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Purpose

* To demonstrate that Duane
Arnold's determination that the
March 18, 2007 shutdown was an
unplanned shutdown that included
a planned scram is consistent with
the guidance of NEI 99-02, Rev. 4

.*
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Guidance Interpretation Issue
" NEI 99-02, Revision 4, Section 2.1, Definition of

Terms, page 10, lines 11-14, defines unplanned
scram as:
- '"Unplanned Scram means that the scram was

not an intentional part of a planned evolution or
test as directed by a normal operating or test
procedure"

* Does the Duane Arnold scram, which was the
preplanned end result of the implementation of
normal operating instruction IPOI 4, "Shutdown"
meet the definition of an unplanned scram?
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Overview of March 18, 2007 Shutdown

* Duane
outage

Arnold was starting up from an
on March 18, 2007

" Reactor water chemistry excursion (increase
in conductivity) identified at approximately
1630 with plant at approximately 34% power

" Plant entered the following
procedures/actions:
- Plant Chemistry Procedure PCP 1.9, Water

Chemistry Guidelines
- Abnormal Operating Procedure AOP 639,

Reactor Water/Condensate High Conductivity
- Technical Requirements Manual, LCO 3.4.1,

Condition D

4
FPL Energy.
Duane Arnold Energy Center

11/13/2007



Overview of March 18, 2007 Shutdown

Management Actions
* Determined that it was prudent to

promptly bring the plant to cold
shutdown

" Integrated Plant Operating Instruction
(IPOI) "Shutdown" a normal operating
procedure,
shutdown

was utilized for the

Fast Power reduction option was
and a pre-job brief performed

selected
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Overview of March 18, 20,07 Shutdown

IPOI 4 Implementation

" Prior to inserting the manual scram:
- Recirculation flow reduced to minimum
- Non-essential 4160 VAC busses transferred to a different

power supply

- Intermediate Range Monitors inserted into Core

" Manual scram inserted at
approximately 28% power after all
power related pre-requisites met
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Performance Indicator Actions

Reported as an Unplanned Power
Change for 7000 Critical Hours

" Power change

" It commenced

was

<72

greater than

hours after

20%

identification of the chemistry
excursion
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Integrated Plant Operating Instruction
IPOI 4, Shutdown

IPOI 4 is part of the normal plant operating
procedure system
- Is used for all normal shutdowns
- Concludes each shutdown with a scram
- Contains two options to shutdown,

* 35% power to shutdown
* Fast power reduction

- Meets the definition of normal operating
procedure - NEI 99-02, page 10, lines 11
& 12 -. -

9
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Integrated Plant Operating Instruction
IPOI 4, Shutdown

" Is not part of the Emergency Operating
Procedure or Abnormal Operating
Procedure networks

" Is not used to respond to:

- Transients

-Off normal conditions
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Duane Arnold Operations Procedure
Hierarchy

Normal Plant Abnormal Emergency Severe Accident
Operations Operations Operations Management

01 ARP EOP SAMP
(Operating (Annunciator (Emergency (Severe Accident(Operating Response Operations ManagementInstructions) Procedures) Procedures) Procedures)

IPOI AOP EOP Support SAM Support
(Integrated Plant (Abnormal (Emergency (Severe Accident
Operating Operating Operations Management
Instructions) Procedures) Support Support Procedures)____________Procedures) __________

QRC TSG
(Quick (Technical (Severe Accident

Logs & Lineups Response Support (Sev ident
Cards) Guidelines) Guidelines)

~-0~~~~
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Abnormal Operating Procedures
AOPs direct inserting manual scrams for events such
as:

- Reactivity Events
- Loss of Both Reactor Recirc Pumps
- Loss of Vessel Level Control
- Loss of Ultimate Heat Sink
- High Magnitude Chemistry Excursions

Note, that for the shutdown on March 18th,
the limit specified in the AOP was never
reached

These types of events meet the definition and intent of"plant transients" for which the unplanned scram
indicator was designed

12
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NEI 99-02, Rev 4 Guidance
Comparison

The March 18, 2007 Scram was not:
- The result of an unplanned

transient or equipment failure (page
10, line 38)

The scram was the direct and intended
result of a management decision to
implement the normal shutdown
procedure to clean up a chemistry
excursion
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NEI 99-02, Rev 4 Guidance
Comparison

The March 18, 2007 scram was not:
-Directed by an abnormal,

emergency, or annunciator response
procedure (page 10, line 11)

The scram was the direct and intended
result of a management decision to
implement the normal shutdown
procedure to clean up a chemistry
excursion
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NEI 99-02, Rev 4 Guidance
Comparison

The March 18, 2007 scram was not:
- Initiated to avoid exceeding a technical

specification or technical requirement
action statement time limit (page 10, lines
41 &42)

The scram was the direct and intended result
of a management decision to implement the
normal shutdown procedure to clean up a
chemistry excursion
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NEI 99-02, Rev 4 Guidance
Comparison

The March 18, 2007 scram was not:

-An unplanned result of the execution
of IPOI 4 (page 10, lines 44 & 45)

The scram was the direct and intended
result of a management decision to
implement the normal shutdown
procedure to clean up a chemistry
excursion
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NEI 99-02, Rev 4 Guidance
Comparison

The March 18, 2007 scram was:

* Planned to occur as part of the
implementation of a normal operating
instruction (page 11, lines 4 &5)

* Part of the normal sequence of a
planned shutdown (page 11, line 10)

- -

.4 ~7
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NRC Staff Position
1. The staff believes that the Duane Arnold scram on March 18, 2007,

should count toward the Unplanned Scrams per 7000 Critical Hour
performance indicator. NEI 99-02 provides examples of scrams
which are included in the indicator, the examples include those
scrams that results from unplanned transients, equipment failures,
spurious signals, human error, or those directed by abnormal,
emergency, or annunciator response procedures.

2. Duane Arnold experienced a chemistry excursion which surpassed
the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM) limits and required the
plant to be in Mode 3 within 12 hours. At 1649 the plant entered the
Abnormal Operating Procedure high conductivity. As a result, the
licensee commenced a shutdown in accordance with the shutdown
procedure which utilizes a number of different methods for shutting
down the plant.

3. The working group has addressed similar FAQs in the past and has
consistently ruled that if the licensee does not follow its normal -
method of shutting down the plant, the scram should-becincluded in
the indicator

t~ 18
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Response to NRC Staff Position #1
Staff Position
* NEI 99-02 provides examples of scrams which are included in

the indicator, the examples include those scrams that results
from unplanned transients, equipment failures, spurious
signals, human error, or those directed by abnormal,
emergency, or annunciator response procedures.

Duane Arnold Position
* The March 18, 2007 manual scram was not the result of

unplanned transients, equipment failures, spurious signals,
human error, or those directed by abnormal, emergency, or
annunciator response procedures.

* The manual scram was the direct and intended result of a
management decision to implement the normal shutdown
procedure to clean up a chemistry excursion _____

19
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Response to NRC Staff Position #2
Staff Position

* Duane Arnold experienced a chemistry excursion which
surpassed the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM)
limits and required the plant to be in Mode 3 within 12
hours. At 1649 the plant entered the Abnormal
Operating Procedure high conductivity. As a result, the
licensee commenced a shutdown in accordance with
the shutdown procedure which utilizes a number of
different methods for shutting down the plant.

Duane Arnold Response
* The Chemistry excursion is a fact that lead to the

management decision to shutdown. However, the
shutdown was neither directed by nor performed-in
accordance with the abnormal opqratimgVproce~re. 20
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Response to NRC Staff Position #3

Staff Position

* The working group has addressed similar FAQs in
the past and has consistently ruled that if the
licensee does not follow its normal method of
shutting down the plant, the scram should be
included in the indicator

Duane Arnold Response

* The plant shutdown was performed in accordance
with the normal operating instruction IPOI 4,
Shutdown, and the scram is the expected and
intended result of following the procedure

G 21
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Supporting FAQ

FAQ 5
" Question: If a licensee enters an LCO requiring the

plant to be in Mode 2 within 7 hours, applies a
standing operational procedure for assuring the
LCO is met, and a manual scram is executed in
accordance with that procedure, is this event
counted as an unplanned scram?

" Answer: No, If the plant shutdown to comply with
the Technical Specification LCO, was conducted in
accordance with the normal plant shutdown
procedure, which includes a manual scram to
complete the shutdown, the scram would not be
counted as an unplanned scram.

22
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Supporting FAQ
FAQ 159

Question: With the Unit in Operational Condition
(Startup) a shutdown was ordered due to an
insufficient number of operable Intermediate Ran!
Monitors (IRM). The reactor was critical 0% pow•
"B" and "D" IRM detectors failed, and a plant
shutdown was ordered. The manual scram was
inserted in accordance with the normal shutdown
procedure. Should this count as an unplanned
reactor scram?

2

ge
ar,

* Answer: No, If part of a normal shutdown, (plant
was following normal shut down procedure) the
scram would not count.

3 t23
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Supporting FAQ

FAQ 275
* Question: A plant is reducing power for a planned refueling

outage, and is planning to insert a manual scram at 25 percent
power in accordance with the plant shutdown procedure. At 28
percent power, as a result of a report from the field, operators
believe they are about to have an equipment failure that would
lead to an automatic scram. The operators immediately insert
a manual scram. Afterwards, the operators determine that the
actual field condition was minor, and the suspected equipment
failure would not have occurred. Therefore, there would not
have been an automatic scram. Should the manual scram be
counted as an unplanned scram?

" Answer: Yes, the manual scram should be counted because
the scram was inserted above the 25% level specified in-their
plant shutdown procedure. 24
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Supporting FAQ
FAQ 275 Comparison to March 18th Shutdown
" The plant in question inserted a manual scram at a

power level higher then what was designated in
their procedure.

" Duane Arnolds procedure requirements were met
prior to inserting the manual scram

0~25
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Previous NRC Staff Positions

SECY 99-07A

The objective of the initiating Events Cornerstone is to limit the
frequency of those events that upset plant stability and
challenge critical safety functions. Such an event can lead to
either an automatic scram when a plant parameter exceeds a
setpoint or a manual scram when directed by an abnormal
procedure or an emergency operating procedure.

- The March 18 th scram was not the result of a setpoint
being exceeded and was not directed by an abnormal or
emergency operating procedure. Rather, the manual
scram was the expected result of a plant management
decision to shut down the plant in accordance with a
normal plant operating instruction.

- The March 1 8 th shutdown counts as an unplannedcpowefI
reduction. .26
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Conclusions
The March 18, 2007 scram should not be counted as
an unplanned scram because:

- The classification of the scram as planned is
consistent with the guidance of NEI 99-02

" NEI 99-02 exempts scrams resulting from
LCOs that are conducted in accordance with
normal shutdown procedures

" Duane Arnold was effectively in an LCO (TRM
action statement)

- The manual scram was the culmination of
management decision to shutdown the plant in
order to expedite the recovery from a chemistry,
excursion _ _

11/13/2007
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Conclusions

- The scram was inserted in accordance with the
requirements of IPOI 4

" The pre-requisites for inserting the manual
scram in accordance with IPOI 4 were met

" Although the procedure does not specify a
power level at which the operator is directed
to initiate the scram, the configuration
requirement of IPOI 4 place an effective upper
limit of -28%

-The procedure is not open ended in such
a way as to allow scrams from any
arbitrary power level

11/13/2007
_ooýý
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Conclusions

-It is not appropriate to infer that a portion of IPOI
4 is an abnormal procedure or not part of a normal
operating procedure

" The use of "normal method" is a change in
guidance (reference Staff Position #3)

" NEI 99-02 discusses the use of "normal
procedures"

The shutdown should count as an unplanned
power change and was reported as such in the
performance indicator

29
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Protecting People and the Environment

Duane Arnold Appeal Meeting
Unplanned Scrams per 7,000 Critical Hours

Performance Indicator

NRC Staff Position
November 14, 2007
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r-<:2U.S.NRC
UNITED STATEES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Protectinag People avid the Environment

NRC Staff Position:

The staff believes that the March 18, 2007, scram at the Duane
Arnold Energy Center should count as an unplanned scram.

The general basis for this belief is that this was a transient-based,
off-normal rapid shutdown, which was not part of a planned
evolution or test as directed by a normal operating or test
procedure. These conditions meet the definition of an unplanned
scram, as contained in NEI 99-02, Rev 5, pages 9-11.

2



~)U.S.NRC
Protecting People and the Environment

Applicable Guidance Sections

19NEI 99-02 Guidance -Scrams that resulted from
unplanned transients, equipment failures, spurious
signals, human error, or those directed by abnormal,
emergency, or annunciator response procedures count in
the indicator (pg 10,, lines 38/39).

*NEI 99-02 Guidance - Scrams that occur as part of the
normal sequence of a planned shutdown are not included
in the indicator (pg 11, lines 10/11).

*0 NEI 99-02 Guidance - Unplanned scram means that the
scram was not an intentional part of a planned evolution
or test as directed by a normal operating or test procedure
(pg 10, lines 10/11).

3
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Protecting People and the Environment

Basis for Position

"FAQ 71.0 stated that the plant experienced a reactor water
chemistry excursion (rapidly increasing conductivity) on
March 18, 2007 during a post refueling outage startup. The
conductivity levels quickly surpassed the Technical
Requirements Manual (TRM) limits of >1 and >5 pmoh/cm.

" The plant entered a TRM requirement which required the
plant to be in Mode 3. within 12 hours and be in Mode 4
within 36 hours.

" The rapid changing conditions (chemistry excursion)
caused entry into Integrated Plant Operating Instruction
(IPOI) 4, "Shutdown," Section 6.0 which is the fast power
reduction section, rather than Section 3.0 which is the
licensee's normal shutdown sequence.

4



r<j"2U.S,.NRC
UNrITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Protecting People and the Envirjonnient

Basis for Position (cont.)

"The staff believes that reactive, and unplanned actions to
shutdown a plant by other means than the normal shutdown
sequence, even if called out by a "lnormal operating
procedure,"l as in this case, would meet the definition. of an
unplanned scram.

" The staff-believes that rapid, off-normal' shutdowns due to
transient-based conditions., which are not pre-planned, meet
the definition of an unplanned scram.

5



C<~U.S.NRC
UNIED TATS NCLAR EGUATOY OMMISSION

Pr-ote~c5tinpgPe-oplle an~dltlhe En-vironment

Basis for Position (cont.)
"The staff has consistently interpreted NEI 99-02 to mean that

scrams occurring as part of a normal sequence of a planned
shutdown do not count-toward the indicator. This is consistent
with decisions reached in past approved FAQs.

" The licensee quoted two previous FAQs (Number 5 and 159) that
did not count in the indicator. The response was the same in both
cases,; if the plant shutdown and accompanying scram were
inserted in accordance with. the plant's normal shutdown
procedure, it would not count - but if the actions occurred outside
of the normal plant shutdown procedure, then -the scram would be
counted.

" The staff agrees with the responses, and has consistently
.interpreted the guidance document to mean that scrams occurring
as part of a normal sequence of a planned shutdown do not count
toward the indicator.

6
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.Pro tecting People and the Environment

Basis for Position (cont.)

" In the staff's review of other FAQs, the Working Group
reviewed one involving a licensee that was reducing power
for a planned refueling outage and had planned to manual
scram at 25% power. At 28% power licensee received a
report that they were about to have an equipment problem
and the licensee scrammed the reactor. The ROP Working
Group ruled that the scram counted because the scram
was inserted above the 25% level specified as part of the
normal shutdown procedure (FAQ 275).

" Again, the staff believes since the scram occurred outside
the -normal shutdown method, it should count as an
unplanned scram.
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I UNIE .TTS.NUCERRECLTYCMSSN

Protecting People and the Environment

Conclusion:.

The staff believes that the March 18, 2007 chemistry
excursion transient and manual scram at the Duane Arnold
Energy Center should count as an unplanned scram. The
scram was not conducted as part of the normal shutdown
sequence, was not a pre-planned evolution, and was the
result of an unplanned transient, which meets the definition
of an unplanned scram , as contained in NEI 99-02, Rev 5,
pages 9-11.

8
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Groundwater Contamination
(Tritium) at Nuclear Plants
Results and Databases
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Emergency Response

Home > Nuclear Reactors > Operating Reactors > Operational Experience > Operating Experience Smart
Sample (OpESS) Pilot Program

Operating Experience Smart Sample (OpESS) Pilot
Program

The NRC is piloting the OpESS program as a method to further integrate industry operating
experience with, the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP). The OpESS pilot program commenced in
late January 2007.

The program is designed to provide NRC inspection staff a detailed synopsis of selected
operating experience which the agency considers to have generic safety implication. The OpESS
is designed as an additional tool to be used by agency staff in ROP inspection preparation. The
information and trends identified-from OpESS inspections may provide further indication that a
specific issue warrants additional agency action.

Operating Experience Smart Samples

Each OpESS has a unique and sequential identifier. The designator FY is "Fiscal Year," which will
support tracking by the NRR Operating Experience Branch for determining OpESS utilization and
effectiveness.

2000s: I FY2007 I FY2008

Privacy Policy I Site Disclaimer
Tuesday, December 04, 2007

6Jnr-Ia _ Vr- f-~ g
http://www.nrc .gov/reactors/operating/ops-experience/operating-experience-smart-sample.html 1/42012/04/2007



NRC: Operating Experience Smart Sample Pilot Program - Smart Samples - FY2007Pae1o1 Page 1 of I
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OpESS Pilot Program

FY2008

FY2007

Home > Nuclear Reactors > Operating Reactors > Operational Experience > Operating Experience Smart
Sample (OpESS) Pilot Program > Operating Experience Smart Samples - FY2007

Operating Experience Smart Samples - FY2007

The following links on this page are to documents in Adobe Portable Document Format (PDF).
See our Plugins, Viewers, and Other Tools page for more information. For successful viewing of
PDF documents on our site please be sure to use the latest version of Adobe.

OpESS Date Desicription

FY2007-04 08/27/07 Operating Experience Smart Sample (OpESS) FY 2007-04 "BWR
Core Power /Flow Map - supplemental inspection guidance for MC
2515D"

FY2007-03 10/31/07 Crane and heavy lift inspection, supplemental guidance for IP-
Rev.1 71111.20

FY2007-02 12/20/06 Flooding Vulnerabilities due to Inadequate Design and Conduit/
__________ ________Hydrostatic Seal Barrier Concerns

FY2007-01 11/20/06 PWR Containment Sump Recirculation Pipe Foreign Material
__________ ________Blockage

Privacy Policy I Site Disclaimer
Thursday, November 01, 2007

http://www.nrc .gov/reactors/operating/ops-experience/opess/2007/index.html 1/42012/04/2007



'NRC: Operating Experience Smart Sample Pilot Program - Smart Samples - FY2008Pae1o1 Page I of 1
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OpESS Pilot Programn

FY2008

FY2007

Home > Nuclear Reactors > Operating Reactors > Operational Exp Ierience > Operating Experience Smart:
Sample (OpESS) Pilot Program > Operating Experience Smart Samples - FY2008

Operating Experience Smart Samples - FY2008

The following links on this page are to documents in Adobe Portable Document Format (PDF).
See our Piugins, Viewers, and Other Tools page for more information. For successful viewing of
PDF documents on our site please be sure to use the latest version of Adobe.

.OpESS Date .Description

FY2008-O01 11/29/07 Operating Experience Smart Sample (OpESS) FY 2008-0 1 "Negative
Trend and Recurring Events Involving emergency Diesel
Generators"

Privacy Policy I Site Disclaimer
Tuesday, December 04, 2007
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ROP Safety Culture Inspection Guidance Lessons Learned
(12/5/07)

A) Inputs from a variety of sources including: 1) Internal NRC reviews and audits, 2) Palo Verde
IP 95003 implementation feedback, 3) NEI safety culture survey results, 4) ROP external and
internal survey results, 5) ROP feedback forms, and 6) comments received during ROP monthly
public meetings. Currently are awaiting a number of key inputs to the process, particularly
feedback from IP95003 inspection.

B) Goal is to identify recommended changes to improve the implementation effectiveness and
efficiency of the ROP safety culture guidance.

C) Some changes identified to date:

1 . IMC0305 combine criterion 1' and 2 for substantive cross-cutting issue.
2. IMC0305 clarify definition of a theme (4 or more findings that have been assigned the

same cross-cutting aspect).
3. IMC0612 expanded guidance to document in the analysis section the cross-cutting

area/compone~nt/aspect/aspect designator and why the cross-cutting aspect was felt to
be the primary contributor to the finding.

4. IMC0612 additional guidance to restate cross-cutt~ing aspect/aspect designator in the
Summary of Findings.

D) Some areas where further evaluation is planned:

1 . IMC061 2 guidance for defining whether PD/cross-cutting aspect is reflective of current
performance.

2.ý' IMC0612 whether guidance.for IR documentation is needed for cases where no cross-
cutting aspect is assigned or guidance to improve narrative'to make more clear that
cross-cutting aspect(s) was considered but was determined not to be a significant
contributor for these reasons (for those cases that it was considered).

3. IMC0612 and IMC0305 performance deficiency and cross-cutting aspect definitions [i..e,
definitions might be modified to clarify cross-cutting aspect is the principle contributing
cause and PID is the result of a~licensee not meeting a requirement or standard].

4. IMC0612 guidance for assigning cross-cutting aspects to multiple part findings
5. IMC0612 cross-cutting examples and sample inspection report.
6. IMC0305 characterization of cross-cutting components and cross-cutting aspects,

including consideration to add or integrate/replace the 4 other safety culture components
into existing cross-cutting components.

7. IMC0612 consideration of identifying secondary cross-cutting aspects to support PI&R
assessments.

8. IP71152 SCWE guidance.

E) NEI safety culture survey identified recommendation to work with the NRC to revise the
more than minor criteria for inspection findings to make it less subjective. This is outside the
safety culture scope and will be an item for our IMC0612 Working Group.



FAQ LOG 12/04

TempNo. PI Topic Status Plant! Co.
70.0 MSPI Blown Fuse on Diesel 06/13 Introduced Ft.

07/18 Discussed Calhoun
08/22 Discussed
09/19 On hold pending
Kewaunee
10/ 18 Tentative
approval

71.1 1 E03 Environmental Condition 07/18 Introduced and FitzPatrick
Downpower Discussed.

08/22 Discussed
09/19 Tentative
Approval
10/ 18 Tentative

___________approval

74.0 MSPI PRA Model Revision 10/ 18 Introduced, La Salle
discussed and tentative

___________approval

75.0 IE0 I Manual Shutdown to Repair 12/05 Introduced and Perry
________Valve discussed

75.1 IEO I Power Runback due to Recire 12/05 Introduced and Perry
IE03 pump motor fault and discussed

________subsequent Manual Shutdown
75.2 1E0OI Appx 5% Unplanned Power 12/05 Introduced and Perry

change during Shutdown to discussed

________ _______Repair valve________________

FAQs on Appeal:

TempNo. P1 Topic Status Plant! Co.
71.0 LE01 Chemistry Excursion Appeal on 11/14 Duane Arnold

Appeal Denied
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FAQ 70.0

Plant: Fort Calhoun Station
Date of Event: July 21, 2004
Submittal Date: May 24, 2007
Licensee Contact: Gary R. Cavanaugh Tel/email: 402-533-6913 / gcavanaugh@oppd.com
NRC Contact: L. M. Willoughby Tel/email: 402-533-6613 / lmwl@nrc.gov

Performnance Indicator: MSPI

Site-Speiic FAQ (Appendix D)? No

FAQ requested to become effective when approved.

Question Section

NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include pape and line citation):

Clarification of the guidance is requested for "time of discovery." Is time of discovery when the
licensee first had the opportunity to determine that the component cannot perform its monitored
function or when the licensee completes a cause determination and concludes the component
would not have performed its monitored function at some earlier time, similar to the situation
described in the event section below.

Page F-5, Section F 1.2.1, lines 19-21:

Fault exposure hours are not included; unavailable hours are counted only for the time
required to recover the train's monitored functions. In all cases, a train that is considered
to be OPERABLE is also considered to be available.

Page F-22, Section F 2.2.2, lines 18-19:

Unplanned unavailability would accrue in all instances from the time of discovery or
annunciation consistent with the definition in section F 1.2. 1.

Page F-5, Section F 1.2.1, lines 34-40:

Unplanned unavailable hours: These hours include elapsed time between the discovery
and the restoration to service of an equipment failure or human error (such as a
misalignment) that makes the train unavailable. Unavailable hours to correct discovered
conditions that render a monitored component incapable of performing its monitored
function are counted as unplanned unavailable hours. An example of this is a condition
discovered by an operator on rounds, such as an obvious oil leak, that resulted in the
equipment being non-functional even though no demand or failure actually occurred.

Event or circumstances reqjuiring g~uidance interpretation:
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On October 19, 2004, while reviewing detailed plant computer data related to the operation of
the Emergency Diesel Generator Number 2 (DG-2), Fort Calhoun Station (FCS) discovered that
DG-2 had become inoperable for 29 days beginning on July 21, 2004. On August 18, 2004 when
DG-2 was started for the next monthly surveillance test, DG-2 started but failed to achieve
proper voltage and frequency. At that time, DG-2 was declared inoperable, trouble shooting
commenced, and three hours later following a fuse replacement, DG-2 was declared operable.

Data obtained from the FCS control room computer subsequently confirmed that the condition
occurred as the operators were performning engine unloading and shutdown during completion of
the monthly surveillance test (Attachment 1) on July 21, 2004. In attachment 2, there are
highlighted sections of a print out which is an attachment to the July 21, 2004 surveillance test
for clarification. As DG-2 was being shut down following the successful surveillance test, the
control room staff received numerous expected alarms. The alarms in question are plant
computer alarms and not tiled annunciator alarms. Since the alarms were expected as part of
unloading and shutting down DG-2 they were acknowledged and treated as a normal system
response.

The earliest opportunity for the discovery of the failed fuse condition was upon receipt of the
plant computer alarms for DG-2 low output frequency and low output voltage which occurred
following the opening of the DG-2 output breaker.

When attempting to complete the next monthly surveillance test in August 2004, DG-2 started
but failed to achieve proper voltage and frequency. At that time, DG-2 was declared inoperable,
trouble shooting commenced, and three hours later DG-2 was declared operable following fuse
replacemne nt. In an effort to determine unavailability hours for reporting of the Emergency AC
Power MSPI, FCS determined that the unavailability began on August 18, 2004 when DG-2 was
started for the next monthly surveillance.

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the. facts and circumstances explain

Issue #11:

In the opening lines of the FAQ, the licensee references NEI 99-02, page F-5, lines 19-21,
which states: "Fault exposure hours are not included; unavailable hours are counted only for the
time required to recover the train's monitored functions. In all cases, a train that is considered to
be OPERABLE is also considered to be available. "

..and the licensee further references page F-5, lines 34-40, stating ... "Unplanned unavailable
hours: These hours include elapsed time between the discovery and the restoration to service of
an equipment failure or human error (such as a misalignment) that makes the train unavailable.
Unavailable hours to correct discovered conditions that render a monitored component
incapable of performing its monitored function are counted as unplanned unavailable hours. An
example of this is a condition discovered by an operator on rounds, such as an obvious oil leak,
that resulted in the equipment being non-functional even though no demand or failure actually
occurred. "

As described in NRC Inspection Report 05000285/2005010, Emergency Diesel Generator #1
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was both inop~erable and unavailable from July 21, 2004 until August 19, 2004. The inspection
report also explained why discovery of the condition should reasonably have occurred on July
21, 2004:

"After a review of this event, the inspectors noted that the licensee had several
opportunities to promptly identify the degraded voltage condition that affected the safety
function of Emergency Diesel Generator 2. These opportunities included:
* The failure to recognize the alarm for low emergency diesel generator output voltage

was indicative of a degraded voltage condition.
* The failure to recognize that the watt-hour meter turns off when emergency voltage goes

below the watt-hour trigger setpoint, indicative of a degraded voltage condition.
* The failure to recognize that the emergency diesel generator output voltage meter

indications were reading approximately half their normal value, indicative of a degraded
voltage condition.

0 The failure to recognize that data obtained during surveillance Operating Procedure OP-
ST-DG-0002, performed on July 21,2004, showed the emergency diesel generator
output voltage decreasing to approximately 2200 volts, indicative of a degraded voltage
condition. This surveillance procedure was reviewed and determined satisfactory by
three operations personnel and the system engineer."

Based on the multiple opportunities to identify this condition, the Resident Inspectors/Regional
staff believe the conditions mentioned above would be indicative of an "obvious" condition,
similar to the leaking oil condition example above. Therefore, the definition of unavailable hours
would be met.

Issue #2:

In the licensee's FAQ, the licensee stated on page 2, "... the control room staff received
numerous expected alarms. "and then went on to say "These expected plant computer alarms
were received within moments of when they normally would have occurred. "
Please refer to the 4 bullets listed above. The control room alarms were not expected at the
times that they occurred, and the significance of these conditions were neither recognized
individually or collectively by multiple licensed operators. As described in the NRC Inspection
Report 05000285/2005010... "Emergency Diesel Generator 2 was operated at normal speed,
unloaded, for approximately 12 minutes to cool down the turbo charger. During this time
operators discussed the loss of indication on the watt-hour meter and decided to write a
condition report on the discrepancy. " Given that the alarms/indications were present
approximately 12 minutes early, the Residents/Regional staff do not agree with the licensee's
assertion that this equates to "within moments of when they normally would have occurred."

Issue #3:

In the "Proposed Resolution" section of the FAQ, the licensee stated... "Although the earliest
opportunity to discover the failed fuse was July 21, 2004, FCS concluded that it would have
been an improbable catch for them to do so. While changes were put into place following
discovery of this condition to prevent recurrence, it was determined that it would have been
unreasonable to expect the control room staff to have caught this when it occurred. " The
licensee further stated ... ".... this issue was appropriately classified as discovery on August 18,
2004. "

Region IV personnel believe that it was reasonable;' as documented in the previous sections
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and in the inspection report, for the control room staff to have caught this when it occurred.

Issue #4:

In the licensee's FAQ, they stated: "... the Significance Determination Process (SDP) was used
to characterize the risk of the event and this process evaluated the fault exposure period to
determine that risk."

Once a performance deficiency is identified, the SDP assesses the risk of a condition, (i.e., how
significant is it during the time that equipment was unable to perform its function), irrespective of
whether the equipment is considered fault exposure time or unavailability hours. Region IV
personnel consider that one of the salient aspects of the P1, an indicator of performance, is to
identify both unavailability and fault exposure hours. The staff considers this period to be
unavailability in regard to the Pl.

Issue #5:

The licensee has considered the failure of DG-i as a Failure-to-Load on August 19, 2004 in
their calculations.

The Region IV staff considers this should be counted as a Failure-to-Run (FTR) on July 21,
2004 instead of a Fail ure-to-Load. Per the NEI guidance, Failure-to-Load items are those that
prevent the engine from starting or running for an hour. The fuse failure occurred after the
engine had run successfully for greater than one hour. While the "type" of failure does not
directly affect the subject of this FAQ (calculation of hours for the PI), erroneous failure
classifications could be misleading if they are to be considered with any subsequent failures.

Sum mary:

In summary, the licensee stated that "..unavailability should accrue on August 18, 2004 when
the failure occurred." The licensee believes that the duration between July 21 and August 19,
should be counted as Fault Exposure Hours. However, Region IV staff does not agree with this
position. The licensee had ample opportunity to identify and correct this condition, as was
stated in a previously cited 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI violation. Region IV staff
believes the duration that DC-i was non-functional should be counted as Unavailability Hours.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers
None

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ

Proposed Resolution of FAQ

The 29-day period beginning on July 21, 2004 covering when the emergency diesel
generator (EDG.-2) was not capable of performing its risk-significant function, and with
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the licensee assuming it was functional, should not be counted as unplanned
unavailability.

The situation and facts in this FAQ are similar to the circumstances in the Kewanuee
EDG FAQ (FAQ 69.2) in that the question of what is meant by the term "discovery" (of
an equipment failure) is in question. Although the Kewaunee FAQ was resolved by an
appeal decision and was a site-specific response, the area of the guidance impacting
both licensees is the same.

After careful weighing of the facts in this situation, along with the Kewaunee appeal
decision (FAQ 69.2), the staff believes that based on the current wording of NEI 99-02
(Revisions 4 & 5), that periods of time when the EDG is not capable of performing is
risk-significant function, and where the licensee has not recognized this unavailability,
unplanned UA should not be counted.

The part of the NEI 99-02 Appendix F guidance that prompted this FAQ is focused on
what is meant by the term "discovery," as stated on page F-22 of NEI 99-02, Revision 4.
Both the staff and the industry recognize that this aspect of the guidance is not clear
and thereby there is no current consensus on how to interpret this definition. Further,
this response is also not meant to provide a replacement for that definition. The staff
plans to work with industry to revise this section of the guidance for the next revision of
NEI 99-02.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.

N/A
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Plant: Duane Arnold Energy Center
Date of Event: 3/18/07
Submittal Date: 6/07/07
Licensee Contact: Robert Murrell Tel/email: 319-851-7900

bob_murrell@fpl.com

NRC Contact: Tel/email

Performance Indicator: Unplanned Scrams per 7000 Critical Hours

Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D?): No

FAQ requested to become effective: From the time of the event (3/18/07).

Question Section

NEI Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):

NEI 99-02, R4, pages 10 and 11, specifically page 10 lines 11-12 and page 11I line 2/line
5 and line 2/line 11.

Page 10, lines 11I- 12: "Unplanned scram means that the scram was not an intentional
part of a planned evolution or test as directed by a normnal
operating or test procedure."

Page 11, lines 13 - 15 [Line 2 "Examples of scrams that are not included:] ". ..Plant
shutdown to comply with technical specification LCOs, if
conducted in accordance with normal shutdown procedures
which include a manual scram to complete the shutdown."

Page 11, line 5: [Line 2 "Examples of scrams that are not included:] "...scrams that are
part of a normal planned operation or evolution."

Events or Circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:

Duane Arnold experienced a reactor water chemistry excursion (increasing conductivity
readings while performing condensate demnineralizer manipulations) at approximately
1630 on March 18, 2007. This excursion occurred with the plant operating at -~34%
power during a post Refueling Outage startup. By 1630, the conductivity level quickly
surpassed the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM) limits of >1 and >5 (gimoh/cm).
This resulted in actions being initiated as required by the TRM for restoring the limits
immediately and analyzing a sample within 8 hours. At the time, conductivity was > 10.
The plant also entered the TRM requirement to be in Mode 3 within 12 hours and be in
mode 4 within 36 hours as a result of the out of specification chemistry parameters.
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In addition to the TRM requirements, the plant also entered Plant Chemistry Procedure
(PC) 1.9, "Water Chemistry Guidelines." PCP 1.9 also requires an immediate shutdown.
PCP 1.9, Attachment 4 requires'that conductivity > 1 .0 be monitored for compliance with
TRM 3.4 (above), and conductivity > 5.0 requires a plant specific analysis within four
hours indicating whether plant shutdown or continued at power operation is the most
prudent approach with regard to IGSCC and fuel damage or default to an orderly
shutdown of the plant as the most prudent approach. Per Section 4.3, if conductivity is
restored to < 1.0, the shutdown may be stopped. (A value between 1.0 and 5.0 requires
an orderly shutdown after 24 hours per PCP 4.2.3.) If the value remains above 5.0 for six
hours, an orderly shutdown is to be initiated. 'The basis for the conductivity limits in PCP
1.9 is to prevent IGSCC and maintain fuel performnance and radiation field buildup at
optimal levels.

At 1649, the plant entered Abnormal Operating Procedure (AOP) 639, "Reactor
Water/Condensate High Conductivity." AOP 639, steps 13 and 15 require compliance
with PCP 1.9 upon conductivity > 1.0 and TRM 3.4 and PCP 1.9 for conductivity > 5.0.
During this event, the conductivity limits that would require the plant to insert a manual
scram or commence a fast power reduction were never met.

As a result of the TRM and PCP LCOs, the plant commenced a shutdown in accordance
with Integrated Plant Operating Instruction (IPOI) 4, Plant Shutdown, Section 6.0, Fast
Power Reduction. This IPOI consolidates information for a safe and efficient shutdown
from 35% power operation to cold shutdown or other shutdown conditions, and is not an
AOP.

At 1940, after completion of the steps up to inserting a manual scram, a manual scram
was inserted. This action was accomplished after careful review of the condition; senior
plant management determined that the prudent course of action was to bring the plant to
cold shutdown in a controlled and prompt manner to reduce the potential adverse affects
of the chemistry excursion on the plant. The decision to shut down was driven by
internal plant chemistry guidelines and the TRM. The directed plant shutdown was
performed in accordance with Integrated Plant Operating Instruction (IPOI) 4,
"Shutdown", which includes separate sections for a plant shutdown with slow power
reduction and for a plant shutdown with a fast power reduction. Plant management
elected to utilize the plant shutdown with a fast power reduction to minimize the potential
adverse consequences from the chemistry excursion. The IPOI 4 fast power reduction
instructions include the initiation of a manual scram as is the typical proactive for plant
shutdowns at Duane Arnold. Prior to initiating the manual scram the IPOI requires that
recirculation flow be set to minimum, and recommends that the non-essential 4160 VAC
busses be transferred to a different power supply and the Intermnediate Range Monitors be
inserted into the core. These steps were completed, as were all others required by the
procedure, prior to initiating the scram. Ultimately, the scram was initiated with reactor
power below 30%. IPOI 4 is the standard procedure that would be utilized to conduct
such a plant shutdown.
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The guidance provided in NEI 99-02, Revision 4 clearly supports the March 18, 2007
scram not being considered an unplanned scram. On page 10, lines 11I and 12, the
guidance defines an unplanned scram as "Unplanned scram means that the scram was not
an intentional part of a planned evolution or test as directed by a normnal operating or test
procedure." The March 18, 2007 scram was clearly part of the normal Duane Arnold
shutdown and the scram was initiated in accordance with the Integrated Plant Operating
Instruction, (IPOI) 4, "Shutdown." On page 11, line 5, the guidance excludes "scrams
that are part of a normal planned operation or evolution." The March 18, 2007 shutdown
was clearly a planned evolution that was proactively directed by plant management to
minimize any potential adverse affects from the chemistry excursion. On page 11, line
11, the guidance excludes "Scrams that occur as part of the normal sequence of a planned
shutdown." As stated above, the March 18, 2007 shutdown was clearly a planned
evolution that was proactively directed by plant management to minimize any potential
adverse affects from the chemistry excursion. Specifically, the shutdown was driven ,by
the plants TRM, not by the plant AOP. However, the scram would be considered a
planned scram, and the event and its effects counted instead within the Unplanned Power
Changes indicator. (See NEI 99-02, R4, pages 9 - 11 and 18.)

A review of operator logs from 2001 to present indicates that the fast power reductions
section of the IPOL has been used approximately 6 times with a shutdown being
completed in one occurrence on November 2, 2003, one Of which was taken to
completion. It should be noted that IPOI 4 has contained the fast power reduction
instructions for over 15 years.

The NRC Resident does not agree with the Duane Arnold position as he considers the
fast power reduction of Integrated Plant Operating Instruction, (IPOI) 4, "Shutdown" to
be an abnormal section of a normnal procedure and therefore concludes the scram should
count as unplanned.

Is it the correct interpretation that the above event should be not be considered an
unplanned scram with respect to the NRC indicator?

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers:

Archived guidance FAQ 159 dated 4/1/2000 and FAQ 5 dated 11/11/1999 also support
the conclusion that the event would not be considered an uplanned scram with respect to
the NRC indicator.

FAQ 159 Posting Date 4/1/2000

Question: With the Unit in Operational Condition 2 (Startup) a shutdown
was ordered due to an insufficient number of operable Intermediate Range
Monitors (IRM). The reactor was critical at 0% power. "B" and "D" IRM
detectors failed, and a plant shutdown was ordered. The manual scram was
inserted in accordance with the normnal shutdown procedure. Should this
count as an unplanned reactor scram?"
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Response: No. If part of a normal shutdown, (plant was following normal
shut down procedure) the scram would not count.

The response to FAQ directly applies to the March 29, 2007 shutdown as the
plant was following the normal shutdown procedure, IPOI 4, "Shutdown.'

ID: 5 Posting Date 11/11/ 1999

Question: The Clarifying notes for the Unplanned Scrams per 7000hrs PI
state that scrams that are included are: scrams "that resulted from unplanned
transients...." And a "scram that is initiated to avoid exceeding a technical
specification action statement time limit;" and, scrams that are not included
are "scrams that are part of a normal planned operation or evolution" and,
scrams "that occur as part of the normal sequence of a planned shutdown..."
If a licensee enters an LCO requiring the plant to be in Mode 2 within 7 hours,
applies a standing operational procedure for assuring the LCO is met, and a
manual scram is executed in accordance with that procedure, is this event
counted as an unplanned scram?

Response: If the plant shutdown to comply with the Technical Specification
LCO, was conducted in accordance with the normal plant shutdown
procedure, which includes a manual scram to complete the shutdown, the
scram would not be counted as an unplanned scram. However, the power
reduction would be counted as an unplanned transient (assuming the shutdown
resulted in a power change greater than 20%). However, if the actions to meet
the Technical Specification LCO required a manual scram outside of the
normnal plant shutdown procedure, then the scram would be counted as an
unplanned scram.

Although Duane Arnold was not in a Technical Specification LCO, the shutdown was
conducted in accordance with the normal plant shutdown procedure IPOI 4, "Shutdown"
and the response to FAQ 5 directly supports the Duane Arnold position.

Response Section

Appeal Decision:

Yes, the scram counts under the Unplanned Scram PI, consistent with the guidance of NEI
99-02, page 11, line 10. While the unit shutdown in accordance with a section of their
"normal shutdown" procedure, that portion of the procedure was not normally invoked for
planned shutdowns, and did not contain the normal sequence of activities associated with
planned shutdowns. Rather, that section of the procedure was typically used for response to
chemistry transients associated with condenser performance issues.

Not to be used for future reference or incorporation into NEI 99-02.
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Plant: James A. FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant
Date of Event: 04/02/07
Submittal Date: _______

Licensee Contact: Gene Dorman Tel/email: (315) 349-6810/ edorman~oentergy.com
Licensee Contact: Jim Costedio Tel/email: (315) 349-6358! acosted~o)entergv.com
NRC Contact: Gordon Hunegs Tel/email: (315) 349-6667/gkh(q-nrc.qov

Performance Indicator: Unplanned Power Changes Per 7,000 Critical Hours

Site Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? Yes or No: Yes

FAQ requested to become effective when approved.

Question Section:

NEI 99-02 Rev 5 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):

Unplanned Power Changes Per 7,000 Critical Hours, beginning at the bottom of page 14 at line
42 and continuing on to the top of pagel 5 through line 4, the guidance document states:

42 Anticipated power changes greater than 20% in response to expected environmental problems
43 (such as accumulation of marine debris, biological contaminants, or frazil icing) which are
44 proceduralized but cannot be predicted greater than 72 hours in advance may not need to be
45 counted unless they are reactive to the sudden discovery of off-normal conditions. However,
46 unique environmental conditions which have not been previously experienced and could not
47 have been anticipated and mitigated by procedure or plant modification, may not count, even if
48 they are reactive. The licensee is expected to take reasonable steps to prevent intrusion of
marine
49 or other biological growth from causing power reductions. Intrusion events that can be

1 anticipated as a part of a maintenance activity or as part of a predictable cyclic behavior would
2 normally be counted unless the down power was planned 72 hours in advance. The
3 circumstances of each situation are different and should be identified to the NRC in a FAQ so
4 that a determination can be made concerning whether the power change should be counted.

Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:

On March 2, 2007 the Operations Department initiated a condition report (CR-JAF-2007-00841)
identifying that the differential temperature across the 131 waterbox had risen approximately 9'F
since the February 6, 2007 defish evolution, and that higher water box differential pressure on the
B2 waterbox and rising backpressure in the "B" condenser indicated that there was some fouling
of the waterboxes. It is notable that configuration of the supply piping to the waterboxes causes
the B1 Waterbox to more readily collect debris than the others. On March1 6, 2007 Engineering
notified Planning and Scheduling that the waterboxes would have to be cleaned to restore
performance. Based on the parameters (waterbox Delta T, Delta P, Condenser Backpressure,
CWS flow, and CWS Pump amps) and available trend information it was determined that the
cleaning could be performed during a scheduled May 2007 Downpower and On-Line Emergent
Work Addition Approval Form EN-WM-1 01 was submitted to add Work Order 51102525 to the
downpower schedule.

During the last week of March increased turbulence in the lake was observed with the passing of
storms and melt off of the winter snow pack. When the condition of the lake was identified the
traveling screens were placed in continuous operation. While continuous operation of the
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screens is effective in removing large material, the screens are not fine enough to prevent the
entry of smaller debris such as zebra mussel shells. On Saturday March 31, 2007 at 2030,
Operations noted that the "B" condenser Delta T had risen 13 'F in a three hour period. Review
of historical trend information showed the plant has never experienced such a rapid change in
condenser Delta-T. A condition report (CR-JAF-2007-01 273) was entered into the corrective
action program. On Sunday April 1, 2007 at approximately 0130 Engineering determined that the
observed degradation was consistent with condenser fouling, likely caused by the disturbances
on the lake transporting additional marine debris into the condenser water boxes. Temperatures
and pressures stabilized such that no operational limits were exceeded.

On Monday April 2, 2007, after review of the data, the decision was made to perform a
downpower of approximately 25% to support defishing of the B31 and B2 condenser waterboxes,
rather than wait until the scheduled May downpower. Power was reduced on April 3, 2007 at
0240.

The defishi'ng evolution is included in the Circulating Water System Operating Procedure (OP-4).
The evolution was evaluated using the online risk model and the impact on the work week was
assessed. Since the plant parameters were stable and within operational limits the plant could
have waited an additional 18 hours to meet the 72 hour criteria, but chose to make a conservative
decision to reduce power and defish. The defishing evolution was conducted using the same
procedures and guidance used during the February defishing evolution.

In summary, JAF believes that the downpower on April 3, 2007 was caused by an environmental
problem that could not h ave been predicted greater than 72 hours in advance, that actions to
address the problem had been previously proceduralized and did not require 72 hours to plan,
and that the downpower was not performed due to a sudden discovery. The downpower on April
3, 2007 should not be counted against the performance indicator.

As noted above NEI 99-02 Revision 5, in discussing downpowers that are initiated in response to
environmental conditions states "The circumstances of each situation are different and should be
identified to the NRC in a FAQ so that a determination can be made concerning whether the
power change should be counted."

Does the transient meet the conditions for the environmental exception to reporting Unplanned
Power changes of greater than 20% RTP? - Yes, the transient meets the conditions for an
environmental exception and should not count against the performance indicator.

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances explain:

This has been reviewed with the Senior Resident and there is no disagreement with regard to the
facts as presented.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers: 158, 244, 294, 304, 306, 383, 420, 421

Response Section:

Proposed Resolution of FAQ:

Yes, the downpower was caused by environmental conditions, beyond the control of the licensee,
which could not be predicted greater than 72 hours in advance. The licensee had taken the
available measures to minimize the impact of the environmental conditions and the downpower
should not count toward the performance indicator.

If appropriate proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.

None required
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Plant: LaS alle County Station
Date of Event: September 6, 2007
Submittal Date: October 18, 2007
Licensee Contact: Steve Shields, 815-415-2811, stephen.shields@exeloncorp.com
NRC Contact: Dan Kimble, Senior Resident Inspector, LaSalle

Performance Indicator: MSPI

Site-Specific FAQ (App. D)? Yes

FAQ requested to become effective:' When approved

Question Section
NEI 99-02 Guidance Needing Interpretation: NEI 99-02, Rev. 5, page 30 line 38
through page 3 1, line 12:

The revised [PRA] coefficients will be used in the MSPI calculation the quarter following the update.
Thus, the PRA coefficients in use at the beginning of a quarter will remain in effect for the remainder
of that quarter, Changes to the CDE database and MSPI basis document that are necessary to reflect
changes to the plant specific PRA of record should be incorporated as soon as practical but need not be
completed prior to the start of the reporting quarter in which they become effective. The quarterly data
submittal should include. a comment that provides a summary of any changes to the MSPI coefficients.
Any PRA model changes will take effect the following quarter (model changes include error,
corrections, updates, etc.)

For example, if a plant's PRA model of record is approved on September 29 (3rd
quarter), MSPJ coefficients based on that model of record should be used for the
4th quarter. The calculation of the new coefficients should be completed (including
a revision of the MSPI basis document if required by the plant specific processes)
and input to CDE prior to reporting the 4th quarter's data (i.e., completed by
January 2 1).

Events or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:
On September 6, 2007, LaSalle County Station identified an error in the then-current
PRA model, designated as 2006B. LaSalle had implemented the 2006B model prior to
the end of the second quarter 2007. In accordance with the guidance, the 2006B model
was therefore effective for the third quarter 2007 MSPI data submittal, and was due to be
incorporated into the MSPI Basis Document and CDE by September 30, 2007.
Additionally, this PRA modeling error existed in the 2006A PRA model, which was
effective first quarter 2007 and used for the second quarter MSPI data submittal.
Because of the error in the 2006A model, the MSPI PRA values for the second quarter
2007 were in error. It should be noted that the error resulted in approximately an order of
magnitude change in Birnbaum values for the Residual Heat Removal System in the non-
conservative direction, and thus resulted in under-reported MSPI values. The error did
not affect any MSPI thresholds for either the second quarter or third quarter data.

The prior model, 2003A, was used for initial MSPI development and was in place for
MSPI purposes through the end of the first quarter of 2007. No significant errors in the

Page 1 of 2



FAQ 74.0

2003A PRA model affecting MSPI values are known to exist.

Given that the error in the 2006A and 2006B model was non-conservative and was
discovered prior to the end of the third quarter 2007, LaSalle decided to rescind the
2006A and 2,00613 models prior to the end of the third quarter and re-instate the 2003 A
model as the model of record until corrections could be made.

For the third quarter MSPI data submittal, LaSalle chose to use the 2003A model to
develop MSPI data. This was done after consideration of the non-conservative nature of
the error, the desire to not knowingly provide inaccurate data to the NRC, and after
discussion with the site Senior Resident Inspector. A comment was placed in the data
submittal identifying that an FAQ would be generated to resolve the deviation from the
NEI guidance.

Despite the guidance that states that the model of record at the beginning of the quarter
should be used for MSPI data reporting, LaSalle requests that this FAQ allow use of the
2003A model for MSPI data for the third quarter 2007.

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and circumstances,
explain:
The LaSalle Senior Resident Inspector agreed that use of a PRA model with a known
non-conservative error did not seem appropriate and supports use of the 2003 A model for
the third quarter data.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers: None

Response Section:

Proposed Resolution:
LaSalle should use the 2006B model for MSPI data for the third quarter 2007 data in
accordance with the NEI 99-02 Revision 5 guidance. The 2006B model was the model of
record at the beginning of the third quarter and is thus required to be used for MSPI
calculations. LaSalle should not correct second quarter data.

This FAQ is approved for this situation only and does not apply to other plants or
situations.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.
Not applicable.
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Plant: Perry
Date of Event: June 22, 2007
Submittal Date: _____________

Contact: Robin Ritzman Tel/email 330-384-5414,
rritzman@firstenergycorp.com'

NRC Contact: Mark Franke Tel/email: 440-28,0-5822

Performance Indicator: IE-1 Unplanned Scramns

Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No

FAQ requested to become effective when approved.

Question Section

NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citatio n):
The definition of an unplanned scram is on NEI 99-02, Rev 4, Page 10, lines 11
through 14, and includes the following statement: "Unplanned scram means that
the scram was not an intentional part of a planned evolution or test as directed by
a normal operating or test procedure."

Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:
On June 21, 2007, a planned plant shutdown was commenced with the intent of
completing the shutdown with a manual scram. The purpose of the shutdown
was to repair a valve associated with a reactor recirculation pump. This issue
was discovered on June 4, 2007.

At approximately 0100 on June 22, 2007, Operations performed an "A" and "B"
Reactor Recirculation Pump downshift. The resulting downpower is the subject
of another FAQ.

The shutdown was then completed with a planned manual scram from
approximately 23% in accordance with normal plant procedures. This scram was
not counted as the shutdown was planned and was completed in accordance
with normal plant procedures.

The shutdown was not counted as an Unplanned Scram due to the following
guidance from NEI 99-02, Revision 4.

Page 9, line 21, states that the indicator monitors unplanned scrams.

Page 10, lines 11 through 14, define an unplanned scram as a scram that
was not an intentional part of a planned evolution or test as directed by a
normal operating or test procedure, This scram was intentional, planned,
and was directed by a normal operating procedure.

Page I of 3



FAQ 75.0

Page 10, lines 36 through 45, provides examples of types of scrams that
are included. This scram does not fit any of those examples.

Page 11 provides examples of scrams that are not included. Lines 4 and
5 exclude scrams that are part of a normal planned operation or evolution.
This scram meets that criterion. Lines 10 and 11 exclude scrams that
occur as part of the normal sequence of a planned shutdown. FENOC
believes that his scram meets that criterion.

In addition SECY 99-07A states "The objective of the Initiating Events
cornerstone is to limit the frequency of those events that upset plant stability and
challenge critical safety functions. Such an event can lead to either an automatic
scram when a plant parameter exceeds a set point, or a manual scram when
directed by an abnormal procedure or an emergency operating procedure. In
addition, operators are 'trained to manually scram the reactor if an automatic
scram is unavoidable. A manual scram, therefore, may be implemented for the
same or similar plant conditions that would cause an automatic scram, and the
effect on the plant is the same - to upset plant stability and challenge critical
safety functions." This indicates that the purpose (objective) of this PI is to count
those events that either resulted in an automatic scram or resulted in the need to
manually scram the reactor with some immediacy (with no preplan). This scram
was pre-planned and was conducted in accordance with the normal shutdown
procedure; it was not taken as a reaction to plant conditions that were, or were
believed to be, precursors to an automatic scram and was not directed by an
abnormal or emergency operating procedure. Therefore, FENOC believes that
this shutdown does not represent an Unplanned Scram.

Should this scram be counted as an unplanned scram and reported under IE-1?

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and
circumstances, explain
The licensee and the NRC senior resident inspector agree on the facts described
in this FAQ. However, the NRC senior resident inspector believes that the
circumstances of the event were not representative of a scram that was an
intentional part of a planned evolution as directed by a normal operating
procedure. Some elements of the event that the senior resident inspector
considered included: 1) the scram was not conducted using procedure
Integrated Operating Instruction (101) 101-4, "Shutdown." It was conducted from a
higher reactor power level using 101-8, "Shutdown by Manual Scram'," which
directed operators to follow Off-Normal Instruction ONI-C71 -1, "Reactor Scram;"'
2) the scram was not consistent with the approved reactivity plan; and 3) the off-

Footnote added to clarify procedural usage - 101-4 is the soft shutdown procedure. The
procedure that is normally used to shutdown the plant is 101-8, which is used for planned scrams
- such as leading into a refueling outage when a soft shutdown is not used. ONI-071 -1 is
entered following a scram - whether initiated by off-normal instructions, plant emergency
instructions or 101-8.

Page 2 of 3



FAQ 75.0

normal plant configuration (single loop) and shutdown conditions were a result of
an unintentional loss of a recirculation pump that occurred about 2.5 hours prior
to the unplanned scram.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers
The NRC resident inspector believes FAQ 5 is potentially relevant. FAQ 5
addresses a plant that was in an LOG requiring the plant to be in Mode 2 within 7
hours. The plant used a standing operational procedure to assure that the LCO
was met, and executed a manual scram in accordance with that procedure. This
scram was considered not to count since the plant shutdown to comply with the
Technical Specification LCO was conducted in accordance with the normal plant
shutdown procedure, which includes a manual scram to complete the shutdown.
The FAQ response also states that if the actions to meet the Technical
Specification LOG required a manual scram outside of the normal plant shutdown
procedure, then the scram would be counted as an unplanned scram. FENOC
does not believe that FAQ 5 is relevant because Perry was not in an LCO
requiring a shutdown at the time of the scram. However, FENOC believes that
the principle espoused by this FAQ is that manual scrams conducted in
accordance with the normal plant shutdown procedure do not count and manual
scrams that are not conducted in accordance with the normal plant shutdown
procedure do count. The June 22, 2007 scram was conducted in accordance
with the normal plant shutdown procedure.

The NRC resident inspector believes FAQ 275 is potentially relevant. FAQ 275
addresses a plant that is reducing power for a planned refueling outage, and is
planning to insert a manual scram at 25 percent power in accordance with the
plant shutdown procedure. At 28 percent power, as a result of a report from the
field, operators believe they are about to have an equipment failure that would
lead to an automatic scram. The operators immediately inserted a manual
scram. FENOC does not believe FAQ 275 is relevant because, unlike the Perry
shutdown, in the FAQ the plant was scrammed because the operators believed
that they were about to have an equipment failure that would lead to an
automatic scram. Therefore, the scram in FAQ was not in accordance with the
normal plant shutdown procedure. This FAQ reiterates the principle that scrams
count for this PI when the normal shutdown procedure is not used.

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ
The plant was shutdown via a planned manual scram in accordance with normal
operating procedures and does not count as an Unplanned Scram for the
purposes of the performance indicator.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in
next revision.
No revision to the guidance is required.
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Plant: Perry
Date of Event: June 29, 2007
Submittal Date:______________
Contact: Robin Ritzman Tel/email 330-384-5414,

rritzman@firstenergycorp.com
NRC Contact: Mark Franke Tel/email: 440-280-5822

Performance Indicator: IE-1, Unplanned Scrams
IE-3, Unplanned Power Changes

Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No

FAQ requested to become effective when approved.

Question Section

NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):
The definition of an unplanned scram is on NEI 99-02, Rev 4, Page 10, lines 11
through 14, and includes the following statement: "Unplanned scram means that
the scram was not an intentional part of a planned evolution or test as directed by
a normal operating or test procedure."

Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:
On June 27, 2007, while operating at 86% reactor power, a reactor recirculation
pump motor experienced a fault. As a result, the plant experienced a power
runback to 55% reactor power. This was counted as an Unplanned Power
Change.

The decision was made to shutdown the reactor by a manual reactor scram in
accordance with the normal shutdown procedure. An outage schedule was
developed that included the decision to scram the plant, this decision was
communicated to plant employees, and the operating crew that would be
scramming the plant practiced the scram on the simulator.

on June 29, 2007, in order to repair the pump motor fault, Operations entered
their normal shutdown procedure, 101-8, and shutdown the plant by manually
inserting a scram in accordance with that procedure. This procedure is intended
to be used during a non-emergency condition with plant conditions stable. The
shutdown was originally not counted as either an Unplanned Scram or an
Unplanned Power Change, but will be counted as an Unplanned Power Change.

The shutdown was not counted as an Unplanned Scram due to the following
guidance from NEI 99-02, Revision 4.

Page 9, line 21, states that the indicator monitors unplanned scrams.
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Page 10, lines 11 through 14, define an unplanned scram as a scram that
was not an intentional part of a planned evolution or test as directed by a
normal operating or test procedure. This scram was intentional, planned,
and was directed by a normal operating procedure.

Page 10, lines 36 through 45, provides examples of types of scrams that
are included. This scram does not fit any of those examples.

Page 11 provides examples of scrams that are not included. Lines 4 and
5 exclude scrams that are part of a normal planned operation or evolution.
This scram meets that criterion. Lines 10 and 11 exclude scrams that
occur as part of the normal sequence of a planned shutdown. This scram
meets that criterion.

In addition SECY 99-07A states "The objective of the Initiating Events
cornerstone is to limit the frequency of those events that upset plant stability and
challenge critical safety functions. Such an event can lead to either an automatic
scram when a plant parameter exceeds a set point, or a manual scram when
directed by an abnormal procedure or an emergency operating procedure. In
addition, operators are trained to manually scram the reactor if an automatic
scram is unavoidable. A manual scram, therefore, may be implemented for the
same or similar plant conditions that would cause an automatic scram, and the
effect on the plant is the same - to upset plant stability and challenge critical
safety functions." This indicates that the purpose (objective) of this PI is to count
those events that either resulted in an automatic scram or resulted in the need to
manually scram the reactor with some immediacy (with no preplan). This scram
was pre-planned and was conducted in accordance with the normal shutdown
procedure; it was not taken as a reaction to plant conditions that were, or were
believed to be, precursors to an automatic scram and was not directed by an
abnormal or emergency operating procedure. Therefore, FENOC believes that
this shutdown does not represent an Unplanned Scram.

The shutdown was not counted as an Unplanned Power Change due to the
following guidance from NEI 99-02, Revision 4.

Page 16, line 3, states that the indicator monitors the number of
unplanned power changes (excluding scrams). Since this shutdown was
a planned manual scram, it is excluded from the indicator.

Page 16, lines 9 and 10, defines the indicator as excluding manual and
automatic scrams. Since this shutdown was a planned manual scram, it is
excluded from'the indicator.

Page 16, line 15, tells the licensee to report the number of unplanned
power changes, excluding scrams. Since this shutdown was a planned
manual scram, it is excluded from the indicator.
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Page 17, line 18, excludes manual scrams. Since this shutdown was a
planned manual scram, it is excluded from the indicator.

Page 18, lines 31 through 33, directly addresses this situation. It states
that if an off-normal condition occurs above 20% power, and the plant is
shutdown by a planned reactor trip using normal operating procedures,
only an unplanned power change is counted. The unplanned power
change from 86% to 55% was counted; in accordance with this section,
the planned reactor trip using normal operating procedures was not
counted.

FENOC determined that this issue should count as an unplanned power change
because the power change from 55% to 0% occurred within 72 hours of
identifying the issue (i.e., the recirculation pump trip)

Should this scram be counted as an unplanned scram or as an unplanned power
change, or should it not be counted toward either indicator?

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and
circumstances, explain
The licensee and the NRC senior resident inspector agree on the facts described
in this FAQ. However, the NRC senior resident inspector believes that the
circumstances of the event were not representative of a scram that was an
intentional part of a planned evolution as directed by a normal operating
procedure. Some elements of the event that the senior resident inspector
considered included: 1) the scram was not conducted using procedure
Integrated Operating Instruction (101) 101-4, 'Shutdown." It was conducted from a
higher reactor power level using 101-8, "Shutdown by Manual Scram," which
directed operators to follow Off-Normal Instruction ONI-C71-1, "Reactor Scram ;"2

2) the scram was not consistent with the approved reactivity plan for power
ascension; and 3) the off-normal plant configuration (single loop) and shutdown
conditions were a result of an unintentional recirculation pump loss that occurred
less than 2 days prior to the unplanned scram.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers
The NRC resident inspector believes FAQ 5 is potentially relevant. FAQ 5
addresses a plant that was in an LCO requiring the plant to be in Mode 2 within 7
hours. The plant used a standing operational procedure to assure that the LCO
was met, and executed a manual scram in accordance with that procedure. This
scram was considered not to count since the plant shutdown to comply with the

2Footnote added to clarify procedural usage - 101-4 is the soft shutdown procedure. The
procedure that is normally used to shutdown the plant is 101-8, which is used for planned scrams
- such as leading into a refueling outage when a soft shutdown is not used. ONI-c71 -1 is
entered following a scram - whether initiated by off-normal instructions, plant emergency
instructions or 10 1-8.
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Technical Specification LCO was conducted in accordance with the normal plant
shutdown procedure, which includes a manual scram to complete the shutdown.
The FAQ response also states that if the actions to meet the Technical
Specification LCO required a manual scram outside of the normal plant shutdown
procedure, then the scram would be counted as an unplanned scram. FENOC
does not believe that FAQ 5 is relevant because Perry was not in an LCO
requiring a shutdown at the time of the scram. However, FENOC believes that
the principle espoused by this FAQ is that manual scrams conducted in
accordance with the normal plant shutdown procedure do not count and manual
scrams that are not conducted in accordance with the normal plant shutdown
procedure do count. The June 29, 2007 scram was conducted in accordance
with the normal plant shutdown procedure.

The NRC resident inspector believes FAQ 275 is potentially relevant. FAQ 275
addresses a plant that is reducing power for a planned refueling outage, and is
planning to insert a manual scram at 25 percent power in accordance with the
plant shutdown procedure. At 28 percent power, as a result of a report from the
field, operators believe they are about to have an equipment failure that would
lead to an automatic scram. The operators immediately inserted a manual
scram. FENOC does not believe FAQ 275 is relevant because, unlike the Perry
shutdown, in the FAQ the plant was scrammed because the operators believed
that they were about to have an equipment failure that would lead to an
automatic scram. Therefore, the scram in FAQ was not in accordance with the
normal plant shutdown procedure. This FAQ reiterates the principle that scrams
count for this P1 when the normal shutdown procedure is not used.

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ
The plant was shutdown via a planned manual scram in accordance with normal
operating procedures and does not count as an Unplanned Scram for the
purposes of the performance indicator.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.
Clarify if the word "scram" as used in the following locations refers to all scrams, or if it implies
an unplanned scram that is counted toward IE-1.
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Plant: Perry
Date of Event: June 22, 2007
Submittal Date:______________
Contact: Robin Ritzman Tel/email 330-384-5414,

rritzman@firstenergycorp.com
NRC Contact: Mark Franke Tel/email: 440-280-5822

Performance Indicator: IE-3 Unplanned Power changes

Site-Specific FAQ (Appendix D)? No

FAQ requested to become effective when approved.

Question Section

NEI 99-02 Guidance needing interpretation (include page and line citation):
At various places throughout the guidance, NEI 99-02 indicates that one of the
criterion used to determine if a power change that is counted in this indicator
occurred is if the power change exceeded 20%. This FAQ is being submitted to
determine if an unplanned power change exceeding 20% occurred.

Event or circumstances requiring guidance interpretation:
On June 21, 2007, a planned plant shutdown was commenced with the intent of
completing the shutdown with a manual scram. The purpose of the shutdown
was to repair a valve associated with a reactor recirculation pump. This issue
was discovered on June 4, 2007.

At approximately 0100 on June 22, 2007, at approximately 43.1 % core thermal
power (43.6% neutron flux), Operations performed an "A' and "B" Reactor
Recirculation Pump downshift. At this point, Operations expected to observe a
power reduction of approximately 12%. The "B" Reactor Recirculation Pump
tripped instead of shifting to slow speed. This resulted in a power change that
dropped to approximately 26.1 % core thermal power (21.6% neutron flux),
leveling out at approximately 26.1 % core thermal power (23.3% neutron flux). A
thermal power graph that was subsequently obtained from the plant computer
indicates that power briefly increased from approximately 43.1 % power to
approximately 46.9% power before the power decrease. Reactor Engineering
believes that the brief indicated power increase was indication only and does not
reflect actual power level. Average Power Range Monitors indicated a neutron
flux change of 22.0% during this transient.

The shutdown was then completed with a planned manual scram from
approximately 23% in accordance with normal plant procedures. This scram was
not counted as it was completed in accordance with normal plant procedures, but
is the subject of another FAQ.
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This was not counted as an Unplanned Power Change because the power
change met the 72-hour criterion established on NEI 99-02, Rev 4, page 16, line
40, through page 17, line 4. Lines 10 through 14 state that equipment problems
encountered during a planned power reduction greater than 20% that alone may
have required a power reduction of 20% or more to repair are not counted as part
of this indicator if they are repaired during the planned power reduction.
However, if during the implementation of a planned power reduction, if power is
reduced by more than 20% of full power beyond the planned reduction, then an
unplanned power change has occurred. In this case, power was not reduced by
more than 20% of full power beyond the planned reduction. Therefore, FENOC
does not believe that this power change counts toward the indicator because the
unplanned portion of the evolution was not more than approximately 10%. This
is similar to FAQ 2, which is reflected on page 17, lines 12 - 14, of NEI 99-02,
Rev 4. These lines were added in Rev 1, while incorporating the FAQ resolution.

Should an unplanned power change be counted and reported under IE-3?

If licensee and NRC resident/region do not agree on the facts and
circumstances, explain
The licensee and the NRC resident inspector agree on the facts described in this
FAQ. However, the NRC senior resident inspector believes that it should count
as an unplanned power change because the nuclear instrument and the thermal
power history graphs indicated a power change greater than 20% coincident with
the pump failure.

Potentially relevant existing FAQ numbers
FAQ 2 (below) is a potentially relevant FAQ, clarifying that only the reactor power
change in excess of the expected change needs to be considered for an
unplanned power change.

FAQ 2 Question If a licensee plans to reduce from 100% to 85% (15%
reduction) but due to equipment malfunction (boron dilution) overshoots and
reduces to 70%. Since 1 5% was already planned, is the overall transient
considered (100-70 = 30% and counted as a "hit"), or is it only for transients
beyond that planned (85-70 = 15% and not counted as a "hit")?

FAQ 2 Response The Unplanned Power Changes Performance Indicator
addresses changes in reactor power that are not an expected part of a planned
evolution or test. In the proposed example, the unplanned portion of the power
evolution resulted in a 15% change in power and would not count toward the
performance indicator.

Response Section

Proposed Resolution of FAQ
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Since the unexpected portion of this unplanned power change was not more than
approximately 10% of full reacto r power, it should not count toward the
Unplanned Power Change P1.

If appropriate, provide proposed rewording of guidance for inclusion in next revision.
No revision to the guidance is required.
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