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The Commissioners “de

Discussion:

The staff issued the evaluation report (ER) documenting 1ts
review of the Seabrook 1PE for internal events on February 28,
1992, The Commissioners' Technical Assistants were included on
the distribution 1ist for this report. This is the first such
report to be issued by the staff, The sta’f is currently
reviewing seven other IPLs, and 50 more 1icensees are scheduled
to submit their IPE reports in 1992 (See Enclosure 3).

The mean value total core damage frequency estimated in
the Seabrook JPE was 1.1£-4 per reactor year, with about 55
percent of the contribution resulting from internal events and
about 45 perzent from external events. The staff does noc
plan te validate the licensze core damage ‘requency estimates
during i1ts review of the IPE results “ut will be vigilant to
recognize any unusual vulnerabilities and scenarins that
dominate high ~ore damage friquency estimates. The staff’s
view is that IPE's may be used by licensees to justify
certain lice.., .. g actions such as Technical Specification
revisions, licerse renewals and integrated safety assessments.
However, use of an IPE for these purposes could require
;dditional review of the licensee submittal on a casa-by-case
usis,

The Seabrook 1PE did not identify unusual vulnerabilities
associated with core damage or unusually poor containment
performarce. However, the licensee found, and will review, a
number of potential procedural and administrative improvements
following completion of its IPEEE (for external events) to
determine if these should he made, The s*taff has concluded
that the Seabruok IPE meets the intent of Generic Letter 88-20,
Supplement 1. Enclosure | summarizes the Seabrook IPE results
and conclusions.

The Step | and Step 2 IPE reviews (See Enclosure 2) are now
baing performed solely by personnel (and contractors as needed
for Step 2) from the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research.
Enclosure 2 provides additional information on the staff’s
review procass, The Commission will ve kept informed of the
issuance of future staff IPE reports in the semiannual
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severe accidert status reports to ‘he Commission, 1ssued in
April and Octrber each year. Tye Commissioners’ Technical
Agsistants will be on distribution for all evaluat.on reports
€ +*  from the IPE program.
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Enclosure |

SUMMAPY OF SEABROOK INDIVIDUAL PLANT EXAMINATION (1PE)
SUBMITTAL ON INTERNAL EVENTS

The staff has completed its review of the Seabrook IPE, which was submitted in
responst to Generic Letter (GL) 88-20. The staff's review of the Seabreok IPE
covere.! the internal .vent analysis in the IPE submittal, and related
documentation including Seabrook Station Probabilistic Safety Assessment
(SSPSA), and licensee's response to US1 A-45 "Decay Heat Removal," internal
t1ood assessment, and Containment Performan:e Improvement (CPI) program
recommendations. No other ceneric safoty issues were proposed for resolution
5 the 1PE submittal. Since the staff's review is a2 limited effort to look fo
any obvious or significant omissions, or inconsistencies with known PRA
practices, it is not intended to validate the numbers ger- . -4 in the IPE.

The licensee's 1PE submittal contained a summary description of the IPE
program organization, composition of independent review teams, areas of
licensee review, IPE findings and conclusions. In addition, the licensee
provided respanses to the staff’s questions.

The SSPSA is a fuil-scope Level 3 PRA completed in 1983, Subsequantly, three
substantial updates were performed and completed in 198¢, !s589, and 1990. For

each update, the applicable plant documents, including design documents and

¢inge requests, were reviewed and the models were changed as necessary. This
» cess has been proceduralized as part of the risk management procass at

Seanrook .

Tha |PE submitta) states that the latest PRA update is current through July,
13 Successive updates involved increacing levels of participation by

¢ staff. The licensee states that the 1990 update, which forms the
b2 . ror the IPE submittal, was conducted completely by utility personnel.

Wa!kdowns discussed in the IPE submittal included systems walkdowns for systes
familiarity, spatial - teractions walkdowns - including consideration of fire,
flood and seismic effects containment walkdowns, and containment bypass
walkdowns. 1he IPE submiita) states that during cach walkdown, utility
prreonre from engineering and/or operations participated. The walkdowns
cur<tituted the process the licensee used to confirm that the IPE represented
the as-built, as-operated plant. The licensee has plans to keep the SSPSA as a

living doucument.

The licensee has not found any vulnerabilities associated with Core damage .¢
*unusually poor” *containment performance. However, a number of potential
procedural and administrative improvements wer2 identified and will be
evaluated following completion of the 1Pt for external events (IPEEE) and the

accident management evaluations.

* pefarence - Generir Letter No. 88-20
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The lice..ee's IPE results® are summarized below:

e Tota) Cor: Damage Frequency: 1.iE-4/year (mmean value)
5% of total is due to internal events

e Ma/Hr Initiating Events and contribution to core melt frequency
(internal and external events):
Total Internal ixternal

Transients (83%) (4c%) (41x)
- Loss of Station Power (40%) (16%) (24%)
~ Loss of Suppori Systems (24%) ( 7%) (17%)
- Generd) Transient (19%) {19%) ( O%)
Loss of Coolant Accidents ( B%) {( 7%) ( 1%)
Anticipate Transients ( 9%) ( &%) ( 3%)

Without Scram
e Cond.tional containment failure prob oility given core damage

Late Containment Failure {65.4%)
Intact Containment (20.2%)
Early Small Containment Failure/Bypass (14.2%)
Early Large Containment Foilure/" spass ( 0.2%)

e Londitioral containment failure mode contritutions to
early large containment ¥ailure/bypass
{(unusually poor r-ntlainment performance)

Containment Isolation Failuve (58.7%)
Induced Steam Generator Tube Rupture (26.8%)
Direct Containment Heating (11.1%)

¢ Proposed modifications under consideration to reduce core
damage frequency:

Independent, automatic seal injection pump

Independent, manual seal injection pump

Independent, manual charging pump

Alternate emergency AC power source (e.g., swing diesel)

Alternate offsite power source that bypaszes switchyard

Alte "nate scram button to remove power from MG sets to

control rod drives

DC power enhancement:

- infependent AC source for battery chargers

- credit operator action to cross-tie batteries within
each train

- additional uatteries

~4 O 3 W h e

® Proposed modifications under consideration to reduce offsite
reiease:



X Administrative control to reduce time the purge valves are
open

¥ Procedure o diract depressurization of reactor coolant
system

I Alternate, independent emergency feedwater pump

4. Containment leakige monitorirg

5. Residua) heat removal isolation valve leakage monitoring

system

(* A1 information is taken from the Seabrovk IPE and has not
peen validated by the NRC staff. The exiernal event portien of the
i jcensee’s IPE has not been reviev=d Ly the staff.)

Based un the staff’s review of the IPL submittal, the licensee's involvement
in PRA activities, implementation of safety enhancements and continued
employment of their PRA to enbance -afety at Seabrook, the staff concluded
that the licensee has met the intxnt of GL 88-20.




Enclosure 2

THE _STAFF'S REVIEW PROCESS FOR INDIVIDUAL PLANT EXAMINATION REPORTS

The staff established a two-step review process in February 1990 to review the
Individua) Plant Examination (IPE) reports submi*ted to the NRC in response to
Generic Letter 88-20, Supplement 1. Using this approach, the staff will
perform a relatively short Step 1 review of each IPE submitted to

(1) determine whether or not the licensee's IPE process met the intent of
Generic Letter 88-20, and (2) store important IPE insights and findings in a
database for future use. The staff will perform a more det.iled Step 2 review
on only selected IPE submittals., The IPts selected for a Step 2 review ara
normally those for (1) plants with Step 1 review findings that appear
inconsistent with the staff's Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) experiences
or expectations suggestinq weaknesses in the applied methodology or the
plant’s operationai characteristics, or (2) plants with uniqu’ characteristics
that are not well understood.

The scaff will perforn a “scrutability check® on each IPE submittal from
licensees that have a PRA and submitted it for NRC veview. This check would
include the formulation of written questions {(or requests for additional
information) to ce sent to and answerac by the licensee. The staff normally
meets at least once with these licensees to discuss the responses to the
questions, their approach to the IPE process, and any actual or potential
outliers identified in the process. The Step 1 review, because it is short
and does not delve intc many details, is intended te determine whether cr not
the Ticensee’s IPE process was cazpable of identifying significant core damage
vulnerabilities. The staff will conduct the medium scope Step 2 review, when
warranted, to examine the methodology, assumptions, and databuse used by the
licensee and to reach a more substantive conclusion about the licensee’: IPE
process. A Step ¢ review includes a site visit by the leam to discuss the IPE
with the licensee, review tier 2 documents, and conduct walkdown inspections
as appropriate. In cases whera licensees choose to use their IPE in support
of proposed futurn actions or changes to their licens’ng basis {e.g., in
connection with Technical Specification changes, intearaled safety assessmer®,
license ren..al r -ograms, etc.), the staff may find it necessary to reach
beyond the deptr - the Step 2 Tevel of review. However, this is a case-by-
case judgement tiat would need tc bLe determined at the time such licensee
proposals are made.

To date, the only plant selected for a Step 2 review has been the Turkey Point
Station. The staff performed a more detailed review of Turkey Point because
the licensce had not previously performed a PRA for the plant. In November
1991, five NRC personnel and three consultants conducted a site visit. Tne
staff experts to complete the review of Turkey Point in April 198Z.

The staff is also roviewing IPEs for Millstene 3, Oconee, FitzPatrick, Surry,
McGuire, and Susquehanna and expects to receive a4 majority of the IPEL
submittals in FY 1992 (See Enclosure 3 projections).
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