic Letter are sponsored by Charles E. Rossi, Director of Operational
Events Assessment, NRR.

Frank J. Miraglia, Jr., Deputy birector
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosurew
As stated
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ENCLOSURE 1

TWO PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO PART 9900 OF THE NRC INSPECTION MANUAL




LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF
DEGRADED AND NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS

Iable of Contents
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LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF
DEGRADED AND NOWCONFORMING CONDITIONS
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LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF
DEGRADED AND NONCONFORMING COMDITIONS

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE:

To provide guidance to NRC fnspectors for the review of licensee actions for
resolution of degraded and nonconforming conditions affecting the following
tystems, structures, or components ($SCs):

(1) Safety-related SSCs relied upon to resain functional during and
following design basis events to ensure the integrity of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary, the capability to shut down the reactor and
maintain 1t in a safe shutdown condition, and the capabilit to
prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents that could resuit in
potential offsite consequences comparable to the 10 CFR Part 100
guidelines. Design basis events are defined the same as in 10 CFR
50.49(b)(1). .

(i1) A11 S5Cs used in a safety analysis or plant evaluation for the current
licensing basis.

/1i11) Aoy .SCs..T ng W SSC e fai tould V i
L{ preven sfactory a shment o red safet nctions. %?

(iv) Post-accident monftoring equipment subject to 10 CFR 50.49.
(v) Any SSCs subject to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B.

Vi }erTTy SSComvutTect to 10 LER-Part S0 AppeRdTx A, Cort¥Fion T Uoi :

(vii) Any S5Cs explicitly subject to facility Technical Specifications (75).

?

(viii) Any S5Cs implicitly subject to facility TS through the definition of
operability (i.e., support $SCs outside 7§).

(1x) Any S5Cs subject to 10 CFR Part 50.59.

This guidance is directed toward NRC inspectors that are reviewing actions of
Ticensees that hold an operating license.

Issue Date: / /81 -] 9900 STS



2.0  DEFINITJONS: -

2.1 rren

Current Ticensing basis (CLB) consists of a l1icensee’s written commitments for
assuring compliance with and operation within applicable NRC requirements and
1icense conditions including the g!.nt-spoclfic design basis (including all
modifications and additions to such cosmitments over the 1ife of the license)
that are docketed and in effect. The CLB includes licensee commitments
concerning systems, structures, and components fdentified in the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR), the Technica) Specifications (TS), and the evaluations
submitted to show compifance with the Commission’s regulations such as ATHS,
Station Blackout, Pressurized Thermal Shock, Fire Protection, and Environmental
Qualification. It also includes the plant-specific design bases information
defined in 10 CFR 50.2 as documented in the wmost recent FSAR as required by
10 CFR 50.71 and the licensee’s commitments remaining in effect that were made
in docketed 1icensing correspondence such as 1icensee responses to NRC Bulletins,
Generic Letters, and enforcement actions, as well as licensee commitments
documented in NRC safety evaluations.

2.2 Design Basis
Design basis is that body of plant-specific design bases information defined by

10 CFR 50.2, as documented in the most recent FSAR.
‘ qw€ﬂﬁlléé“'é

2.3 Degraded Condition

A condition of an SSC in which there has be ss of quality or functiona)
capability,

2.4 Nonconforming Condition W
" Py

A condition of an SSC in which there 1s failure to nee{:rnquironent$, Some
examples of nonconforming conditions include the following:

1. There 1s failure to conform to one or more applicable codes or
standards specified in the FSAR.

P As-built equipment, or as-modified equipment, does not meet FSAR

ST hs faskeit ]
3. Operating experience or engineering rev.i ws d nstntc‘ esign
Aiddeqveny. 4o wilt _FSA L w%’&«g ,

4. Documentation required by NRC requirements such as 10 CFR 50.49 1s
not available onndeficient.

s

Issue Date: / /81 -2~ 9900 STS



2.5 Qperable or Operability

The Standard Technical Specifications (STS) define operable or operability as
follows:

“A system, subsystem, train, component, or device shall be OPERABLE or
have OPERABILITY when 1t 1s capable of performing 1ts specified functions,
and when all necessary attendant instrusentation, controls, electrica)
power, cooling or seal water, lubrication or other asuxiliary equipment
that are required for the systes, subsystem, train, component, or device
to perform 1ts function(s) are also capable of performing their related
support function(s)."

This definftion 1s applicable to all SSC listed in Section 1.

3.0 BACKGROUND:
“4,, nuclear power plant’s SSCs are designed to meet NRC requirements, satisfy the

current licensing basis, and conform to specified codes and standards. For
degraded or nonconforming conditions of these S5Cs, the 1icensee may be required
to take actions required by the Technical Specifications (7S). The provisions
of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), Part 50, Appendix B,
Criteria XVI, may apply requiring the 1icensee to identify promptly and correct
conditions adverse to safety or quality. Reporting may be required in accordance
with Sections 50.72, 50.73, and 50.9(b) of 10 CFR Part 50, 10 CFR Part 2], and
the Technical Specifications (7S). Collectively, these requirements may be
viewed as a process for 1icensees to develop a basis to continue operation or to
place the plant in a safe conditifon, and to take prompt corrective action.
Changes to the facility in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59 may be made as part of
orrective action required by Appendix B.

The/process displayed by means of the chart in the enclosure recognizes these a
otfier provisions that a licensee may follow to restore or establish acceptable
cohditions. These provisions are success paths that enable 1icensees to continue
fe operation of their facilities.

-H’*;MM
gt
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4.0 DISCUSSION OF NOTABLE PROVISIONS

ui
4.1 Pyblic Health and Safety
A1l success paths, whether specifically stated or not, arp first directed to

ensuring public health and safety and second, to restoring urrent licensing
basis of the plant as an acceptable level of gafety. tification of a
degraded or nonconforming condition that may pose an { ate threat to t
public health and safety)m the plant placed in a safe conditio

Technical Specifications (TS) address the safety systems and provide Limiti
Conditions for Operation (LCOs) and Allowed Outage Times (AOTs) required to
ensure public health and safety.

4.2 rabili

For guidance on operability see the Inspection Manual, Part 9900,
"OPERABLE/OPERABILITY:  ENSURING THE FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY OF A SYSTEM OR
COMPONENT,® and see the Inspection Manual, Part 99500, *STANDARD TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATIONS STS SECTION 1, OPERABILITY."

It 1s the Tlicensee’s responsibility to adhere to 1ts TS and to make the
operability determinations. It is the NRC's responsibility to audit selectively
the determinations and challenge those with questionable basis or promptness.

4.3 FR_50.59 *Chan n : n

4.3.] 10 CFﬁ 50, fppendix B
Each Ticensee mwet ensure that * ¢ desig. and operation of each of {its phn
continues to be as described in the current Ticensing basis. Whenever degradeX

or nonconforming conditions of S$SCs covered by Appendix B are {dentified,
Appendix B requires prompt corrective action te correct or resolve the condition,
with a timeliness that is commensurate with the safety significance of the fssue.
A licensee may delay Appendix B correct 2 »ctions {f 1t has completed an
evaluation supporting the conclusion th b d2lay wi11 not dogradc safety below
an acceptable level. Licensees sho xect that such evaluations to delay
prompt corrective action will be revew NRC staff on a selective basis to
determine the acceptability of the de on » d!duntion of the delay.

4.3.2 10 CFR 50.59

If the degraded or nonconforming condition involves an SSC covered by 50.59, the
Ticensee must perform an evaluation in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59 to determine
if operation with the degraded or nonconforming condition fnvolves an unreviewed
safety question (USQ). If a USQ 1s involved, such operation would be allowed
only after a license amendment in accordance with 10 CFR 50.90 {s obtained
authorizing such operation. (See Section 4.6 for guidance where the licensee
wishes to operate the plant while such a Ticense amendment s being processed.)

Issue Date: / /81 -4- 9900 STS



4.3.3 Using 10 CFR 50/59 to Satisfy an Mpendix B Corrective Action
A Ticensee may change thf¢ design of 1ts/plant as described in the FSAR in
accordance with 10 CFR 50/59 at any time,/ Whenever such changes are sufficient
to resolve a degraded or fonconforming péndition involving an SSC that 1s covered
both by Appendix B and $0.59, they be used to satisfy the corrective action
requirements of Appendfx B, in liey of restoring the affected equipment to its
original design. er, wheneyér such a change involves a USQ or change in a
Technical Specificatyon (75), the licensee must obtain & Vicense amendment in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.90 pfior to operating the plant with the degraded or
nonconforming condifion. Iy order to resolve the degraded or nonconforming
gadition without mestoring the affected equipment to its original design, a
see may, in addition 30 performing a 50.59 safety evaluation, need to obtain
xemption from ‘10 CFR' 50 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.12, or relief from a
gn code in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55a. The use of 10 CFR 50.59, 50.12 or
V.55 in fulfillment of Appendix B corrective action requirements does not
relieve the licensee of the responsibility to determine the root cause, to
examine other affected systems, or to report the original condition, as
appropriate.

=

Further guidance on 10 CFR 50.59 1s provided in the NRC Inspection Manual, Part
9900, *50.59 Changes, Testing, and Experiments.”

4.4 Discovery of an Existing But Previously Unanalyzed Condition or Accident

In the course of {ts activities, the licensee may discover a previously
unanalyzed condition or accident. Upon discovery of an existing but previously
unanalyzed conditfon that gdogs create the possibility of an accident or
malfunction of a different type and 15 adverse to safety or quality, the licensee
should report that condition in accordance with the appropriate regulations.

If the accident should have been evaluated as part of the design basis but was
overlooked, this previously unanalyzed condition should be corrected. The
Ticensee’s 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B program for prompt corrective action is
applicable, assuming SSCs subject to Appendix B are involved.

For a previously unanaiysed condition or accident that 1s considered a
significant safety concern, but 15 not part of the design basis, the 1icensee may
subsequently be required to take additional action af‘er consideration of backfit
fssues (see Section 50.109).

Issue Date: / /81 -5- 9900 STS
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4.5 Justification for Continyed Operation (JCO)
4.5.1 Background

The license authorizes the licensee to operate the plpAt in accoydance with the
regulations and the conditions specified in the TS,/ If an SSC§is degraded or
nonconforming but operable, the 1icense provides auphorization to operpse and the

licensee does not need further Jjustification./ The licensee mus oveverf#o‘g“
promptly identify and correct the condition pdverse to safety or quality in .f.
sccordance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,

fterfon XVI.
Under certain defined and limited circumsfances, the licenses may find that a.‘&y
strict compliance with the 7S would cause ssary plant action not in the

best interest of public health and safety. S Shtemot
NRC review and response s
required prior to the licensee taking action are contrary to compliance

an immediate action- addewededy 10 CFR 50.
with the TS. A JCO, as defined herein for general HNRC purposes, 1s the

‘xflicensee s technical basis for requesting NRC responses to such action. ‘ :
é

4.5.7 JC0 Definition Dy WX

A Justification for Continued Operation (JCO) is the licensee’s technical basis
for requesting authorization to operate in a manner that is prohibited (e.g.,
outside TS or license) absent such authorization. The preparation of JCOs does
not constitute authorization to continue operation. They are normilly submitted®
to the NRC when seeking a Temporary Waiver of Compliance.

4.5.3 Items for Consideration in a JCO for a Temporary Waiver of
Compliance

Some items which are appropriate for consideration in a Vicensee’s development
of a JCO for a Temporary Waiver of Compliance include:

Availability of redundant or backup equipment

Compensatory measures including limited administrative controls
Safety function and events protected against

Conservatism and margins, and

Probability of needing the safety function.

o000

Licensees may also use existing PRAs or Individual Plant Evaluation (IPE) risk
assessments to consider how operating the facility in the manner proposed in the
JCO wil)l fmpact the core damage frequency. A ver nn&r negligible change
fn core damage frequency 1s a positive point in favor proposed JCO for a
Temporary Waiver of Compliance.

il

.............

*Regulations, generic lTetters, and bulletins may provid rection on specific
issue JCOs, which do not require that they be submitted! They may also use the 7
JCO for situations other than for operating in a prohibited manner. The JCO term
has been used in Generic Letters B88-07 on Environmental Qualifications of
Electrical Equipment and B7-02 an Seismic Adequacy 1icensees should continue
to follow earlier guidance regarding the preparation of JCOs on specific 1ssues.

Issue Date: / /91 -6- 9900 STS



4.5.4 Discussion of Industry-Type JCOs

Currently, some licensees refer to two other documents or processes as JCOs that
are not equivalent to and do not perform the same function as the NRC-recognized
JCO (as defined in 4.5.2) in support of 3 Temporary Waiver of Compliance. This
fs an acceptable industry practice an the extent the industry JCO fulfills
other NRC requirements, the JC0s w be selectively reviewed and audited
accordingly.

In the first industry-iype JCO, the licensee may consider the entire process
depicted in the attached chart as a single JCO that includes such things as the
basts for operability, PRA, corrective action elements, and alternative
operations.

In the second industry-type JCO, the 1icensee may consider the documentation that
fs developed to support facility operation after the operability decision has
been made »s a JCO. This documentation can cover any or all of the items 1isted
under "Interim Operation® on the attached chart.

Although the "JCO" is used differently by some 1icensees, the NRC concern is that
the operability decision is correct, documentation of licensee’s actions are
appropriate, and submittals to the NRC (for a Temporary Waiver of Compliance) are
complete. The licensee’s documentation of the JCO's 1s normally proceduralized
through the existing plant record system, which {s auditable.

_ 46 Tgshnical Specification e
7.., }[ L A ik %V%M% Y,
‘ °

obtain relief from a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) in the TS, a
Ticensee may request an emergency TS change. When the request cannot be
processed within the Allowed Outage Time (AOT) that is allowed by the TS, the
licensee may submit a JCO and request a Temporary Waiver of Compliance.

Further guidance is provided in the February 22, 1990 memorandum from Thomas E.
Murley to Regional Administrators, “Temporary Waivers of Compliance.*®

pnand

4
N
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%
—
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The licensee not voluntarily enter into LCO 2.0.3 for operationa)
convenience, ynless the licensee has obtained a Temporary Waiver of Compliance
to operate in tgis otherwise prohibited manner. See previous section.

C Inspection Manua),~Part 8900, *STS Settéen
3.03 Limiting Conditions for Operation.®

4.8 Reasonable Assurance of Safety 1{;‘ ‘

For S5Cs that are not expressly subject to TS and that are determined be Wb
fnoperable, the Yicensee should assess the reasonable assurance of safety. If
the assessment 15 successful, then the facility may continue to operate while
prompt corrective action 1s taken. Items to be cons‘dered for such an assessment ™
include the following:

Avaflability of redundant or backup equipment

Compensatory measures including limited administrative controls
Safety function and events protected against

Conservatism and margins, and

Probability of needing the safety function.

o000

Licensees may also use existing PRAs or Individual Plant Evaluation (IPE) risk
assessments to consider how operating the facility with the {noperable SSC in

question will impact the core damage frequency. A very small, or negligible

change in core damage frequency s a good measure of reatonable assurance of v
safety.
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LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF DEGRAD

EENTIFICATION PROMPT FOLLOWUP ACTION
DENTIFY DEGRADED ASSURE PUBLC HEALTH AND BAFETY
AND MON-~CONFORMING

SAFETY OR QUALITY
3 SAFETY OR SAFETY IF IMMEDIATE THREAT.
SUPPORT COMPONENTS A PLACE PLANT i SAFE
OR SYSTEMS TO. CONOITION
® MEET REQUIREMENTS OR
REGULATIONS
ol MAKE PROMPT DETERMINATION
® CONFORM TO || OF OPERABLE. TIMELINESS
APPUICABLE COMMENSURATE WITH
CODES AND POTENTIAL
STANDARDS SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUE
® SATISFY LICENSING AND
AND/OR DESIGN
BASIS INITIATE CORRECTIVE ACTION®
PLAN TO:
© RESOLVE CONDIMION
1 ADVERSE TD SAFETY
® IDENTIFY ROOT CAUSE
o PRECLUDE REPETITION
OFf CONDIMON ADVERSE
TO QUALITY
NOTE

BULLETINS AND GENERIC LETTERS AMONG OTHERS. MAY
PROVIDE GUIDANCE SPECIFIC TO AN ISSUE BUT COUNTER TO
THE GENERALLY ACCEPTED APPROACH HEREIN. EXAMPLES
OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE ABOVE APPRUACH INCLUDE
GENERIC LETTER 8207 ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION
OF ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT AND GENERIC LETTER §7-02 ON
SEISMIC ADEQUACY (SEE USE OF JCO)

OPERABILITY
DETERLEMATION

[ DETERMINE REPORT,

NOT OPERABLE

FARTICULARLY 50.91)

*80 55 MAY BE USED TO MAKE A CHANGE IN FACIUTY AS DESCRIBED IN SAR

WHICH WOULD RESOLVE THE CONDMON ADVERSE TO SAFETY OR QUALITY SO THAT THE
DEGRADED AND NON-CONFORMING CONDITION NO LONGER EXISTS. DELAY OR PARTIAL
CORRECTION OF CONDITION ADVERSE TO SAFETY OR QUALITY 1S CONSIDERED A CHANGE
N FACILITY OR PROCEDURES AND SUBJECT TD 50.58 REVIEW.

535



5 AND NON-CONFORMING CONDITIONS —
DECISION CATEGORY INTERIM OPERATION DERMCIENCY RESOLUTION m"n"' "'"4,,
TECHMw AL AUTHORZED
1 srecicanion BY LUCENSE o
NOT TECHMICAL OPERATION
{ SPECIFICATION ACCEPTABLE ™\
NOT TECHNICAL ;
SPECIFICATION |
| WHERE REASONABLE
ASSURANCE OF SAFETY)
. [ OPERATION ACCEPTABLE
EXIST — DURING CORRECTIVE
| ACTION
OR
| DOES NOT EXIST . PLACE PLA.. i IN
| SAFE CONDITION
| TECHNICAL | ONLY AS ALLOWED BY
{ SPECIFICATION —— TECH SPEC OR LICENSE
| "FOLLOW LCO ACTION | | CONDTION
OR
| OBTAIN LSO OR OTHER
RELIEF
-
SUBMIT TO NRR
1) EMERGENCY TS |
\ AMENDMENT (AND |
IF NECESSARY) | T
- | CONTINGENT UPON
2 JCO** FOM P NRR ACTION 4
TEMPORARY (]
WAIVER OF .
COMPLUANCE '
SUBMIT TO REGION ‘
\ 1) JCO** FOR CONTINGENT UPON
TEMPORARY REGIONAL ACTION
WAIVER OF ‘
COMPUANCE ’
ATION FOR CONTINUED OPERATION (JCO) TO COVER PERIOD 80 39(c) AMENDMENT IS IN ACCORDANCE
ENTFICATION OF ADVERSE CONDTION UNTIL CORRECTED OR AITH 5080 HOWEVER. CODE RELIEF MAY

THNICAL SPECIFICATION APPROVAL BY NRR. BE OBTAINED PURSUANT TO S0.554 AND
PHOVIOED PURSUANT

TO 50.12 WHERE APPUCARLE.
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1.0

OPERABLE/OPERABILITY: /LL L Q \

ENSURING THE FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY OF A SYSTEM OR COMPONENT

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

To provide guidance to NRC inspectors for the review of licensee operability
determinations affecting the following systems, structures, or components (SS5Cs):

(1)

(11)

(i11)

(1v)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)

(ix)

Safety-related SS5Cs relied upon to remain functional during and
following design basis events to ensure the integrity of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary, the capability to shut down the reactor and
waintain 1t in a safe shutdown condition, and the capability to
prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents that could result in
potential offsite consequences comparable to the 10 CFR Part 100
guide}ines. Design basis events are defined the same as in J0 CFR
0.49(b)(1).

A11 SSCs used in a safety analysis or plant evaluation for the current
licensing basis.

Any SSCs, including non-safety-related SS5Cs, whose failure could
prevent satisfactory accomplishment of required safety functions.

Post-accident monitoring equipment subject to 10 CFR 50.49.

Any SSCs subject to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B.

Any SSCs subject to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, Criterion 1.

Any SSCs explicitly subject to facility Technical Specifications (15).

Any SSCs implicitly subject to facility TS through the cdefinition of
operability (i.e., support S5Cs outside T§).

Any SSCs subject to 10 CFR Part 50.59.

This guidance 1s directed toward NRC inspectors that are reviewing actions of
licensees that hold an operating license.
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| >
2.0  DEFINITIONS: ( M g

2.1 (Current Licensing Basis

Current licensing basis (CLB) consists of a licensee’s written commitments for
assuring compliance with and operation within applicable NRC requirements and
Ticense conditions including the plant-specific design basis (including all
modifications and additions to such commitments over the 1ife of the license)
that are docketed and in effect. The CLB includes licensee commitments
concerning systems, structures, and components fdentified in the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR), the Technical Specifications (7S), and the evaluations
submitted to show compliance with the Commission’s regulations such as ATWS,
Station Blackout, Pressurized Thermal Shock, Fire Protection, and Environmenta)
Qualification. It also includes the plant-specific design bases information
defined in 10 CFR 50.2 as documented in the most recent FSAR as required by
10 CFR 50.71 and the licensee’s commitments remaining in effect that were made
in docketed Ticensing correspondence such as licensee responses to NRC Bulletins,
Generic Lletters, and enforcement actions, as well as licensee commitments
documented in NRC safety evaluations.

2.2 ign i

Design basis is that body of plant-specific design bases information defined by
10 CFR 50.2, as documented in the most recent FSAR.

1
2.3 Degraded Condition g Wi Zé
A condition of an SSC in which there has bee oss of quality or functional
capability.

2.4 Nonconforming Condition

A condition of an SSC in which there is failure to meet requirements. Some
examples of nonconforming conditions include the following:

1. There is failure to conform to one or more applicable codes or
standards specified in the FSAR,

. As-built equipment, or as-modified equipment, does not meet FSAR
design requirements.

] Operating experience or engineering reviews demonstrate a design
fnadequacy.

' Documentation required by NRC requirements such as 10 CFR 50.49 is
not available or deficient.
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3.0 STANDARD TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS OPERABILITY DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Qperabilt f

The Standard Technical Specifications (STS) define operable or operability as
follows: .

*A system, subsystem, train, component, or device shall be OPERABLE or
have OPERABILITY when it 1s capable of performing 1ts specified functions,
and when all necessary attendant instrusentation, controls, electrical
power, cooling or seal water, lubrication or other auxiliary equipment
that are required for the system, subsystem, train, component, or device
to perform its function(s) are also capable of performing their related
support function(s)."

3.2 Yariations r

There are several varfations in existing plaqz;;;:%1f1c TS of the above basic (-
definition. Therefore, some Jjudgement {s uired in application of this
guidance on operability. Word differences that exist are not viewed e NRC

to imply any significant overall difference in application of the pla cific &
Any problems that result from existing inconsistencies between a plan[Z?ta
4 ic definition of operability and this guidance should be discussed with
fegighal management, who should discuss the {ssues with NRR {f deemed necessary.

n411 cases, a licensee's plant-specific definition is governing.

3.3 Specified Function(s)

The definition of operability refers to capability to perform the "specified
functions.®  The specified function(s) of the system, subsystem, train,
component, or device (hereafter referred to as system) is that specified safety
function(s) in the current licensing basis for the facility.

0
perfors ai—desrgmed T TETTEY INY WITHTYTMEY. When system capability 1s degraded
to a point where 1t cannot perform with any cectainty or reliability, the system M
should be judged inoperable, even 1f at this {nstantaneous point in time the
system could provide the specified safety function. See Section 6.11, which
discusses ASME Section XI, for an example.

3.4 Support System Operability - Understanding System Interrelationships

The definition of operability embodies a principle that a system can perform its
specified safety function(s) only when all its necessary support systems are
capable of performing their related support functfons. Therefore, an NRC
inspector should expect that each Ticensee understands which support systems are
necessary to ensure the operability of main systems and components that perform
specified safety functions. Such an understanding 1s mandatory. Otherwise the
Ticensee will not be able to implement the definition of operability.
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4.0 BACKGROUND

The purpose of the Technical Specifications is to ensure that the plant {s
operated within its design basis and to preserve the validt:{ of the safety
analyses, which are concerned with both the prevention and mitigation of
accidents. Because both prevention of accidents and the ability to mitigate them
must be continuously ensured, the process of onsuriq?LOPERABILITY for safety or
safety support systems 1s ongoing and continuous. e focus of operability is
foremost on the capability to cnﬁggg safety.

Licensees should uinyv(a documentsd basis for concluding that a1l SSCs
required to be operable”are, in fact, vpurable. WRC staff may selectively review
and audit this basis.

The process of ensuring operability consists of the continuous verification of
operability by surveillances and formal determinations of operability whenever
a verification or other i{ndicatfon calls {into question the system’s or
component’s ability to perform its specified function.

Verification of operability 1s supplemented by continuous and ongoing processes
such as:

0 Day-to-day operation of the facility
Implementation of programs such as inservice testing and inspection
Plant walkdowns or tours
Observations from the control room
Quality assurance activities such as audits and reviews
Engineering desig~ reviews including design basis reconstitution.

co0oo00O0O

Without any information to the contrary, once a component or system f{s
established as operable, it {s reasonable to assume that the component or system
should continue to remain operable, and the previously stated verifications
should provide that assurance. However, whenever the ability of a system or
structure to perform {ts specified function 1s called into question, operability
wust be determined from a detailed examination of the deficiency.

The determination of operability fer systems covered by TS s to be made
promptly, with a timeliness that is commensurate with the potential safety
significance of the 1ssue. If the licensee chooses inftfally not to declare a
system inoperable, the licensee must have a reasonable expectation that the
system 1s operable and that the prompt determination process will support that
expectation. Otherwise, the 1icensee should fmmediately declare the systes or
structure inoperable. Where there {s reason to suspect that the determination
process is not, or was not prompt, the Region may discuss with the licensee,
with NRR consultation as appropriate, the reasoning for the perceived delay.
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The TS establish operability requirements on systems required for safe operation
and include surveillance requirements to demonstrate perfodically that these
systems are operable. Performance of the surveiiiance requirement 1s usually
considered to be sufficient to demonstrate operability provided that there is
reasonable assurance that the system continues to conform to all appropriate
criteria in the current licensing basis (CLB). Whenever conformance to the
appropriate criteria in the CLB 15 called into question, performance of the
surveillance requirement alone 1s wsually not sufficient to determine
operability.

When operability verification or other processes indicate a potential deficiency
or loss of quality, Ticensees should make a prompt determination of operability
and act on the resgits of that determination. The licensee should also restore
the quality of the system in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8

Criterion XVI, Corfrective Action.
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5.0 ADDITIONAL GUIDA

In the course of reviewAdctivities or through normal plant operation, a licensee

way become aware of degraded or nonconforming conditions affecting the SSCs

ge{;ned in Section 1. These activities include, but are not limited to, th
ollowing:

Review of operational events
Design modifications to facilities
Examinations of records

Additions to facilities

Vendor reviews or inspections
Plant system walkdowns.

coCcocoo0

These and other paths for identifying degraded or nmonconforming conditions,
including reports from indus‘ry and other utilities, should result in the prompt
fdentification and correction of the deficiency by the licensee. Licensees
should make an operability determination and take follow-on corrective action in
the following circumstances:

0 Discovery of degraded conditfons of equipment where performance {s
called into question

0 Discovery of nonconforming conditions where the qualification of
equipment (such as conformance to codes and standards) 1s called
into question

) Discovery of an unanalyzed condition associated with the current
Ticensing basis (CLB), that is, a condition that should have been
analyzed, but was not. NOTE: 1If the unanalyzed condition is not
part of the CLB, the licensee may stil]l be required to make some
improvement through the backfit process (See 10 CFR 50.109 (a)(5)).

The following guidance for dealing with issues that are closely associated with
operability determinations has been derived from the NRC regulations and from
previous guidance issued to licensees.

5.1 Focus on Safety

The immediate and primary attention sust be directed to safety concerns.

Reporting and procedural requirements should not interfere with ensuring the
health and safety of the public. To continue operation while an operability
determination s being made, the 1icensee must have a reasonable expectation that
the system is operab1e nd that the detertinat n process will suppopt that
expectation.

Y12
o prdadie %Jmﬂfﬁwnmy
[u/qf/ 4,/ Foo ot SSCS, i Seevaie slocid
1ux1tk~u~ﬂ am sz~L1L~¢4L47*' Fo centes 7QL‘L'
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5.2 Deal with Operability and Restoration of Qualification Separately

Operability and qualification are closely related concepts. However, the fact
that a system {s not fully qualified does not, in a)) cases, render that
unable to perform 1ts specified function {f called upon. According tq the L
definition of operability, Bust

be capable of performing 1ts specified function(s)'mmm
O s aatmnasme L SRS S TS S Vo

The prompt determination of operability will result in decisions or actions
pertaining to continued plant operation, while qualification or requalification
becomes a corrective action goal. Qualification concerns, whether it 1s a lack
of required quality or loss of quality because of degradation, can and should be
p;ompny considered to determine the effect of the concern on the operability of
the system.

1f operability is assured based on this prompt determination, ghnt operation can

continue while an appropriate corrective action program {s implemented to restore Jicunsvm
full qualification. MMMM \

51
W}.MMMM bfnltr
g with TEITUT Iy euripment—quaddficat ion, ! '
The principle of treating the related concepts of operability and restoration of .'-s
qualification separately is to ensure that the operability determination is
focused on safety and is not delayed by decisions or actions necessary to plan

or implement the corrective action, {.e., restoring full qualification.

5.3 Full Qualification /_ W %

Full qualification cowssme@ees conforming to all aspects of the current 1icensing (/
basis, including codes and standards, design criteria, and FSAR commitments.

The SSCs defined in section 1 are designed and operated, as described in the
current Ticensing basts (CLB), to include design margins and engineering margins
of safety to ensure, among other things, that some loss of quality does not mean
immediate fatlure. The CLB includes commitments to specific codes and standards,
design criteria, and some regulations that also dictate margins. Many licensees
add conservatism so that a partial loss of quality does not affect their
commitments to the margins. The loss of conservatism not taken credit for in the
safety analyses and not committed to by the licensee to satisfy licensing
requirements does not require a system to be declared inoperable. A1l other
Tosses of quality or margins ameummhgemtedor an operability determination and /
corrective action.

5‘04/4 A" CW‘;’J”"O/
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(5.4 ggnm.jn__q_m:_nuin rability and Plant Safety is a Con
Process

Licensees are obligated to ensure the continued operabil{
by TS, or to take the remedia) actions addressed in the TY. For other $SCs which
may be in a degraded or nonconforming condition, 1t be determined whether
a condition adverse to quality exists and whether corrective actions are needed.
Operability {s verified, as discussed above, by day-to-day operation, plant
tours, observations form the control room, surveillances, test programs, and
other similar activities. Deficiencies in the design basis or safety analysis
or problems identified by the operability verification lead to the operability
determination process by which the specific deficiency and overall capability of
the component or system are examined. The process, in one form or another, {s
ongoing and continuous. As a practical matter, decision making requires good
information and takes time. However, the process used by licensees should cal)
for prompt and continuous attention to deficiencies and potential system
fnoperabilities. In 2ddition, the 1icensee’s process should call for

declaring equipment inoperable when reasonable expectation of operability does
not exist or mounting evidence suggests that the final analysis will conclude
that the equipment cannot perform its specified safety function(s).

5.5 Timeliness of Operability Determinations

Timelinecs of operability determinations should be commensurate with the safety
significance of the issue. Once the deficiency has been identified and the
specific component or system has been 1dentified, the determination can be made
regarding the capability to perform the specified function(s). There is no
explicit requirement in the regulations for the timing of the decision. As
discussed further in Section 6.0, timeliness s {mportant and is determined by
the safety significance of the fssue. The Allowed Outage Times (AOTs) contained
in TS generally provide reasonable guidelines for safety significance. u.b

'
5.6 Timeliness of Corrective Action 6"’ gge € “’W
. el
Timeliness of corrective action Y, the requ1rom1§5:'1n 10 CFR™ Part 50,

Appendix B, Criterion XVI, for "prompt® corrective actiol) should be commensurate
with the safety significance of the corrective action.

of SSCs as specifie

The determination of operability establishes a basis for plant operation whi
the corrective actifon establishes or re-establishes the de
basis/qualification of the safety or safety support system. :
lbove.:!here is no explicit requirement in the rogulatlons for timeline
4heue corrective actions, except that 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterfor XVI
requires 1t to be “prompt®. Again, timeliness is determined by the safety
significance of the {ssue.

5.7 Justification for Continued Operation 4

See the NRC Inspection Manual, Part 9900, Technical Guidance, *Licensee Actions
for Resolution of Degraded and Nonconforming Conditions,® for guidance on JCOs
and NRC responses to them.
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6.1

Determining system, structure, or component (SSC) operability is a continuous
process that cannot be avoided. Action is required any time an SSC that fis
required by TS or NRC requirement to be overable is found to be inoperable If
an immediate threat to public health and safety is {dentified, action to place
the plant in a safe condition should begin as soon as this circumstance 1s known
and should be completed expeditiously.

Once & degraded or nonconforming condition of specific SSCs 1s fdentified, an
operability determination should be made as soon as possible consistent with the
safety importance of the SSC affected. In most cases, 1t 1s expected that the
decisjan can be made immediately (e.g., loss of motive power, etc.). In other
casgS i} is expected the decision can be made within approximately 24 hours of
dis ry even though complete information may not be available. Some few
exceptional cases may take longer. For SSCs in TS, the Allowed Out Times (AOTs)
contained in TS generally provide reasonable guidelines for safety significance.
For 55Cs outside TS, engineering Jjudgement must be used to determine safety
significance. The decision should be based on the best {nformation available and
must be predicated on the licensee’s reasonable expectation that the SSC s
operable and that the prompt determination process will support that expectation.
When reasonalle expectation does not exist, the SSC should be declared inoperable
and the safe course of action should be taken.

The Ticensee should examine the full scope of the current licensing basis,
including the TS and FSAR commitments, to establish the conditions and
performance requirements to be met for determining operability. The operability
decision may be based on analysis, a test or partial test, experience with
operating events, engineering judgment, or a combination of these factors taking
into consideration equipment functional requirements. An initial determination
regarding operability should be revised, as appropriate, as new or additional
information becomes available.
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The scope of an operability determination needs to be sufficient to address the
capability of the equipment to perform {ts safety function(s). Operability
determinations should therefore include the following actions:

4 0 Determine what equipment {s degraded or sy nonconforming. L/
' 0 Determine the safety function(s) performed by the equipment.

Wﬂchﬂ W
incl e possible fail

Detennine tho requirement or commitment established for the
equipment, and wh;, the requiresent or cosmitment may not be met.

/u“ﬂ{?n: ans and when W
equip s first disc

}g;f} Determine safest plant configuration {ncluding the effect of

transitional action.

0 Determine the basis for declaring the affected system operable,
through:
a. analysis
b. test or partial test,
c. operating experience, and
d. engineering judgement.

If an NRC-approved action (such as provided in an LCO actfon statement) {s
fmmediately taken to compensate for failed equipment (e.g., placing one channel
of reactor protection in the tripped conditiun upon failure of the channel such
that the specified safety function can be maintained), the system 1s still
operable and continued operation of the facility is permitted.

However, continued operation with an inoperable channel in the trifpud condition
fs not advisable because a subseguent failure will result in a plant trip that
will challenge plant safety systems. It 1s also not advisable from the
standpoint of plant availability.
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6.2 Treatment of Single Failyres in Operability Determinations

6.2.1 Definition of Single Failure

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, "General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants,®
defines a single failure as:

*A single failure means an occurrence which results in the loss of
capability of a component to perform {ts intended safety functions.
Multiple failures resulting from a single occurrence are considered to be
a single failure."®

6.2.2 Capability to Withstand a Single Faflure 1s a Design Consideration

Appendix A contains general design criteria (GDC) for SSCs that perform major
safety functions. Many of the GDC contain a statement similar to the following:

*Syitable redundancy 1in ‘components and features and suitable
interconnections, leak detection, fsolation and containment capabilities
shall be provided to assure that for onsite electrical power system
operation (assuming offsite power in ot available) and for offsite
electrical power system operation (assuming onsite power is not available)
the system safety function can be accomplished ¥

See, for example, GDC 17, 34, 35, 38, 41, 44, Therefore, capability to withstand
a single failure in fluid or electrical systems is a plant-specific design
consideration, which ensures that a single failure does not result in a loss of
the capability of the system to perform its safety functions.

6.2.3 Discovery of a Design Deficiency in Which Capability to Withstand
a Single Failure is Lost

A design deficiency in which capability to withstand a single failure is loﬁ] v’
should be evaluated and treated as a loss-of-quality issue and a nonconformance

As with any loss-of-quality,issye, oy nonconfogmance, a prompt determination of
operability g, Mﬂﬁ% V

For any design deficuncwkﬂ e capability to withstand a2 single failure
is lost, the licensee addrzss the quality aspects a f the design

deficiency affects the :
promptly correct the deffciency in accordance with SOettafimdnds. Appendix B,
Criterion XVI, Correctiva Action.

F -
/ ) -‘éi( S.C'Td'js ,‘)<:
¢or's whin o r¥8)
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6.3 Ireatment of Consequential Failyres in Operability Determinations

6.3.1 Definition of Consequentia) Failure

A consequential failure is a failure of an SSC caused by a postulated accident
within the design basis. For example, {f during a lToss of coolant accident
(LOCA) (a design basis event), the breken pipe could whip and incapacitate a
nearby pump, then the pump would not be able to function. Such a pump failure
fs called a consequential failure because the pump failed as & result of the
design basis event f{tself. In general, facility design takes any such
consequential failures that are deemed credible into consideration. In this
case, that would mean that the broken pump was not one that the safety analysis
would take credit for to mitigate the LOCA.

6.3.2 Consequential Failures and Operability Determinations

Operability determinations should be performed for those peteadsal consequential ol
failures (i.e., an SSC failure that would be a direct consequence of a design
basis event) for which the SSC in question needs to function. Khere
consequential failures would cause a loss of function needed for limiting or
mitigating the effects of the event, the affected SSC {s inoperable because it
cannot perform all of its specified functions. Such situations are most 1ikely

discovered during design basis reconstitution studies, or when new credibd
failure modes are identified.
6.3.3 Consequential Failures and Appendix B SML ' :
With any consequential failure, the licensee ‘{m:s the quality aspects and ,V
if the failure affects th

n accordance with ISEMewed=-§$ 6 Appendix B,

promptly correct the deficien
Criterion XVI, Corrective Action. : /

-
6.4 Qperabili! r r i P -

During preventive maintenance (PM), equipment may be removed from service and

rendered incapable of performing the function(s) specified for safety. This
equipment {s clearly {inoperable. For equipment covered by the Technica)
Specifications (75), the PM activity and any other action that may be required

by the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCOs), 1s expect SC(
within the Allowed Outage Time (AOT{. For sebety-oguipment not covered by the -
TS efther explicitly by direct {nclusfon in the TS or {mplicitly through the
definition of operability, the 1icensee’s PH activities should be consistent with

the importance of the equipment to safety and the function(s) of the equipment

and a reasonable time goal should be set to complete the PM,

Issue Date: / /81 -12- $900 STS
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In a1l cases, care should be exercised in removing equipment from service for PM
to avoid accumulating long out-of-service times of safety trains. ~The licensee
should reestablish operability before the equipment is returned to service. The
licensee also may need to reestablish operability for systems or components, in
whole or in part, that are actively dependent upon the equipment undergoing the
PM activity. The need for testing to reestablish operability should be based on
a reasonable judgement about how the fnoperable equipment may have been affected.
If retesting to reestablish operability 1s not possible or practicable because
of safety concerns, analysis or other means should be used to demonstrate
operability.

1f 7S surveillances require that safety equi 0 be resoved from service and ‘/
rendered incapable of performing {ts safety”!function, the equipment is
fnoperable. The LCO action statement shall be entered unless the TS explicitly
direct otherwise. Upon completion of the surveillance, the licensee should
verify restoration to operable status of at least those portions of the equipment

or system features that were altered to accomplish the surveillance.

NOTE: With regard to surveilTances or other similar activities (such as
inservice testing) that create an uswessemied operability problem by requiring
that systems be removed from service for extended periods (f.e., those that may
exceed the Allowed Outage Time (AOT)), Ticensees must have prior NRC approval b
license amendment for the surveillance regu or redefine the tests.

d

A Temporary Waiver of Compliance may be soughtzwm:

e . 1]
See "Guidance on Voluntary Entry fnto Technical Specifications Limiting
Conditions for Operation Action Statements to Perform Preventive Maintenance

(On-Line PM),* memorandum from Thomas E. Murley to Regional Administrators, dated
April 30, 1951 for further guidance on on-1ine PM. k

6.5 Surveillance and rabil f afiniis

Many systems are designed to perform both normal operational and sa
functions. It is preferable that both the Technical Specification (75)
surveillance requirement testing and any other operability testing be performed
in the configuration as would be required to perform the safety function, 1.e.,
safety mode. However, testing in the normal configuration or mode of operation
pay be required for systems {f testing in the safety mode will result in
unwarranted safety concerns or transients. The mode of operation for the 18
surveillance requirements test 1s usually prescribed and the acceptance critcru@

are estabh‘:_h:d T‘cf;,that p 12’ &975

I1f a system'should Fail while 1t Ts being tested in the safety mode of operation,
the system 1s to be declared {noperable. For ongoing periodic testing that must
be performed during normal mode operation, the 1icensee establish normal
mode operationa] acceptance criteria that are based on a direct relationship to
the safety mode requirements. Operability verificatigh is then provided by
acceptable normal mode operational test results.

Issue Date: / /91 -13-



Test faj}¢7::’:;ou1d be examined to determine the root cause and ocemmest the
problem before resumption of testing. Repetitive testing to achieve acceptable
test results without identifying the root cause or correction of any problem in
a previous test 1s not acceptable as a means to establish or verify operability.

6.6 ' ni

The Standard Technical Specificatfons (STS) contain Surveillance Requirement
4.0.3 which states:

"Failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the specified time
interval shall constitute a failure to meet the OPERABILITY requirements
for a Limiting Condition for Operation. Exceptions to these requirements
are stated in the individual specifications. Surveillance Requirements do
not have to be performed on {noperable equipment.®

Plant-specific Technical Specification (7S) variations of this statement may
exist, in which case the plant-specific TS govern.

The Allowed Outage Time (AOT) 4n the action requirements specifies a time
interval that permits corrective action to be taken to satisfy the LCO. If such
a time interval {s specified in the action requirements or 1f the licensee has
adopted by license amendme he 24-hour provision of amended Surveillance
Requirement 4.0.3 as discus in Generic Letter (GL) 87-09, the completion of
a missed surveillance within these time intervals meets the requirements. As
with systems discovered to be {noperable, the time interval begins upon discovery
of the missed surveillance. Failure to perform & 7S requirement within the
specified time interval 1s considered a condition prohibited by the TS and is
reportable at least under 10 CFR Part 50.73; 4t also may be subject to
cnfprcement action,

6.7 Use of Manual Action fn Place of Automatic Action

Automatic action {1s frequently provided as a design feature specific to each
safety system to ensure that the specified functions of the system will be
accomplished. Limiting safety system settings for nuclear reactors are defined
fn 10 CFR Part 50.36, *Technical Specifications,” as settings for automatic
protective devices related to those varfables having significant safety
functions. Where a Timiting safety system setting 1s specified for a variable
on which a safety limit has been placed, the setting must be so chosen that
automatic protective action will correct the abnormal situation before a safet
limit 1s exceeded. Accordingly, 1t 1s not appropriate to take cr24't for manua
action in place of automatic action for protection of safety iimits to consider
equipment operable. This does not preclude operator action to put the plant in
a safe condition, but operator action cannot be a substitute for automatic safety
limit protection.

Issue Date: / /91 «14. 9900 ST
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1f auﬁ»auc actionkis lost or degraded and h/nnun action alone
wou acceptable, then loss of the sutomatic function clearly

for

results in uo:systedbeing inoperable. y“{
or -}otheg situatio substitution of manual action for automatic l/
action may be acceptabl e 1icensee’s determination of operability with regard

to the use of manual actifon must focus on the physical differences between
automatic and manual actfon and the ability of the manual actfon to accomplish

the specified function. The physical differences to be considered include, but

are not limited to, the ability to recognize input signals for action, ready

access to or recognition of setpoints, design nuances that may complicate
subsequent manual operation such as auto-reset, repositioning on temperature or
pressure, timing required for automatic action, etc., minfsum manning
requirements, and emergency operation procedures written for the automatic mode —
of operation. The licensee should have written procedures in place and training
accomplished on those procedures before substitution of any manual action for the

loss of an automatic action. -, LM e

’[’*’ﬂe assignment of a dedicated operator for manual action.
M,l v webkrt written procedures and a full consideration of all pertinent differences.
vfﬁf\ The consideration of manual action in remote areas also must include the ability
and timing in getting to the area, training of personnel to accomplish the task,
and occupational hazards to be incurred such as radiation, temperature, chemical, “
sound, or visibility hazards. One reasonable test of the reliability and
effectiveness of manual action may be the approval of manual action for the same
function at a similar plant. Nevertheless, this {s expected Ao be a4 temporar
condition until the automatic action can be promptly corrected{in accordance wit

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XyI, Corrective Actio "C.L-, .
.Eg;‘. : Lo v \,nn.‘,,f\muz I‘t"" SC‘-‘ b{ﬂﬁ’

The 1icensing of specific plant designs includes consideration of automatic and

manual action. While approsdddchimbebiesampeantad for efther or both type

actions, not every combination or consideration of the above differences has been

reviewed from an operability standpoint. Although 1t {s possible, it is not Q_,‘
expected that many determinations of cperability will be for manua l"é
action in place of automatic action. Credit for manual initiation to mitigate

the consequences of design basis accidents should have been established as part
of the licensing review of a plant.

6.8 "Indeterminate” State of Operability
An SSC is operable when 1t 1s capable of performing 1ts specified fuicﬂon(s) and

when all necessary support SSCs are also capable of performin fr related ‘/
support functions. See operability definition and discussion ection 3.0.
Otherwise, the SSC {1s {inoperable. When a licensee has cause question the
operability of an SSC, the operability determination 1s to be prompt; the
timeliness must be commensurate with the potentigl-safety significance of the

fssue. The determination process during this ti{ owever, must be predicated l/
on the licensee’'s reasonable expectation that the SSC 1s operable and that the

prompt determination process will support that expectation.

Issue Date: / /9] -15- 9900 STS



¢

\\T\Qsm

e

In the absence of reasonable expectation that the SSC is operable, the SSC is t
be declared inoperable immediately. The licensee should then proceed with 1t
operability determination process and reach a sound conclusion regarding SSC
operability. The determination may conclude that an SSC declared inoperable {s

fn fact operable. The licensee’s actions subsequent to dec) ¢
inoperable are guided by the regulations, TS, plant procedures, Msw

In addition, the 1icensee should determine when and under what circum ces the
system became inoperable so that reporting requirements may be met and NRC
followup actions may properly reflect the circumstances and the Vicensee's
efforts to correct and prevent »retu ces. In summary, an SSC {s efther
operable or {noperable at all ti determinate® 1s not a recognized state
of operability.

6.9 f rabi1ity Decisions

Probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) 1s a valuable tool for the relative
evaluation of accident scenarios while considering, among other things, the
probabilities of ocgurrence of accidents or external events. The definition of
operability stated® however, that the SSC must be capable of performing fits
specified runction(s). The inherent assumption is that the occurrence conditions
or event exists and that the safety function can be performed. The use of PRA
r probabilities of the occurrence of accidents or external events 1s not
acceptable for making operability decisions.

N V

HSuever. PRA may provide ‘,)43 angasaful suppor rmation for a Yemporary
Waiver of Compliance or/ licen ﬁ' ndment RA {1s also useful for
determining the safety significaqee/of SSCs. afety significanco. whether
determined by PRA or other analyses, s a necessary factor in decisions on the

appropriate "timeliness” of operability determinations. Specific guidance on the
timeliness of determinations is presented in Section 5.5.

6.10 fnvironmental Qualification

When the NRC or licensee identifies a potential deficiency in the environmental
qualification of equipment (i.e., a licensee does not have an adequate basis to
establish qualification), the 1icensee 1s expected to make a prompt determination
of operability, to take immediate steps to establish a plan with a reasonable
schedule to correct the deficiency, and to write a Justification for Continued
Operation (JCO) (See Note below), which will be available for NRC review. The
licensee may be able to make a finding of operability using analysis and partial
test data to provide reasonabla assurance that the equipment will perform §
afety function(s) in its accident spyirgnment when called upon to do so.
licepsee shouTd alX6 show Lb H TReE T e T L
t*{n,/sign&ﬂca : prOT A y DALTON & AL

informatiom to the

NOTE: The JCO referred to in questions of equipment qualification fis
specifically addressed by Generic Letter B88-07 dated April 7, 1988. This
environmental qualification *JC0* includes an operability determination. It also
states that the licensee should evaluate whether the findings are reportable
under 10 CFR 50.72, 10 CFR 50.73, 10 CFR Part 21, the Technical Specifications,
or any other pertinent reporting requirements, including 10 CFR 50.9.

Issue Date: / /9] -16- 9900 STS
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The following actions should be taken if a licensee s unable to demonstrate
equipment operability:

0 For {noperable equipment 1n a system covered by the TS, the licensee
shall follow the appropriate action statements. This could require
that the plant be shut down or remain shut down.

0 For {noperable equipment in a system not covered by the TS, the
1icensee may continue reactor operation 1f the safety function can
be accomplished by other designated equipment that 1s qualified, or
1f 1imited administrative controls can be used to ensure the safety
function 1s performed.

6.11 Technica) Specification Operability vs. ASME Code, Section XI
Qperative Criteria

The Technical Specifications (TS) normally apply to overall system performance
but sometimes contain 1imiting values for certain component performance, which
are specified to ensure that the design basis and safety analysis s satisfied.
The values (e.g., pump flow rate, valve closure time, valve leakage rate,
safety/relief valve set point pressure) are operability verification criteria.
1f these values are not met at any time, the applicable LCO shall be entered as
1f the deficiency was discovered during the required surveillance.

The ASME Section XI inservice testing plans for pumps and valves may contain the
same or different 1imits and additional component performance acceptance values
which, 1f not met, will indicate that the pump or valve has seriously degraded
$0 that corrective action would be required to ensure or restore the operability
and operational readiness of the pump or valve. The ASME Section XI acceptance
criteria include "required action ranges® or limiting values for certain
component performance parameters. These required action ranges or limiting
values as defined by the code as component performance parameters, may be less
conservative than the TS values which are safety analysis limits. However,
action must be taken when the TS requirements are not met.

Generic Letter 89-04 Attachment 1, Pos
Allowed Outage Time (AOT) in TS5 a
valves. When performance dat
whether the 1imit {1s equ
or valve must be dec!
in the text of
fnoperable)
entered.

, defines the starting point for the
n statements for ASME Section XI pumps and
1 in the required acti regardless of
0 or more conservative the 75 Timit, the pump
inoperable fmmediate e term 'Ingpcrutivo' 15 used
Section XI; the p ve 1s both "inoperat

the TS action stat for the associated s must be

action range limit fis
e corrective action map-fot be Timited to replacement
or repair; 1t may an analysis to demon e that the specific performance
de?radation dogsnot impair operabild nd that the p or valve will still
fulfill fts~function, such as de ring the required flow. A new required

ge may be establish ter such analysis which would then allow a new
1nation of operabiljey.

cases where the requir
corresponding TS 1imi

conservative than its

K?TXYU! : /9] -17- 9900 STS
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The durations specified by the
accepted by the NRC for pos
data are recognized a
exceeding the 11 n
component mu dec
specifi the action
dec fnoperable r inoperable p
ut not covered by the TS, the actfon should be consi with the safety
significance of the {ssue ang_1hg_tungx1nn;.sA:and.hm.&bl.&lllﬁ&:ﬂ_;;g&gg‘:l;___l

g value of
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Recalibrating test instruments and then repeating oump or valve tests {s an
acceptable alternative to the corrective action of repair or replacesent, but is
not an action that can be taken before declaring the pump or valve {noperable.
However, 1f during a test 1t {s obvious that a test instrument {s malfunctioning,
the test may be halted and the instruments promptly recalibrated or replaced.

During a test, anomalous data with no clear fon of the cause must be
attributed to the pump or valve under test. this occurrence, a prompt
determination of operability is appropriate wi Tow-on corrective action as
necessary.

Note: In the above discussion, "required action range* and "fnoperative® are ASME ~
Section XI terms. “‘ ‘.

6.12 Support System Operability | /‘"U‘ML W %{5 }

The definition of operability embodies the principle that a

fts function(s) only 1f al) necessary support systems are capab
their related support functions. It 1s f{incumbent upon eac
understand which support systems are pecessary to ensure operapil{
and components that perform specified safety functions. T3

When a support system 15 determined to be fnoperable, alé system
support system {s required for systems operability

and the LCOs for those systems entered . Any
appropriate remedial actions specified by a supported system LCO action statement
(to compensate for the inoperable supported system) should be taken.

stem can perform »
of performing

e

When a support system is determined to be inoperable, the 1icensee shoulg employ
the same operability determination process for the supported systo@:‘ the V
Ticensee would for any other system. In particular, the scope and timi f such
operability decisions should follow the guidance in Section 6.1.

There are cases where judgment on the part of a licensee s appropriate in
determining whether a support system is or {s not required. One example is the

case of a ventilation system. A ventilation system may be reguired to ensure

that other safety-related equipment can perform {its safety function in the
summer, but may not be required in the winter. Similarly, the electrical power
supply for heat tracing may be :g%uizgﬂ in the winter to ensure that a safety-
related system can perform 1ts safety function, but may not be required in the
summer. The need for Jjudgment in reviewing what individual licensees do 1in
specific cases should be recognized. If a licensee determines that a Technica)
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Specification (7S5) s s capablie of performing 1ts specified function(s) with
an inoperable support om_ 1 ’ , then no additional action
e s s SRRt i g e TN 15 needed Furthermore, the

‘ wodify ‘ unction e any other change to the facility
10 CFR 50.59 process and,FSAR update.

Bt

For some support systems, there are specific Allowed Outage Times (A0Ts)
specified fn the TS. The AOT contained in the TS for any support system shoyld
be equal to or less than the AOT for an system for which that support system {s
required for system operability. Problems whe onsistencies exist between
an AOT for a support system and the AOT fo ysjem for which that support ‘/
system 15 required should be discussed wi nal management who should

discuss the issue with NRR {f deemed necessa n some case amendment to \/
the TS may be necessary.

by use of the

In all cases, the following principles should be used:

a. The most {mportant safety concern {s to ensure that the complete
capability to perform a specified safety function 1s not lost as & result
of more than one support or supported system being declared inoperable.
When a support or supported system 1s declared inoperabie in one train,
the corresponding independent support or supported systems and all other

L'[ assocfated sypport systems in the opposite train(s) should be ensured to
v f be opercblgi .&., the complete capability to perform the specified safety V
M“j function Mas not been Tost. The term "ensure® as used heénws for an “
administrative check by examining logs or other informat to determine
J( f required § -of-service for nance or other reasons.
These actions are not to be us

»
N

I.F/Mb Upon determining that a loss of functional capability condition exists,
actions specified in the support and supported system LCOs should be taken
to mitigate the loss of functional capability.

6.13 Piping and Pi P'anﬂl@mu @3/.«06
s
Piping and pipe supports found degraded or nonconforming be subjected
to an operability det¢rmination and restored to the FSAR design criterfa. To
icensees 1in determinations, operability guidance has been provided i
specific various copppnents. These components include the piping, supports

support plates, an r bolts. IE Bulletin No. 79-14 gr sed the s <

analysis for as- afety-related piping systems. i5pp1uﬂtt to IE

Bulletin 79-14 da gust 15, 1979 and Supplement 2 to IE Bulletin 79-14 dated

September 7, 1979 provide additional guidance. Concrete anchor bolts and pipe

supports are addressed with specific operability criteria in Supplement 1 to

'fevision 1 of IE Bulletin 79-02. The criteria for evaluating operability of

¢ deismic design piping supports and anchor bolts relating to Bulletins 79-02 and

¥\ 79-14 are detailed in the E. Jordan memo to the Regions dated July 1979, and the

f;r‘ - V. Noonan memo dated August 7, 1979. Upon discovery of
Yol i

iping and pipe supports, 1icensees may use the criteria in Appendix F of §

Y s 111 of the for operability determinations.

L ppendix F are valid un age when the support(s) are to‘x
be restored to the FSAR criteria. J\

S
i W . - w—
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or systems determined to be otherwise operable but which do not meet the
operability criterd " 1d treat the systems or components as {

inoperable u pproxa+—IP<obtained for any additional criteria or
erming nperability. Where a piping support s
be e, & dete

evaluation methed : :
determined to fnoperabl
on the associated piping system.

6.14 Flaw Evaluation

Regulation 10 CFR 50.55a(g) and Standard Technical Specificat’ (§7S) 3.4110
(the section number may vary with plant specific TS) require tha e structural
integrity of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 cwononts be maintained according to

Section XI of the ASME Code. In the conduct o

inservice inspection, maintenance
activities, or during plant operation, flaws in components m"?

inatfon of operability should be performed

The operability of swelw systems containing flaws may depend on the flaw

characterization or evaluation performed by the icensee and the acceptability

of continued service of the component. Since the characterization and/or

A evaluation is vital to the determination of 1ity, the licensee’s efforts
}‘@ v following flaw detection memt prompt .

Components containing flaws characteriz determined to be within the
) ~f acceptance standards in IWB-3500 (IWC-3500 for Class 2 components) of Section XI
(' are acceptable for continued service and, although no determination of
operability 1{s necessary, reportipg in accordance with re

requirements.

Upon discovery of a flaw exceeding

for Class 2 components), the 1icens G ? { The
\ evaluation and acceptance criteria o §-360( be used 1n nation.
For Class 3 moderate energy piping, 1.e., Clas piping with a maximum operating

. temperature below 200 #F and a maximum cperating pressure

275 psig, tb
_ evaluation and acceptance criteria in Generic Letter 9C-05

used. 7
The Ticensee may treat the system containing the flaw(s), ovnuat I

N,
Hl meet the acceptance criteria in IWB-3600, as operable unti JJar »>
~N accordance with IWB-3600 s obtained®™ For Class 3 moderate enerc piping, the
. Ticensee may treat the system containing the flaw(s), evaluated 2
oy | the acceptance criteria in Generic Letter 90-¢ PETTh til relief
A} |obtained from the NRC. The licensee w s e on for &
either case to the NRC for review and apPre (V

Alternative evaluation procedures and/or acceptance criteria may also be used for b
flaws exceeding IWB-3600 or Generic Letter $0-05. When alternative evaluation § t

procedures and/or acceptance - pre used as a basis for acceptable
continued service, thed4gep W the s X - (s) as
inoperadiE RCapprov il of alSeedtFes W or to
th e plant"WUTY De placed in a sa . OITUT tor systems in the g..F
T8, L-p+Int wust enter the corresponding Limiting Condition for Operation

(LCO). -i
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;%' 6.15 Qperational Leakage
e
C

\ , 1f leakage develops 1in the reacfor coolant system, ks —
: requirenents.  The Technical Speclfications (1S) do hot—pes (any A
\ boundary leakage. The Operational . ‘»/
s must be entered upon discovery gFe boundary leakage; therefore, an
operability determination 1s not_gey prute ‘p'r‘.‘

Article NB-2121 g gf 111 of Rhe ASME Code excludes‘{ode requirements faow V
materfals not ‘
ver, leakage from the reactor coolant system
pite the TS depending on whether the Teakage 1s from
aed unidentified, or specific sources such as the steam generator tubes
or reactor coolant system pressure 1solatfon valves. If the Teafage exceeds the

TS Mimits, t eijmm aw [ ﬁ.g.zgﬁ.x?,,d 61’?

rgoolant system leakage within the 1imits of the TS, the licensee

/hmﬂc etermine operability for the degraded component and include 1in the
Tnation the effects of the leakage nto other components and materials.

Furthermore, the regulatio nd SJequiZe kat the structural integrity of ASME
Code Class 1, omponents be maintained according to Section X! of the
ASME Code. if a leak 1s discovered in a Class I, 2, or 3 component in the
conduct of inservice {nspections, maintenance lctivities. or during plant
operation, IWA-5250 of Section XI requires corrective measures be taken based on

repair or replacement in accordance with Section X]. /TR 38UTYYOR, & through-wal
flaw does not meed the acceptance criteria in IWB- 360

—————————————

Upon discovery of leakage from a Class ], or 3 compone e boundary
(1.e., pipe wall, valve body, pump casing, etc & Hcense&&}:{e the
component inoperable. The only exception {s lass 3 mo e energ

a5 discussed in Songeee-teiuppaeidted® . For Class 3 moderate energy piping, the .
Ticensee may treat the system containing the through -wall £ w(s), evaluaied and

found to meet the acceptance criteria in ' as operable unti)
relief is obtained from the NRC,

6.16 Structural Reguirements Ml 4 - MW’/MJJJ’QE MA%;

Category I structures and supports (referred to P as structures) which are
subject to periodic surveillance and f{nspection 1n accordance with the
requirements of Technica) Specifications (TS) shall be considered operable 1f the
Timits stipulated in the TS are met. If these limits are not met, the Limiting
Cendition for Operations (LCOs) are to be entered for the affected structure.

1f the degradation affects the ability of the structure to provide the required
design support for systems? attached to the structure, an operability

determination must be perfo for thescg:;s as well,

Issue Date: / /91 -21- §500 STS




Degradation affection Category 1 structures {include, for example, concrete

cracking and spalling, excessive deflection or deformation, water leakage, rebar
corrosion, missing or bent anchor bol*s, etc. If these degradationpswe (& &
fdentified 1in Category [ structures which -are not subject Lo

surveillance and inspection, they should be assessed by the 1icensee to determine

the capability of these structures to perform their specified function. As long

as the identified degradation does not result in the exceedance of acceptance

1imits specified in applicable design codes and standards, referenced in the

design basis document, the affected ﬁt:ggturcs are operable.

Significant degradations resultipg”in the exceedance of the acceptance limits

must be promptly reported in ac ance with the requirements in 10 CFR 50.72 and i—”'
evaluated by the licensee for/determination of operability. These evaluations

should include the criteria used for the operability determination and the
rationale for continued plant operation in a degraded condition outside of the

design basis. The licensee’'s evaluations should also include the plan for y///
corrective action, as required by Criterion XVI of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50,

to restore degraded structures to their original design requirements. As stated

above, any system which depends upon the degraded structure for required support

should also be examined for operability 1f the degradation or nonconformance

calls into question the performance of the system. NRC inspectors, with possible

support from headquarters, should review licensees’ evaluations of structural
degradations to determine their technical adequacy and conformance to licensing

and regulatory requirements.

Issue Date: / /91 «22- 9900 STS



ENCLOSURE 2

PROPOSED GENERIC LETTER




¥,

%5

)
S{“ |
/V"'
:

)
¢
E

5 UNITED STATES
sd@ = NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
S—" ) !' WASHINGTON, D C. 20688
v /‘c‘:
T0: ALL NUCLEAR POWER REACTOR LICEMSEES AND APPLICANTS

SUBJECT INFORMATION TO LICENSEES REGARDING TWO NEW NRC INSPECTION MANUAL
SECTIONS ON LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND
NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS AND ON OPERABILITY (GERERIC LETTER 91- )

The NRC staff has issued two new sections to be inciuded in Part 9500, Technical

Guidance, of the NRC Inspection Manual. The first s, "LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR

RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS.® The second s,

Eg:EMELE/OPEMBlL!TY: ENSURING THE FUNCTIOMAL CAPABILITY OF A SYSTEM OR
PONENT. "

The proposed additions to the NRC Inspection Manual are generally based upon
previously issued guidance. In a few cases, the proposed additions depend on
common sense, and long-standing informal staff interpretations.

Copies of the proposed additions to the NRC Inspection Manual (enclosure)
provided for informa as

s . No spec nsee actions are required.
However. beca (NRC guidance Ind gIALf positiontythat are compiled in the
SSUBC over . perTod years, it is possible

p¥oposed additions were

all of them are adequately reflected in existing plant erefore,

licenseecr are encouraged to review the revised manu n light of

existing procedures with a vieuttovara? eliminatiing p onsistencies.
v AL/

The purpose of thg”enclosed Qnidance s to dg ingle lo Oh what the

of tMe guids 4£Dr g

May apply 1M<uch Cases ]St ot TOwed Frocedures consistent w
menerirbackfitting in 1ssuing this Generic Letter. Whether existing or new, the
staff positions incorporated in the enclosed guidance ensures compliance with
existing regulations, . ’ e
*alond ' . Hence, the exception under
10 CFR 50.109(a)(4)(1) applies.

Please contact the appropriate NRC Project Manager if you have any questions
regarding this matter

sta‘f believes Zo be existing\guidance o (mp though new staff
positigns wWETe wot) intended ! TR that implemen o

: MY TU TR 50109,

%j{uw&wﬁﬁh M‘M}\M w‘j M;/Jf |

James 6. Partlow
Associate Director for Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: As stated

CONTACT: Chris L. Hoxie, NRR/OTSB
x23138
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CRGR REVIEW PACKAGE
PROPOSED ACTION: /V‘J ’jcl

It s proposed to issue two new additions to Part $900, Technical Guidance, of
the BRC Inspection Manual on (1) 1icensee actions for resolution of degraded and
n nforming conditions and (2) operability determinations for systems,

H tures, or components (SSCs) covered by T ns ther NRC
requirements. It 1s also proposed to issue simultaneously a Generic Letter WD {
TreSe—UPTITed Inspection Manual Sectfons as attacheents to licensees vor
information.

CATEGORY: 2

RESPONSE TO REQUIREMENTS FOR CONTENT OF PACKAGE SUBMITTED FOR CRGR REVIEW:

PO

Y The proposéd generit Yot
ent out to licenseces.

Enclosure 1 contains the two proposed guidance Ws. The first 1s titled,

OR R TE NS ProposEa it

"LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND FORMING CONDITIONS." The
second is titled "OPERABLE/OPERABILITY: ENSURIN FUNCTIONAL CAPABILITY OF
A SYSTEM OR COMPONENT.*®

These two proposed guidance documents will Mexisting information contained &
in Part 9900, Technical Guidance, of the NRC Inspection Manual.

Enclosure 2 is the proposed Generic Letter that will transmit the updated
Inspection Manual Sections (Enclosure 1) to the Yicensees for information.

[11) Oraft staff papers or underlylng Btaff BocWEAts SGFrtIRG e stirf

requirements or staff positfon.

The guidance proposed for inclusion in the NRC Inspection Manual and for
distribution to Ticensees 15 a compilation of the information contained 1n the

documents 1isted in “References® at the end of this CRGR package. In addition, %
selected Licensee Event Reports (LERs) and Event Notifications are attached in
"Sample Licensee Event Reports and Event Notifications® to 11 ustrate some of the
concepts discussed in the Inspection Manual Guidance.

{{1) Each proposed rege
ffice’s position as 0 whe
sitions, implement $xTs
_reduce existing staff

CPos it TOR ShETT-CEREA YR Lbllg
A?f\::‘-mﬂ.l;;ff.‘,llj Feas) *"‘”’%
R H‘ A
L'm?‘:w&i"’

s ®reataffepositions T o ol
Al Dot bag

s

The purpose of the proposed guidance §
NRC staff believes to be existipg~guid

p Locupesn Tocation what the

- ons).  The purpose of

publishing this guidance s to § D g natory meterial and
to ensure consistency in applicatYomT 9 DO s :
proposed ance 1s primarily a comp fon o© ouidansa. p

M) licensee actions fs oY ey reterine nforming

ions and (2) operabiltty determinations for systems, stheftures or

components (SSCs) coversd By Technical Specifications or other NRC nquirmnts.\,

‘.J.,xnﬁ;. Y s utdlecs prsd % T2




Enclosure 1 contains the two proposed additions to the KRC Inspection manual. ¢
Th irst 1s entitled, °LICENSEE ACTICNS FOR RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND
?ngggNFORHING CONDITIONS.* This document s a summary of the process a Ticensee
hddd follow upon identification of a degraded or non-conforwing condition,
including prompt follow-up actions, operability determinations, reporting
requirements, decision categories, interim operation, deficiency resolution and
long-term follow-up. This document {s an umbrella document that outlines a
complex process, and then directs the reader, as necessary, to more detailed

information on any individual component of the process. The NRC staff believes
that actions consistent with this process would ensure compliance with the
regulations that address degraded or nonconforming conditions, e.g., 10 CFR S0,
|
2

e

Appendix B.

L]
One of the places the umbrella 2?5;::;:—::;:::;hts reader to for operability
guidance 1s the other document of Enclosure 1 ent AnddBERABLE /OPERABILITY:
ENSURING THE FUNCTIONAL CAP . X COMP

This document is

a compilation of existigh NRC guidance & n" pas”on operability. It

Notices, and internal NRC

is based upon Generic Le : ) : .
correspondence issued between 1979 and the present.
The proposed guidance was not developed as & new requirement or staff position.

o boses

However, because of the complexity involved in operability determinations and
because of the complexity o e ‘process described in LICENSEE ACTIONS FOR
RESOLUTION OF DEGRADED AND N NFORMING CONDITIONS, 1t is possible that there
have been differences in app) fon of this guidance from 1icensee to 1icensee.
The purpose of publishing this guidance s to provide some clarifying explanatory
material and to ensure consistency in application of this guidance among NRC
inspectors. Thus, although a new staff position was _po ticular

E%\ licensees may find its implementation to represgnt~few sta

of previously exi s T
; . the NRC staff is fo . “’H

procedures indicated for generic bac wever, & detailed examination of Y

l licensee practices and plant procedures on a licensee-by-licensee basis was n

attempted to estimate the burden that the proposed guidance may represent.
fv) The proposed method of Tiplementation a16ng with YFE Fonturrence [a
Eoments) of the Office of General Counse) ""[Qg"mhg"‘!. hod proposed.

The proposed guidance will be made available for use by NRC personnel by
ifnclusion in Part 9900 of the NRC Inspection Manual, and to licensees for
fnformation through the provisions of the Generic Letter.

Licensees may choose to voluntarily review their plant procedures to see that
they are consistent with the guidance. Since the proposed guidance 15 2
compilation of existing guidance, 1t {s not expected that such a review would be

plant procodurcs;)

UGC comments an s have been ¢ ed and hW
the pro uidance ett on to the




RN

y iTatory analysis generally.conforming 1o,
Bihtc)eh-cose wnd NIREG/CRD5G0, o ereins

A formal regulatory analysis has not been
proposed guidance does contain new guidance
to ensure compliance with existing regulations. wo documents provide a
framework for orga g existing guidance on (1) 1icensee actions for resolution
of degraded and n@;\foming equipment and (2) operability determinations for
systems, structurées or components (SSCs) covered by Technical Specifications or
other NRC requirements.

gg)‘ AR

resent o

By oY LR C e et D IANte y3o wn ICh L hE TEnsty ¢

actions for resolution of degraded and forming conditions and operability

The proposed guidance 1s intended for uwc personnel in evaluating 1icensee
determinations at all nuclear power pl

vii) For each category o "ﬁtgﬁ'p"!ut'“ he evaluition oritiz = |
End scheduled in “eg ht of bt%cr"‘o L’Eﬂ% atofy;;ctl AL1 he &va ﬁ%t‘l:g

3 to consider Informatyon avetishle «concerniug any of the . 1hg" "hctors,;u

By be deemed appropriate and w.msrmsmt.m.n.‘m Ld.n_s_.t rial to the
proposed action,

[a) Statement of the specifig obyectives That theé proposed action fs designed

fo achieve.

The specific objectives of the proposed action are to (a) update Part 9900 of the
KRC In tion Manual with respect to Ticensee actions for resolution of degraded
and niﬁggznforming conditions, (b) update the Manual with respect to operability
guidamed, and (c) to inform licensees of the updates of the NRC Inspection Manual
by Generic Letter.

As a consequence of the proposed action, 1t s anti ted that evaluations of
Ticensee actions for resolution of degraded and nﬁnfwmng conditions and
evaluation of operability determinations by NRC per 1 will be more consistent
from one licensee to another, and from one time to another. This {s becaus
evaluation criteria, which are currently in many different documents, have bun
drawn together in one jocation.

b} General description 6F The activity Lhat woulQ be ¥
rder to complete the ac'ion.

A\Tne proposed guidance 1s being provided to Hcch)us for information.

quired by jicensees

specific fon by licensees is required.

u\y‘)\mﬁ \0
\l* U Q\)‘NMJ\




) "Potent (2] Change
divactive utgﬂ:i.

>3

ks stated above, 1t 1s anticipated that the proposed guidance will result in a '4(
more consistent empproach to evaluating licensee actions for resolution of

degraded and nnforning conditions and operability determinations. is {
because most . Op teria will be b the NRC DA on Manuzl |

opposed o being dispersed throughout numerous documen pnsequentiy, the
s al for failing to consider an essential evaluation criterion will be
reduced. Therefore, the 1ikelihood should be increased that the 11 ees will
take the correct action when “‘ resolving a degraded or n nforming 1,
condition, and (2) making operability determinations. This d have a

beneficial effect on the risk to the public, although 1t 1s not possible to @
quantify the benefit.

“TPotentid " Tmp
site workers.

aCt PN Tl D log Ca e e A L N TOYER Y = 0 ‘G Lher

At some plants, licensees may revise plant procedures based on the proposed
guidance. Any revision of procedures might cause an {incremental change in
radiological exposure of facility employees; however, the increment 1s fmpossible
to quantify in the general case. Overall, this guidance 1s not expected to have
a lTarge impact (either positive or negative) in facility employee exposures.

e) Installation and continuing Costs assoctiated with ThE BCEIAH, IACIUY
!ost of facility downtime gr_.*ggmm!mc;jw; s

The proposed guidance does not involve any physical changes to any nuclear
plants. Therefore, there will be no installation or continuing costs. Also, no
facility downtime costs are anticipated.

On the other hand, the proposed guida nvolves complex processes such as

licensee actions for degraded and ﬁfoninq equipment and operability

determinations. Such fundamental ¢ s are pervasive in their {impact on

facility operation. If the proposed guidance is interpreted by the licensee as {

requiring a major change in plant procedures, 1t 1s conceivable that the 'vf

guidance would increase facility downtime for some facilities by resulting in

changes to plant procedures that required more asppropriate actions. However,
A)ﬂthis guidance should not cause unnecessary shutdowns.

) “The potent!d) safety it CRIEThinGer i pTARRp}
ﬁ LRL2PR2 WI Lind.regd
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1 s
¢luding the relationship }) Oy £0U LrBae nte nd

sitions.

The prop guidance documents arq/not intended to contain new guidance or staf
Wt is not expected tha uidanc an
\Q .(\ rease in operational complexity for most licensees.
\

ﬁ However, for some Ticensees that may have previously been operating with a

differ t etation of (1) actions to re
T 1o8s” operability determinations) following the proposed guidance
) uire nges 1n—pTaMm~J. erations.
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As an eximp]
be conducted on

fnoperable. TIE d%kes this clear; however, {f a licensee
currently had procedn owed such surveillance scheduling, the proposed &
guidance will be umrpreted as allowing Tess operational flexibility and causing
more operational complexity. /}

sitive because
s function }Pf'

piece of equipment inoperable ehewdd not
system 1f the other train {5 also Q

From the NRC pergs

Ths resource burden on the NRC would be minimal. );:%"
) The polentVaY YRpact of.C 1 erences 1n faci Ity t ¢ \i
Tevancy and practicality of the proposed actiop. %

The proposed guidance 1s applicable to all power reactors, regardless of plant *“.

age, facility type, or design. ¢
1)~ whether tha ‘proposed activns A5 A0 ; i1 and Jf" rim, ~the
ustification for imposing the Pt g action on gn in § Dasis

Other than for the exception noted below, the proposed guidance is final.

The section or 10 CFR 50.59 1s interim. We will discuss this fssue during CRGR
review of the new 50.59 procedures and NSAC-125. (NSAC-125, dated June 1989 is
*Guidelines for 10 CFR 50.59 Safety Evaluations,” prepared by Nuclear Management
and Resources Council, Nuclear Safety Analysis Center.)

vifl) For each mﬂmmm‘f‘m CFR’ "proposing
ffice director’s detenfnaﬁm,"»‘toggtbor ultt”":tb tloﬂl Jngﬁthe
etermination based on the coniiderat paragraphs. 1) througt &

t

&21 there is a subshn!TmI h

safety or the common def

-

Y the dTrect dnd  IMTrEY EXORTRT O S MO T eaentatybf
Bucted -are_Justified. n nﬁ' h nm“*m’imf

To the extent that the proposed guidance does impose new NRC staff positions, the
backfit rule does apply. The new positions are Justiﬂod on tho basis th e
provide assurance of compliance with exi
The proposed guidance is a compilatiog®
into two documents. Use of the propo

*“z POy Yhe dasiities




evaluations of licensee actions for reso)
conditions and operability determinations,
fmpact on plant safety.
additional costs as a consequence of 1
exception under 10 CFR 50.109(a)(4) (1)

For some licensees, this proposed guidance mf
is possible that, because of interpretation di
guidance has not been consistent from license
possible to quantify how many Ticensees fit this
®ach such Ticensee would be affected by the [
costs of fmplementation for such licensees a

For most licensees,

ution of degraded and n
which, in turn, will ha
there should be 1ittle or no
ssuing this proposed guidance.

ht be viewed as new to thes.
ferences, applicati
e-to-1icensee.
deascription, and to wha

Estimates of

bt

This guidance should make enforcement problems easfer to deal

clearer and wore ¢

a)"the public healt
dequately protected

b) "the cost §aving

Temented, and

guidance.
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