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1.
Support System Functionality Assessments

One way to help clarify that SSCs that perform required support functions for TS SSCs receive functionality assessments instead of operability determinations would be to add a paragraph to 2.2 such as:  “Section 2.1.b SSCs that support a TS SSC receive a functionality assessment. This assessment provides input to the supported SSC operability determination. Or, add to 2.1.b: “A functionality assessment of these ‘not required to be operable by a TS LCO’ SSCs receive functionality assessments that provide an input to the ‘required to be operable by a TS LCO’ SSC operability determination.

This relationship can also be included with the flowchart Attachment one as discussed below.

2.
CLB

It appears the NRC likely will change this CLB definition to favor a more standard one from existing regulations. If this doesn’t happen or they wish to focus on some of the CLB features likely to be encountered with ODs, the UFSAR-described safety analysis should be included.

3.
Scope of Specified Functions and Specified Safety Functions

In view of the NRC comment that suggested all UFSAR-described functions should be considered specified functions and licenses should remove them if they aren’t required to UFSAR-described the SF and SSF scope should be clarified.

This could be accomplished with an added phrase to the first sentence in Section 3.6: …’and “necessary and related support function” for SSCs within the scope of this Manual Chapter. 

This would make it very clear that should a licensee decide to list a system’s SF and SSF they should limit the list to SSCs within the IM scope. 

4.
Use of the term ‘probability’ in Section 3.10

As mentioned in the workshop, the use of the term ‘probability of failure of an SSC has increased’ implies that at times this could be a quantified value instead of always being engineering judgment. Section C.5 prohibits the use of PRA in making operability decisions. Although C.5 appears more focused on probabilities of occurrences of accidents or external events, it does not define PRA. This could lead licensees with valid probability data such as a vendor report that gives a much shorter mean time between failure value or probability of failure per demand to ignore such data in favor of engineering judgment alone. If the NRC is opposed to such use of probability, the term should be changed or it application should be discussed. 

This situation could be addressed with an added statement in C.5: Component failure probability data may play a role in evaluating component reliability.

5.
10 CFR 50.59 Applies in Section 7.3.3 and 7.4

I notice three slightly different terms related to when 10 CFR 50.59 applies. The last paragraph of 7.3.3 uses ’10 CFR 50.59 should be applied.’ In Section 7.4 the term “The 10 CFR 50.59 process applies” appears once, but most references are to a 10 CFR 50.59 review. 

I have some concern with using “10 CFR 50.59 applies” in situations where a 10 CFR 50.59 screen would not otherwise be required. Examples include security, emergency plan and training procedure changes and fire protection system changes. Since “10 CFR 50.59 applies” is defined in NEI 96-07, Revision 1, Section 3.1, licensees should have a 10 CFR 50.59 screen to demonstrate compliance with the IM guidance. Instead of a screen, a 10 CFR 50.59 applicability review should be the requirement. Using 10 CFR “50.59 review” likely is better.

One concern with forcing the 10 CFR 50.59 screen is that some might interpret this to mean that they should not perform an applicability review for such activities. This could lead to licensees ignoring QA. E-plan and other requirements that they now consider with the applicability determination. 

Another way to help clarify this situation would be to make it clear that “temporary facility or procedure change” in Section 7.3.3 refers to facility and procedure changes as defined in 10 CFR 50.59. The reference to NEI 96-07 that is the source for this statement implies that the definitions from NEI 96-07 could be used when evaluating compensatory measures.

6.
Use of ‘inoperable’ in C.8.

The statement “Upon declaring a support or supported system inoperable in one train” could be confusing since many support systems receive functionality assessments instead of operability determinations. It appears that only systems that are both support systems and TS-described systems should have the term inoperable applied since Section 3.6.3 limits use of the term ‘Operable” to TS-described systems. If this is the intent, I suggest revising the sentence to read: “upon declaring a TS-described support or supported system inoperable in one train….” Or, since most do not think of a single train as a system, this could simply state:  “Upon declaring one train of a system inoperable...”

Attachment 1

This diagram could help convey the TS support SFs by showing a connection from the assessment of SSC(s) as Functional or Not Functional and relating the paths to the scope statements. I’ve attached two suggested versions. The second one reflects my preference for using fewer words on such flow charts.

Typos and minor consistency comments:

In C.8 the first paragraph references ‘related support functions’ vs. using the term as defined, ‘necessary and related support functions.’

The capitalization for ‘this manual chapter’ is inconsistent.

3.6.3 4th and 5th sentences should read: …in TS or not described in the TS. If they are in described in TS.

4.3 4th sentence should read: …operability based on the future results…

7.3 The reference in the second paragraph on page 18 should be to ‘C.4’ instead of ‘C.5’ and ‘manual chapter’ capitalization should be consistent with the reference in other section(s). 

B.3 The 2nd sentence should end with ..the inspector should review the rule and process supporting documents.  See C.6 
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ATTACHMENT 1

Operability Determination and Functionality Assessment Flowchart
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