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Overview of Appendix H to NEI 12-06
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Appendix H to NEI 12-06 Overview

Path 1 Path 2 Path 3 Path4 Path 5

NEI 12-06 Mitigation
Strategies remain
valid for MSSDB GMRS < SSE

-

Characterization

GMRS > SSE GMRS > SSE GMRS < 2X SSE GMRS > 2X SSE

of MSSHI Only > 10Hz but < IHS

Treatment under Treatment under Treatment under Treatment under Treatment under
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Path 1: GMRS < SSE

Mitigation Strategy

* NEI 12-06 mitigating strategies for existing DBE demonstrate reasonable
protection for the reevaluated seismic hazard
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Path 2: GMRS > SSE at frequencies > 10 Hz

Mitigation Strategy

NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE

NEI 12-06 mitigating strategies performed for existing DBE demonstrates
reasonable protection for the reevaluated seismic hazard between 1-10 Hz

Plants with SSE exceedances only above 10 Hz can demonstrate adequacy of
the mitigation strategy with respect to the MSSHI by performing an MSA that
consists of an evaluation of high frequency (HF) sensitive in-plant SSCs required
for mitigation strategy implementation.

NEI 12-06 Section 5.3.1 requires that SSCs relied on for mitigation strategies be
evaluated as seismically robust to the licensing basis seismic levels (e.g. SSE).
This evaluation can be modified to consider HF GMRS exceedances above the
SSE and can be performed.

As described in the SPID as shown in EPRI 1025287, HF ground motions only
impact functional failure modes during the GMRS seismic event (e.g. relay
chatter), which only affects FLEX Phase 1 permanently installed plant
equipment. Therefore, the FLEX HF evaluation scope is focused on seal-in and
lock out circuits as described the Appendix H draft.
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Path 3: GMRS > SSE - IPEEE demonstrates

seismic capacity above GMRS

Mitigation Strategy

Option 1:
- Employ alternate mitigating strategy (AMS) that relies on IPEEE to
maintain the key safety functions of core cooling and containment.

* The IPEEE evaluated core cooling and demonstrated that the plant
can safely shut down with redundant success paths with plant
seismic capacity above the GMRS

- Perform HF review and address SFP cooling

Option 2:
- Follow Path 4 or Path 5 (if SPRA developed)
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Path 4: GMRS < 2 X SSE

Mitigation Strategy

Option 1:

e Perform mitigation strategy assessment (MSA) to demonstrate SSCs are seismically robust up
to the GMRS earthquake level.

e  Perform HF review and address SFP cooling

Path 4 Seismic
Evaluations

MS Scope of
SSCs

Document
SSC addressed adequacy of ESEP
by the ESEP? SSC scope

@

Document
adequacy of

Inherently -
nherently r ed
rugged SSC? ! SS\C/S G

\/\

Perform evaluation Document

to show adequacy of adequacy of
remaining FLEX SSCs remaining FLEX Complete
using the criteria in SSCs
Section 5 \/—\

Option 2:
e Plants that have performed an SPRA can elect to follow Path 5
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Path 5: GMRS > 2 X SSE

Mitigation Strategy

*  Employ AMS which will use SPRA results to maintain key safety functions of core cooling and containment
capability

* SFP cooling will be addressed

* The SPRA results will be used to demonstrate the ability of the plant equipment to survive the event and
contribute to the coping strategy.

* Licensees that perform a seismic PRA under Path 5 will identify success paths of installed equipment that
can cope with the ELAP indefinitely or until off- site resources are available.

Screen 1 Screen 2 Screen 3

Is risk
(SCDF/SLERF) Perform MSA
for ELAP scenarios using Option
with FLEX 1,2,0r3
low?

Is risk Is ELAP Review ELAP
(SCDF/SLERF) contribution to risk scenarios to
from SPRA (SCDF/SLERF) assess FLEX
low? low? applicability

Yes

v
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effort. < | | acceptability
MSA is acceptable of MSA
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Staggered Seismic PRA Schedule
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Proposed Staggered Submittal Schedule for
Seismic PRAs

Mar 2018

Sep 2017 Mar 2019 Sep 2019

Beaver Valley Peach Bottom Sep 2018 Columbia Catawba

Mar 2017 Diablo Canyon* North Anna VC Summer Robinson Palisades

Vogtle
Jan/2018 Jan 2019
January 2017 / J a)léry 2020

Jun 2017

Watts Bar Dec 2017 Jun 2018 Jun 2019 Dec 2019

Indian Point 2 Callaway DC Cook Dec 2018 Dresden Browns Ferry
Pilgrim Indian Point 3 Oconee Sequoyah
Hatch
* Contingent on NRC acceptance of GMRS by December 2015 McGuire
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