UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION |
2100 RENAISSANCE BLVD.

KING OF PRUSSIA, PA 19406-2713

November 4, 2016

Mr. Timothy S. Rausch

President and Chief Nuclear Officer
Susquehanna Nuclear, LLC

769 Salem Blvd - NUCSB3
Berwick, PA 18603-0467

SUBJECT:  SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION — INTEGRATED INSPECTION
REPORT 05000387/2016003 AND 05000388/2016003 AND REPORT NO.
07200028/2016001 INDEPENDENT SPENT FUEL STORAGE INSTALLATION
(ISFSI)

Dear Mr. Rausch:

On September 30, 2016, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) completed an
inspection at Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (SSES), Units 1 and 2. On October 14,
2016, the NRC inspectors discussed the results of this inspection with Kevin Cimorelli,
Operations General Manager and other members of your staff. The results of this inspection
are documented in the enclosed report.

NRC inspectors documented two findings of very low safety significance (Green) in this report.
Both of these findings involved violations of NRC requirements. The NRC is treating these
violations as non-cited violation (NCVs) consistent with Section 2.3.2.a of the Enforcement
Policy.

If you contest the violations or significance of these NCVs, you should provide a response within
30 days of the date of this inspection report, with the basis for your denial, to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555-0001; with
copies to the Regional Administrator, Region [; the Director, Office of Enforcement; and the NRC
Resident Inspector at Susquehanna. In addition, if you disagree with a cross-cutting aspect
assignment or a finding not associated with a regulatory requirement in this report, you should
provide a response within 30 days of the date of this inspection report, with the basis for your
disagreement, to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk,
Washington, DC, 20555-0001; with copies to the Regional Administrator, Region |, and the NRC
Resident Inspector at Susquehanna.
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This letter, its enclosure, and your response (if any) will be made available for public inspection
and copying at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html and the NRC Public Document Room
in accordance with 10 CFR 2.390, “Public Inspections, Exemptions, Requests for Withholding.”

Sincerely,

IRA/

Daniel L. Schroeder, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 4
Division of Reactor Projects

Docket Nos. 50-387; 50-388 and 72-28
License Nos. NPF-14 and NPF-22
Enclosure:
Inspection Report 05000387/2016003; 05000388/2016003
and 07200028/2016001 w/Attachment: Supplementary Information

cc w/encl: Distribution via ListServ
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SUMMARY

IR 05000387/2016003, 05000388/2016003, 07200028/2016001; July 1, 2016 through
September 30, 2016; Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2; Flood Protection
Measures and Maintenance Risk Assessments and Emergent Work Control.

This report covered a three-month period of inspection by resident inspectors and announced
baseline inspections performed by regional inspectors. The inspectors identified two non-cited
violations (NCVs), both of which were of very low safety significance (Green). The significance
of most findings is indicated by their color (i.e., greater than Green, or Green, White, Yellow,
Red) and determined using Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0609, “Significance Determination
Process”, dated April 29, 2015. Cross-cutting aspects are determined using IMC 0310,
“Aspects Within Cross-Cutting Areas,” dated December 4, 2014. All violations of NRC
requirements are dispositioned in accordance with the NRC’s Enforcement Policy, dated
February 4, 2015. The NRC’s program for overseeing the safe operation of commercial nuclear
power reactors is described in NUREG-1649, “Reactor Oversight Process,” Revision 5.

Cornerstone: Mitigating Systems

e Green. The inspectors identified a Green NCV of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V,
“Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings,” because Susquehanna did not ensure that work
instructions to breach a flood barrier appropriately incorporated design requirements for
internal flooding so that equipment necessary to achieve and maintain safe shutdown would
not be impacted. From August 30, 2016 to September 2, 2016, work instructions directed a
breach of a flood barrier that was credited to provide assurance that equipment necessary
for safe shutdown of the plant was protected against the effects of medium energy line
breaks and, therefore, were not appropriate to the circumstances. Susquehanna entered
this issue into their corrective action program (CAP) as condition report CR-2016-20472
and CR-2016-20859 and revised the work instructions to require a worker remain in the
vicinity of the penetration to ensure that flooding could be secured prior to impacting
equipment necessary to reach and maintain safe shutdown.

This finding is more than minor because if left uncorrected, the performance deficiency had
the potential to lead to a more significant safety concern. Specifically, had the breach been
completed, it could have allowed a medium energy line break in one flooding area to
communicate with another area, potentially impacting equipment necessary to achieve and
maintain safe shutdown. The inspectors evaluated the finding using IMC 0609, Appendix A,
Exhibit 2, "Mitigating System Screening Questions," and determined the finding to be of
very low safety significance (Green) because the PD was not a design or qualification
deficiency, did not involve an actual loss of safety function, did not represent actual loss of a
safety function of a single train for greater than its technical specification allowed outage
time, and did not screen as potentially risk-significant due to a seismic, flooding, or severe
weather initiating event. The finding has a cross-cutting aspect of Human Performance,
Work Management because Susquehanna did not implement a process of planning,
controlling, and executing work activities such that nuclear safety is the overriding priority.
Implementation of Susquehanna’s work planning process did not ensure that the
maintenance incorporated all requirements for protection against internal flooding and did
not ensure that job site conditions were consistent with assumptions in engineering
analyses. [H.5]. (Section 1R06)


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R06
http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R06
http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R13
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Green. The inspectors identified a Green NCV of 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) because
Susquehanna did not assess and manage the increase in risk from online maintenance
activities. From September 11 to 16, 2016, there were multiple affected areas that the fire
protection engineer or designee did not walk down to inspect for fire impairments resulting
in deficiencies not being corrected prior to releasing work and no fire watch was established
for the impairments. Susquehanna removed the combustible materials from the areas or
stationed a fire watch, and entered these issues into their CAP as CR-2016-21125,
CR-2016-21423, CR-2016-21616, and CR-2016-21741.

This finding is more than minor because it adversely impacted the protection against
external factors attribute of the Mitigating Systems cornerstone objective to ensure the
capability of systems that respond to initiating events to prevent undesirable consequences
(i.e., core damage). Specifically, not implementing the required risk management actions
(RMAs) for the only available safe shutdown pathway placed the station in a much higher
risk condition in the event of an internal fire. The inspectors evaluated the finding in
accordance with IMC 0609, Appendix K, “Maintenance Risk Assessment and Risk
Management Significance Determination Process.” Since the performance deficiency was
related to maintenance activities affecting structure, system, and components needed for
fire mitigation, Appendix K directed the significance to be determined by an internal NRC
management review using risk insights. IMC 0609, Appendix F, Attachment 1

“Fire Protection Significance Determination Process Phase 1 Worksheet,” was used to
develop this risk insight. Based on the nature and quantity of combustible materials in the
areas, combined with the relatively short duration of which the fire risk was unmitigated,
inspectors determined that it was of very low safety significance (Green). The finding was
determined to have a cross-cutting aspect in the area of Human Performance, Avoid
Complacency, in that, individuals did not plan for latent issues and inherent risk, even while
expecting successful outcomes. Specifically, combustible materials were not appropriately
controlled as required by OI-013-002, “Fire Risk Management,” Revision 10, because in
some cases they were assumed to be exempt from the program requirement or staff did not
tour the areas because they assumed there were no combustible materials present based
on past experience. [H.12] (Section 1R13)



5
REPORT DETAILS

Summary of Plant Status

Unit 1 began the inspection period at 100 percent power. On July 29, 2016, operators reduced
power to approximately 58 percent, performed a control rod sequence exchange and returned
the unit to 100 percent on July 31, 2016. The unit remained at or near 100 percent power for
the remainder of the inspection period.

Unit 2 began the inspection period at 100 percent power. On July 1, 2016 operators reduced
power to approximately 66 percent, performed a control rod sequence exchange and returned
the unit to 100 percent on July 2, 2016. On August 11, 2016, operators reduced power to
approximately 60 percent in response to a loss of extraction steam to the 2B feedwater heater
string. Following repairs, operators returned the unit to 100 percent on August 12, 2016. On
September 16, 2016, operators reduced power to approximately 65 percent and performed
scram time testing and a control rod sequence exchange. Operators returned the unit to

100 percent power on September 17, 2016. On September 30, 2016, operators commenced a
shutdown for a planned turbine maintenance outage.

1. REACTOR SAFETY
Cornerstones: Initiating Events, Mitigating Systems, and Barrier Integrity

1R04 Equipment Alignment

A Partial System Walkdowns (71111.04 — 4 samples)

a. Inspection Scope

The inspectors performed partial walkdowns of the following systems:

¢ Unit 1, high-pressure coolant injection (HPCI) during reactor core isolation coolant
(RCIC) testing on July 20, 2016 and July 22, 2016

e Common, motor-driven and backup diesel-driven fire pumps (DDFPs) while DDFP
out of service for maintenance on August 17, 2016

¢ Common, ‘C’ emergency diesel generator following restoration from 5-year overhaul
on August 18, 2016

e Unit 2, ‘A emergency service water (ESW) during ‘B’ loop piping replacement on
September 13, 2016

The inspectors selected these systems based on their risk-significance relative to the
reactor safety cornerstones at the time they were inspected. The inspectors reviewed
applicable operating procedures, system diagrams, the Updated Final Safety Analysis
Report (UFSAR), technical specifications (TSs), work orders, condition reports (CRs),
and the impact of ongoing work activities on redundant trains of equipment in order to
identify conditions that could have impacted the system’s performance of its intended
safety functions. The inspectors also performed field walkdowns of accessible portions
of the systems to verify system components and support equipment were aligned
correctly and were operable. The inspectors examined the material condition of the
components and observed operating parameters of equipment to verify that there were
no deficiencies. The inspectors also reviewed whether Susquehanna staff had properly
identified equipment issues and entered them into the CAP for resolution with the
appropriate significance characterization.


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R04
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Findings
No findings were identified.
Fire Protection
Resident Inspector Quarterly Walkdowns (71111.05Q — 5 samples)
Inspection Scope
The inspectors conducted tours of the areas listed below to assess the material
condition and operational status of fire protection features. The inspectors verified that
Susquehanna controlled combustible materials and ignition sources in accordance with
administrative procedures. The inspectors verified that fire protection and suppression
equipment was available for use as specified in the area pre-fire plan, and passive fire
barriers were maintained in good material condition. The inspectors also verified that
station personnel implemented compensatory measures for out of service, degraded, or
inoperable fire protection equipment, as applicable, in accordance with procedures.
e Unit 1, residual heat removal (RHR) ‘A’ pump room (fire zone 1-1F) on
September 12, 2016
e Unit 1, heat exchanger and pump room (fire zone 1-3A) on September 12, 2016
Unit 2, RHR ‘A’ pump room (fire zone 2-1F) on September 13, 2016
e Unit 1, standby liquid control systems area (fire zone 1-5A-S) on
September 13, 2016
e Unit 2, equipment access area (fire zone 2-3C-W) on September 16, 2016
Findings
No findings were identified.
Fire Protection — Drill Observation (71111.05A — 1 sample)
Inspection Scope

The inspectors observed a fire brigade drill scenario conducted on July 19, 2016, that
involved a fire in the upper switchgear room of the Unit 1 Turbine Building. The
inspectors evaluated the readiness of the plant fire brigade to fight fires. The inspectors
verified that Susquehanna personnel identified deficiencies, openly discussed them in a
self-critical manner at the debrief, and took appropriate corrective actions as required.
The inspectors evaluated the following specific attributes of the drill:

Proper wearing of turnout gear and self-contained breathing apparatus
Proper use and layout of fire hoses

Employment of appropriate fire-fighting techniques

Sufficient fire-fighting equipment brought to the scene

Effectiveness of command and control

Search for victims and propagation of the fire into other plant areas
Smoke removal operations

Utilization of pre-planned strategies

Adherence to the pre-planned drill scenario

Drill objectives met


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R05
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The inspectors also evaluated the fire brigade’s actions to determine whether these
actions were in accordance with Susquehanna’s fire-fighting strategies.

Findings

No findings were identified.

Flood Protection Measures (71111.06 — 1 sample)

Internal Flooding Review

Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the UFSAR, the site flooding analysis, and plant procedures to
identify internal flooding susceptibilities for the site. The inspectors’ review focused on
the Unit 2, reactor building elevation 683’ on September 5, 2016. It verified the
adequacy of equipment seals located below the flood line, floor and water penetration
seals, watertight door seals, common drain lines and sumps, sump pumps, level alarms,
control circuits, and temporary or removable flood barriers. It assessed the adequacy of
operator actions that Susquehanna had identified as necessary to cope with flooding in
this area and also reviewed the CAP to determine if Susquehanna was identifying and
correcting problems associated with both flood mitigation features and site procedures
for responding to flooding.

Findings

Introduction. Inspectors identified a finding of very low safety significance (Green) and
associated NCV of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion V, “Instructions, Procedures, and
Drawings,” because Susquehanna did not ensure that work instructions to breach a
flood barrier appropriately incorporated design requirements for internal flooding so that
equipment necessary to achieve and maintain safe shutdown would not be impacted.

Description. The design basis for internal flooding at Susquehanna is a single
postulated medium energy line break (MELB), in conjunction with a safe shutdown
earthquake, plus an additional single failure. EC-FLOD-0500 documents the
consequences of a MELB in the equipment area on elevation 683’ of the Unit 2 reactor
building and demonstrates that equipment necessary for safe shutdown will not be
impacted by this design basis flooding event. In part, this calculation establishes the
wall separating the equipment area (rooms 11-202/204/205) and its adjacent area
(room 11-200) as a flood barrier.

During a review of in-progress work associated with work order 1923353, which installed
a new 16-inch penetration in the wall between room [1-200 and rooms 11-202/204/205 on
elevation 683’ of the reactor building, inspectors identified that the station had not
adequately captured requirements to ensure minimum equipment remained available to
respond to a MELB. This wall is identified as a flood barrier on drawing C-2735, “Unit 2
Reactor Building Station Flood Barrier Plan of Elevation 683’-0”,” Revision 2. In that
drawing, the internal flood height of room 11-200 is identified as 2’, while the internal flood
height of rooms 11-202/204/205 is identified as 1'. In review of the work order, inspectors
noted that two engineering actions were assigned to 1) confirm system operability during
the maintenance (AR-2016-15386) and 2) assess the risk associated with the
modification (AR-2016-10677).


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R06
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Both actions were closed stating, in part, that the planned penetration would be limited
by an open door which was previously analyzed in EC-012-6083, “Opening of Door 203
(204).” The Inspectors reviewed the calculation and noted differences between that
activity and the one documented in work order 1923353. The calculation assumed that
the room would be continually occupied while the doors were opened. Therefore, the
calculation concluded that “for a pipe crack which would cause internal flooding the door
would be closed and the configuration of the plant would be as currently analyzed.”
Inspectors determined that this was inconsistent with the current work order because the
core bore would open a 16-inch diameter hole in the flood barrier that could not be
restored to its design configuration.

Inspectors noted that the work order required materials staged to temporarily seal the
hole in accordance with MT-GM-083, “Work Plan Preparation Breach and Reseal,” in the
event of a pipe break. Section 5.5 of MT-GM-083 allows breaching watertight barriers
provided certain requirements are met. In part, it provides an acceptable temporary
barrier for an opening of up to 100 square inches. Inspectors noted that the material
staged was the same method designated in the procedures, but the opening was
approximately 200 square inches. Inspectors also noted that nothing in the work order
required personnel to remain in the vicinity of the penetration when it was not sealed, as
required by MT-GM-083.

Susquehanna entered the inspectors’ concerns into the CAP as CR-2016-20472 and
restrained the work order pending resolution. At the time, the core bore was only
partially completed such that it remained sufficient as a flooding barrier. Susquehanna
reassessed the work and determined that the internal flood of concern for rooms
11-202/204/205 is a MELB from the RHR system while in suppression pool cooling. In
this case, Susquehanna determined that no equipment necessary to achieve and
maintain safe shutdown would be impacted assuming approximately 1000 gpm of
drainage from floor drains in both areas.

Inspectors walked down rooms 11-202/204/205 and identified that 5 of 8 floor drains had
their foreign material screens removed, which would have allowed debris to potentially
block multiple drain headers and also identified debris in the area of each drain. This
condition was contrary to the station housekeeping requirements of NDAP-QA-0503,
“General Housekeeping, Transient Material, and Internal Cleanliness,” Revision 40.
Inspectors determined that had these drains been blocked, insufficient outflow would
exist to protect equipment required for safe shutdown if the leak were not promptly
isolated.

Susquehanna also revised the work instructions to require a worker remain in the vicinity
of the penetration if an RHR pump were in-service to ensure any leaks were promptly
communicated to the control room. Inspectors determined that this action was
reasonable and ensured that equipment necessary to reach and maintain safe shutdown
would not be impacted if a MELB were to occur.

Analysis. Failure to ensure that work instructions to breach a flood barrier adequately
incorporated design requirements for internal flooding was a performance deficiency
(PD) that was within Susquehanna’s ability to foresee and correct and should have been
prevented. Specifically, Susquehanna’s review of the work assumed that the breach
could be restored to its design configuration upon identification of a break, but the work
order did not provide sufficient instructions to reasonably ensure that this would be the
case. The finding is more than minor because if left uncorrected, the PD had the
potential to lead to a more significant safety concern.
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Specifically, had the breach been completed, it could have allowed a MELB in one
flooding area to communicate with another area, potentially impacting equipment
necessary to achieve and maintain safe shutdown.

In accordance with Exhibit 2 of IMC 0609, Appendix A, “The Significance Determination
Process for Findings At-Power,” dated June 19, 2012, the inspectors determined that this
finding is of very low safety significance (Green) because the PD was not a design or
qualification deficiency, did not involve an actual loss of safety function, did not represent
actual loss of a safety function of a single train for greater than its technical specification
allowed outage time, and did not screen as potentially risk-significant due to a seismic,
external flooding, or severe weather initiating event. This finding had a cross-cutting
aspect in the area of Human Performance, Work Management because Susquehanna
did not implement a process of planning, controlling, and executing work activities such
that nuclear safety is the overriding priority (H.5). Specifically, implementation of
Susquehanna’s work planning process did not ensure that the maintenance incorporated
all requirements for protection against internal flooding and did not ensure that job site
conditions were consistent with assumptions in engineering analyses.

Enforcement. 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion V, “Instructions, Procedures, and
Drawings,” states, in part, that activities affecting quality shall be prescribed by
documented instructions of a type appropriate to the circumstances. Contrary to the
above, from August 30, 2016 to September 2, 2016, Susquehanna did not ensure that
appropriate design requirements to protect systems from the effects of internal flooding
were incorporated into the work instructions. These work instructions directed a breach
of a flood barrier that was credited to provide assurance that equipment necessary for
safe shutdown of the plant was protected against the effects of MELBs and, therefore,
were not appropriate to the circumstances. To restore compliance, Susquehanna
revised the work instructions to require a worker remain in the vicinity of the penetration
to ensure that flooding could be secured prior to impacting equipment necessary to
reach and maintain safe shutdown. Because this violation was of very low safety
significance, was not repetitive or willful, and was entered into Susquehanna’s CAP as
CR-2016-20472 and 2016-20859, this violation is being treated as a NCV consistent with
Section 2.3.2.a of the Enforcement Policy. (NCV 05000388/2016003-01,

Inadequate Work Instructions for Breaching Internal Flood Barrier)

Licensed Operator Requalification Program and Licensed Operator Performance
(71111.11Q — 1 sample)

Quarterly Review of Licensed Operator Requalification Testing and Training

Inspection Scope

The inspectors observed licensed operator simulator training on August 29, 2016, which
included a reactor scram in response to rising plant radiation levels with failure of a main
steam line to isolate. The inspectors evaluated operator performance during the
simulated event and verified completion of risk significant operator actions, including the
use of abnormal and emergency operating procedures. The inspectors assessed the
clarity and effectiveness of communications, implementation of actions in response to
alarms and degrading plant conditions, and the oversight and direction provided by the
control room supervisor. The inspectors verified the accuracy and timeliness of the
emergency classification made by the shift manager and the technical specification
action statements entered by the crew. Additionally, the inspectors assessed the ability
of the crew and training staff to identify and document crew performance problems.


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R11

b.

1R12

b.

1R13

10
Findings
No findings were identified.

Maintenance Effectiveness (71111.12Q — 2 samples)

Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the samples listed below to assess the effectiveness of
maintenance activities on structure, system and component (SSC) performance and
reliability. The inspectors reviewed system health reports, CAP documents,
maintenance work orders, and maintenance rule basis documents to ensure that
Susquehanna was identifying and properly evaluating performance problems within the
scope of the maintenance rule. For each sample selected, the inspectors verified that
the SSC was properly scoped into the maintenance rule in accordance with 10 CFR
50.65 and verified that the (a)(2) performance criteria established by Susquehanna staff
was reasonable. As applicable, for SSCs classified as (a)(1), the inspectors assessed
the adequacy of goals and corrective actions to return these SSCs to (a)(2).
Additionally, the inspectors ensured that Susquehanna staff was identifying and
addressing common cause failures that occurred within and across maintenance rule
system boundaries.

e Unit 2, instrument air (compressors, service air to instrument air cross tie valve) on
July 14, 2016

e Common, commercial dedication of Heim joints for safety related automatic transfer
switches for the Unit 1 and Unit 2 swing bus, on September 27, 2016

Findings

No findings were identified.

Maintenance Risk Assessments and Emergent Work Control (71111.13 — 5 samples)

Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed station evaluation and management of plant risk for the
maintenance and emergent work activities listed below to verify that Susquehanna
performed the appropriate risk assessments prior to removing equipment for work. The
inspectors selected these activities based on potential risk significance relative to the
reactor safety cornerstones. As applicable for each activity, the inspectors verified that
Susquehanna personnel performed risk assessments as required by 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4)
and that the assessments were accurate and complete. When Susquehanna performed
emergent work, the inspectors verified that operations personnel promptly assessed and
managed plant risk. The inspectors reviewed the scope of maintenance work and
discussed the results of the assessment with the station’s probabilistic risk analyst to
verify plant conditions were consistent with the risk assessment. The inspectors also
reviewed the TS requirements and inspected portions of redundant safety systems,
when applicable, to verify risk analysis assumptions were valid and applicable
requirements were met.


http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R12
http://fusion.nrc.gov/regions/ri/drp/tsab/OversightAssessment/Inspection%20Report%20Templates%20and%20Examples/Report%20Templates/May_2015_Sample_Region_I_Integrated_Report_Template.docx#DocsReviewed1R13
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e Unit 2, pre-outage installation of hardened containment ventilation system on
August 22, 2016
Unit 2, ‘B’ loop ESW piping replacement on September 13, 2016

e Unit 1, ‘B’ residual heat removal service water (RHRSW) system outage window
(SOW) (elevated risk), September 11, 2016 — September 16, 2016

e Unit 2, emergent work control during reactor water clean-up through wall leak on
September 19, 2016

e Common, division 1 ESW SOW, September 19, 2016 — September 21, 2016

. Findings

Introduction. The inspectors identified a Green NCV of 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) because
Susquehanna did not assess and manage the increase in risk from online