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UNION ELECTRIC, CALLAWAY FLANT

ATTACHMENT TO ULNRC-2522

SUMMARY OF DRAFT NUREG-1022 COMMENTS

Qverall Comments:

A number of the proposed rule interpretations contrast sharply with the
original NUREG 1022 and its two supplements. These deletions/additions to
the previous guidance appear to be intended solely to lower the reporting
threshold in some areas, thereby increasing utility expenses without
improving public health and safety. If the reporting threshcld Is .o be
lowered, it should be done with a rule change rather th:n by latspretation
guidance. See the following specific comments for examp.cs.

As a whole, the proposed NUREG 1022 revision confirms scme of our previous
interpretations, but does not provide a net relief from reporting items of
a low threshold. If the comments are incorporated, the final NUREG 1022
revision will be much more beneficial.

Specific Comments:

2.7, page 18 Disagree that a single component failure discovered
during surveillance testing is reportable if the failure
mechanism could reasonably be expected to occur in one or
more redundait components and thereby prevent fulfillment
of the system's safety function, Merely predicting failure
is not firm evidence that the redundant compo-ents could
have failed. Surveillance testing of the redu. lant
components would uncover the failure mechanisn

2.7, page 18 The last two paragraphs are not consistent
with Sections 5.2.1 and 3.2.2, pages 35 and 37,
concerning the "time of discovery". If there is firm
evidence the common failure condition existed prior
to the surveillance testing, then the condition
should be reported. Reference the previous NRC
guidance per NUREG 1022 Supplement 1, answer 2.3,

3.2.1, page 31 The definition of initiation of any nuclear
plant shutdown is not clear for a T/8 required
shutdown begun in Modes 3 or 4 with completion
in Modes 4 or 5. The temperature/pressure
reductions of these modes occur after the
plant is subecritical.
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3.2.2(5),
page 36

3.2.3(8),

page 36

(1), page 37

3.2.4(4).
page 43

3.2.4(4),
page 45

3.2.4(3),
page 48

3.2.6(2),
page 61

3.2.8, page 64

The new guldance is wot as clear as previously
provided by NUREC 1022 Supplement 1,

answer 2.9. This is especially true for
inadequate Health Physics posting conditions.

A Temporary Waiver of Compliance (TWOC) is
usually requested and certainly not approved

by the NRC Staff until after STS 3.0.3 has been
entered, Therefore, a 50.72 notification will
probably be made because it is doubtful the TWOC
will be approved within 60 minutes. However, an
LER will not be sent if the TWOC is approved.

The proposed wording will confuse the operators.
Use LCO and action statement terminology
consistent with Generic Letter 87-09.

The draft guidance has added "potentially"

or "potentially could" in the definition

for unanalyzed condition., This change is contrary

to the previous guidance provided by NUREG 1022
Supplement 1, answers 4.1 and 10.3, It is also
contrary to the rule which discusses if a condition
results in the plant being in an unanalyzed condition.
The rule does not use "potentially" or “"could

have" but uses present or past tense for the existing
condition.

Reporting significant valve misalignments as a plant
condition not covered by operating and emergency
procedures is confusing. If valves in a safety-related
or support system are misaligned, an operability
evaluation by the opera.ors or engineers will be
performed. In most cases, an NRC notitication will

be made because the valve condicion rendered one

or more trains of the system inoperable not because
procedures are inadequate. Delete this example.

The untested containment isolation valves should

be treated as a missed surveillance, especially

if subsec ient testing meets the acceptance criteria.
Loss of containment integrity per STS 3.6.1.1 should
not be assumed in this case. STS 3.6.1.2 and 3.6.3
actions should be followed. Delete the example from
this section.

Planned outages of the plant computer are not
addressed .

Discharges of halon systems to unoccupied rooms and rooms

which will not require uperator access for plant operation
should not be reported.
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3.2.8, page 65

w

2.8, page 69

.3.2(1), pg.fl&
.3.2(6), pg.87

w oW

3.3.2(3),
page 83

3:3:-8L2),

page 84

3.3.2(1),
page 85

3.3.3¢3),

puge 94

3:.3.7,
pages 109 & 114

Merely using radiation work permits or protective
clothing is too low a reporting threshold for
"significantly hampering site personnel."

55 gallons should not be inferred as the limit
for reporting significant spills.

Since plants rarely have the same design, each plant
should define their ESF systems in Chapter 6

of the FSAR per Regulatory CGuide 1.70. Previous NUREG 1022
Supplement 1 answers 6.1 and 6.2 state so. The proposed
guidance will increase confusion. This is another case
where the NRC staff is appearing to lower the reporting
threshold without changing the rule and without enhancing
public health and safety.

The threshold for ESF actuation reporting needs to

include a requirement for the electrical/electrcnic signal
to travel through the ESF logic system. The proposed
guidance will create a low reporting threshold with
increased nuisance reporting.

It is not clear how an invalid signal may occur to
actuate an ESF system if the system has been properly
removed from service. Delete this example.

1f the RPS is properly removed from service such that

a signal to open the reactor trip breakers cannot

be sent, then an invalid signal processed by the RPS
should not be reported. Per plant procedures, it is
planned and known the reactor trip breakers are removed
from service. This was discussed in March 1986 with Mr.
Fred Hebdon (AEOD).

The guidance is not consistent with previous guidance
provided by NUREG 1022 Supplemen= 1, answer 7.13.

I1f a system is not in STS and is not required to meet
the single failure criterion, it does not perform a
*safety function." Additionally, the second to last
paragraph of page 90 infers the safety function
applies during the operation of a system (safety or
non-safety related) as described or relied on in the
pla. .afety analysis. If a non-safety system's operation
is not required by the plant safety analysis, this
condition is not reportable. It appears this change
was made for the sole purpose of increasing reporting
requirements without changing the rule.

Verbatim compliance with the rule requires the licensee

to call the NRC when other government agencies

are notified, especially if the latter are required by law.
This appears to be an interpretation of convenience when
in reality the rule should be changed.
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criteria noted above. The ENS notification is to include what
is known at that time. The follovwing LER may include sinilar
overloaded hangers that are found during the J0~day period.

2.5 10 CFR 50.9 Reportinra

o3

The stated intent for 10 CFR 50.9(a) is that information provided
to the Commission by a licensee be conplete and accurate in all
waterial respects. Sections 50.72 and 50.73 have provisions for
updating and revising reports that should be used to correct
material incompleteness or inaccuracies that are discovered. For
exanmple, submittal of a revised LER is appropriate to correct any
previously submitted inaccuracies of a material nature.

The s*ated intent for 10 CFR 50.9(b) is that any licensee
information with significant health, safety, common defense, or
security implications is to be reported to the NRC
netwithstanding the absence of a specific reporting requirement.
The Statements of Consideration for 10 CFR 50.9 refer to such
licensee information as "residual information" that could affect
licensed activities. Licensees may report such information under
the JLER format to give the information broad consideration, as
discussed)in Section 5.1.5 of this report.

LUt WA T ALY LA
The provisions of 10 CFR $0.9 should not be used to report
information that is required to be reported under 10 CFR 50.72 or
50073!

2.6 WWWWM
Staff or Identified by NRC

Some licensees erroneously believed that if a reportable event or
condition had been discussed with the resident inspector or other
NRC staff, there was no need to report under 10 CFR 50.72 and
50.73 because the NRC was aware of the situation. Some licensees
also expressed a similar understanding for cases in which the NRC
staff identified a reportable event or condition to the licensee
via inspection or assessment activities. Such means do not
satisfy the event reporting rules. The requirement is to report
to the ENS and LER systems events or conditions meeting the
criteria stated in the rules so that the events or conditions can
receive structured NRC reviews set up for that purpose and they
can be collected, stored, and retrieved as operating experience

T o a4 *4 ) P d i p— 3 P
Lnitrmatisn.,  Licensees not submitting information In accsrdance

with the reporting rules are subject to enforcement action.

<-7 Multiple Component Failures Durina 2aXveillance Testine
There have been » zerau: magae {» whian lisansees nava mate
reported multiple, Sequentlally discovered failures of svstenms or
SIPCNeNTS CoCuITing Quring planned testinyg. 7This sictuaticn was

ldentified as a generic concern on April 13, 1985, in NRC

- e em e e A - - A - , -
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2.10 Retraction/Cancellation of Event Reports

Licensees have expressed concerns about the counting of event
reports, both ENS notifications and LERs. The NRC staff has
indicated that its interest i{s in evaluating the raported
informat.on, rnot in counting the number ¢f events repoerted.
While event reports may be formally withdrawn, the staff has
often found the information reported useful and has maintained
the information on file with the withdrawal notation. Licensees
are encouraged to convert each report to a voluntary ieport
rather than a retraction or cancellation.

It a licensee so chooses, an ENS notification can be retracted
and an LER can be canceled using the same procedure by which the
initial report was made. The retractions and cancellations are
further discussed in Section 4 for ENS notifications and Section
§ for LERs. Sound, logical bases for the withdrawal or
conversion to a voluntary report are to be communicated with the
request. Such actions receive staff review.
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the situation cannot be corrected before the completion of the
shutdown or if the plant shuts down early to correct the pooblenm.

(1)

(2)

Initiatioi of a TS Reguired Plant Shutdown

The monitor alarmed for one of three safeguard eguipnent
cabinets and the cabinet was declared inoperable. The
plant ‘s TS required that if one cabinet is out of service,
the plant must be in hot standby within 6 hours. The
licensee initiated a plant shutdown from full power and made
an ENS notification,

The licensee made an update ENS notification after the
equipment was repaired, the cabinet was declared operable,

and the power reduction was stopped before completion of the
shutdown.

An ENS notification is required because a TS regquired power
reduction was started. The update ENS notification is
required immediately under §50.72(c)(2) (ii) to report the
effectiveness of the response taken tc the event. An LER is

not required because the plant did not reach hot standby or
hot shutdown.

Initiation and Completicn of a TS Regquired Plant Shutdown

When leakage around the primary containment ventilation
exhaust dampers exceeded the maximum allowable combined
secondary byvpass leakage rate, the plant TS required the
plant be in hot shutdown within 12 hours. The licensee
commenced a reactor shutdown at 10 percent per hour and made
an ENS not’.ication within 13 minutes.

The licer.ee made update ENS notifications, when the plant
reached hot and cold shutdown and the technical
specification was exited.

An ENS notification is required because a plant shutdown was
initiated as requir.d by the plant's TS. This event also is
reportable under §50.72(b) (1) (ii) as a degraded plant
condition. The update ENS notifications were made under
50.72(c) (2) (1i) to report the effectivenesns of the response
taken to the event. An LER is required because the plant
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(3)

(4)

other compensatory measures. Such time constrai *J are
based on the safety significance of the component or Py.ten
being removed from service. Exceeding LCO action
requiremants is prohibited.

an LER is required if the conditions of an LCO are not met
(€.9., by exceeding the permitted time constraints). The
LCO allows a plant & specified time interval (o.g., 6 hours)
to accomplish rovrective actions (e.g., an orderly shutdown
to either the hut~ or colld-shutdown mode). The staff is
interested in the frequency of occurrence t.d the T8
involved in events in which a shutdown did not occur within
the given time conscraint.

If a plant .s in a degraded mode longer thantgcrntttcd by
the TS, the condition is rep.rtable even if the condition
was not discovered until considerably later aznd the
condition was corrected immediately after its discovary,

TS Surveillance Requirements

For tne purpose of evaluating the rogortability of

dis pancies fourd during TS surveillances, an operation or
con lon prohibited by the TS existed and is reportable if
the e of actual Xpnont inoperability exceeded the LCO
allow.sle. It should be assumed that the situation occurred
at the time of discovery unless there is firm evidence,
based on a review of relevant inforration, to believe

otaervise (e.y., the equipment history and cause of
failuve).

For missed surveillaice requirements, the staff is
interested in the effestiveness of ensuring that
survelllance tests are conducted within the required
peri 5. If the surveillance interval glul the allowable
time extensions for cunducting a surveillance are exceeded,
the event is reportable even though the surveillance is
subsequently satisfactorily performed.

Design Features

Design features of a licensed facility are attributes such
as materials cf conmstruction and geometric faatures whieh,
if altered or modified, can have a significant effect en
Safety and are not covered Dy items (1) throuas (3) abova.
Feporv/ ility recuirements ralazed to Ge3ign Taaturas are
include) \n other sections of 10 CFR 50.72 and 50.73.
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(8) Fire Protection Systems When Required by TS

When fire protection Systens are covered by TS (e.§.,
thArough an LCO), they are within the scops ©f tha LER ruls.

Breaches of fire barriers required by TS and conditions that
could prevent the required cperation of fire protection
features specified in TS are reportable conditions unless
Preplanned and covered by compensatory measures.

Exanples

' ‘ ¥ cowsindent i Gevav LeNew Y704,

(1) LCO Exceeded Av LEO inedldls achion stateninnds  Thov e av e AW ek g
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A licensee found a standby component with a 7-40; Lco~i%a

sssociated 8-hour’action statement to be inoperable during a

J0~day surveillance test. Subsequent review indicated that

the component was inadvertently assembled improperly during

maintenance conducted 30 days previously and a post~

maintenance test of the component had been conducted which

was not adequate to identify the error. There was firm

evidence that the standby component had been inoperable for
the entire 30 days. : '

4

.\” . l"“‘ . 7..'_ ‘
An LER was required because the 7-day chﬂﬁﬁa the lciten '
Statement time of 8 hours was exceeded. If the component
had been made operable after the 30~day test and before the
LCO expired, an LER would not be required,

(2) Missed Surveillance Tests

A licensee, with the plant in mode & following a 10-month
refueliry outage, deternined that certain monthly TS
surveillance tests, which were required to be performed
regardless of plant mode, had not been performed as required
during the outage. The surveillance tests were immediately
performed. An LER {¢ required because the time interval

exceeded the TS surveillance interval, including extensions
permitted by TS,

(3) Entering 8T8 2.0.3

With essential water chillers fA) and (B) out of service,
the only remaining operable chiller (A/B) tripped. This
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V34 CRlllar (A) was rastcored oo 86l /.C4 And the
CPLPEIATUr® was restored U2 wWitnin TS LiBits. aAn LIR s
cequired for this evert brcaur: STS 1.0, was entered,
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during a plant \ 4 reactor wvater cleanup (RWCU)
systen isclation $ initiated by a sensed high~differential
flow. This condition is identified in the plant's TS as a
required isclation during the plant's present operational
mode. While trying to restore the RWCU system to operation
a C rnually 1solated ¢

RWCU systenm dexineralizer bed

'

rom high temperature to the
'his RWCU systen high
tenperature isclation was another isolation reguired by TS
during the plant's Cperational mode. The shift supervisor
mined tThat reactor chemistry would deteriorate and
vally place the plant in an LCO action statement.
fore, the shift s\ directed the RWCU systen
passed, even though such
- 1 DYy approved procedures. The
reasoned that S LCO for inoperable RWCU
ilgh-tenperature isol on permitted up to 1 hour
! instrumentation must be placed in the tripped
condition. Within 1 hour after the shift supervisor's
decision, the junpers were installed, the system was
returned to coperation (once the systenm vas started, the
watar causing the high-temperature isolation was pumped
the feedwater system), and the Junpers were removed.
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identif.ed these types of adverse conditions, but did not inforw
management responsible for reporting until exhaustive evaluations
were performed. H;nlqomont responsible for reporting should be

Further clarification Oof the types of conditions included in the
reporting requirements of $§50.72(b) (1) (ii) and 550.73(0)(2)(11)
are given below,

(1) Plant Being Seriously Degraded

A nuclear plant's components, systems, or structures are
designed to meet applicable NRC requirements, fulfill systen
functional requirements, satisfy the current licensing
basis, and conform to Specified codes and standards. These
Components, systems, or Structures are designed and operated
with design margins and eéngineering margins of safety to
eénsure that some loss of quality or functional capability
does not mean immediate failure. Additionally, nang
licensees add conservatism so that even if a partial loss of

quelity or tunctiona]ity occurs, the margirs of safety are
$til]l maintained.

The phrase "plant being Seriously degraded" refers to a
condition of a system, structure, or component in which
there has been some loss of quality or functional Capability

beyond that added by the licensee and nNot previously
considered by the NRC in a safety evaluation, Analysis,
test, experience with Cperating events, engineering
Judgment, or a combination of these factors should be used
to determine if margins and conservatisms have been reduced
to the point at which systems, structures, or Components
have become seriously degraded and reportable,.

Abnormal degradatioen of the pPrincipal safety barriers (i.e.,
the fuel cladding, reactor coclant system pressure boundary,
or the containment) caused by material (@.g., metallurgical,
chemical) or other (€.9., mechanical, electrical, operation)
Problc.s is included under these reporting criteria.
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Unusual Event was declared. The licensee made update ENS
hotifications when the plant shut down and tne Unusual
Event was terminated after Tepairs to the valves vere pade
and the leax rate was within 7§ iimits.

An ENS notification is required under this criterion
because of the degradation of a princinal safety barrier
(primary containment) during operation, u4s evidenced by
the leakaje exceeding 75 limits, requiring a piant
shutdown. An immediate update ENS notification was
required by §50.72(b) (1) (1) (A) of the initiation of the
plant shutdewn and by §50.72(e) (1) (4), §50.72(a) (1) (1) of
the declaration of an energency. The notification of the
termination of the emergency was required by

§50.72(e) (1) (144). Although an LER is not required under
§50.73(a)(2) (1) (A), it is required under
§50.73(a)(2)(4)(B) and §50.73(a) (2) (44).

¢ Degraded Reactor Head Studs

Plant technical sta’f was notified by engineering that
destructive testing of a reacto ad stud revealed the

Stud hardness was cutside the'FSAR requirements by eight
hardnase numbers. —

desiany
The condition is reportable under two repcrting criteria:
first, as a serious degradation of the RCS pressure

boundary, and second, as a condition outside the design
basis of the plant.

(2) Plant in Unanalyzed Condition
® Reportable Events or Conditions

= spills that create conditions that could affect

Component coperability, qualification, or design life
because of

a) the extent and depth of water that floods or wets
components not designed to be subrerged or wetted
and that restricts personnel access for safety-
related functions

) A;;nar-:asn-ana.y:e: temperatures ang nunlaity
«Nen Lo water is not, wnisn -egrages cozponents
ana Can result in failures

¢) radiation levels above the area design basis that
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- any significant deviation in either direction (beyond
the allovable range) from a calculated critical
position during reactor startup, even if a reactor trie
does not occur and subsequent analysis adesguatealy
explains the ancmaly, for exanmple

a) deviations caused by unexplained phenomena,
improper rod position, unlicensed or isproperly
supervised trainees, are reportable

b) deviations caused by routine calculational
uncertainties are not reportable

-~ @& containment spray discharge line, analyzed in a dry
condition, containing water from system testing and
resulting in an unanalyzed seismic condition

¢ EDG Room Temperature Slightly Exceeds FSAR

The FSAR specifies the maximum permissible ambient air
temperature for the emergency diesel generators is 95 °F,

On a summer afterncon ambient air temperature was 96 °F,
This represents an unanalyzed condition. If a priority
engineering judgment indicates that the effect of the high
ambient air temperature is inconseguential, the situation
does not represent a reportable unanalyzed condition. (It
2lso is not considered outside the design basis of the plant
because it is a minor variation. Thus it is not reportable
under this criterion.) If the engineering judgment

indicates that the effect is not inconsequential, it is
reportable.

(3) Plant Outside Design Basis

”‘F( yﬂ ¢ Untested Containment Isolation Valves
NS
' & 4 A licensee determined that six normally open valves used
22 _{ for containment airlock cycling were containment isolation
W SWEC valves. The valves, which had not been leak rate tested, .
oy Ule [live were closed to ensure containment integrity.

L

:1fﬁfi“‘“j This event i{s reportable because equipment had not been
e a1 operated, analyzed, or tested for the safety-relatea
od o function i: #a@ Teguired TS Jerva and sontalnment
$ a4t . : . : :
| " AATEGritY Was Ci.a2Q nse
s NOwE

e
+ialey WS ¢ Sarvice Water System Leaks 4 .
Y pud L NI ‘v“.*:w Y .\l\\‘- ) TS a,(_v?‘(lu 2 3.6/ ‘2\‘:(_4 v 3.6 '2"
¢ A iicenses experianced degragasiem~¢l the garvise watey
system piping over time and numeroué‘pxnnale ieaks cor
£
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radios OF more .importantly, the capability to alert a large
Segmant of the population for a perisd of 1 hour or more would

warrant an immediate notification.

A majer loss of communications capability for other than a shert
time (less than 1 hour) may typically include, but not be limited
to, the partial lgss of the ENS, dedicated telephone
commuhication link to a State or a local government agency and
emergency offsite response facilities, in-plant paging and radio
systems, or commercial telephone lines.

Examples
“oss of Imergency Assessment Capability

(1) Loss of Emergency Operations Facilities (EOF) Computers

Pover was lost to the local EOF air conditioning and
computer when a transmission line was lost. When the
computer room temperature exceeded 78 °F, the compu%er
tripped as designed. Concurrently, the corporate EOF
Jomputer was out of service for planned work on that
facility's air conditioning system. Both EOF cumputers were
out of service for several hours. The technical suppore
center computer renmained operable throughout the event,

An ENS notification is required beceause of loss of use of
the EOF, No LER is required. :

(2) Loss of Plant Computer Data Acquisition System (DAS) ;

Thie plant computer lost its DAS although the safety
parameter display system and other coitrol room indications
rezained operable. The licensee considered this loss of the
DAS to be a major degradation of the plant's emargency
assessuent capability. The licensee initiated investigation
and repair efforts, informed the NRC resident inspector, and
made an ENS notification within an hour of the loss of the
OAS. The licensee also made a fellowvup call to the NRC

Operations Center several hours later when the computer was
restored to service.

An ENS notizication is reguired because the loss of tnis

TOERUSAT wvas 2ensiderad by eha  ‘asmets ke bp o msteaw lass
of assessment capability. No LER is reguired.
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Loas 0f Offaite Respongs Casanilisy

'4) Plant Access Roads Ciosed by Storz

-

The local sherits notified the licensee that all roads to
and from the plant were closed because of a snow storz. The
licensee had two full shift crews on site to Support puuant
Operations and no emergency declaration was made. The
licensee notified State and local authorities of the
situation and made an ENS notification. The licenses
deactivated its station isolation procedures after the stora
Passed and the roads were passable.

An ENS notification is required because the sheriff's road
closing may prevent tne plant staff from staffing the T5C,
etc., or fronm fully responding to some energencies, A\
followup ENS notificaticn is to be made when tie situation
has been rectified, if periodic updates were not
specifically requested Per §50.72(e)(2)(44). This event is

alsoc reportabie under §50.72(b) (1) (444). No LER is
required.

(2) Leoss of Public Prompt Notification Systen

ENS notifications of the loss of the energency sirens or
tone alert radios vVary accerding to the licensee's locale
and interpretations of "major loss" and have included:

® 4 of 37 offsite sirens reported inoperable by local fire

departnent (licensee Procedures defined major loss
as > 10%)

¢ 12 of 40 county alert sirens disabled for several hours
because of loss of Pover as a result of severe veather

® 28 of 54 alert sirens reported out of service for an hour
a8 a result of a local ice etorn and a return~to-rervice
estimate was unknown

¢ All offsite epergency sirens were

= found ‘noperable during a zonthly test

= taken out of service for 4 hours »¢f ranaiyr

T «f0Cperacle because can=ra! Panel powvar wis lsgs fas 3s
“NANOWN Rariad

T 4fioperaple bpecause the COunty radic transmitter failed
for ¢ hours

L

=S “aT.Sh is required because of the major loss of the
public p

ORpPt notification system. An LER is not rezuired,

2 | ;)
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(3)
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The licensee determined, during the zonthly ENS surveillance
test, that the technical support center ENS telephone was
inoperable for over 1 hour.

An ENS notification is required because of the loss of the
ENS telephone. No LER is required. If the NRC Headgquarters
Operations Officer notifies the licensee of an inoperable
ENS line, that discussion constitutes th. Tequired ENS
notification and no further notification is necessa.y,

Loss of Direct Communication Line to Police

The licensee contacted the State Police via conmercial
telephone lines and reported to the NRC Operations Center
that the direct telephone line to the State Police was
inoperable for over 1 hour. The licensee notified tre NRC

Operations Center in a followup ENS call that the line was
restored 1. operability.

An ENS notification is required because of the loss of the
direct telephone line(s) to various police, local, or State
emergency or regulatory agencies. The followup ENS
notificaticn was required by §50.72(e)(2)(ii) after the line
is restored. No LER is reguired.

Loss ot In-Plant Paging Systen

The licensee removed its in-plant paging system from service
for modifications for 8 hours while the plant was in cold
shutdown, without establishing compensatory measures that
ensured comnmunication with perscnnel during an emergency.

An ENS notification is required Lacause of the loss »f the
in-plant paging system without sufficient compensatory
measures, if the licensee relies on its use during an
emergency. A followup ENS call when the system has been
re“urned to service is required per §50.72(c)(2)(ii). 1If
the systen lcoss is anticipated, i.e, beiny removed from
service for vlanned maintenance, the ENS rotification should
te nade before its rermoval from service. Mo LER is

W s 4 e )
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because of an explosion hazard that could cause transformer,
Switchyard, or hydrogen fires, and loss of cffsite power).
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Threat

The phrase "an actual threat to the safety of the nuclear
power plant" is a reporting trigger. An actual "threat" is
an imninent source of peril to the plant. Such an event is
a4 source of impending peril to the safety of the nuclear
pover plant or its safety-related or other non-safety-
related equipment, or it could have already degraded the
plart's safety margins. The NRC i{s interested in real or
actual threats as opposed to threats without credibility.

Broad Scope

The scope of the regulation is broad, covering more than
just safety systems. The regulatinn refers to "the safety
of the nuclear power plant" and "sufe aperation of the
nuclear power plant," which covers not only many systems
found in the reactur building, but also most of those
systems in the turbine or auxiliary building.

Significant Hampering of Site Persc.inel

The phrase "significantly hampers site personnel" ranges
from hindering or interfering with (i.e,, causing additicnal
Or unusual tine-consuning precautionary measures, such.as
radiation work permits, protective or anticontamination

clothing, ceal sUit., burker gezr, ant self-contained
breathing apparatus in areas not normaily so encumbered) to,
and including, prehibiting or preventing automatic or manual

actions.

‘\
%o

(ha nwisawnce V€ Frf'l"fi ) V\\’;
To be re ortable, an event need not prevent site personnel
.

from perforning their duties--it is only necessary that they
be significantly hampered, hindered, or interfered with. 1If
the event caused a large portion of a major building to be
contaminated, evacuated, flooded, or filled with smoke or
gas, personnel may be able to perform their functions, bus
they are significantly hampered in their perfecrmance. If
the condition makes pertforming routine functions in the
nuclear powver plant significantly more difficul: and i3 is

'« »
scmething more than a routine nuisance, 1t 1is reportab.ie.

This part of the criteria includes only those events that
SaGNelicanssy nazZper ghe dLi 44y C3 SiC@ pRIACNNE. ¥
performance of duties necessary for safe cperation.
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the event crosses the thresheld of uiqnificantly hampering
site personnel. The safety Significance of the equipment
invelved, the Fotential effect of its failure on tre Plant
“peration and/or challenges to safety Systens, and the
Fotential need for imnmediate or periodic pPersonnel access,
§hould be factors in dotcrnining the significance of an
event with regard to siqniticantly hampering site personnel.
Slgnificant hampering of site Personnel in the secondary
plant areas is also reportable, because it often increases
the reactor transients initiated by secondary systen
aronmalies.

. Plant Mode

Plant mode may be considered in determining if there is an
totual internal threat to a plant; howvever, licensees need
to use encineering Judgment on a Case-by-case basis, Do not
incerrectly assume that everything that happens while a
plant i{s shut down is uUnimportant and not reportable.
Licensees should censider other reporting requirements or
voluntarily reporting if the event has potential generic
implications to another plant or to ancther mede.

. Evacuations

In=plant releases are reportable if they require evacuation
ot rooms or buildings and, as a result, the ability of the
plant personnel to perfornm necessary safety functions is
liqniticantly hanpered.

Fairly common évents such as minor spills, smal) gaseous
waste releases, or the disturbance Oof contaminated
particulate matter (e.q., dust) that require teaporary
evacuation of an individual room until the airborne
concentrations decrease or until respiratory pProtection
devices are used, are not reportable unless the required
e@vacuation affects the major part of a building or facility,

Any evacuation of multiple yooms Cr a significant portien of
a large area, Such as the containment, reactor auxiliary,
turbine, radwaste, or sSpent fuel pool buildings, as a result

©f an actua) fire, spill, fleed, gas or radicactive release,
i8 reportable.

i aary evac.'a:'.-:r'. i§ 22 2vicuatisew =A% was et a

“= =@ prudent, sut was dater found to e Unhecessary

because the condition Causine cencarn 212 nes aclually

€XiSt. Although generally not reportable, Precautionary

eVacuationg are feportatla under 33V.72 1f the Causative

condition is rot fully investicated OF understood withis the
%4 - i . 5
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Significant in-plant spills in excess ¢of 55 gallons or floods
have been under reported by licensees in sote instances. These
eévents are of interest to the NRC because of the potential for
equipment damage, significant hampering of site personnel in the
performance of duties, implications for environmental
qualification, intersystem loss-of-coclant accidents (LOCAS) ,

precursors to more serious events, or the potential for fuel
becoming uncovered.

)
e

e rocms or a significant portion of a large
S previcusly discussed.

-’ 4
A

In-plant spills or floods are reportable if any of the following,
or other typically significant, consegquences occur:

. The leaking system is a safety system and potentially
involves an intersystem LOCA.

This does not include emall packing or gasket leaks, bu*
does include events in which the pa:zking is blown out. 1If
leaks cause a significant flood, are located in an
unisolable section of the primary system, cause significant
eroding of piping or bolting, or cause personnel injury or
hazard, they are reportable. Small leaks that directly
affect other equipment, normal operations, or cause
evacuations are reportable. The iatent is to have
significant spills and floods reported.

- Tae leaking fluid is radiocactive and contaminates a
significant area, contaminates several individuals, or
significantly contaminates one individual.

. The leaking fluid is not radicactive, but is in a vital
area, and potentially affects vital equipment.

- Operational compensatory measures are required, such as a
power level decrease or equipment operation swap,

. An ESF or safety equipment is rendered inoperable.

. Electrical eguipment was wetted down, such as frem the
containnment spray headers.
. Floodine hampers operations personnel inm performance of

& - -

....... Se-0@8 (@ug.y LL000L0F A0 @4C283 SI sump pusp
~arability 2 derth of gseveral inches on the floor
contamination requiring new access CoOntrol measures, or
electrical hazards).
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actuations of ESFs sometimes provide insights in.o systems
interactions and systen dynamics that testing does not disclose.

The guidelines also define ESF systems (including emergency
power), RPSs, and actuations for reporting consistency.

H!:-njt1na= ‘
(1) ESF Systens

ESFs are defined to be those nuclear power plant systens
that functiocn to mitigate the consequences of postulated
accidents. Postulated accidents are generally identified in
plant safety analysis (e.g., Chapter 15, "Accident
Analysis," of a plant': {inal or updated safety analysis
TOROFS - (BAK) ) . 4o {5 THi0A &PUAMAS ST\ aACA Q0% .

£6 ¢ Pov A4 1A Eaciv olaws c“;;-,_(t_“\{\‘,ft(."'a:) “f"“:

"If components or systems are taren credit for in safaty Lgﬁ boalnds
analysis, these compunents or systems are considered to be ’;u b
ESFs for reportability purposes. Many, but not necessarily ' " o~
all, ESF systems are identified in Chapter 6, "Engineered ﬁ‘f ™
Safety Features," of an SAR. In some ;ng;ggfggleQQEQQQDQQ.;5‘(
or systems taken credit for in safety analysis might not be ' ! :
specified as being ESFs, but are ._qoﬁtzuéo_rgi_uwmquu g e
reportability purposes. The intent of this is to achieve ('¢%/di.
comparable reporting among all plants. For older plants Thig ig net
that do not conform to Regulatory Guide 1.70, "Standard TPITTIN .
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear YT ™
Power Plants," this information might be found in other
chapters of the SAR. . “

o h-?""\k (FENPPS. 4 « & waw

Table 2 contains a partial listing of typical ESF systems . lawd

that, if taken credit for in safety analysis, are subject to

reportability. FEquivalent plant systems with different Ve &4

names are to be considered ESF systems for reportability.

As Table 2 is only a typical listing of ESF systenms,
licensees should provide site-specific lists of ESFs to

their staffs for use in reportability determinations.

(2) Reactor Protection Systems

RPSs are defined to be those nuclear plant systems that
function to shut down (i.e., trip or scram) the reactor,
including RPS sensors, power supplies, logic, bypass
cireuitry, hydraulic scranm Systems, and reactor trip
breakery (or their eagquivalents).

ine NRC statt recognuces inat some plants have not previousiy reported actuations ot
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{ TABLL 2 YYPICAL £SF SYSTEMS

- R T T e

thergency Lthe Coaling Sysiens

e LvedS

Tof pressyrizes water reactors (Pwbs

¢ reacior coolant system accumulaters
poran 1ajection system
¢ Righ , intermeciate-, and low-head iniection systems. ‘nzluding systems for charging using

centrifugal charging pumps, safety 1njection, and residusl (decay) hest remova) and their water
sources

¢ essociated valves, piping, instrumentation, interlocks, pumps. tenks, and necessary heat tracing

For botling water resctors (BwRs):

¢ Righ- and low-pressure core spray systems and their water sources

¢ Righ-pressure coolant injection system, feeowater coolant injection system, residual hest removal
system and their water sources

¢ isolation condenser system, raactor core isolation coo!ing system
tutomatic depressurization system

¢ ass0Ciated valves, piping. Instrumentation, interlocks, pumps, tanks, and necessary heat tracing

Lontainment Systems

¢ containment and reactor vesse! isolation systems

¢ fontainment heal remocal and depressurization systems, including the containment spray and
agditive system and the fan cooler system

¢ containment air purification and cleanup systems

¢ containment combustible gas contro) systems, \ncluding hydrogen recombiners, (gaiters. nitrogen
TRRFLING systems. and containment stmospheric dilution systems

o Buk standby gas trestment systems

Meating, Ventilating ang Air (onditioning [MVAC) Systams for the Contrn) Room and Fuel Hand!ing Areas l

P¥R Auxiliary Feedwater Systems

Electrical Systems

¢ emergency ac electrical power systems. including emergency diese! generators (EDGs) end their
sssociated support systems (even 1f classified as an essentia) auxi)iary support in the plant's
SAR), anc BWR dedicatos Divigion 3 E0Gs and their assccioted support tystems

¢ dcluation ang contre! systems (\nciucing associated interlocks) for enginesres safety feature
(ESF) systems

Essentia) Auxiliary Support Systems
ROrtTIars upport Sysceme are thnse Syetems that are sacessary for £5F austems to be capadle of
" perfosming therr spect fied functions ang that receive an actustion signal (e g . 4 safety ‘niection ﬂ
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e e system or component, independent of whether the ESF/RPS

a%¢

A or plant conditions that activate' the ESF or RPS

E
OV W

For guidance on reporting ATWS actuations, see "Anticipated

Transients Without Scram (ATWS) System Reporting" at the end
of this "Discussion" section,

Actuation of an ESF or the RPS

Actuation of a system or component of an ESF or the RPS is
defined as either

. receipt of a signal(s) in the plant's protection systeun
ola sufficient to satisfy the protection channel
coincidence logic necessary to activate the ESF/RPS

!l system or component operates

. deliberate or inadvertent actions (manual or automatic)

system/component without the protection channel
., Coincidence logic being satisfied (e.g., manual

- activation of a safety injection pump, an electrical
\ jumper being used to start an emergency diesel

a LowiihwcgONerator, or set point drift caus ng 4 BWR main steam

|

(4)

(5)

156 ladion le\e

safety/relief valve %o open) i 4 o
I Vewmetely oy f(‘(a”:.. 7 The #&uﬁ(«t ld f‘L.{uI({ (AL e 2. | “‘ﬁ“‘“ A

‘a4 -~ -~ ‘ ; )
Valid Actuation &, 4L¢_(A&clvktﬁl/€!((J1““i szuA( ko vaue Hay o

Valid ESF/RPS actuations are those that are (a) *lu ESF loaic syshems
automatically initiated by the measurement of an actual

physical system parameter that was within the established

set point band of the sensor that provides the signal to the
protection system's logic (whether or not the ESF functions

properly or a design basis need exists) and (b) manually

initiated in response to plant conditions.

Invalid Actuations

Invalid ESF/RPS actuations are those not considered "valid"
as defined above.

Reportability of Events

All ESF actuations, including actuations of the RPS, are
reportable regardless of the plant operating mode or powver level
or the significance of the structure, system, or component that

initiated *he evant Ay whether initiated manually
Automatically, The fact that the safaty

-~ -

-
4

-3 5
analysis assumes that an
Fystea will acmuate automatizally under eartain

R T
i Lo FeS e

conditicns does not preclude the need teo report such actuations.
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“ctuations that result from and are part of lthe preplanned
sequence during testing or reactor cperation. This implies
that the procedural step indicates the specific ESF or RPS
actuation that will be generated and control room personnel
are avare of the specific signal generation before its
occurrence or indication in the control room.

The fellowing exceptions apply!

However, if the ESF actuates during the planned operation or

test in a way that is not part of the planned procedure,

A v b L 4 I AR R L LN
(2) Invelid actuations that ogcur when a system has been o Ctualicn

properly ‘removed from service if all requirements of plant . ||

procedures for removing equipment from service have been ot

met. This would include required clearance documentation, Occuy

equipment and control board tagging, and properly positioned '

valves and power supplv breakers.

EPS/ESF Component or System Failure

If the actuation involved a component or system failure, in
addition to reporting the event under these reporting criteria,
it also should be evaluated for reportability under other 10 CFR
50.72 and 50.73 criteria (e.g., as a single failure that
prevented the fulfillment of a safety function, a common-mode

failure, a degradation of the plant, or an coperation prohibited
by the technical specifications).

If the actuation involved a component failure that is reportable
within the scope of the nuclear plant reliability data systen
(NPRDS), it should be reported to that system as noted in the
Statements of Consideration for 10 CFR 50.73.

Antici B, lents Wit) : (ATHS) Syst K ‘5

ATWS is defined as an expected cperational transient accompanied
by a failure of the RPS to shut down the reactor. ATWS accidents
are a cause for concern because they could lead to severe core
damage and release of radiocactivity to the environment. Section
50.62 of 10 CFR requires that ATWS mitigation systems functicn as

a backuo for RPS and that thev initiate specific ESF systen
eperation, as needed, while minimizing inadvervent scrams or

sha_langzse %2 othar safaty svetems. Therafsre, ATWS actuationg
should be reported under these criteria. The guidance given
abova f3r RPS and gor definiticns, Teportability, and axceptiens,

alsoc applies to the reporting of ATWS system automatic, manual,
Orf Jraavertent actuations or failures to actuate.

Draft NUREG=1022, Rev. 1 84



Exanples

(1) RPE Actuation '~
‘. The licensee was placing the residual heat removal

(RHR) system in its shutdown coeling mode while the
plant was in hot shutdown. The BWR vessel level
decreased for unknown reasons, causing a RPS scram and
Group III primary containment isolation signals, as
designed. All control rods had been previously
inserted and all Group III isolation valves had been
manually isolated. The licensee isolated RHR to stop
the decrease in reactor vessel level.

This ev.unt is reportable within 4 hours under this
criterion because the RPS scram and primary containment
isolation signals were valid and the actuations were
not part of a planned procedure. The automatic signails
were valid because they were generated from the sensor
by measurement of an actual physical system parameter
that was at its set point. However, this event also is
reportable within 1 gour under §50.72(b) (1) (ii) because
the primary coolant system was seriously degraded when
the water level decreased as a result of unknown
reasons. An LER is required under both
§50.73(a)(2)(ii) and §50.73(a) (2) (iv).

. With the BWK defueled, an invalid signal actuated the
RPS. There was no component operation because the
control rod drive system had been removed from service.
This event is not reportable because the system had

Disisivee been properly removed from service and the RPS signal

was invalid.
T F Yue ‘;.m‘\,ku.w\ . gy, S

was moald  With the control rods fully inserted into the core and

thew dae - 4 the RPS properly removed from service, an invalid

ik 7P 2y signal actuated the RPS, but the closed reactor trip

$ hould ot breakers failed to open. Even though this event is not
Made edin - reportable under this criterion, it is reportable under
Ve g waasd - other criteria, for example, §50.72(b) (2) (141), {
te Lpewn  §50.73(a) (2) (i1) or (a)(2)(v), because fulfillment of a

Alse, 1§ KVS | safety function could havs heen prevented, the plant
vewioded fvony was seriously degraded, or shutdown of the reactor
sevyice propfrlicould have been prevented i{f the nlant had heen

' e 4 '? }
+Hag bvt«";ﬂ”s opcrat.nq. 4 P‘;‘ﬁh&/ | e % foutvia Vi #1‘ ‘*“El?C,OU\ lb.l\('{\ NI CS
(Vat B {

LY 1) . ) " Ty
kﬁgﬁﬁ‘ gaice%nﬁggf"bgéxﬂlock Monitor Actuatien ¢*\~F““A‘*deCY‘LALCb)
f? "‘\LAV’(_\"\ (Qfa
A rod bleck that was vart of the nlan~ed startue procedure
vevlUlTed {rom the rod block moOnitor, which is class.fiod as
a portion of the RPS or as an ESF.




(%)

(4)

This event is not reportable because it occurred as a part
of a preplanned startup procedure that specified certain rod
biccks may occur. Mbwever, if it was caused by a
significant reactivity ancomaly or inadvertent eriticality,
an ENS notification and LER are required.

Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) Starts

. The EDG automatically started when a technician
inadvertently caused a short circuit that de-energized
an essential bus during a calibration., An ENS
notification and LER are required because the ESF
actuation (EDG auto-start) was not identified at the
step in the calibration procedure being used.

B After an automatic EDG start and for unknown reasons,
the emergency bLus feeder breaker from the EDG did not
close when power was lost on the bus. An ENS
notification and LER are required because the ESF
actuation logic for the EDG start was completed, even
though the ESF function was not completed.

- EDC starts from certain anticipatory signals (e.q.,
loss of offsite startup power sensed on the startup
feeder breaker) are not reportable if no credit was
taken for the anticipatory EDG start feature in safety
analysis, and the EDG did not load onto the vital bus
as a result of a subsequent undervoltage condition on
the bus (a valid ESF signal).

Reactor Trip and Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) Actuation

A PWR tripped from 92-percent power, and the AFW system
actuated because a steam generator low-low level occurred
when a main steam isolation valve (MSIV) closed. All
systems operated as designed and the unit stabilized in mode
3 (hot standby). The licensee later determined that a blown
fuse caused the MSIV to close. An update ENS notification
was made 6 hours after the reactor trip.

An ENS notification is required within 4 hours of the
reactor trip or ESF actuation, whichever occurred first. In
this case, the licensee made an ENS notification within 1
hour of the reactor trin, which meets the intent and
explicit regquiremanrts nf repoerting such avents as scon as
srastical, Sanh £ST (AFW and MErv

And o8 AnmoAs ] ama

occurred and are repocrtable within the single notificatien.
Regardless of whether any expected L3¢ actust.ons are Listed
in emergency overatina precedures. thev are ¢5 be renorted
@uring tne ENS notification., Update reporting of the cause

of a reactor trip is always encouraged., An LER is required.
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(%)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Preplanned Manual Scranm

During a normal reacter shutdown, the reactor shutdown
procedure reguired that reactor poewer be reduced to a lov
pOWeEr at which point the control rods were to be inserted by
a manual reactor scram, The rods were manually scrammed,

This event is not reportable because the manual scram
results from and is, by procedure, part of a preplanned
sequence of reactor operation. However, if conditions
develop during the process of shutting down that require an
unplanned reactor scram, the RPS actuation (whether manually
or automatically produced) is reportable via ENS
notification and LER, o

S L 5 Co ) WAA LA \’A\ ‘ t t"l '*‘"(" “‘, "‘*"‘ Q‘ -’
Actuation of Wrong Component Durina Testing

During surveillance testing of the MSIVe, an operator

incorrectly closed MSIV "D" when the procedure specified
closing MSIV “¢.v

This event is reportable because the ESF actuation that
occurred ‘closing of MSIV “D") was not specified in the step
of the piocedu.e being used.

Control Room Ventilation System (CRVS) Isolation

While the CRVS was in service with ne testing or maintenance
in progress, a voltage transient caused spiking of a

radiation meniter resulting in isolation of the CRVS, as
designed.

This event is reportable under this criterion because
neither exception (1) nor (2) abov, apply. An ENS
notification and LER are required.

Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU) Isolations

. The RWCU isclation valves closed in response to high
water temperature, as designed. Even though the RWCU
system was designed with high water temperature as a
non-protective (non-ESF) process garanctor to prevent
damage to the resin beds from hig tompo;aturo, this
event 1s reportable as an ESF actuation.

. Py ey 4 s & $ { . 3 = # - - 2 i
» AR RWCU primary seontainmert lg=! tash (ZSTF actuatien
3 - . - ¥ 3o . - . - P =3 P 1 b - -
OEoUrT2d SN prassurisatisn sotween The RWEY sustion
lo»; :&‘h‘ui";:rALu o ;'A \.uﬂ.iﬂuL‘u‘ YL;T'I)H.JU...;- ‘.}: ii‘ic'_\k‘ t"l;,":‘ \42 L—-:,‘- “‘:glﬂ:i\'ﬁ-‘ di'c

being reconsidered separately under rulemaking
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containment isolation valves during the restoration of
the RWCU system after a maintenance outage. An ENS
netification and LER are required because a valid ESF
signal initiated the RWCU isclation and the actuation
was not part of a planned procedure.

Oraft NUREG=1022, Rev. 1 5o




tound inoperable; therefore, the licensee declared the HPC)
Eystem inoperable. The plant entered a technical
specification requiring that the automatic depressurization,
low=pressure coclant injection, core spray, aid iscla*ion
condenser systems renain operable during the 7-day LCV or
the plant had to be shut down. The licensee made an ENS
notification within 28 minutes and a fellowup call after the
«nplifier on the HPCI flow transmitter was fixed and the
HPCI returned to operability.

This single failure of the single train BWR system is
reportable under §50.72(b)(2)(idi)(BP and D) and §50.73
(a)(2)(v)(B and D) because the system was unable to perfornm
its safety function to rrmove residual heat or mitigate the
consequences of an accirent. It is reportable despite other
gystems being available that could have performed the safety
function, The timeliness of reporting was appropriate.

(3) Single Failure Prevents Radicactive Release Contrel in Non=
Safety~Related Systen

During a liquid radwaste release, a discharge monitor
alarmed, sending a signal to close the discharge valve. The
valve closed and reopened without the operators being awvare
of it. The operators manually shut the valve to secure the
release & minutes later. The tank was resampled and was
found to still be within limits. The licensee made an ENS
notification 24 hours later. No physical problems were
found with the monitor or valve. The alarm was attributed
to high background radiation level in the monitor area. A
caution was added to an abnormal operating procedure warning
that the valve will reopen after being reset, if the monitor
alarm condition cleared. The licensee submitted an LER
wlthln 30 d.y.' ’. i ¢ q’ f-.{_\\';-(’ N t_u-xA"._(od Yl e R v:-‘zit‘i::ﬁ,g;r.
" *" ~"-“\'-1 v\.‘t’ ™ | \\,\'QA AN L Hoa u.-i.
An ENS notification is raquircd'gacuudo the fllluro o} Q%q’“'b
valve to remain closed demonstrated a condition for an ““e (s
ancontrolled release of radicactive materials. This is
reportable even though the system is not safety related
because it performs the safety function of controlling
radioactive materials releases. However, the ENS
notification should have been .ade within 4 hours of

discovery. The LER is required.

: 7
§ ¢ SHEC AT Wha'. A
|

(4) Potential Common-Mode Failure o .. douvc e prodided by NUREed
Sk PlEwAe i 1 ; GRS,y 7. 1% A
Unit 1 was at full power when it was determined that a
rupture of the house heating steam systenm piping located in
the switchgear and the mechanical eguipment rooms could
create a harsh environment for safety-related egquipment in
those areas. The licensee removed the house heating systenm

from service the day this problem was found. Eleven days

-~
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input error inhibit switch was immediately returned to the
normal position and s caution was added to appropriate plant

instructions.

This event is reportable under §50.7
§50.73(a) (2)(v) because the actions
fulfilliment of the safety function t

STALT NURES~1022, Rev.

2(B)(2)(444)(A) and
could have prevented
© shutdown the reactor.
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3.3.4 Common~Mcde Failures of Independent Trains or Channeles AAG

MW

i

~“0 CFR 80.72 $§50.73(a) (2) (vii)
[No corresponding Part 50,72 Licensees shall report: "Any
regquir.aent, ) event where a single cause or

condition caused at least one
independent train or channel
to become inoperable in
multiple systems or two
independent trains or channels
r to become inoperable in a

“ single system designed to:

(A) Shut down the reacter and 1

o, maintain it in a safe shutdown
p condition:

(B) Remove residual heat;

(C) Contrel the release of
radicactive material; or

(D) Mitigate the consequences
of an accident."

LV 4w
LEY:
Abedyuct
4
,’3(' o ;~'/& )
{ 2)/ Ul l»)
(=)L
applies,

m

Although no ENS notification is specifically required for this
type of event, it is probable that such an event could place the
plant in en unanalyzed condition, sutside the Qesign bagis, or in

\ a conditien not covered by the plent's operating or emergency.

procedures, in which case §50.72(k) (3)(41), (b)(2)(i), er

(b) (2) (144) would apply. Licensees are required to report a
common-mode failure as an LER within 30 days.

(X2 X ice) isa lwips ¢

idewtical +o 8023 (aX2)/ ()
The intent of this part of tho rule is to collect. information on
common-mode or common-cause failures that caused multiple

independent safety system trains or channels to become

inoperable. (Operablilicy is detined in Section 3.3.3.) Included
in the 2ommonemoda failures are malfunctions caused %y sysh

-
-

factars as high ambisnt tamparatures, heasup from energizatisn

. - - 4 T A - i %
--_1‘:‘|‘»~.}‘D-! :-:-:v}—q:r.(g ”!.:‘.9“. A TR S T T - - “ 5 -

)
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systems, incorrect lubrication, or use of noengualified
Ssnmponents.

Failures reported under this part of the rule should be actual
failures, not potential cnes. 'Potential commone-rode failures

-4 3 —?.-..\:-.1: - H .5 2 X “ - - - . oy - - =
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- release of radiocactively contaminated tools or equipment to
public areas

J Nonsroutine relearss of radicactive effluen

' iracvertent public notifizatier
incperability

v @vents previously -aported under other §20.72 criteria

Licensees generally do .ot have to report media and government
interactions unless they are related to, or perceived by the
public to ba related to, the radiological health and safety of
the public, onsite personnel, or protection of the environment.
For example, the NRC does net generally need to\bc Qntcrmed under

this criterion of: Drnea.a vee L g v ™S o 17({\
. administrative matters ;'g:y\i\.rxy«k;t_‘l;@#\ﬂ Vi le
;\ﬂfd
= NRC reactor operator licensee testing VeEgzuLwWsS ﬁj -
- licensee management ~hanges ot v Madian 1 F

Systematic assessment of licensee performance (SALP)

ratings bl N o i Vh
civil penalties 1 t“L“Tﬁ b AR v

- 9 - ( .
normal plant start s, shu.downs, or maintenance 10 Uit Tied
transportation of hon-contaminated injured perscnnel
Fesponses to media inquiries \Q;ﬁWBGC\Ai‘%-¥Z4WHi%tﬁ

! A& &«Cﬁﬁinq”ffwkk11-
minor deviations from sewage or chlorine af uent limits -
routine reports of effluent releases to other agencies Whotiv)
mincr non-radioactive, onsite chemical spills CoMrien rx,
mino~ incidents invelving endangered specie. Laaal, °
Proilems with plant Stack or water tower aviatisn lidhtinq
peacet.l strikes or civil demonstrations

This criterion omphasizes notifying the NRC in a timely manner of
Such events or si*uations. Generally, the 4-hour ENS

notific tion clock Ftarts at the time of the event, regardless of
when other government agencies are notified or when the press

release is issued. Usually, such notifications are required by
plant procedures.

When a press release or government notification is not regqu.red
by plant Procedures, the ENS notification clock starts at the
time of the decision to Plan the press release or make the

government notification. The criterion's wording that a press
release or government wawie: Wase 22 23

ol o 1 e e AL -~ W
- i e L3

- Broalmader s - - fTosmae &8 mawme
&
A all I T T . - AR v lnaem s e e T
innlias ear.v na n =) g MR a2l T E

o il O ael) o - e -

Fress Releaze

~ 5 Po T B . s - - - emisdat 4§ o T - -
The NRC has an dEligarian «a o M gl ) = g
- - - - e - - - e . - Tt E R o -
Newaodl LO€ BRC'S purview that atfect or raise a concern about the
\ 5 nl s ewn s £ -
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