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Scientech, Inc.

ATTN: Roger J. Mattson
11821 Parklawn Drive
Rockville, MD 20852

Dear Mr. Mattson:

Subject: Contract No. NRC-04-91-068, Task Order No. 8 Entitled, - - -

Individual Plant Examination (IPE) Reviews. Internal
Events - Back-End Only (Nine ' tile Point Unit 2)"

In accordance with Section G.9 entitled, " Task Order Procedures" of the
subject contract, this letter definitizes Task Order No. 8. The effort
shall be performed in accordance with the enclosed Statement of Work.

Task Order No. 8 shall be in effect from September 17, 1992 through
February 25, 1993, with a total cost ceiling of $15,485.00. The amount of
$14,256.00 represents the total estimated reimbursable costs, the amount of
$89.00 represents the facilities capital cost of money, and the amount of
$1,140.00 represents the fixed fee.

The obligated amount of this task order is $15,485.00.

Accr unting Data for Task Order No. 8 is as follows:

APPN No.: 31X0200.260
-

B&R No., 2601925030
FIN No. B57872
GBLIGATED AMOUNT: $15,485.00
RES TDENTIFIER: RES-C92-324

The following individuals are considered to be essential to the successful
performance of work hereunder: James Meyer, Henry Amarasorriya,
Homayoon Dezfuli, and Dr. Mike Davis.

The contractor agrees that such personnel shall not be removed from the
effort under the task order without compliance with Contract Clause H.1,
_ Key _ Personnel.

Issuance of this task order does not amend any terms or conditions of the
subject contract
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Your contacts during the course of this task order are:

Technical Matters: John Flack
Project Officer

(301) 49b3979

Contractual Matters: Anita Hughes
Con:ract Administrator
(30.) 492-8353

Please indicate your acceptance of this Task Order No. 8 by having an
official, authorized to bind your organization, execute three copies of this
docusaent in the space provided and return two copies to the Contract
Administrator. You should retain the third copy for your records.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Anita
Hughes, Contract Administrator, on (301) 492-8353.

Sincerely,

h -

Mary Jo Mattia, Contracting Officer
Contract Administration Branch No. 2
Division of Contracts and

Property Management-
Office of Administration

Enclosure:
- As stated

ACCEPTED: dk%
.

NAME: _nm u nun mm

TITLE: Vice President, Eastern Division

DATE: September 21, 1992
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I
Contract NRC-04-91-068
Scientech

STATEMENT OF WORK
Task order - 8

TITLE: Individual Plant Examination (IPE) Reviews, . ' -
Internal Events Back-end Only
(Nine Mile Point Unit 2)

**
.-

DOCKET NUMBER:

NRC PROJECT MANAGER:
John H. Flack, RES (301-492-3979)

Ed Chow, RES (3 01. -
NRC TEAM LEADER FOR NINE MILE POINT UNIT 2:
492-3984)

TECHNICAL MONITOR:
John H. Flack, RES (301-492-3979) .

PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE: September 17, 1992 to February 25, 1993

BACKGROUND
the NRC issued Generic Letter 88-20,On November 23, 1988,

" Individual Plant Exemination," which stated that licensees of
existing plants should perform a systematic examination (IPE) to
identify any plant-specific vulnerabilities to severe accidents,The purpose of the
and to report the results to the Commission. develop an overall appreciation -

IPE is to have each utility (1)(2) understand the most likelyof severe accident behavior;
se u re accident sequences at its plant; (3) gain a quantitative
understanding of the overall probability of core damage andreduce the overallradioactive material 1.eleases; and (4)
probability of core damage and radioactive releases by modifying
procedures and hardware to prevent or mitigate severe accidents.All IPE submittals will be reviewed by the NRC Staff to determine
if licensees met the intent of Generic Letter 88-20.

ORTECTTVE

The pucpose of this contract is to solicit contractor support inIPE submittals.
order to enhance the NRC review of licensees'
This contract includes the examination and evaluation of the Ninespecifically with regard to theIPE submittal,Mile Point Un$t 2 The contractor review vill b.e of limited"back-end" analysis. The " submittalscope and consist of a " submittal only" review.
only" review and gathering of associated insights will help the

1 |
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NHC staff determine whether the licensee's IPE process < met the
intent of Generic Letter 88-20, or whether a more detailed review
is warranted.

extractingBy identifying the IPEs strengths and weaknesses,
important insights and findings, and providing a comparison to

PSAsstaff reviewed and accepted PSAs (e.g. NUREG-1150,
identified in NUREG-1335 Appendix B), it is expected that:the NRC
will be in a better position to expeditiously evaluate the
licensee's IPE process. To provide support under this contract,

iomissions andthe contractor will search for obvious errors, 7 ''
inconsistencies in the IPE submittal as described in the work
requirements listed below.

!

WORK REOUIREMENTS AND SCHEDULE

The contractor will perform a " submittal only" review of the Nine
Mile Point Unit 2 "back-end" IPE analysis. [The review is to
include only the Level II analysis. Review of Level III
(consequence analysis) is beyond the scope of this contract.)
The contractor shall provide the qualified specialists and the
necessary facilities, materials, and services to carry out such a
review. The contractor will utilize NRC review guidance

|

,

documents for detail and reference as well as other interimThe contractor |guidance provided by the NRC Technical Monitor. '

1s not expected to make a plant / site visit in order to perform
this review.

Subtask 1, Review and Identification of IPE Insichts
,

Perform a back-end " submittal only" review of each IPE submittal
and identify important IPE insights by completing the NRC IPE
Data Summary Sheets. (The sheets identify the information that
will be entered into the IPE insights and findings data base.)
During the review, focus on the areas described below under " Work
Requirement." The contractor will note any: (1) inconsistencies
between methodology employed in the IPE submittals and other PSA
studies, (2) inconsistencies between the submittal's IPE findings
and findings stemming from other PSAs (See NUREG-1335, Appendix

The contractor will respond explicitly to each workB).requirement by noting important review findings including any IPE
strengths and weaknesses. The contractor will also list under
each listed work requirement, any questions (back to the
licensee) associated with the lack of appropriate information or
need for further clarification.

'
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Work Recuirement 1.1. Perform a General Review of_the
Licensee's IfE Back-End Analytic
Erocess:

Check the following:

The IPE submittal is essentially complete with respect1.1.1 to the level of detail requested in NUREG-1335;

IPE employed methodolrgy is clearly described and1.1.2 justified for selection. Approach is consistent with - '^
Generic Letter 88-20 Appendix 1.

The IPE employed a viable process to confirm that the ~

1.1.3 containment and containment systems represent the as-
built, as-operated plant. .

IPE back-end had been appropriately peer-revicwed to,1.1.4 help assure the analytic techniques were correctly
applied.

Work Reauirement 1.2. Breview of the containment
analysis / characterization

Check the following:

The IPE analysis appropriately treated front-end and1.2.1
back-end dependencies, i.e., plant damage states
considered reactor system / containment system
availability, system mission times, inventory
depletion, dual usage (spray vs. injection)
Classes of sequences with significant probability _

1.2.2
(those that meet the G.L. 88-20/NU2EG-1335 screening
criteria) were evaluated further using simplistic, but
realistic, containment event trees.

The focus of the IPE's containment analysis was on1.2.3
failure modes and timing. Containment failure modes
are consistent with those identified .'.n Table 2.2 of

NUREG-1335.

The IPE process assessed and identified contributors to1.2.4
containment isolation failure.
System / human response were integrated with the1.2.5
phenomenological aspects of accident progressicn into
the containment event trees. Allowances for recovery

actions were made to allow for accident management
actions.

.
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The IDE nubmittal appropriately dorrJmonted radionuclide1 2.6 releaue characterization for accident uequencca,

exceeding the Generic Letter 88-20 (or HUREG-1335)
ncreening criteria.

UpIh_Renuirement 1.3.. Iteview tlue._gunptitative nature of the
accident nroarension and containment
performjinne_ana3vnin -

Check the following:

The licenace employed a reasonable procena to
understand and quantify covere accident progression.

- '1.3.1 .

The proccas lead to a determ! nation of important
conditional containtnent failure probabilities, and
conuidored phenomenological uncertaintics, either
qualitative or quantitative.

Dominant contributora to containment failure are
.

1.3.2 conclutent with innighta from other PSAs of similar
design.

The IPE appropriately characterized containment1.3.3 performance for each of the CET end-states by assassing
containment loading (either calculated or ref,trenced).

The containment analycia considered the impact of. 3.4 covere accident environments on equipment behavior.

H9Ih._RenRiff e i l _b Reylew the IPE annroach to reducina the
PIGhflhility of core dainane or f.innion
product relcane.

Check the following:

The IPE analysis appearn to support the licensee's1.4.1 definition of vulnerability, and that the definition
providen a meann by which the identification of
potential vulnerabilities (an no defined) and plant
modifications (or safety enhancements) is mado
possible.

The identification of plant improvements and proposed1.4.2 modifications are reasonably expected to enhance plant
safety,

o to
119Eh_Renit ement 1. Ej lleview Licennoe'n Hongopnei

C9DtAillinent PerioJ3aance 1]nyrovement
Herompenda_t i onn

Check that the licensee appropriately responded to,
recommendations stemming from the Containment Performance

that the licensee's asscosment,Improvement (CPI) Frogram, i e.,.

4
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findings, concluulona and actiona (aa appropriato) considered the
following as a function of containment typo:

DWRa (MARK I,II,III)

o hardon vent,
alternative water supply foro /drywell spray /vcouel injection,
enhanced reactor prosauro vessel deproscurization j

o
system reliability,

ii 4 of the BWR Owners |implomontation of Rev s on I
,

o
Group EPGs.
improved hydrogen ignitor power supply (Mark III). |

o
I

Additional for DWR (MARK III)
evaluation of vulnerability to interrupted powero
supply to hydrogon ignitora and nood for

-

17 ,,rovement ,

PwR Ice condonnor containmonta
evaluation of vulnerability to interrupted powero
supply to hydrogen ignitors and nood for
improvement,

PWR Dry Ccrtainments
evaluation-of containment and equipmento vulnerabilition to hydrogen combustion (local and

This wouldglobal) and need for improvement.
includo consideration of gaseous pathways betwoon
the cavity and the upper containment volume to
confirm adequate communication to promoto natural
circulation and rect.mbination of combustible. gases
in the reactor cavity.

Work Reouiremont 2.0 pompleto data cheetn.*

Complete the NRC data summary sheets and noto any lack of
information as appropriato.

Ru J uk_2. Preparo Technical Evaluation Report

Prepare a report with the outlino provided below.

1. Introduction

Provido a brief overview of the IPE review, the scope and
Place emphasis on revi.ew aroacdepth as appropriate.identified as being important and rationale for importance,

found to be important in other PSAs of similar design.i.e.,

S
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Discuss any important or unique plant charactoristics. Hoto

plants with similar features and any important insights
stemming from other rolovant PSA studios.

II. Contractor Review Findings

Explicitly address cach work requirement olomont listed
under subtask 1, "Roview and Identification of IPE ..

Insights." Discuss any strength or weakness 80 identified
and significance with respect to the overall IPE offort.
Ydontify any additional information (in the form of ,"questions back to the licensoo) which would bo important to
the review offort. Indicate why the information is
important for closure.

III. Overall Evaluation and Conclusion
Summarize the " submittal only" review conclusions based on
the information submitted and significanco of IPE strengthe
and weaknesses.

IV. IPE Evaluation and Data Summary shoots

Attach the IPE Data Summary Shoots.

REPORT REOUIREMRl!TfS

Technical Reportn

The contractor will submit to the NRC tocanical monitor twocix wooks aftercopios of the Technical Evaluation Report (TER)
the initiation of this contract. Copion will include ono hard
ccpy and one 3.5" computer disketto version (Wordperfect 5.1 or

,

other IBM PC compatible software acceptable to the NRC IPE Team
The TER chall summarize all findings, results, andLeader) .

conclusions in the areas examined in the format described under
i
'

If'the contractor finds that the licensco's IPE isTask 2.obviously deficient in any of-the areas examined, the technical
monitor should be notified in advance. Deficient or weak areas
should be clearly documented in the technical evaluation report.

(
In addition, if the contractor finds that there are specific
areas that nood additional in-dopth review, the-Team Loador

I should be notified of the areas, and provided with the rationale
for subsequent review.

The contractor should allow for a one day of effort to provide
NRC with quick-turn-around reviews of licensco's comments or
responses to the TER and/or questions.

|
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The a ucractor shall provide monthly progress reports in
accordance with the requirements of the basic contract.

,

MEETIliG AllD TRAVEL

one, one perso.1 trip to NRC lloadquarters to present and discuss
review findings and conclusions.

,. ."

];STIMATED LEVEL OF EFFORT

For each of the IPEs reviewod:

Subtask 1 80 contractor hours
Subtask 2 80 contractor hours.
It shall be the responsibility of the contractor to assign
technical staff, omployees, and subcontractoru who have theor combinationrequired educational background, experienco, !

thorcof, to moet both the technical and regulatory objectivos of
the work specified in this S0W. The NRC Will rely on

representation made by the contractor concerning the
qualifications of the personnel proposed for assignment to this
task order including assurance that all information contained in
the technical and cost proposals, includ; .g resumos and conflict
qualifications of the-personnel proposed for assignment to this
task order including assurance that all information contained in
the technical and cost propcsals, including resumes and conflict
of intorest disclosures, is accurate and truthful.

IUtc PURilISIIED MATEi11Al.:
.

Licensco's IPE submittal.

TElitiTCAL IHRECTION:

The NRC Project Manager is:

J o h n 11. Flack
Severe Accident Iscues 13 ranchDivision of Safety Issuo Resolution
U.S. NRC, Mail Stop NL/S 324
Washington, D.C. 20555
Telephone No. (301) I"TS-4 9 2 - 3 97 9

:
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