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Demonstrate that planned 
unavailability is an inconsequential 
contributor to managing margin to 
safety and, therefore, can be 
eliminated from MSPI

Objective
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 Experience suggests that removing Planned UA (UAP) from MSPI 
should have a negligible impact on the indicator and therefore should 
not degrade any margins of safety indicated by MSPI values.

• UAP is subject to re-baselining within the current NEI 99-02 
guidance

 Collecting, trending, and verifying UAP input data places a high 
burden on both licensees and NRC (particularly Senior Resident 
Inspectors for PI verification), with little benefit to safety

 Definition of Unplanned UA will need to be revised as an enabler to 
removing UAP

 Current MSPI UAP due to degrading (but operable) trends (e.g., high 
vibes, high DP, etc.) will continue to be captured by the Maintenance 
Rule program (including after the transition to MR 2.0)

Why Pursue?
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 Reviewed all plant data back to 2006 to determine impact of 
removing UAP from the Unavailability Index (UAI).

• Review identified 11 of 114 WHITE indicators (only 5 Units) 
that would have remained GREEN if UAP was removed from 
the UAI calculation. The new proposed Unplanned UA 
definition was introduced to capture these 11 WHITE 
indicators.

• Review also identified that several plants have a large 
planned UAI relative to the overall MSPI.  In the worst case 
(Waterford 2006) UAP contributed an order of magnitude 
reduction in margin to WHITE for the MSPI. The new 
proposed Unplanned UA definition will be applied to a few 
recent high UAP examples to determine acceptability.

Data Review Results So Far
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 Five (5) individual sites contributed to the 11 WHITE indicators that would have stayed 
GREEN. A review of these sites identified the following insights:

• FORT CALHOUN (4Q13): Plant attributed several months of mitigating system 
unavailability to the Planned unavailability input due to the recovery action plan 
following significant flooding event. 
 This would be considered an abnormal situation in which the MSPI was one 

of several indicators adversely impacted by a very significant event. In this 
case, the MSPI provides no predictive or preventative function.

• NINE MILE POINT (4Q08 thru 3Q09): Plant attributed several months of Cooling 
Water System Planned unavailability due to a failure of a non-monitored 
component which resulted in system unavailability. 
 Based on the proposed new definition of Unplanned unavailability to include 

ALL components in the MSPI system, this would still be counted in the 
Unavailability Index (as UNPLANNED) and still contribute to the total MSPI.

Data Results Review (cont.):
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• Browns Ferry (2Q07 thru 3Q07) - Still seeeking historic data
• Farley Unit 2 (3Q07 thru 1Q08) – Driven to WHITE due to three 

main contributors on a single train: Multiple MSPI failures, 
excessive unplanned unavailability and planned unavailability 
beyond baseline. 
 Planned unavailability hours, under the proposed change, will 

be tracked by either the revised definition of Unplanned UA or 
MR and MR2.0. 

• Crystal River (2Q12) – MSPI was GREEN when unit shutdown 
and projected to WHITE due to historical UA and loss of critical 
hours due to the extended shutdown.  MSPI will be evaluated on a 
case by case basis for extended outages, per FAQ.

Data Results Review (cont.)
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 A review of the worst case planned UAI impact on MSPI Margin to WHITE (Waterford 
2006) could not be fully analyzed based on the amount of time that had past since the 
site experienced the drop in margin. 

• The new proposed Unplanned UA definition will be applied to a few recent high 
UAP examples to determine acceptability.

 Contribution of Planned UAI is likely high due to three primary contributors:
1. Revised maintenance strategy without taking action to establish new baseline –

Current process allows re-baseline (no potential missed WHITEs with change)
2. Failure of non-MSPI components within the monitored system boundary.  

Currently, this is planned UA and with be treated as Unplanned UA with the new 
proposed definition (no potential missed WHITEs with change)

3. Repeated and/or long duration Corrective Maintenance on degraded but 
operable equipment is currently counted as planned unavailability.  Revised 
definition of Unplanned UA will not include these hours (removal of scope from 
MSPI and reliance on MR and MR2.0 to capture this performance issue).

Data Review Results (cont.)
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1. Apply new proposed Unplanned UA definition to a couple of units 
with recent high UAP (examples provided in background slides).
• Plan is to investigate Perry Unit 1 and Farley Unit 2, since both 

units had larger UAP values in 2019 with different systems.
2. Continue to seek information on Browns Ferry 2Q07-3Q07 to 

understand what underlying issues drove the planned UA above 
baseline.

3. Determine UAP values sufficiently low enough to be considered 
insignificant / inconsequential

4. Submit draft White Paper on the proposed change to the NRC –
April 2020

Next Steps
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Background Slides
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Highest Planned UAI Contribution since 2018
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