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3) Include at least a sentence about which source or sources remained availa-
ble so that there can be no confusion regarding whether all off-site power was
in fact lost, or 1f 1n reality certain sources continued to be available, as
1s usually the case. 4) It 1s also fmportant to state clearly how long the
total loss of all off-site power lasted. Often the LERs state when the
faulted 1ine was again availadble, but fail to mention that another off-sfte
source became available much sooner. Also, once a station fs on the diesels,

ft often chooses to stay on the diesels, even though an off-site source may

become avaflable. However, in determining risk, what counts 1s when off-site

power was again available, whether used or not.

Please encourage your NRC regional office and site representative to be

complete and accurate when reporting events that fnvolve any loss of an off-
site source. NRC PNOs and "daily plant status reports” (transmitted on
NOTEPAD) have also tended to be incomplete in reporting these events.

Harvey L. Wyckoff

Project Manager

Station Blackout

(415) £55-2393

Nuclear Safety Analysis Center
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TO: Distribution ﬂM
FROM: H., L. Wyckoff

SUBJECT: LOSS OF OFF-SITE POWER AT NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
DATA FOR YEARS 1980, 1981 & 1982

NSAC has complieted a survey of the incidence of the loss of all
off-site power at U,S. nuclear power plants for the years 1980,
1981, and 1982, A number of previous studies at EPRI! and else-
where had collected this data for earlier years, but not for
these three most recent years. This memo provides the results of

the survey.

LERs FOR YEARS 1980, 1981, AND 1982

For the three years, 1980 through '982 there were a total of 5
events where all off-site power was lost,? or would have been
lost if the main turbine-generator had tripped off. For the 53
operating sites during the period, this represents an average
loss-of-all-off-site power failure probability of 3.1 x 1074, or
once every 32 years per site. This compares to the 15.7 x 1072
loss-of-off-site power failure probability that the NRC staff
used in a presentation to an ACRS subcommittee in May, 1983,

The probability used by the NRC appears to be based on the
experience of the late 1960s and the 1970s, It should be
expected that as more and larger generating sites continue to
come on line, plant interties overall will continue to become
shorter and stronger, This can be expected to result 1n con-
tinually improving off-site power reliability, as appears to be

the case.

lEPRI NP-2301 (Loss of Off-Site Power at Nuclear Power plants:
Data and Analysis)

27he LaCrosse nuclear unit has not been included in this survey
because of unique off-site power supply problems.

1412 Hillview Avenue
st Offce Box 10412
ko Al CA 94303
{415) 8352000
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YEAR 1981

For the year 1981, we confirmed one instance where all off-site
power was lost. R

It was:
MONTICELLO
DATE: §-27-81
LER: 81-009
CAUSE: During a refueling outage a 4,16 breaker was
racked out under load and shorted, causing an
outage of the 4,16 essential bus network.
OUTAGE: 15 Minutes
YEAR 1982

For the year 1982, we confirmed Lwo 1nstances where all off-site
power was lost. The loss at Nine Mile Point 1 was for only

10 seconds and its inclusion is a matter of judgement., The two
instances are:

NINE MILE POINT 1
DATE: 2-07-82

LER: 82-004
CAUSE: Inappropriate relay action on 138 kV line during
test.
OQUTAGE: 10 Seconds
NOTE

The unit did not trip off and the 345 kV
switchyard remained energized. However, the
auxiliary transformer is connected directly to
the generator output. With the 115 kV source
of off-site power deenergized, there would
have been a loss of all off-site power (for

10 seconds), if the main turbine-generator had

tripped.
QUAD-CITIES 2
DATE: 6-22-82
LER: 82-009

CAUSES: Unit trip and associated loss of unit auxiliary
transformer while reserve auxiliary transformer
was out for maintenance,

OUTAGE: 29 Minutes



