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Attachment 1

We have reviewed the IPEEE schedule and have not been able to modify the
schedule to conform with the regquested June 1995 date proposed in your July 29,
1992 Jetter. The reasons for this are discussed below,

The NSP PRA philosophy is to develop living PRAs which will assist the
corporation in making sound decisions on plant modifications, meet the
requirements of the NRC and develcy in~house personnel with the knowledge to
use the PRAs. We plan to maintain living PRAe for both the NSP nuclear gllntl.
In the process of doing thie we vill understand the important factors affecting
rigk, allowing us te reduce riek as much as possible.

We have 7 full time employees dedicated full time to PRA work. Two of these
positions exist at Monticello, ' .ree in our general office and two at the
Prairie Island site. Thie ie a significant commitment in a atmoephere of
financial restrain with every additional staff person being reviewed very
carefully. 1In addition, substant‘al financial resources are required for
consultant work.

The Monticello PRA has been submitted and the Prairie Island PRA will be
submitted in March of 1994. We have found the PRA tool to be very useful. The
PRA staff has many req ests to evaluate different modification configuratiors
as well as evaluate outage scenarics. We believe our PRA personnel are

pertorming a wignificant safety function in evaluating modification and
scheduling.

The specific objectives of the NSP IPEEE progran are as follows:

Develop appreciation of severe accident behavior.
Understand most likely accide.t sequences.

Gain a quantitative -nd qualitative understanding of risk,
Reduce risk where a_propriate.

Maximize use of NSP staff,

Insure the IPEEE reflects the current plant.

Support licensing and plant modification process.
Coordinate with SQUG.

To meet these objectives NSP plane to perform a seismic PRA, fire PRA, and
screening for the other external events. The overall echedule including both
the IPE and IPEEE for both Monticello and Prairie Island is shovn on the
attached figure. The completicn of the IFE has the hignest priority followed
by the IPEFE with supporting work for the plant having lower priority.

We have reviewed the schedule for the Prairie Island IPEEE very carefully and
will be able to revise the scheduled due date from March 1, 1997 to December
15, 1996. We realize this far from the June 1995 date requested. The fact
that the Prairie Island PRA is not scheduled to be completed until March of
1994 makee the June 1995 unattainable using NSP personnel. Attachment 2
contains a more detailed schedule for the Prairie Island IPEEE. The details of
the echedule may be revised when the project ie started. Th. reasons as to why
the scheduled date is beyond the reguested date of June 1995 e a8 follows:

18 In the description of the examination process for che IPEEE, the NRC
strongly requests each licensee to use its staff to the maximum extent
practical in conducting the IPEEE. NSP has schedulad inter..al resources
in a way to ensure maximum technology transfer to NSP personnel which
also reduces the consulting costs, thereby meeting the IPE goal of using
the util..y engineere to the maximum extent possible.

The Prairie Island IPE is echeduled for completion by March 1, 1994.
Completion of the "PEEE by June of 1995 is not pussible without having
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.moet all the work done by consultante at a very large cost to NSP which
would not meet the intent of the IPERE process to have utilities involved
in the analyeis.

The IPE and IPEEE have been scheduled in this mann - because NSP has two
sites with one site having two unite., This regquir eignificant
additional resources to complete the IPE and IPEEE than that required for
a single site or a single unit. To manage the addicional burden, the
work Js firet being completed at Monticello followed by Prairie Island,
Resources are being shared between the sites to assure coneistency and to
avoid duplicatiuvn. Thieg will more effectively use the personnel and
reduce ~ost, but loes somewha* extend the schedule.

2. The NRC has stated that the IPEEE must reflect the current plant design.
With changes and modifications being performed routinely to the plant,
the PRA must be updated to ensure the IPFEE reflects the current plant
design. Included in the schedule is updating the PRA before the
quantification of the IPEEE. This is needed because the IPE and IPEEE
process naturally spans several years. The update will include a review
of initiating events, modifications to the plant, changes to procedures,
changes in maintenance and other inputs to the PRA to determine if there
is a significant change that could effect the conclusions of the IPEEE
resulte. Only those significant changes will be updated.

- In Generic Letter 88-20, the NRC suggeste the benefite of a PRA include
supporting licensing and the plant modification process. Modifications
and other changes to Prairie leland are being reviewed using the PRA
methods. This includes a review of the new diesel generators being
inetalled in the fall of 1992. The review of plant changes is an ongoing
effort using the same personnel that are developing the IPE and IPEEE.

In addition, work has been done reviewing the outages at Prairie Island
ueing the PRA models. This is a gqualitative look at the Prairie Jeland
outages to confirm the outage plan is reasonable. The same personnel who
perform the IPE and IPEEE work on this review.

In the September 29, 1992 meeting betwcen NSP and NRC Staff personnel, several
ideas for schedular imprcvement were discussed. We have evaluated each:

1) Do not update the IPEEE to current plant conditions.

To ensure the IPEEE conclusions are correct the PRA must be updated
to include significant changes which may effect the resulte of the
analysis. To minimize the effort only significant changes that may
effect the conclueions of the IPEEE will be included in the update.
It ie anticipated that there will be changes that will require a
requantification of the PRA because of the length of time since the
PRA was last quentified,.

2) Combine the walkdowns with USI A-46 program work.

This is already included in the schedule. The IPEEE will be
coordinated with the USI A-46 work.

3) Schedule the consultant work earlier.

The only two taeke done by the consultants which can be completed
earlier are the response and fragility analyses. Those %wo tasks
are not oritical path and ty schedule them earlier would not
improve the schedule.
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4) Have more work done by consultante.
To have the consultants perfurm more of the effort would put a
large budgetary burden on NSP and would result in no being able to
meet the inte. f the severe accident ilesues of having the
utilities performing the work. It is very important to have the
utility staff understand the ineighte and methods used.

5) Remove “"slop" time from the schedule.

The “"slop" in the schedule was removed by moving the date from
March 1, 1997 to December 45, 1996. To move the schedule more
would increase the probability of a request for extension during
the project.

We believe the schedule for performing the Monticello and Prairie Island IPE
and IPEEE is appropriate to meet the intent of the Generic Letter. By applying
internal resources for both conducting and using the PRAs, NSP is being fully
consistent with the intent of the safety issues including the IPEEE.
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NSP IPE and IPEEE Schedule

1987 198% 1983 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995% 1996 1987
Task
i2/87 12/88
Mnt IPEM
3 4
9/88 3/72
Mnt IPE
4 44 414 44
4792 3/9%
Mnt IPEEE
4 252 213 313
io/8ee 5/91
PI IPEM
1 2i2 212
8/50 3/34
PI IPE
1i{1 313 518 513
1/94 3/97
P1 IPEEE
1 4.4 4 & 4. 4
Shutdown Review i e
3 3
Update PRA et
4

Value under each project is the number cf people working on the project.
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Attachment 2

Prairie leland IPEEE Schedule

The main obiective is to perform an IPEEE for Prairie Island. This includes
documentation consistent with the current NRC guidelines for submittal., 1In
addition to addressing the Severe Accident Policy requirements, the models will
be develuped and documented in a manner that will support future use and
application to regulatory, safety, and operating issues.

Another objective is that of techiology transfer. The project will be conducted
primarily by NSP staff under the guidance of consultants who are experienced in
PRA and external evente technology. The goal of thie objective is to train the
NSP staff to conduct similar studies with little or no consultant guidance and
thereby provide NEP with the capability to update and utilize their analyuis for
related .nternal decisions with minimum outside assistance. The only exception
is the fragility analyses, because of the detailed expertise required &and there
is not a need to reproduce the analyses in the future.

The echedule is made up of five major parts: 1) Project Management, 2) Seismic,
3) Fire, 4) Other, 5) Documentation, and 6) Update PRA. The attached figure
provides the schedule for the cumpletion of the Prairie Island IPEEE work.

1.0 Project Management

This task depicts the functions associated with effective project management.
The key tasks include: Develop a detailed project plan that defines the
objectives, scope, schedule, and cost for the taske required. Ensure the
objectives of the project are being met as work progresses. Provide the day~to-
day directicn of the technical work on the project and ensure that the taeske are
completed in a timely manner. Provide the day-to-day managemen. of the resources
allocated to accomplish the project. Ensure that the containment analysis and
the accident sejuence analyses are fully integrated and consistent. Ensure that
the work being done by the analysis team is reviewed at appropri.‘'- intervals in
order to monitor the quality of the work being performed.

2.0 Seismic

Seismic is the largest part of the IPEEE and will be coordinated with the SQUG
A-46 work, The ocope of work will include a seismic PRA analysis which has three
major parts to it: 1) Plant Information, 2) Quantification, and 3) Documentation.

2.1 Plant Information

The purpose of this task is to gather and compile the information necessary
*o perform the seismic evaluation. Completion of thie task ie comprised of
four subtasks:

2.1.2 Component Inforrati

This task includes gather,qn .- ructural information, system information,
and relevant analyses peyfore.. previously for seismic use to support the
seismic IPEEX. Existing documentation on building construction, equipment
support drawings and suspended system (piping, cable tray, conduit, and
HVAC) configurations, and supports will be gathered together and rev.ewed.
This will include types of materials, anchor typee, foundations, supports,
etc, which are available in construction and design basis documentatinn.
In addition, relevant sections pertaining to seismic issues from the FSAR
need to be cc’lected. Analysees from the FSAR, Level 1 PRA work on
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containment capability and flooding, Appendix R work on component
locatione and barriers, and A-46 tasks will b 1reviewed here as to
coponent and setructural response. Equipment eeismic qualificati
reports will be reviewed for componente on the seiemic PRA list.

2.1.2 Review Hazard Analyses

Seismic hazarde performed by both the EPRI (EPRI NP-6395D) and LLNL
(NUREG/CR~5250) will be reviewed to understand their basis and ¢to
determine ho they are applicable to the Prairie Island site.

2.1.3 Walkdown

Thie task will jnvolve planning the walkdown and documenting the findinge
for vuse in tha i9EEE. Much of this work will be coordinated with the SQUG
work.,

The initial walkdown will be based upon recommendations and inputs from
the EPRI eeismic margine approach (EPRI NP-6041), the Generic
Implementation Procedur: (GIP) deveioped for A-46 by the Seismic
Qualification Utility Group (SQUG) and EPRI, as well as the IPEEE Generic
Letter.

The walkdowns will be performed to satiefy requirements of the IPEEE and
tha A-46 jssues. A-4€ issues and IPEEE seismic iesues overlap in some
areas, but are different in scope in other areas. A~46 is concerned only
with cne success path of equipment needed to bring the plant to safe
shutdown, whereas the PRA approach for IYEEE is concerned with multiple
success paths. A-46 and the GIP have more specific guidance on the
walkdown, the GIP calls for the use of a wrench test for the bolt
tightness check of uxpansion anchor bolte, whereas no specific testing is
called for by the IPEEE. The GIP methods can be used for overlapping
egquipment to satisfy both the IPEEE and A-46 concerns, and sufficient
information can be taxen on the GIP forms to ensure fragilities can be
generated for the PRA. The CIP must be used for equipment that ie only
within the scope of A-46, while the fragility methods defined in the IPEEE

generic letter must be used for egquipment only within the scope of the
IPEEE.

Preparatory work for the walkdown includes: 1) Preparing the Team. The
team should include plant operations pe.sonnel, systems engineers, PRA
analysts, and seismic tapability engineers. 2' Engineering work before the
walkdown which includes: Familiarization with plant des ' gn features by
reviewing P&IDe, FSAR, electrical one-line diagrams, operuting procedures
and recovery actions, arrangement drawings, and dependency matrices.
Identifying important plant functions and systems which satisfy those
design features. Identifying potential “"success paths" of systems and
actions which result in plant shutdown. And, identifying relays and
contractors prone to chatter, this task ies difficult and requires
iterations between systems and se.smic capability engineers. 3) Review
the seismic capability which includes: Rev.ew seismic sections of FSAR,
sample equ’pment qualification reports, selected equipment specificatiocns,
structural drawing, seismic analyses, available floor @spectra,
representat.ve equipment seismic anchorage analyses and designs, seismic
qualification review team forms if ava.lable, and review dc-umentation
available on qualification of relays and contractors against re thatter

Training will be required for the PRA group for either the SQUG or IPEEE
eff{ort. This will include industry training by SQUG and other training
given by EQE or TENERA for the valkdown.

Confirmatory walkdowns will be conducted and documented as necessary
following the preliminary assessment to verify the results of t e sequence
quantification and to support the recovery analysis.
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2,1.4 System Analysis

Included in this task is the identification of components and equipment
that may be needed in response to seismic events. IPEEE and A-46 issues
will be addressed here.

Equipment required for safe shutdown must be identified. Much of the work
done in the previous tasks will L2 used to develop liets of important
egquipment and structures, Tris task needs to be completed before the
walkdown., Different liste are necessary for the IPEEE and the A-46 issues
because of different requirements and scopes.

In performing the seismic evaluation for the IPEEE it is necessary to
assess the impactes of the seismic event on not only active and passive
componente and systems, but upon the structures ae well., Seiemic system
interactions should receive particular attention because o. the potential
for common cause failure mechenisms attributable to the seismic event.
Active components are those which must change states in order to satiefy
their associated safety function. Passive compor--ite need to continue to
operate in the state that they are in, Structure: of importance include
masonry block walls, tanks, and other items whoee integrity and position
are vital to the continued operation of components and systems. Secondary
interactions include failure or collapse of local eguipment such as
ceiling tiles, lighting fixtures, etc. onto systems being credited in the
analyeis. These interactions also include environmental concerns like
temperature, pressure, and humidity. Theee will be identified through a
combination of system familiarity, IPE results, and plant walkdown
information.

The A-46 iesue ig concerned with the seismic qualification of equipment
needed to bring the plant to safe shutdown. Seismically induced LOCAs and
high energy lire breaks need not be considered, and therefore piping and
tubing require examination only if they have the potential to ca.se
seismic interaction with other necessary aguipment, above-ground tanks ire
an exception. Therefore, this list of equipment should be emzller than
and a subset of the list developed for the IPEEE. Licensing concerns may
dictate that an expanded A46é list be considered. Part of this task will
include FSAR changes, broader A46 listed, replacement pa. .8, etcC.

Failure Modes and Effects Analyses (FMEAs) will be performed to be. .
assess and screen the impact of failures associated with structural and
equipment interactions. The FMEAs will be used to modify existing fault
trees to reflect the impact of seismic evente on plant systems.

The equipment will include that identified by the IPE as important to
safety. Once again, passive and active equipment, structures, and
secondary interactions will be considered. Other componente such as
relays, contractore and switches that are prone to chatier will be added
to the list as well if judged or shown to be important. However, careful
planning and use of generic insights are necessary at this stage to avoid
large resource expenditures.

An assessment of relay chatter is required by *he Generic Letter for the

IPEEE and is also required for A-46. This task will be coordinated with
the A-46 effort.

FMEA will be performed to both assess and screen the impact of failures
associated witn the incore instrumentation and seal table. This will
address Generic lIssue 131.

2.2 Seismic Quantification
This task deale with calculating the impact of seismic events upon the risk
to the public in terms of core damage frequency and containment performance.
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2.2.1 Response Analysis

Thie task wil! include the steps necessary to determine the response of
the auxiliary/turbine building, reactor building, and containment to
various magnitude se smic events. The building respornse is required for
the fragility assessment and is a function of elevation, ground
acceleration, and the ground acceleration spectral shape. Building
response will require development of median centered response spectra to
generate more accurate fragilities. The impact on plant operation will be
sespessed from the point of view of both potential for and consequences of
liquetaction, NUREG-1150 and EPRI NP-6041 contain procedures for
asseseing soil liquefaction. The issue of incore instrumentation and seal
table failure and the impact of various magnitude earthguakes.

2.2.2 Risk Models

The IPE models will be reviewed and modified to reflect the impactc of
seismic events. The tasks completed for the IPE will essentially be
repeated, with a specific focus on seismic events. Initiating events that
could be caused by a seismic initiator such as LOOP, LOCA, fire, flood,
etc. will be identified. Event trees will be reviewed and modification
which includes new events in response to the impact of the seiemic event.
The seismic failure modes will be added to the apprupriate fault trees to
model potential fallures of active and pasesive systems, components and
structures, and secondary interactione. The fault tree cut sets will be
formulated as [ ‘lean algebra expressions, for systems, functions, and
accident sequences as input into the @seguence gquantification.
Ide: “ification of basic events in the Boolean expressions that represent
similar components being subject to the same seismic motion and
determining what should be coupled so as to not overlook common mode
responees and failures to the seismic event.

2.2.3 Fragility Analysis

The fragility of structures relative to the earthquake level identified in
earlier taeks, as impacted by the structural analyses, is determined by
this task. Fragility curves and High Confidene of Low Probability of
Failure (HCLPF) calculations will be performed.

The list of components for which these calculations are necussary will be
limited if poseible through the use of importance rankings and seiemic
capacities of the components. Those conponentes identified as having
inherent high seismic capacity and HCLPF will not require generation of
fragility curves. rragility curves for components relatively sensitive to
seismic motion in the range of intsarest will be generated.

2.2.4 Sequence Quantification

This task is performed to calculate the impact of a seiamic event upon the
plant and its systems. The hazard curves will be convolved (combined)
with the fragility information and the risk models to derive sequence
frequencies. The Boolean expressions generated earlier for the accident
eequences will be combined with the hazards and fragility analyses. HCLPF
results {or systems, seguences, and the plant will be generated.

Recovery actions will be considered at *his time. The emphasir will be on
actions taken from the control room and on acceseipility for actions that
must be taken outside of the control room. Time frames developed from the
sequence analysis performed for the internal events evaluation will be
used,

2.2.5 Containment performance

Similar to the "back-end" analyes's performed for the IPE, an evaluation of
containment performance is resuir-d for the IPEEE. Starting with the IPE
resulte, the containment sgtr ires, penetrations, isolation paths, and
supporting systems will be aluated to determine the impact of the
postulated seismic evente upon the ability to contain radionuclides.
Information gatherad during the seismic walkdown will be of use here. The
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3,1.3 Walkdown

Thie task will involve wlanning the walkdown and documenting the findinge
for use in the IPREA. The walkdown will be conducted to support the
evaluation and documentation requirements of the IPEEE generic letter.
Preparatory work for the walkdown includes the familiarization with plant
design features, P&IDs, FSAR especially fire-related sections, electrical
one-line diagrams, operating pricodures and recovery actions, a.rangement
drawings, dependency matrices. and Appendix R. Identifying ir srtant
plant functions, rystems which satisfy those functions, plant fire zones,
potential propagation paths for fire, esmoke, and water, and possible
acceees paths for fire brigade whea responding to fire alarms.

The walkdown has the followinjy chjec ives: 1) R. &w previously cevsloped
plant system models {or obvious fire impacts. 2) Select or verify
potential success paths. 3) Verify assumptions on fire detection and
svnpression capabilities, or gather information to determine capapilities,
..+ order to assist in the fire evaluation. 4) Verify or develop
assumptions regarding cross-zone fire spread, fire brigade acressibility,
transient and permanent fuel loadings, etc. 5) Identify failure modes of
concern. 6) Ensuce that co2b'e routing ueed in the analysis represents as-
built information, and verify the treatment of any existing dependence
between remote shutdown and contrcl room circuitry.

The walsdowns will be performed to satisfy requirements of tine 1PEEE
issues. Confirmatory walkdowns may be necessary following the preliminary
assessment to verify or modify the results of the sequence quantification
and to support the recovery analysis.

3.1.4 COMBRN Code

The COMBRN code will be setup to evaluate tle fire progrescion. The
COMERM code will have been check out during the Monticello effort.

3.2 Quantification

The initiating event frequencies for fires .re combir- ' with the
probabilitiesr -eiociaved with f're detection, fire groswth, and fire
suppresaion, as well as with random failure probabilities, co calculate the
impect of fire upon the plant risk.

3.2,1 Initial ! .reenin-
A fire analyeis could rrgyuire a large effort. In crder to minimize the
resources devoted to tie fire analysis, an initial screening effort is

conducted. Only lires and fire areas that have a sionificarn. impact on
plant risk are investlgated in detail.

Tnitiating events will be related to the event trees. The fires that are
postulated to occur in different arcas could result in a variety f plant
trips, ranging from manually initiated plant shutdowns or scrams to
conditions such as loss of feedwat:r, turbine trip, loss of off-spite
power, or even a LOCA. An assessment will be made for eich fire and area
of concern as to what the bounding initiating event caused by a postulated
fire would be. The equipuent within a sepecified area that might be
affected by a fire in that area is next related to the functions and
sys'.ems contained within the 1PE event trees. In this way the analyst

begins to get an idea abcut the pogsible magnitude of impact the fire
might have on the plant.

A ruantitative screen will be performed by using the event tree and fault
tree logic models and the quantification computer codes, and modifying the
unavailabilities to reflect the t .stulated impact of the fire upon the
equipment. By initially assuming that all equipment in a given area is
disabled by t'e fire without creditiung detec*ion or suppression systems,
and by quantitatively removiny those e :ipment from the logic models by
setting the failure probabilities to unit, the maximum impact of the fire
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suppression efforts. The data in FIVE on fire suppression system
unavailability refers to the probability of not extinguishing a fire upon
der -nd. In other words, “«vailability" is defined as operation of the
8y.:er and successful suppcression of the fire given that the system
operates. Halon and CO, syitems are not included in the FIVE data, and
will require estimation from other data sources.

If automatic suppression syestems do not exist or do not work, the fire
brigade must supprees the fire. The FIVE method contains a discusseion on
hcw to determine the etffectiveness of the fire brigade. The relevanc
elapsed time ie the time from fire initiation until the fire is
controlled, as opposed to the time from detection. The impact of heat and
smoke on manual fire fighting effectiveness, the fire fighter preparation
time, and the time needed to locate the fire in a smoke filled area will
also be considered, If these topics are addressed, this will satiefy the
Sandia fire scoping issue on Manual Fire Fighting Effectiveness.

3.2.5 FMEA On Suppression System Operation

An FMEA will be used to supplement the existing fault tree models and
results. This FMEA wil. focus on areas for which detailed models do not
exist or may be difficult to complete., During this time the Sundia five
scoping issue on Total Environmental Fquipment Survival should be
addressed. This requires that an assessment of three topics be completed:

1. Potential for adverse effects on equipment caused by <~ombustion
products.

2. Spuricus or inadvertent actuation of fire suppression eguipment. This
conc-.n i3 being investigated in Generic Safety Issue 7. The fire
evaluation will include an assessment of the susceptibility of eafe
shutduwn equipment to damage from the suppressant being used. The
plant walkdown will identify potential concerns regarding redundant
trains of shutdown equipment being simultaneously damaged from
inadvertent acvuation of a suppression system.

3. Operator effectiveness in smoke-filled environmente. Appendix R
evaluations on the ability of the plant to implement fire procedures
and use the alternate shutdown panel should be of use here.

3.2.6 Containment performance

The IPEEE G2neric Letter does not really discuss containment performance
in response to fire events. Past PRAs have indicated that the effects of
fires upon containment have been small. However, if tte fire evaluation
determines that containment isolation or cont .inment integrity may be
impacted by the fire, a discussion of these events will be included. At
a minimum, the fire evaluation will ensure that no seguences different

from those of the internal events - alysis are identiiied during the fire
analysis.

3.3 Documentation
This task's objective is to complete a set of documentation that will satisfy
the NRC's IPEEE and be useful for identifying and addressing fire concerns.

It will aiso be consistent with the IPE documentation and the "living PRA"
concept.

A deta.led technical and editorial review will be cempleted prior to
completio. of the documentation. The reviews will be conducted by # team of
experts. A separate review ~onducted by an in-house NSP review te.m. To
fariliiace the NSP revie~ team' work, the NSP reviewers will receive
training on the methods and results of the fire evaluation

4. Other
Thie is the evaluation of other external events not part of the selsmic or fire
analysis. This includes external flooding, high winds, tornadoes, transportation
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accidents and nearby facility accidents. This task will also ensure that no
other plant unique external event hazard exists. This task in broken fown into
three parts; 1) Peview Data and Licensing, 2) Screen Hazard, and 3)
Documentation.

4.1 Review Data and Licensing

This task is the review of the currently available data and licensing
requirements. Review all current hazard data avallable for the plant to
determine to what extent the hazards have been documented. Review the
current licensing bases for each external event. Review any significant
changes in the operating license with respect to 1) military or industrial
facilities within 5 miles, 2) on-site storage or other activities involving
hazardous materiale, 3) Transportation, or 4) developments that cor'd affect
the original design flioding conditions.

4.2 Screen Hazards
This is a screening of the hazards. Only those hazards which do not pase the
previcus screen are reviewed by the next screen.

Compa: . information obtained for conformance to the current criteria and
perform a confirmatory walkdown on the plant. The walkdown wouid concentrate
on outdoor facilities “hat could be affected by high winds, on-site storage
of hazardous materials, an! off-site developments. 1f the comparison
indicates that the plant conforms to the currenc criteria and the walkdowns
reveals no potential vulnerabilities not included in the original design
basis ar: ' sis, it is judged that the contribution form that hazard to core
dam~ge frequency is less that 1E-6 per year and the IPEEE ecreening criterion
ie wet. Otherwise, one cr more of the following steps will be taken to
further evaluate the situation.

If the original de . . Lasis does not meet the curreut requirements, then the
original design baves will be reviewed to demonstrzte that the freguency of
the original design bases is sufficiently low. 7his is done by showing that
the design bases is less then 1E-5 per year and that the conditional core
damage frequency is less then 1E-1., 1If the original design basee with the
conditional core damage frequency is not sufficiently low then additional
analysis will be required. This analysis is intended to provide a
conservative calculation showing that either the hazard would not iresult in
core damage or the conditional core damage fregquency is below the reporting
criterion. The level of detail is that level required to prove the point.
If the bounding analysis cannot be shown than 1dditional analysis will be
~-guired.

A PRA consists of hazard frequency, plant systems, accident analysis and
radicactive material release analysis. A core damage frequency less than 1lE-
6 per year would screen the event from further consideration. .ne level of
detail is that level required to prove the core damage frequency is below 1E-
6 or the determination of recommendations to reduce the frequency below 1E-6.

4.3 Documentation

This task's objective is to complete a set of documentation that will satisfy
the NRC's IPEEE an” -e useful to NSP for identifying and addressing concerns,
It should also be . asistent with the IPE documentation and the "living PRA"
concept.

A detailed technical and editorial review will be completed prior to
com tion of the documentation. The review will be conducted by a team of
experts,

5.0 Documentation

This is all the final documentation and reviews. This task's objective is to put
togeLher all the documentation from the other main tasks into one consistent and
complete a set of documentation that will satisfy the NRC's IPERE and be useful
for identifying and addressing concerns. It should alsc be ccasistent with the



US NRC -
October 13, 1992

Page 17

IPE documentation and the "livine PRA" concept. A detailed technical and
editorial review will be completed prior to submitting the final IPEEE report.
The review will be conducted by a team of experts.

The final IPEEE report for submittal to the NRC which incorporated the comments
from the final review will be developed,.

6.0 Undate PRA

There will be several years since the PRA model was completed, and with changes
and modifications being performed routinely, the PRA must be updated to ensure
the IPEEE reflects the ¢ ‘rent plant design. Only significant changes which will
effect the results of the IPEEE will be updated, The update includes reviewing
the data, event trees, faulc trees, guantification, and sensiti: ty studies to
ensure that the IPEEE reflects the current plant design, anl updating the data,
models and documentation as needed. It is anticipated that a new quantification
will be required to mcet these objectives.



T ——

October 13, 1992
Page 18

Task
1. Project ianagerent

2. Heismic

2.1 Plant Information

2...1 Component Information
2.1.2 Review Hazard Analys=s
2.1.3 Walkdown

2.1.4 System Analysis
Quantificatic:

1 Response Analysis

2 Risk Models

3 Fragility Analysis

4 Sequence Quantification
5 Containment Performance
6 Sensitivity Studies

2
2
24
8
-
2.
2
.3. Documentation

NNNNN(\-‘"M
DR S

Fire

Data

-1 Plant Information

2 ldentify Fire Areas
3 Walkdown

4 COMBRN Code
Quantification

1 Initial Screening

2 Fire Frequency

3 Fire Damage
B
5

4 4 9

Fire Suppression

FMEA Suppression
. Containment Performance
Documentation

b & B % 9K 4 A R e s
B g
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4. Cther

4.1 Review Data and Licensing
4.2 Scr=zen Hazards

4.3 Documentation

5 Documentation

6 Update PRA

US NRC

Prairie Island IPEEE Schedule

| 1994 1995 19%6 J
1/1 12/15
1/1 6/2
6/2-6/11
8/6 10/1 4/27—5/17 1,9—1/30
®/11——8,6 10/1— 3/16
1 4 | Sne— Y §
8/11 1/6
7/29 6/8
1130~ 17
4/11—S/17
5/17 7/21
4/17—————8/30
1/1-1/13
1/13——4&/7
4/7—4/23
1/13——3/10
4/23——6/21
6/21——" /28
7/28—8/30
8/30——11/9
11/9—11/19
11/19—12/1
12/1—212
1/1--1/27
1/27—2/24
2/24—3/17
M 21————=12/15
2/2 —877




