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An enforcement conference and management meeting was held on September 22,
1993, with the Mashington Public Power Supply System (Supply System). The
purpose of the enforcement conference was to discuss the licensee's use of
both trains of the residual heat removal system (RHR) in the suppression pool
cooling mode during power operation and several apparent procedure violations
at MNP-2. Following the enforcement conference, the licensee discussed
current issues at WNP-2, including the status of licensee efforts.to improve
overall plant performance. A copy of the information'rovided by the licensee
at the conference is included as Enclosure 3.
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DETAILS

eetin Partici ants

Nuclear Re ulator Commission

B. H. Faulkenberry, Regional Administrator
T. R. quay, Director, Project Directorate V, NRR

S. A. Richards, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Safety and Projects
(DRSP)

F. A. Wenslawski, Deputy Director, Division of Radiation Safety and
Safeguards, (DRSS)

F. R. Huey, Enforcement Officer
J. G. Luehman, Enforcement Specialist, Office of Enforcement (via

Telephone)
N. B. Blume, Regional Attorney
C. A. VanDenburgh, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch
P. H. Johnson, Chief, Reactor Projects Section I
P. V. Joukoff, Senior Investigator, Office of Investigations
P. J. Norrill, Chief, Operations Section
W. P. Ang, Chief, Engineering Section
K. E. Johnston, Project Inspector
D. E. Corporandy, Project Inspector

Washin ton Public Power Su 1 S stem

M. G. Counsil, Managing Director
J. V. Parrish, Assistant Nanaging Director for Operations
G. 0. Smith, Operations Division Manager
N. J. Mann, Assistant Operations Manager
D. W. Coleman, Supervisor, Regulatory Services
N. J. Davidson, Staff Attorney
N. H. Philips, Jr., Attorney, Winston 5. Strawn
P. Robinson, Attorney, Winston & Strawn

Also attended Management Meeting following the Enforcement Conference.
Attended only the Management Meeting.

~Back r ound

The purpose of the enforcement conference was to discuss the licensee's
use of both trains of the residual heat removal system (RHR) in the
suppression pool cooling mode during power operations and several appa-
rent procedure violations at WNP-2. As discussed in Inspection Report
50-397/93-29, the licensee calculated that a significant water hammer of
RHR piping would result if a loss of coolant accident (LOCA) concurrent
with a loss of offsite power (LOP) occurred while the RHR system was
operating in the suppression pool cooling (SPC) mode. Following the LOP,
water would drain from the RHR system to the suppression pool via motor
operated valve RHR-V-24, since this valve would not have any motive force
to close. Upon reenergization of the RHR pumps by the emergency diesel
generators (EDGs), which would occur approximately 15 seconds after the
LOP, the water hammer would occur due to voids in the piping.
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.In response to this issue, the licensee revised their operating
procedures in 1990 to preclude simultaneous operation of both trains of
the RHR system in the suppression pool cooling mode during non-emergency
conditions. The first apparent violation involved three occasions wher e,
contrary to these operating procedures, the Shift Manager [a licensed
senior reactor operator (SRO)] allowed both trains of the RHR to operate
in the SPC mode. The NRC staff was also concerned as to whether the
Shift Manager's actions involved willful violation of the procedures.

In addition, NRC Inspection Reports 50-397/93-18 and 50-397/93-24
identified thirteen additional examples of apparent procedure violations
by licensee personnel:

Enforcement Conference

Exam les of A arent Procedure Noncom liance

The enforcement conference convened at 7:30 a.m. Mr. Faulkenberry
opened the conference by outlining the past history of procedure
noncompliance at WNP-2 and expressing his concerns that the Supply System
had apparently not made any progress in resolving the problem.
Mr. Faulkenberry noted that NRC inspectors had identified more than 60
examples of procedure violations by Supply System employees within the
past 24 months.

Mr. Counsil remarked that the Supply System was committed to resolving
the problem of procedure noncompliance, that the Supply System would
address the issue of progress in this area, as well as their use of the
suppression pool cooling mode of RHR. The Supply System presentation is
outlined in the attached presentation slides (Enclosure 3). Highlights
of the, enforcement conference follow.

Mr. Richards summarized the NRC's primary concerns on procedure
violations at WNP-2, which are (I) failure to follow procedures;
(2) recognizing problems with procedures but proceeding anyway; and
(3) the failure of supervisors to catch the problem when procedure steps
are not followed. Mr. Richards noted a general lack of rigor by Supply
System personnel in following procedures.

Mr. Parrish stated that procedure violations at the Supply System could
be attributed to three causes: (l) about 25% due to less than adequate
procedures, (2) about 5% due to personnel error, and (3) about 75% due to
inattention to detail. Mr. Parrish mentioned that Operations personnel
who violate procedures are now required to brief other Operations
personnel on the violation. This appeared to be having a positive effect
at WNP-2. Mr. Counsil stated that he was in the process of communicating
his expectations to Supply System personnel by holding sessions with 30
to 50 employees, and that at the time of the conference he had completed
about 40 such sessions.

Mr. Richards cited examples where the licensee's Problem Evaluation
Requests (PERs) appeared to be too quick to lay the blame for procedure
violations on the procedure rather than the employee. Mr. Smith
explained that this was a problem in some cases, that the initial PER is
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usually written by the employee who commits the error,.but that final PER

disposition (which would likely occur days later) is what the NRC should
be reviewing. Nr. Smith stated that since PER validators were not always
doing an adequate job of reviewing PER dispositions, managers are now
reviewing the PERs to validate the preliminary root cause.

The licensee stated that procedure violations at the Supply System are
now being tracked by their significance. Although total PERs on
procedure noncompliances have risen within the last year, the number of
significant procedure noncompliances has declined. The licensee
attributed the rise in procedure noncompliance-related PERs to heightened
awareness by employees on procedure noncompliance issues.

Nr. Richards remarked that the NRC had not observed any decreases in
procedure noncompliance violations. Nr. Counsil explained that since
April 5, 1993, he had personally reviewed PERs on procedure noncompliance
and that significant procedure noncompliances were definitely decreasing.

Nr. Smith stated that self-checking and attention-to-detail were the
areas in which WNP-2 still needs the most improvement. Nr. Counsil
stated that personal accountability was being emphasized at the Supply
System. In order to ensure consistency, Nr. Counsil, Mr. Parrish, and
the Human Resources Department all participate in any decisions involving
disciplinary actions.

Mr. Counsil also stated that the administrative procedures at WNP-2 were
far too cumbersome and were in the process of being streamlined.

Nr. Faulkenberry asked that the Supply System give the NRC a periodic
briefing on their actions and progress to reduce procedure non-
compliances. Nr. Counsil and Nr. Faulkenberry agreed that a management
team from the Supply System would brief the NRC periodically.

Use of the Su ression Pool Coolin Node of RHR

Mr. Smith explained the suppression pool cooling (SPC) mode of RHR, and
the potential for water hammer following a loss-of-coolant accident
(LOCA) concurrent with a loss-of-offsite-power (LOP). Nr. Smith pointed
out that operation of the RHR system in the SPC mode concurrent with a
LOP and LOCA has a very low probability, and therefore contributes
insignificantly to core damage frequency. As such, the event was
considered by General Electric but excluded from the plant's design basis
because of this low probability. He also stated that General Electric
agreed with this approach and that WNP-2 was conser vative with respect to
other boiling water reactor (BWR) licensees, in that the Supply System
presently considers an RHR train to be inoperable when operating in the
SPC mode.

Nr. Corporandy noted that each BWR is unique because the effects of water
hammer depend on a number of parameters including piping geometry.
According to the licensee's as-built stress evaluation of the effects of
water hammer on their RHR piping geometry, equipment nozzles would be
overloaded and stresses in some locations would be about twice the
faulted allowable stresses. The licensee responded that they are



evaluating additional information and expected to resolve the RHR system
operability issue by October 31, 1993.

Mr. quay asked what the Supply System was currently doing to assure that
generic issues are being properly addressed. Mr. Parrish responded that
the Supply System had increased the staff of engineers reviewing, generic
issues and is looking back at past issues, as well as at current issues.

The conference then focused'on the individual Shift Manager/SRO respon-
sible for the three occasions in which both trains of the RHR system were
operated in the SPC mode. Mr. Smith opined that the responsible Shift-
Manager has always been considered an exemplary performer . Mr . Smith
explained that both trains of the RHR system had sometimes been operated
in the SPC mode in order to keep suppression pool temperatures within
Technical Specification limits on occasions when the safety relief valves
were being tested or when some of them were leaking.

The Shift Manager acknowledged that he was aware that shift managers are
required to follow procedures, or obtain approved deviations, just like
anyone else. Revisions 16 and 17 of Plant Procedures Manual (PPM) 2.4.2,
which prescribed RHR system operation in the SPC mode, were in effect at
the time of the occurrences in September 1991 and July 1992, respec-
tively. Revision 16 contained Caution and Limitation statements which
said: "... do not align more than one RHR loop in the suppression pool
cooling mode at a time ...." In Revision 17, the Caution statement was
changed to call attention to the possibility that both loops could be
rendered inoperable following a LOCA, but the "do not" statement was
deleted.

Mr. Smith explained that typically the reactor operator (RO) assigned to
perform a procedure would review the procedure and discuss any concerns
with the Control Room Supervisor or Shift Manager if he felt it
necessary. The Shift Manager stated that at the time of the first
apparent violation of the procedure, which occurred on September 30,
1991, the RO did not raise a concern to him, and that he was at that time
unaware of the Cautions and Limitations in the procedure. He also stated
that he was aware of the Caution statement at the time of the second and
third occurrences.

Mr. Smith stated that, retrospectively, in view of other procedures which
made Caution statements a matter of discretion, it did not appear that
the procedure had been violated during the three in*stances fn 1991 and
1992. Mr. Richards pointed out that on the first occasion, the fact that
the Shift Manager was unaware of the "do not" requirement in the Caution
statement did not relieve the licensee of its responsibility to follow
procedures. In addition, the "do not" statement in the Limitations
section of the procedure was not identified as discretionary, and was
clearly violated on all three occasions. Mr. Smith added that it was not
clear at the time of the three occurrences whether the Caution and
Limitation statements allowed discretion, when the words "do not" were
used. He added that consequently, procedure PPM 1.3. 1 was recently
revised to clearly define "do not" statements in Cautions as requirements
and not matters of discretion.



.In response to a question from Nr. Faulkenberry, the Shift Manager stated
that his reasoning for not following the Caution statement on the second
and third occasions was that he felt it conservative to cool the
suppression pool using both loops of the RHR during relief valve testing.
Nr. Smith added that ROs and SROs had received no special training on the
Cautions and Limitations section of the procedure. The Shift Manager
added that although the Caution statement was discussed on the second and
third occasions, the consequences of a LOP were not mentioned. At the
time, he felt that it would be sufficient to monitor RHR performance
in the event of a LOCA. Mr. Faulkenberry noted that the procedure Limi-
tation, in effect on all three occasions, clearly contained a "do not"
statement concerning operation of both RHR loops in the SPC mode. In
response to a question from Nr. Johnson, the Shift Manager stated that he
had been unaware of this Limitation in PPN 2.4.2 on all thr ee occasions.

The Shift Manager stated that based on the current knowledge and training
at WHP-2, he would not operate both trains of the RHR system for
suppression pool cooling during non-emergency conditions, noting that
only one train of the RHR was used for suppression pool cooling during
relief valve testing following the 1993 refueling outage.

The licensee stated that procedure compliance had historically been a
weak area for the Supply System and that it was taking time to change the
underlying attitudes. Mr. Faulkenberry responded that this remains an
area of significant NRC concern.

Nr. Faulkenberry summarized the discussion which had transpired during
the enforcement conference, and the conference was adjourned.

Mana ement Neetin

Nr. Counsil opened the meeting by stating that a current emphasis at the
Supply System is improved teamwork. To that end, Supply System senior
management and their direct reports have participated in retreats which
included an industrial psychologist as facilitator and a representative
from Human Resources. Mr. Parrish cited examples of improved teamwork
and opined that teamwork was improving. Mr. Richards noted that the NRC
had observed improvement in the licensee's outage work, but mentioned
that coordination of parts availability appeared to be a continuing
problem.

Nr, Counsil explained that the administrative procedures at WNP-2 were
far too cumbersome and were undergoing a complete review. The mainte-
nance work order process was offered as an example of a cumbersome system
that would soon be streamlined.

Nr. Counsil stated that the root cause evaluation process was another
licensee program slated for major changes. Primary root cause evaluation
responsibility has heretofore been the responsibility of the licensee's
guality Assurance (gA) organization. The threshold for gA involvement in
this process has been too low in the past. In the future, responsibility
for most root cause evaluations will be shifted to the line organiza-
tions. In order to facilitate this new direction, about 40 members of
the line organization are scheduled to undergo root cause evaluation



.training. gA will assist with root cause evaluations that cover multi-
discipline issues, and will provide followup with implementation audits.
Mr. Counsil emphasized that thorough and timely management followup on
evaluations and corrective actions is the intent now.

On an individual level, personal accountability is the emphasis, and Mr.
Counsil is personally following up on this. Nr. Richards observed that
first line supervisors still appear to be a weakness at the Supply
System. Nr. Counsil agreed.

In the area of Engineering and Technical Support, Mr. Counsil
explained'hat

requests for support are being carefully scrutinized. Nonsensical
requests are being deleted, and work prioritization and coordination
especially with Operations, is being emphasized. System reliability is
being tracked, and problem areas are being identified and scheduled for
improvement. Nr. Counsil believes this is a key to increasing plant
availability and safety. Nr. Faulkenberry agreed and added that the NRC

will be monitoring the licensee's progress in this area.

Mr. Counsil noted that gA program performance is still having difficulty
for several reasons: (I) the gA organization has not been appropriately
supported by management in the past; (2) gA was spending too much time on
root cause analyses, and (3) gA has been more in a police mode than an
assist mode. Nr. Faulkenberry emphasized that any changes related to the
gA area, should keep in mind the importance of a good program which finds
problems and that oversight should focus on corrective actions being
thorough, appropriate, and timely. Nr. Counsil agreed that the
licensee's corrective action program needs improvement but that he also
holds line management responsible for finding problems.

Nr. Richards cautioned that if gA becomes involved in problem solutions,
they could lose their objectivity. Both Messrs. Counsil and Parrish
responded that they were sensitive to this issue and that the Supply
System intended to avoid this problem. Nr. Counsil expressed that he
wants to portray gA as part of the team and advance the concept of
assignments to gA as career-enhancing.

Mr. Smith addressed the area of radiological protection at WHP-2 and
summarized it as generally improving. Nr. Wenslawski responded that the
NRC was not as optimistic about improvements in the licensee's
radiological protection program. He noted that the licensee's perform-
ance in this area was not as good during the I993 outage as during the
previous outage, and that the issue of procedure noncompliance still
existed. Nr. Wenslawski concluded that the NRC would continue to keep an
eye on this area.

Mr Faulkenberry thanked the licensee representatives for meeting with the
NRC, and stated that the staff would continue to monitor the licensee's
performance.

The meeting adjourned at ll:45 a.m.
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September 22, 1993

NRC Enforcement Conference
EA 93-191

PART I - FULLSESSION (NRC aud Supply System)

A. OPENING REMARKS ........................ W. G. Counsil

B. PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE.................... J. V. Pamsh

~ 'verview/Status of 93-18 8c 93-24 Issues
~ Problems/Actions/Initial Results
~ Areas Needing Further Improvement
~ Corrective Actions .

C.

D.

93-29 ISSUES ............................... G. O. Smith
M. 2 Mann

~ OER Process and Operability
~ Procedural Incidents
~ Implications

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE ..................... D.W. Coleman
AND MITIGATINGFACTORS

E. CLOSING REMARKS ........................ W. G. Counsil

PART II - EXECVI'IVESESSION (Selected NRC and Supply System Representatives)

A. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES RELATED TO OPERATOR PERFORMANCE

Brief Opening Remarks ................... W. G. Counsil
~ . Open Discussion (As Necessary)
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OVERVIE%/STATUS OP APPARENT ~OI,ATIONS

CONTAINEDIN NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOs. 934& 93-24

(J. V. Parrish)

~ 13 APPARENT EXAMPLES OF PROCEDURAL NON-COMPLIANCES

~ ISSUES INVOLVEDVARIOUS DISCIPLINES AND AREAS

~ ROOT CAUSES INCLUDED, AMONG OTHERS:

PERSONNEL ERROR

INATTENTIONTO DETAIL

LESS THAN ADEQUATE PROCEDURES

~ SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF INDIVIDUALITEMS IS MINIMAL

~ PROGRAMMATICALLY,THE SUPPLY SYSTEM UNDERSTANDS
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CONTINUED PROCEDURAL NON-
COMPLIANCE AND CONTINUES TO FOCUS ON IMPROVEMENT
IN THIS AREA.

THE SUPPLY SYSTEM SUBMITTED A LETTER ON SEPTEMBER 8,
1993 PROVIDING DETAILS REGARDING EACH ITEM.
PROGRAMMATIC CONSIDERATIONS TO BE DISCUSSED IN THIS
ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE.
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PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE AT %NP.-2

1992 TO PRESENT

(J. V. Parrish)

REP ENYATIVEPR BLEM

~ FAILURE TO COMMITTO STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE %
ENFORCEMENT

o LACKOF PERSONAL OWNERSHIP

e INADEQUATECOMMUNICATIONBETWEEN PERSONNEL AND
SUPERVISORS

~ FAILURE TO ADEQUATELYCOMMUNICATEMANAGEMENT
EXPECTATIONS

~ WEAKNESSES IN CORRECTIVE ACTIONS RESPONSE

~ NEED FOR GREATER MANAGEMENTOVERSIGHT





ENHANCEMENTEFFORTS BY THE SUPPLY SYSTEM

(J. U. Parrish)

PLY Y TEN INTERNALEFF RT

MANAGEMENTEXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN FREQUENTLY
COMMUNICATEDTO PERSONNEL —BOTH ORALLYAND IN
WRITING

~ TECHNICALSPECIFICATION SURVEILLANCEIMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

~ OPERATIONS PERSONNEL COMMITTINGPROCEDURAL ERRORS
ARE REQUIRED TO BRIEF OTHERS

~ VOLUME7 (SURVEILLANCE)ENHANCEMENTS

~ CLEAR DISCIPLINE POLICY (GIH 4.2.6, REVISION 4)

MANAGEMENTCOMMITMENTTO PERFORMANCE
MONITORING/TRENDINGPROGRAM

XTERNALEFFORT

INPO SPECIAL ASSIST VISIT REQUESTED BY ASSISTANT
MANAGINGDIRECTOR TO IDENTIFYOPPORTUNITIES FOR
IMPROVING HUMANPERFORMANCE IN PROCEDURAL
COMPLIANCE (10/92)

~ FPI (CONTRACTOR) REVIEWED CORRECTIVE ACTION
MANAGEMENTPROGRAMS (10/92)

~ INITIATEDFPI (AND SUPPLY SYSTEM) EVALUATIONOF
OVERALLPROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE AT WNP-2 (2/93)

~ INPO REVIEW AND ASSIST VISIT WHICH INCLUDED A REVIEW
OF PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE MATTERS (8/93)



0
~ ~ ~ o

OFHCE OF THE MANAGINGDIRECTOR
W.G. Covnsit

A.L. Oxsen

QUALITYASSURANCE
J.C. Gearhart

DIrector

OPERATIONS
J.V. Pantsh

Ass)stant Managing DIrector

ENGINEERING
M. Flasch
DIrector

CORI. RAOIATION
HEALTHOFFICER

J.P. Albors

CORPORATE
CHEMIST

IILP.~
'TEAM 97

W.W. Waooei
Program Manager

PLANNING4
CONTROLS

G.P. Armatrout
Manager

SUPPORT
SERVICES

(open)
Manager

WNP-2 PLANT
J.H. Swales

Manager

NUCLEARTRNG.
J.O. Centres

Manager(Acting)
WNP.2 PROJECTS

G.L Gethaus
Manager

PROGRAMS
4 AUDITS

J.A. Berrjamtn
Man or

EXECUTIVE
ASSISTANT TO

PLANTMANAGER
S JA. Gntnst

OPERATIONAL
ASSURANCE
PROGRAMS
J.C. Gealhalt

Man r Actin

HEALTH.SAFETY a
ARE PROTECTION

D.H. walker
Manager

RADIATION
PROTECTION

J.P. Atbera
Manager (Acting)

MAINTENANCE
DIVSION

M.M. Monopoti
Manager

OPERATIONS
OIVSION

G.O. Smah
Mana or

TECHNICAL
SERVICES OIVISION

RL Webring
Manager

OPERATIONS
HEALTHitNYSCS

W.S. Rrgtrr
Se peM see

ILrr. P LANIeNO
LM.Nolan
Supervisor

MAINEPROD.
J R Strhpson

Manager

MAINTENANCE
suppoRT

TC. Messersrnth
Maneyor

OPERATlONS
WJI. Sttaoeer

ilanager

OUTAOE MOME
EJI, Worrten

Manager

SYSTEM
ENOINEERINO

ILJ Barboo
Moneyer

TECNNCAI.
PROORAMS

MRReo
llanoger

RAOWASTE
PJ. M«bort
SerroMoof

ENOINEERINOI
PLANNINO
JE. Wrrrrot

Manager

WORr CONTROL
O.W. Mertrar

Manager IActlhg)

CNEIIISTRY
TS. Love
Manager

REACTOR
ENGINEERINO
0 KAetetson

Moneyer

PLANT
AbIIINISTRATION

JF. Peters
illnoger



I DISCIPLINE POLICy AT %l%'-2

{J. V. Parrish)

~ POLICY IS PROGRESSIVE IN NATURE

~, VIOLATIONSOF PROCEDURES ARE CLEARLYADDRESSED IN
THE POLICY AS SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS

~ MANAGEMENTHAS COMMUNICATEDPOLICY AND
C EXPECTATIONS

~ POLICY IS BEING MPLEMENTED
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SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS
OF PROCEDURAL NON-COMPLIANCEPERs

(J.V. Parrish)

INDEPENDENT CRITERIA FROM TEXAS UTILITIES

~ EXAMPLES OF SIGNIFICANT PERs:

(1) CLEARANCE VIOLATIONS

(2) PERSONNEL ERROR RESULTING IN POWER LEVELCHANGES

(3) UNPLANNED RELEASES OR SPILLS

(4) MISSED SURVEILLANCES

(5) PERSONNEL ERROR RESUI.TING IN REPORTABLE EVENTS

~ DATANORMALIZEDOVER 10,000 MAN-HOURS
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RECENT OBSERVATIONS

(J. V. Parrish)

~ OPERATOR PERFORMANCE OF EOPs AND EVALUATION
TECHNIQUES USED BY TRAININGHAD SIGNIFICANTLY
IMPROVED OVER THE LAST TWO YEARS gR 93-15)

~ MAINTENANCEPERSONNEL REFERENCED THE PROCEDURES
TO ASSURE THAT REPAIRS WERE BEING PERFORMED
CORRECTLY AND AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF SUPERVISION WAS
PRESENT TO ASSURE PROCEDURE COMPLIANCE gR 93-11)

A IT

~ RECOGNIZED LONG-TERM IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS

~ NOTED CLARIFICATIONOF MANAGEMENTEXPECTATIONS TO
WORKING LEVEL

~ NOTED SELF-CHECKING BEING APPLIED BEYOND PILOT
DEPARTMENT
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THE SUPPLY SYSTEM CLEARLYHAS EXPERIENCED PROBLEMS
%PITH VERBATIMPROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE IN THE PAST

~ CORRECTIVE MEASURES HAVE BEEN TAKEN

~ THE MESSAGE IS BEING INTERNALIZEDAND PROGRESS IS
CLEAR

THIRD QUARTER 1993 RESULTS INDICATEA DECREASE
IN NON-COMPLIANCE PERs

DECREASING NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT
NON-COMPLIANCES OBSERVED

~ SOME PROBLEMS STILL REMAIN—REQUIRING REDIRECTED
AND ADDITIONALCORRECTIVE ACTIONS
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NRC INSPECTION NUMBER 93-31

YENT CAP

APPROX. 3

CRUPPER

TEST

UPPER lSOLATIOhl

I
U)

I
V)
O

CLEAR TYGON HOSE

LOWER lSOLATION

LOWER TEST

Procedure 7.4.3.3.1.58, "HPCS SYSTEM TRANSFER ON CST LO% LEVEL—CFT/CC"

Step 23) Carefully, crack open the lower isolation valve COND-V-888 and using the water in
the tygon tubing as a guide, allow the tygon to fi11 until it just reaches the top of the
high point vent and then quickly close the lower isolation valve COND-V-888.

NOTE: This Figure is not in the procedure.
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Reactor Building 422 Ft. Elev.
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

(J. V. Parrish)

H RT-TERM RRE TrVE ACTI N

~ REINFORCE SELF CHECKING (i.e., STAR PROCESS) AND
ESPECIALLY WITH ADMINISTRATIVEPROCEDURES.

~ CONTINUE TO CHANGE PROCEDURES TO IMPROVE CLARITY
AND REDUCE ERRORS.

~ SUPERVISION IN THE FIELD.

I N TERM RRE TIVE A TI N

o PROCEDURE UPGRADE CONTINUES
C

SEPARATE EFFORT TO IMPROVE AND REDUCE THE NUMBER OF
ADMINISTRATIVEPROCEDURES (INCLUDINGUSE OF SITE-WIDE
PROCEDURES)

MONITOR AND CORRECT IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS

~ CONTINUE TO UTILIZESUPPLY SYSTEM DISCIPLINE POLICY

~ FOCUS ON INDIVIDUALTEAM MEMBERS AND FIRST LINE
SUPERVISION TO FOLLOW PROCEDURES

~ FINALIZEMOST RECENT FPI EFFORT AND IMPLEMENT
RECOMMENDATIONS

~ PROBLEM EVALUATIONTRENDING PROGRAM
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V OF rOINFS

(J. V. Parrish)

~ WE HAVE IMPROVED. STILL HAVE WORK FOR TEAM TO
COMPLETE.

YEARS OF POOR HABITS ARE NOT CHANGED OVERNIGHT.
MPROVEMENT COMES WITH STRONG AND STEADY EFFORT
FROM ALLLEVELS

~ MANAGEMENTFOCUS, SELF CHECKING, AND TRAININGARE
THE KEYS

~ COMMUNICATIONSARE ESSENTIAL TO SUCCESS. TEAM
MEMBERS KNOW MANAGEMENTEXPECTATIONS

~ SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF INDIVIDUALVIOLATIONSIS
MINIMAL.

MANYOF WNP-2'S DIFFICULTIES LIE IN ADMINISTRATIVE
PROCEDURES —COMMITTEDTO REVIEW AND REVISE
PROCEDURES AS NECESSARY

~ WE ARE STILL NOT SATISFIED AND EXPECT A CONTINUED
POSITIVE TREND FOR THE FUTURE
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SUlVBrfARYOF NRC CONCERNS
INSPECTION REPORT No. 93-29

(G.O. Smith)

~ "FAILINGTO IMPLEMENTEFFECTIVE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
FOR THE RHR SYSTEM DESIGN DEFICIENCY WHICH WAS
DISCUSSED IN NRC IN 87-10 AND IN INDUSTRY DOCUMENTS
DISTRIBUTED TO THE SUPPI.Y SYSTEM" (10 CFR 50 APP. B,
CRITERION XVI)

:

~ "OPERATING TWO TRAINS OF RHR IN THE SPC MODE FOR
APPROXIMATELY48 HOURS FOLLOWING MSRV TESTING WITH
A DESIGN DEFICIENCY THAT COULD HAVE RENDERED BOTH
TRAINS INOPERABLE FOLLOWING A COINCIDENT LOOP AND
LOCA" (TECH SPEC 3.6.2.3)

THREE INSTANCES WHERE A WNP-2 OPERATOR FAILED "TO
ADHERE TO A PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENT OF PPM 2.4.2,
REVISION 10 [SIC],... WHEN TRAINS A AND B OF RHR WERE
OPERATED IN THE SPC MODE" (TECH SPEC 6.8.1)
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4)A/B 42A/B

3A/B 47NB

48NB

27A/B
24A/B

2A/B

3)A/B

930630.3
Sept 1993



19S3 TIME%RANE

(G. O. Smith)

AE D-E30 4 21 83 —INTERNALNRC DOCUMENT

ADDRESSED TWO POSTULATED SCENARIOS OF WATER
HAMMERIN WHICH RHR VOIDINGMAYOCCUR DUE TO
INTERRUPTION OF RHR PUMP CAUSING DRAIN DOWN

~ ONE SCENARIO INVOLVEDHI H AMBIENTTEMPERAT RE OF
SUPPRESSION POOL DURING NORMAL PERATION REQUIRING
~BOTH TRAIN DF RHR FOR CODLING

I

~ A SMALLBREAK LOCA COINCIDENT WITH LOP WAS ASSUMED

~ AEOD's REPORT MADE THREE RECOMMENDATIONS WHICH
FOCUSED ONLY ON OPERATIN PR ED RE AND PERAT R
TRAINING—NO HARDWARE HANGE RE UIRED

4

1. "Procedures and operator training should specifically address
the potential for water hammer during operation of the RHR
system in the containment spray and in the suppression pool
cooling modes."

2. "Procedures and operator training should address the
desirability of operating only one train of RHR at a given time
in the containment spray mode and the desirability of keeping
any train cross-connect valves closed."

3. "Consideration should be given to developing emergency
procedures for restarting the RHR system pumps following a
drain-down when the need for rapid response or equipment
accessibility considerations precludes use of normal fill and
vent operations."



1983 TIMEF5'JOICE (Continued)

(G. O. Smith)

ER 3- 8 3

PROVIDED BRIEF SUMMARYOF AEOD REPORT TO MEMBER
UTILITIES

ER 1 78R 14 3

~ NUCLEAR SAFETY ASSURANCE GROUP (NSAG) MADE FIVE
'ECOMMENDATIONSREGARDING PROCEDURES:

1. Issue addendum to monthly operational bulletin on water
hammer

: Revise PPM 2.4.2 to include "CAUTION" concerning water
hammer following LOP to RHR pumps

3. Revise PPMs 5.2.2, 5.2.3 and 5.2.4 to include statement that
RHR Train B is preferable for drywell spray use

4, Revise 5.0.0 to warn ofpotential water hammer following LOP
while in SPC or CSC modes

5. Revise PPM 4.4.2.1 to direct restart of an RHR pump followed
by slowly opening RHR heat exchanger bypass valves to
minimize water hammer effect.

~ OPERATOR TRAININGINCLUDED A GENERAL REVIEW OF THE
TECHNICALEFFECTS OF WATER HAMMERIN THE NOVEMBER
1982 MONTHLYOPERATIONAL BULLETIN(MOB) AND A
SPECIFIC DISCUSSION OF THE AEOD REPORT SCENARIO IN THE
SEPTEMBER 1984 MOB
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7-10 2/11 8

~ PURPOSE: TO ALERT LICENSEES TO POTENTIAL FOR WATER
HAMMERDURING DESIGN BASIS LOCA COINCIDENT WITH LOP
WHERE RHR WAS ALIGNED IN SPC MODE

~ DISCUSSED SUSQUEHANNA'S DETERMINATIONTHAT IT WAS
EXCEEDING ITS DESIGN BASIS USAGE OF SPC MODE DUE TO
"SIGNIFICANT"SAFETY RELIEF VALVEWEEPING

~ CAUTIONED THAT "OTHER PLANTS MAYHAVE HIGH USAGE
FACTORS" MAKINGTHEM POTENTIALLYSUBJECT TO WATER
HAMMER

ER 1078K 3 23

~ CONCLUSIONS:

I. "RHR system operating procedure PPM 2.4.2, Revision 8, and abnormal
procedures for the system low pressure alarms contain adequate
limitations and cautions to prevent water hammer after a power
interruption."

2. "Restriction on 2 loop operation... Not necessary because WNP-2 has
not experienced high heat loads due to excessive SRV weeping."

3. "If [excessive weeping] should occur, a procedure deviation could be
issued to establish the restriction ifnecessary."

TET FILE 1 1

~ "During recent operating period, suppression pool cooling has been
needed, at least daily. Review of logs indicates that one RHR loop at a
time has been run in SP cooling mode."
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» »90 1XVKHUAlE

(G. Smith)

PM 2.4.2 REVISI N16 10/8/ 0

e TS IMPROVEMENT REVIEW IDENTIFIED APPARENT LACKOF
PROCEDURE BARRIER TO PRECLUDE TWO LOOP OPERATION

~ OER ENGINEER EVALUATEDCONCERN AND CONCLUDED THAT
PROCEDURAL REVISION NEEDED

Qi ~ "A IN:DN. Do not operate more than one RHR loop in the suppression
pool cooling mode at a time during non-emergency conditions. The
affected loop may be rendered inoperable due to void induced water
hammer following a LOCA."
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OCTOBER/NOVEMBER 1992

(G. O. Smith)

ER2 2-11 1 1023 2

~ CONCERNED REVIEW OF ELEVATEDSUPPRESSION POOL
AIRSPACE TEMPERATURES DUE TO LEAKINGMSRVs

ER2 2-1243 114 2

~ DURING EVALUATIONOF PER 292-1191, LOOKED FOR UTILITIES
WITH SIMILARPROBLEMS

IDENTIFIED SUSQUEHANNA AS HAVINGSIMILARDESIGN AND
EXPERIENCED NUMEROUS LEAKINGMSRVs

~ IN TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS, THE CONSEQUENCES OF
OPERATING BEYOND THE SUSQUEHANNA ORIGINALDESIGN
BASIS ("ROUGHLY 90 HOURS") WAS DISCUSSED (SUSQUEHANNA
CHANGED DESIGN BASIS TO 900 HOURS)

~ WNP-2 HAD TEN LEAKINGMSRVs NECESSITATING REGULAR
USAGE (i.e., 12 HRIWK) OF SPC MODE
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. DECEMBER 1992/FEBRUARY 1993

(G. O. Smith)

PERABILITV'FETVA

PROBABILITYTHAT LOCA COINCIDENT 'WITH LOP WILLCAUSE
SEVERE WATER HAMMERASSUMING MAXIMUMUSE OF SPC
MODE (AT 15 HRs/WK) EQUALS 2.89 X E-7 DRAIN DOWN
EVENTS/YR

~ IN ADDITION,THE INCREASE IN THE CDF DUE TO THE DRAIN
DOWN EVENT IS SIGNIFICANTLYLESS THAN E-7

~ THE WNP-2 CORE DAMAGEFREQUENCY (CDF) IS 5.4 X E-5—
THUS, THE PROBABILITYOF THE DRAIN DOWN EVENT IS WELL
BELOW THE CDF VALUE

~i FIVE FOLD INCREASE IN THE USAGE FACTOR (i.e., 75 HRS/WK)
WOULD ONLY RESULT IN A 6.5% INCREASE IN THE CDF
PROBABILITYVALUE(NEW CDF VALUEEQUALS 5.8 X E-5)

TWO LOOP OPERATION (i.e., 190 HRS/YEAR) WOULD NOT
INCREASE CDF BY MORE THAN 10% (NEW CDF VALUEEQUALS
5.9 X E-5)

PERABILITVDETERMINATI N

~ USING GUIDANCE IN GL 91-18 —USE OF ONE LOOP IN SPC
MODE CONSIDERED INOPERABLE

EP RTAHILITYDETERMINATI N'ER - 1- I
~ BASED ON OPERABILITYDETERMINATION,REVIEWED

OPERATIONS LOGS AND IDENTIFIED FOUR INSTANCES OF TWO
LOOP OPERATION
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CONCLUSiONS

(G. O. Smith)

~ GE CONFIRMED THATTHE DRAIN DOWN SCENARIO (i.e.,
LOCA/LOP - WATER HAMMER)WAS NOT IN THE ORIGINAL
DESIGN BASIS FOR SPC MODE OF RHR

~ DRAIN DOWN MAYBE A GENERIC ISSUE

~ SUPPLY SYSTEM IS CONTINUING TO EVALUATEDESIGN BASIS
ISSUE AND WILLREPORT ITS CONCLUSIONS BY 10/31/93

~ STATE OF KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING LOP/LOCA EVENT
EVOLVED OVER TIME

~ THE 1987 OER REVIEW AND 1990 ACTIONS COULD HAVE BEEN
MORE THOROUGH

~ OPERABILITYAND REPORTABILITYDETERMINATIONSWERE
CONSERVATIVE

~ OPERATIONALLY—USE OF RHR IN SPC MODE HAS BEEN
SIGNIFICANTLYREDUCED

~ VERY LOW SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE —GE AND SUPPLY SYSTEM's
PRA SUBSTANTIATETHIS



OPERATOR PROCEDURAI ISSUES .

(M. J. Mann)

N E

"FAILURETO ADHERE TO PROCEDURES, RESULTING IN THE
OPERATION OF TWO RHR TRAINS IN THE SPC MODE INSTEAD
OF ONE RHR TRAIN, AS PRESCRIBED BY PROCEDURE)"

CU F PRE ENTAYI N

DESCRIBE THE APPLICABLE PROCEDURAL GUIDANCE

~ DESCRIBE THE PPM 2.4.2 REVISIONS IN EFFECT AT THE TIME
OF EACH EVENT

e DESCRIBE ACTIONS THAT TOOK PLACE IN THE CONTROL
ROOM



OPERATIONS MANAGEMENTGUIDE S AND "CAUTIONS"/"LIMITATIONS"

. (M. J. Mann)

IMIT Tl (PPM 2.4.2) PERATI N MA EME
(PPM 1.3.1)

DE

No. 1

(9/30/91)
~gTI~: Do not operate more than one RHR loop in the suppression pool
cooling mode at a time during non-emergency conditions. The affected loop
may be rendered inoperable due to void induced water hammer following a
LOCA. (PPM 2.4.2, Revision 16)

During non-emergency conditions, do not align more than one RHR loop in the
suppression pool cooling mode at a time. A design basis LOCA coincident with
a Loss of Offsite Power that occurs while one or more RHR loops are in
suppression pool cooling will void portions of the affected RHR loops. Water
hammer may occur in the affected RHR loops when the diesel generators restart
the RHR pumps. (LIMITATION—PPM 2.4.2, Rev. 16, Sec. 5.2.2)

Cautions are provided to alert the operator to a
potential hazard and its consequences relative to
procedural actions or equipment operation. They
allow the operator to properly evaluate the risks
associated with the proposed action. Therefore,
cautions are not inviolate.
(PPM 1.3.1, Revision 18)

No. 2
(7/6/92)

MQXI~H:Operating more than one loop in the Suppression Pool cooling mode SAME
at a time during non-emergency conditions may render the affected loops
inoperable due to void induced water hammer following a LOCA.
(PPM 2.4.2, Revision 17)

~IMIT Tl: SAME

No. 3 QAA,XII)5: SAME
(7/1 1/92) III~~E SAME

SAME



CUBMENT PROCEDY3&S

(M. J. Mann)

PPM 1.3 I Rev. 0 8

3:3.3 If ti ti tp 3 if R t tt tahiti

PM 242 Rev 20 /1

AUTION: Operation of RHR in the Suppression Pool Cooling mode
with the 230KV offsite power source unavailable will cause a void induced
water hammer to occur following a subsequent LOCA due to a drain down
through RHR-V-24A. Do not align more than one REM loop in the

, Suppression Pool Cooling mode at a time.
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INDUSTRY USE OF CAUTIONS

(G. O. Smith)

INPO 85-026, WRI'HNG GUIDELINEFOR
AINTENANCE T AND ALIBRATI N PRO ED

~ "A CAUTION statement should be used to call attention to a.step of a

procedure that, ifnot followed strictly, could result in damage to equipment
or adversely affect plant operations."

~ "They should not direct actions; action statements should be reserved for
instructional steps."

INPO EXAMPLE OF ACCEPTABLE CAUTION:

"Never handle the hard face or carbon with bare hands. Always use
plastic gloves and clean with Sanysol."

VEY F THER ITI

~ INFORMALSURVEY OF OTHER UTILITIES INDICATES THATTHE
SUPPLY SYSTEM IS CONSISTENT IN THE USE OF CAUTIONS



V

P



SU~~V AND CONCLUSIONS

(G. O. Smith)

i

~ EXISTING WNP-2 PROCEDURES AND CAUTION/LIMITATIONS
ALLOWEDTHE OPERATOR TO EXERCISE JUDGEMENT

TODAY, UNDER THE SUPPLY SYSTEM'S MORE CONSERVATIVE
APPROACH, THE SAME CAUTION STATEMENT WOULD BE
TREATED AS "INVIOLATE"AND THE OPERATOR'S ACTIONS
WOULD BE DIFFERENT .

~ THE SUPPLY SYSTEM'S RESPONSE TO THESE TYPES OF
INDUSTRY ISSUES HAS IMPROVED —AS DEMONSTRATED BY
ACTIONS TAKEN IN 1992
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SAmrV SH:NIHCANCZ

(D.W. Coleman)

PR ED MATTE 3-18 & 3-24

~ INDIVIDUALLYOF MINIMALSAFETY SIGNIFICANCE

~ COLLECTIVELY,WHILE INDICATINGA NEED FOR FURTHER
IMPROVEMENT AND GREATER MANAGEMENTATTENTION,
THE OVERALLSAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROCEDURAL
NON-COMPLIANCES IS LOW

3-29 I

~ ORIGINALWNP-2 DESIGN BASIS FOR SPC MODE OF RHR DID
NOT INCLUDE DRAIN DOWN SCENARIO (i.e., LOCA/LOP-
WATER HAMMER)

~ PROBABILITYOF DRAIN DOWN EVENT IS ON THE ORDER OF
E-7

~ SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF OPERATING IN SPC MODE
(EXPERIENCING A POSTULATED DRAIN DOWN EVENT/WATER
HAMMER) IS MINIMAL

~ OER AND $50.59 REVIEWS, ALTHOUGHNOT THOROUGH, WERE
ADEQUATE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES AT THE TIME

OPERATOR DISCRETION DURING THE EVENTS OF 1991 AND 1992
WAS ALLOWEDBY EXISTING PROCEDURES

~ OVERALL, THE THREE APPARENT VIOLATIONSARE OF LOW
SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE
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MITIGATINGFACTORS

g).%. Coleman)

PR CED&VALMATTER 93-18 4 -24

~ SUPPLY SYSTEM MANAGEMENTATTENTIONIS'AND HAS BEEN
FOCUSED ON THE ISSUE OF PROCEDURAL'OMPLIANCE

~ POSITIVE PROGRESS IS BEING ACHIEVED FROM PRIOR SUPPLY
SYSTEM INITIATIVES

~ CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ARE BEING CONTINUED TO ASSURE
REDUCTION IN PROCEDURAL NON-COMPLIANCES THROUGH
ADDITIONALMANAGEMENTOVERSIGHT, MONITORING,
TRAINING, AND PROCEDURE REVISIONS

3-2 I UE

~ THE ISSUES WERE SELF-IDENTIFIED BY THE SUPPLY SYSTEM

~ ONCE POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONSFULLYUNDERSTOOD—
PROMPT AND EXTENSIVE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN

~ ACTIONS TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO PRIOR INDUSTRY NOTICE
WERE BASED ON REASONED ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT

~ CURRENT OPERABILITYDETERMINATION/POSITIONIS
CONSERVATIVE WITH RESPECT TO THE BWR INDUSTRY

~ STATE-OF-KNOWLEDGE OF POSTULATED EVENT HAS EVOLVED
OVER TIME

~ DRAIN DOWN SCENARIO WAS NOT INCLUDED IN ORIGINAL
DESIGN BASIS

~ DRAIN DOWN SCENARIO IS LIKELYA GENERIC ISSUE
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LUI N

MATTER 93-1 R -24

~ THE SUPPLY SYSTEM CLEARLYUNDERSTANDS THAT FURTHER
IMPROVEMENTS IN PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE ARE NEEDED
AND IS COMMITTEDTO LONG-TERM SOLUTIONS

EXTENSIVE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ARE BEING IMPLEMENTED
IN THE PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE AREA

THEREFORE, WHEN THESE FACTORS ARE COMBINED WITH THE
LOW SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ITEMS, ESCALATED
ENFORCEMENT IS NOT WARRANTED

3-2 I UE8

GIVEN THE EVOLVINGUNDERSTANDING OF THE DRAIN DOWN
SCENARIO AND ITS GENERIC IMPLICATIONS, CORRECTIVE
ACTIONS TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO IN 87-10 WERE NOT AS
THOROUGH AS WHAT OUR PROGRAM REQUIRES TODAY.
HOWEVER, DECISIONS WERE BASED ON REASONED
ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT

THE SHIFT SUPERVISOR'S ACTIONS WERE BASED ON HIS
UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROCEDURES IN PLACE AT THE TIME

~ THE SUPPLY SYSTEM POSITION CONCERNING WHETHER THE
AUGUST 6, 1990 REPRESENTS A CONDITION OUTSIDE OF
TECHNICALSPECIFICATION ALLOWABLEOUTAGE TIMES IS
BASED ON WHETHER THE EVENT UNDER CONSIDERATION IS
WITHINTHE DESIGN BASIS

NOT WITHINORIGINALDESIGN BASIS
FURTHER REVIEW REQUIRED
GENERIC ISSUE

~ TOGETHER, THE THREE APPARENT VIOI.ATIONSDO NOT
WARRANTESCALATED ENFORCEMENT —RATHER, THEY
WARRANTDISCRETION
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SECTION

EMERGENCY PLAN IMP

EMERGENCY CLASSIFlCATlON

G PROCEDURES

CLASSIFYING THE EMERGENCY

This revision is a major rewrite and no revision lines have been used.

1.0 ~PURP SE

The purpose of this procedure is to provide the Shift Manager, Plant Emergency Director, and
plant operations personnel with the necessary information to guide them in properly
identifying and classifying an emergency situation.

This procedure should be referred to whenever conditions at or near the Plant are out of the
ordinary. Refer to PPM 13.1.1.A for the Technical Bases for this procedure.

2.0 RIWERENCES

2.1 WNP-2 Technical Specifications

2.2 WNP-2 Offsite Dose Calculation Manual

2.3 WNP-2 FSAR Section 1.5.2, SBO Coping Study

2.4 WNP-2 FSAR Section 8.3.2.1, Batteries

2.5 WNP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Location of Emergency Lighting
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2.6 PPM 4.12.1.1 Control Room Evacuation and Remote Cooldown

2.7 PPM 4.12.4.2 Flood

2.8 PPM 4. 12.4.3 Earthquake

2.9 PPM 4.12.4.8 Tornado/High Winds

2.10 PPM 4.12.4.10 Reactor Building 422 Area Flooding

2.11 PPM 5.0.10 EOP Flowchart Training Manual

2.12 PPM 5.1.2 RPV Control-ATWS

2.14 PPM 5.1.7 Primary Containment Flooding

2.15 PPM 9.3.22 Core Damage Evaluation

2.16 Calculation CE-02-93-16

2.17 Calculation 2.05.01 (Battery Size Calc)

2.18 NUMARC NESP-007, Rev. 2

2.19 NUMARC/NRC "Questions & Answers", June 1993

2.20 NUREG/CR-4982 "Severe Accident in Spent Fuel Pools in Support of
Generic Safety Issue 82"

2.21 NUTMEG 0737 "Clarification of TMIAction Plan Requirements"

2.22 10CFR20

2.23 10CFR50

2.24 EPA 400 "Manual of Protective Action Guidelines and
Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents"

2.25 FSAR, Chapter 13.3, Emergency Preparedness Plan, Section 6

2.26 NUiREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, Appendix 1

2.27 PPM 13.1.2, Plant Emergency Director Duties
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2.28 PPM 13.4.1, Notifications

2.29 WNP-2 Safeguards Contingency Plan

3.0 PROCEDURE

3.1 Plant Emer enc Director Res onsibilities

Maintain the sole responsibility for timely classification and declaration of any WNP-2
emergency situation. Utilize guidance specified in this procedure, and the
recommendations of the Operations Manager, Shift Manager, Control Room Supervisor,
Shift Technical Advisor, Radiological Protection Manager, and Recovery Manager.

Given the abnormal conditions at or near the Plant, utilize Attachment 4.1, Emergency
Classification Table for guidance in determining the proper emergency classification.

Refer to PPM 13.1.2 for actions and responsibilities necessary after the emergency has

been classified, and PPM 13.4.1, for responsibilities to notify offsite emergency
authorities.

3.2 Shift Mana er Re nsibilities

Function as the Plant Emergency Director until relieved by the Operations Manager,
Assistant Plant Manager, or Plant Manager.

Maintain primary responsibility for monitoring the status of plant parameters and other
initiating conditions upon which emergency classification depends.

Recommend an appropriate emergency classification to the Plant Emergency Director
for any observed WNP-2 emergency conditions. Utilize guidance specified in this
procedure, and the re'commendations of the Control Room Supervisor, Shift Technical
Advisor, and Reactor Operators.

3.3 Control Room Su ervisor Shift Technical Advisor Reactor rator R onsibilitie

Monitor the status of Plant parameters and other initiating conditions upon which the
emergency classification depends, and inform the Shift Manager ifany parameter
approaches or exceeds emergency action levels as specified in this procedure. Refer to
Attachment 4.1, Emergency Classification Table, for examples, and for the basis and
definition of each level of emergency classification.
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3.4 Technical Su ort Center SC Staff and Recove Manger Re onsibilities

Recommend an emergency classification to the Plant Emergency Director based upon
plant conditions and the guidance provided in this procedure.

3.5 Use of Plant Instruments and Indication

Plant instrumentation described in each EAL in Attachment 4.1 is the primary
instrumentation to be used. This does not preclude use of other instruments as alternate
indication, as appropriate, to properly classify the emergency.

An indication or report condition is considered to be valid when it is conclusively
verified by:

1) an instrument channel check; or
2) indications on related or redundant indicators; or
3) by direct observation by plant personnel, such that doubt related to the

indicator's operability, the condition's existence, or the report's truth is
removed.

Implicit in this definition is the need for timely assessment.

3.6 Emer enc Class Descri tion

The following is a description of the four classes of emergency.

NOTIFICATIONOF UNUSUALKV62lT: Unusual events are in process or have
occurred which indicate a potential degradation of the level of safety of the plant. No
releases of radioactive material requiring offsite response or monitoring are expected
unless further degradation of safety systems occurs.

ALERT: Events are in process or have occurred which involve an actual or potential
substantial degradation of the level of safety of the plant. Any releases are expected to
be limited to small fractions of the EPA Protective Action Guideline exposure levels.

SITE AREA 1MERGENCY: Events are in process or have occuncd which involve
actual or likely major failures of plant functions needed for protection of the public.
Any releases are not expected to result in exposure levels which exceed EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels except near the site boundary.

GEMERAL KM~AGENCY:Events are in process or have occurred which involve
actual or imminent substantial core degradation or melting with potential for loss of
containment integrity. Releases can be reasonably expected to exceed EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels offsite for more than the immediate site area.

4. A%I'ACHMENTS
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VOLUME NAME

EMERGENCY PLAN IMPLEMENTINGPROCEDURES

SECTION

EMERGENCY CLASSIFICATION

TITLE

CLASS~!ING THE EMERGENCY - TECHNICALBASES

1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this procedure is to provide Plant Emergency Response Organization personnel
tasked with classifying the emergency the technical bases for the Initiating
Conditions/Emergency Action Levels gC/EAL) listed in PPM 13.1.1, "Classifying The
Emergency".

It is not necessary to refer to this procedure to classify the emergency. The emergency
classification may be determined by utilizing the guidance contained within PPM 13.1 ~ 1.

Plant Emergency Organization personnel may refer to this procedure after-the-fact of
emergency classification to ensure the EAL was properly classified.

2.0 REFERENCES

2.1 WNP-2 Technical Specifications

2.2 WNP-2 Offsite Dose Calculation Manual

2.3 WNP-2 FSAR Section 1.5.2, SBO Coping Study

2.4 WNP-2 FSAR Section 8.3.2.1, Batteries

2.5 WNP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Location of Emergency Ligfiting
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2.6 PPM 4.12.1.1 Control Room Evacuation and Remote Cooldown

2.7 PPM 4.12.4.2 Flood

2.8 PPM 4.12.4.3 Earthquake

2.9 PPM 4.12.4.8 Tornado/High Winds

2.10 PPM 4.12.4.10 Reactor Building 422 Area Flooding

2.11 PPM 5.0.10 EOP Flowchart Training Manual

2.12 PPM 5.1.2 RPV Control-ATWS

2.14 PPM 5.1.7 Primary Containment Flooding

2.15 PPM 9.3.22 Core Damage Evaluation

2.16 Calculation CE-02-93-16

2.17 Calculation 2.05.01 (Battery Size Calc)

2.18 NUMARC NESP-007, Rev. 2

2.19 NUIVfARC/NRC "Questions 8c Answers", June 1993

2.20 NUREG/CR-4982 "Severe Accident in Spent Fuel Pools in Support of
Generic Safety Issue 82"

2.21 NUTMEG 0737 "Clarification of TMIAction Plan Requirements"

2.22 10CFR20

2.23 10CFR50

2.24 EPA 400 "Manual of Protective Action Guidelines and
Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents"

2.25 FSAR, Chapter 13.3, Emergency Preparedness Plan, Section 6

2.26 NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, Appendix 1

2.27 PPM 13.1.2, Plant Emergency Director Duties
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2.28 PPM 13.4.1, Notifications

2.29 WNP-2 Safeguards Contingency Plan

3.0 PROCEDURE

3.1 Plant Emer encv Re onse Personnel Re on ibilities

May refer to the Technical Bases in this procedure for emergency classification and
after-the-fact review of initiating conditions/emergency action levels.

3.2 Vse of Plant Instrument and Indications

Plant instrumentation described in each EAL in Attachment 4.1 is the primary
instrumentation to be used. This does not preclude use of other instruments as alternate
indication, as appropriate, to properly classify the emergency.

An indication or report condition is considered to be valid when it is conclusively
verified by:

1) an instrument channel check; or
2) indications on related or redundant indicators; or
3) by direct observation by plant personnel, such that doubt related to the

indicator's operability, the condition's existence, or the report's truth is
removed.

Implicit in this definition is the need for timely assessment.

3.3 Emer enc Class Descri tion

The following is a description of the four classes of emergency.

NOTIFICATIONOF UNVSVALKVfPF7: Vnusual events are in process or have
occurred which indicate a potential degradation of the level of safety of the plant. No
releases of radioactive material requiring offsite response or monitoring are expected
unless further degradation of safety systems occurs.

ALERT: Events are in process or have occurred which involve an actual or potential
substantial degradation of the level of safety of the plant. Any releases are expected to
be limited to small fractions of the EPA Protective Action Guideline exposure levels.

SITE AREA I<2EEKGENCY: Events are in process or have occurred which involve
actual or likely major failures of plant functions needed for protection of the public.
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Any releases are not expected to result in exposure levels which exceed EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels except near the site boundary.
GEIST'.RAL

EiVEERGENCY: Events are in process or have occurred which involve
actual or imminent substantial core degradation or melting with potential for loss of
containment integrity. Releases can be reasonably expected to exceed EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels offsite for more than the immediate site area.

4.0 ATTACHMENTS

4.1 Technical Bases
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A. FISSION PRODUCT BARRIER DEGRADATI N

UNUSUALEVENT:

AU1 Fuel Clad Degradation.

APPLICABILI'IY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

"SJAE CONDSR OVI'LETRAD HI-HI"alarm annunciated on P602.
AND

Verified greater than current alarm setpoint on Recorder OG-RIS-612 on Panel
P604.

AND
High offgas pretreatment air activity [determined by sample results] greater than
limits specified in Technical Specification 3.11.2.7.

OR

Laboratory analysis confirms Reactor Coolant System (RCS) sample activity greater
than or equal to limits specified in Tech. Spec. 3.4.5.

This Initiating Condition is considered to be a potential degradation in the level of safety of
the plant and a potential precursor of more serious problems.

The SJAE CONDSR OUTLET RAD HI HI monitor and alarm reflects the offgas effluent and,
therefore, may be one of the first indicators of degrading fuel conditions. The alarm setpoint,
listed on the Instrument Master Data Sheet, corresponds to 40% of the ODCM allowable
gaseous effluent limit thereby alerting the plant of the need to sample prior to exceeding
Technical Specifications. Confirmation via an air sample ensures that only valid Unusual
Events willbe declared.

Coolant activity in excess of allowable Technical Specifications also reflect a degraded or
degrading core condition and represent a decrease in plant safety.
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WNP-2 Technical SpeciJt carions

NUMARC iVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event SU4

Instrument Master Data Sheet(s) for instrument(s) listed in the EAL(s)

DEVIATION:

This EAL and Initiating Condition apply to modes 1 through 4, inclusive. Mode 5 is

not supported in the WNP-2 Technical Specification as the Steam Jet AirEjector is not
in operation in Mode 5.
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A. FISSI NPR DUCT BARRIER DEGRADATI N

UNUSUALEVENT:

AU2: RCS Leakage.

APPLICABILITY'perating

Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Valid unidentified leakage 10 gpm or upscale high indicated on recorder EDR-FRS-
623, Drywell Floor Drain Sump Fill Rate and Sump Level, on Panel P632.

OR

Valid identified leakage greater than or equal to 25 gpm indicated on iecorder EDR-
FRS-623, Drywell Equipment Drain Sump Fill Rate and Sump Level, on Panel
P632.

This Initiating Condition may be a precursor of more serious conditions and, as a result, is

considered to be a potential degradation in the level of safety of the plant. The value for
identified leakage is set at a higher value due to the lesser significance of identified leakage in
comparison to unidentified and pressure boundary leakage.

HAP-2 Technical Specijicarions

NVMARCiVESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event SUS

DEVIATION:

Unidentified Leakage on EDR-FRS-623 reads 0-10 gpm. Consequently the EAL is
changed to read "...10 gpm or upscale high...". Pressure boundary leakage cannot be
distinguished from Unidentified Leakage by Control Room indication.
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A. FISSION PR DUCTBARRIER DEGRADATI N

UNUSUALEVENT:

AU3: Loss OR Potential Loss of Containment.

APPLICABILH'Y:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION
LEVEL'oss

OR Potential Loss of the Primary Containment barrier as indicated by Fission
Product Barrier Degradation Table.

Refer to the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table in this procedure, for an explanation
of the indications used to satisf'y this Initiating Condition.

Events that indicate an imminent degradation of containment should result in a classification as
~

~

~

if the affected threshold(s) are already exceeded. Imminent in this context means mitigation
strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to Primary Containment.

Ifa "LOSS" condition is satisfied, the "POTENIIALLOSS" category can be considered
satisfied. This is also applicable to conditions where this is a "LOSS" indication with no
corresponding "POTENIIALLOSS" condition.

REF:
NUMARCNZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alen FUI
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A. FISSION PR DUCT BARRIER DEGRADATION

ALERT:

AA1: Loss OR Potential Loss of Fuel Clad.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Loss OR Potential Loss of the Fuel Clad as indicated by Fission Product Barrier
Degradation Table.

Refer to the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table in this procedure for an explanation of
the indications used to satisfy this Initiating Condition.

Events that indicate an imminent degradation of the Fuel Clad Barrier should result in a
classification as if the affected threshold(s) are already exceeded. Imminent in this context
means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to Fuel
Clad.

Ifa "LOSS" condition is satisfied, the "POTEN'lIALLOSS" category can be considered
satisfied. This is also applicable to conditions where this is a "LOSS" indication with no

corresponding "POT&ELLOSS" condition.

REF:
iVUMARCiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert FA1
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A. FISSI N PR DU T BARRIER DEGRADATION

ALERT:

AA2: Loss OR Potential Loss of RCS.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Loss OR Potential Loss of the RCS barrier as indicated by Fission Product Barrier
Degradation Table

Refer to the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table in this procedure for an explanation of
the indications used to satisfy this Initiating Condition.

Events that indicate an imminent degradation of the Reactor Coolant System Barrier should
result in a classification as if the affected threshold(s) are already exceeded. Imminent in this
context means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to
the Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary.

Ifa "LOSS" condition is satisfied, the "POTENTIALLOSS" category can be considered
satisfied. This is also applicable to conditions where this is a "LOSS" indication with no

corresponding "POTENTIALLOSS" condition.

REF:
iVUMARCiVESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert FAI
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A. FISSION PRODUCT BARRIER DEGRADATION

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

AS 1: Loss OR Potential Loss of ANYTWO Fission Product Barriers.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Loss OR Potential Loss of ANYTWO Fission Product Barriers as indicated by
Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table.

Refer to the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table in this procedure for an explanation of
the indications used to satisfy this Initiating Condition.

Events that indicate an imminent degradation of a Fission Product Barrier should result in a

classification as if the affected threshold(s) are already exceeded. Imminent in this context
means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to Fuel
Clad, Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary Containment.

Ifa "LOSS" condition is satisfied, the "PO'I'ENTIALLOSS" category can be considered
satisfied. This is also applicable to conditions where this is a "LOSS" indication with no

corresponding "POTENT'. LOSS" condition.

iVVl!4iRCiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert FSI

DEVIATION:

It is considered to be a challenge to plant functions necessary for the protection of the

public ifthe integrity of any two of the three fission product barriers has or has the

potential of being degraded. This approach is more conservative than the USNRC
Regulatory Guide 1.101 in that the containment barrier is not weighted less significantly
than the other two barriers. Thus a "Loss" or "Potential Loss" of any two barriers is a

Site Area Emergency. This approach also simplifies the Site Area Emergency
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classification from the fission product barrier matrix, allowing for more rapid
classification should the need arise.
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A. FISSION PR DUCT BPJGGER DEGRADATION

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

AS2: Loss of Water Level in the RPV That Has or WillUncover Fuel in the RPV.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

RPV level is less than -161 inches.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL address a loss of the Reactor Coolant System,
defined here as RPV water level below the top of the active fuel, and a potential loss of fuel
clad when the core becomes uncovered. IfRPV water level continues to decrease, this could
ultimately result in a release to the environment. An RPV level which approaches top of
active fuel or is anticipated to drop below top of active fuel is also reason to declare a Site
Area Emergency under this EAL.

Indications used to determine water level for this EAL are, but not limited to, the Fuel Zone
Indicator MS-LI-610 and/or recorder MS-LR-615.

Escalation of this event to a General Emergency would be via the increased radiation release
to the environment GG1 ~

HAP-2 Technical

Speci/cari

on

iVM4iRCNZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency SSS
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DEVIATlON:

1. Operating conditions have been expanded to include modes I, 2 and 3 in this EAL
because it is realized that modes 1 - 3 are also covered by the same RPV water level
condition in the Fission Product Barrier Degradation table as a loss of RCS and a
potential loss of fuel clad.

2. Uncovery of the fuel, irrespective of the event causing the uncovery, is justification
alone for declaring the SAE. Since other events could lead to fuel uncovery other than
a loss of decay heat removal capability, it is inappropriate to base the EAL on this one
event.

PROCBD URB NUMBER

13.1.1.A

RBVISION

Attachment 4.1

PAGB

14 of 100



A. FISSI N PRODUCT BARRIER DEGRADATI N

GENKbG. EMERGENCY:

AG1: Loss of ANYTwo Barriers AND a Potential Loss OR Loss of the Third Barrier.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Loss of any TWO fission product barriers as indicated by Fission Product Barrier
Degradation Table.

Loss OR Potential Loss of the third barrier as indicated by Fission Product Barrie.
Degradation Table.

Refer to the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table in this procedure for an explanation of
the indications used to satisfy this Initiating Condition.

Events that indicate an imminent degradation of a Fission Product Barrier should result in a
classification as if the affected threshold(s) are already exceeded. Imminent in this context
means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to Fuel
Clad, Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary Containment.

Ifa "LOSS" condition is satisfied, the "POTENTIALLOSS" category can be considered
satisfied. This is also applicable to conditions where this is a "LOSS" indication with no
corresponding "POTE%GAL LOSS" condition.

REF:
NMkXdRCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, General Emergency FGI
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A. FISSION PRODUCT BARRIER DEGRADATION

1.0 RPV LEVEL

a. Indicating Fuel Clad Barrier Potential Loss at -161" (Top of Active Fuel)
ensures that an emergency is declared before fuel perforation occurs. An
unintentional level decrease to below -161" is indicative of a large RCS break,
or a smaller break with loss of high pressure makeup.

b. Entry into PPM 5.1.7, Primary Containment Flooding, is indicative of a loss of
fuel clad barrier because:

1) RPV water level may not be able to be restored and maintained above
-161 inches, or

2) For ATWS conditions, RPV water level cannot be maintained above
-192", or

3) IfRPV water level cannot be determined, RPV flooding for ATWS or
non-ATWS conditions cannot be established or maintained.

Entry into PPM 5.1.7 is indicative of a potential loss of primary containment
because actions to flood the containment may jeopardize the pressure
suppression capability of the containment or result in the need to vent the RPV
or primary containment.

2.0 DRYWfH.L/CONTAINMENTRADIATIONMONITORS

A 40 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27A or a 50 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27B is used to
indicate a loss of the Reactor Coolant System barrier. This value assumes a 1% core
damage instantaneous release and dispersal of the reactor coolant noble gas and iodine
inventory associated with normal operating concentrations into the drywell atmosphere.

A 200 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27A or a 250 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27B is used
to indicate a release of reactor coolant, with elevated activity indicative of fuel damage,
into the drywell. This value assumes an instantaneous release and dispersal of the
reactor coolant noble gas and iodine inventory associated with a concentration of
300 pCi/gm dose equivalent of I-131 into the drywell atmosphere. Reactor coolant
concentrations of this level are indicative of approximately 5% clad failure. WNP-2 has

elected to provide an example dealing with the top end of the 2-5% range discussed in
NESP-007. This value assumes an instantaneous release and dispersal of the reactor
coolant noble gas and iodine inventory associated with normal operating concentrations
into the drywell atmosphere.

An 800 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27A or a 1,000 R/hr reading on CMS-RIS-27B is

used to indicate potential failure of the primary containment barrier. It is a value that
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indicates significant fuel damage well in excess of that associated with the loss of both
Fuel Clad and RCS barriers. A major release of radioactivity requiring offsite
protective actions is not possible unless a major failure of fuel cladding allows
radioactive material to be released from the core into the reactor coolant. Regardless of
whether containment is challenged, this amount of activity in containment, if released,

could have such severe consequences that it is prudent to treat this as a potential loss of
containment, such that a General Emergency declaration is warranted. This level of
activity is indicative of approximately 20% clad failure. This value assumes an

instantaneous release and dispersal of the reactor coolant noble gas and iodine inventory
associated with normal operating concentrations into the drywell atmosphere.

The radiation monitor readings in this section, calculated using the methodology in PPM
9.3.22, Core Damage Evaluation, assumes no initial decay and full reactor power.
When time is available, EAL's willbe based on actual percentage core damage
calculated in accordance with PPM 9.3.22.

3.0 DRYWELLPRESSURE

Changes in drywell pressure indication would not be expected for a Fuel Clad barrier
degradation if the Reactor Coolant System were still intact. Therefore, no drywell
pressure indications are provided for Fuel Clad barrier degradation.

The 1.68 psig drywell pressure for the Reactor Coolant System barrier loss is based on
the drywell pressure scram and isolation setpoint and indicates a Loss of Coolant
Accident (LOCA). A potential loss of the Reactor Coolant System barrier would not
result in an increasing drywell pressure and, therefore, no indicator is provided. The
qualifier of "indication of RCS leakage" is included as an indicator of RCS boundary
degradation and eliminates a drywell pressure increase due to a loss of drywell
ventilation.

Containment pressures that exceeds 34.7 psig, the maximum expected p~sure
following a LOCA, have the potential to result in a loss of the containment barrier.
Preparations to vent containment are required by PPM 5.2.1, "Primary Containment
Control" when Drywell pressure exceeds 39 psig and before the Wetwell pressure
reaches the Primary Containment Pressure Limit (PCPL). Hydrogen and Oxygen
concentrations at or above PPM 5.2.1, Table 19, Combustible Limits, in the drywell or
wetwell represent a potential for a deflagration with a subsequent containment failure.

Containment or drywell pressure responses not consistent with LOCA conditions
indicate a loss of the Primary Containment barrier. This may be noticed as a decrease

in drywell pressure when no operation action (e.g., starting drywell cooling fans) has

been taken. It would also include a failure of the drywell pressure to increase as

expected during a LOCA.
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Entry into the unsafe region of the Pressure Suppression Pressure curve (PPM 5.2.1,
Figure F, PSP) is included as a potential primary containment barrier loss. A rapid
depressurization of the RPV (e.g., occurrence of a large break LOCA or initiation of
ADS) at wetwell pressures in excess of the PSP may cause either:

~ Wetwell pressure responses indicative of a failure in the drywell-to-wetwell
boundary, or

~ Wetwell pressure increases to or beyond the Primary Containment Pressure
Limit (PPM 5.2.1, figure G, PCPL).

4.0 CONTAINMENTISOLATION VALVES

These indicators are intended to cover containment isolation failures allowing a direct
fiow path to the environment such as a failure of both MSIV's to close with open valves
downstream to the turbine or condenser. Only those penetrations required to isolate per
Technical Specifications should be considered. In addition, area radiation and area
temperature alarms indicating an unisolable primary system leakage outside containment
are included. Again, only those penetrations required to isolate per Technical
Specifications are included.

Venting, ifnecessary to prevent failure of primary containment, is included as a loss of
primary containment. This is specified in PPM 5.2.1 when containment hydrogen and
oxygen concentrations are in excess of or cannot be determined to be below combustible
limits or when wetwell pressure approaches PCPL. However, routine venting per PPM
2.3.1, as long as radioactivity release rates are maintained, is not considered a loss of
primary containment.

5.0 CO LANTACTIVITY

Fuel Clad barrier damage is indicated by a coolant activity of 300 pCi/gm dose
equivalent I-131. This amount of activity is well above that expected for iodine spikes
and corresponds to approximately 2-5% fuel clad failure in accordance with assessment
performed by the NU~C EAL task force. This amount of clad failure indicates
significant clad heating and, thus, the Fuel Clad barrier is considered lost.

6.0 RCS LEAK RATE

A leak from the Reactor Pressure Boundary that cannot be isolated indicates a RCS
failure. This condition is most readily displayed as an increase in area ambient or
differential temperature. The maximum measurable leak rate in the Control Room at
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Shif't Manager/PED judgment is included for all loss and potential loss categories. This
"indicator" should be used to allow the Shift Manager/PED to appropriately classify an

event when the indications needed to monitor fission barrier status are not available.

Shift Manager/PED judgment should also be used when the other indicators have not
been exceeded but the trends indicate that loss or potential loss is imminent. Imminent
in this context means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a

challenge to Fuel Clad, Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary Containment.

REF:
WNP-2 Technical Specificarions

BWR Owners'roup, Transmittal of Generic Procedures for Esrimarion of Core
Damage Using Post-Accident Sampling System, dated June 17, 1983

RTM-91, Response Technical Manual, Volume I, Rev. I

WNP-2 Emergency Operaring Procedures, PPM series 5.1.X and 5.2.X

WÃP-2 Emergency Operaring Procedure Flowchart Training Manual, PPM 5.0.10

NUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Recognition Category F

WNP-2 PPM 9.3.22, Core Damage Evaluarion

WNP-2 FSAR, Secrion 15.6, MSL Break

DEVIATION:

RPV Level - Reactor Coolant S stem Loss:

Two-thirds core height was not selected as a fission product barrier loss or potential loss
condition because it is possible for beyond-design-basis inventory threatening events to
occur in which fuel clad damage cannot be precluded even though RPV water level is
above 2/3 core height and below the top of active fuel.

2. RCS Leak Rate - Reactor Coolant S stem Lo

This condition has been moved to its own Alert initiating condition. This decision is

consistent with the level identified in the NUMARC basis. The NKvtARC basis

discusses the design basis accident for MSL break. WNP-2 MSL break analysis shows

that offsite dose expected at the exclusion area boundary is below the entry level of a
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Site Area Emergency which is 100 mrem TEDE and is consistent with the radiological
EAL's at the Alert level. This EAL was moved to the System Failure category per the
NUMARC NESP-007, Rev 2 "Questions and Answers" dated June, 1993.

3. D well/Containment Radiation Monitors

WNP-2 will use an instantaneous release at 1% core damage as the basis for the
drywell/containment radiation monitor reading indicative of a loss of RCS instead of
normal Technical Specification coolant activity pending evaluation of radiation monitor
response assuming normal activity levels instantaneously released into the drywell
atmosphere.
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B. LOSS F SHUTD WN/COOLDOWN FUNCTI NS

UNUSUAL EVENT:

BUl: Inability to Reach Required Shutdown Within Technical Specification Limits.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Exceeding the action statement shutdown requirement for a Technical Specification
Limiting Condition of Operation (LCO).

Limiting Conditions of Operation (LCO's) require the plant to be brought to a required
shutdown mode when the Technical Specification required configuration cannot be restored.
Depending on the circumstances, this may or may not be an emergency or precursor to a more
severe condition. In any case, the initiation of plant shutdown required by the Technical
Specifications requires a one hour report under 10 CFR 50.72 (b) Non-emergency events.
The plant is within its safety envelope when being shut down within the allowable action
statement time in the Technical Specifications. An immediate Notification of Unusual Event is

required when the plant is not brought to the required operating mode within the allowable
action statement time in the Technical Specifications. Declaration of an Unusual Event is
based on the time at which the LCO-specified action statement time period elapses under the
site Technical Specifications and is not related to how long a condition may have existed.
Other required Technical Specification shutdowns that involve precursors to more serious
events are addressed by other categories of Initiating Condition's.

WNP-2 Technical SpeciJt cations

iVVMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event SU2
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B. LOSS F SHUTD WN/C LDOWN FUNCTIONS

ALERT:

BA1: Inability to Maintain Plant in Cold Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Inability to maintain a reactor temperature of less than 200'F.

A reactor coolant temperature increase that approaches or exceeds the cold shutdown technical
specification limit warrants declaration of an Alert irrespective of the availability of technical
specification required functions to maintain cold shutdown. The concern of this Initiating
Condition is the loss of ability to maintain the plant in cold shutdown which is defined by
reactor coolant temperature and not the operability of equipment which supports removal of
heat from the reactor.

HAP-2 Technical

Speci+cari

on

lVUMrfRClVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert SA3

DEVIATION:

WNP-2 deleted the "loss of (site-specific) Technical Specification required functions to
maintain cold shutdown" as a condition in this EAL because the cold shutdown
condition is defined in Technical Specifications only by reactor temperature. Since it
may be possible to exceed the 200' temperature limit with or without functions used to
maintain cold shutdown, it is appropriate to make the Alert declaration when the

temperature limitalone cannot be maintained. This deviation is consistent with
NUMARC/NRC Questions and Answers concerning NESP-007, Rev. 2, dated June

1993.
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B. LOSS F SHUTD WN/CO LDOWN FUNCTIONS

SITE AREA BvlERGENCY:

BS1: Complete Loss of Functions Needed to Achieve and Maintain Hot Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION
LEVEL'PV

pressure and suppression pool temperature cannot be maintained below the Heat
Capacity Temperature Limit.

This EAL addresses complete loss of functions, including ultimate heat sink and reactivity
control, required for hot shutdown with the reactor at pressure and temperature. Under these
conditions, there is an actual major failure of a system intended for protection of the public.
Thus, declaration of a Site Area Emergency is warranted. Escalation to a General Emergency
would occur by Abnormal Rad Levels/Radiological Effluent, Fission Product Barrier
Degradation, or Emergency Director Judgement Initiating Conditions.

Functions required for hot shutdown consist of the ability to achieve reactor shutdown and to
discharge decay heat energy from the reactor to the ultimate heat sink. Appropriate
emergency declarations required by the inabiTity to achieve reactor shutdown are addressed by
EAL CA1, CS1 and CG1. Inability to remove decay heat energy is reflected in an increase in
suppression pool temperature. Elevated suppression pool temperature is addressed by the Heat
Capacity Temperature Limit (HCTL). The HCTL is a function of RPV pressure and
suppression pool temperature. IfRPV pressure and suppression pool temperature cannot be
maintained below the HCTL, the ultimate heat sink is threatened and declaration of a Site
Area Emergency is warranted.

WNP-2 Technical Speciftcarions

NUMARC 1VZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion C,evels,

Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency SS4

WHP-2 Emergency Operaring Procedure Flowchart Training Manual, PPM 5.0.10
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C. ANTICIPATEDTRANSIENT WITHOUTSCRAM

UNUSUAL
EVENT'Ul:

Failure of Reactor Protection System (RPS) Instrumentation to Complete or initiate
a Reactor Scram AND Manual Scram Was Successful.

APPLICABEZIY:

Operating Conditions 1 2

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

One or more Reactor Protection System setpoint(s) have been exceeded per Tech. Spec.
2.2.1.

AND

Automatic RPS actuation failed to scram the actor.
AND

The following operator actions WERE successful in shutting down the reactor:

~ placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, or
depressing the RPS Manual Scram pushbuttons, or

~ placing ARI switches to trip.

This condition indicates a failure of the automatic protection system to completely scram the
reactor; however, manual actions were sufficient to achieve shutdown under all conditions
without boron. This condition is consistent with the WNP-2 EOP's and is defined as: 1) all
control rods are determined to be full-in, except one control rod may be at any position; or
2) as determined by the STA or reactor engineer within the constraints of operational policy.
A manual scram is any set of actions by the reactor operator(s) which results in a scram.
These actions include placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, depressing the RPS

Manual Scram pushbuttons and/or placing ARI switches to trip.

REF:
1VUMARC iVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert SA2

WNP-2 Emergency Operating Procedure Flowchart Training Manual, PPM 5.0.10
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DEVIATION:

Ifa manual scram is successful in inserting all control rods, WNP-2 will declare an
Unusual Event in lieu of an Alert. This decision is based on the logic that there is no
action needed by the TSC or offsite agencies since the plant is now in a safe condition.
However, significant equipment failures had occurred which warrant notification of
offsite agencies. The potential for the consequences of exceeding fuel design limits is
covered by the criteria in the Fission Product Barrier Degradation Table.
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C. AKHCIPATEDTIMNSIENTWITH UT SCRAM

ALERT:

CA1: Failure of Reactor Protection System (RPS) Instrumentation to Complete or initiate
a Reactor Scram AND Manual Scram Was Successful in Reducing Power Below
5% BUT the reactor is not shutdown.

APPLICABILI'IY:

Operating Conditions 1 2

EMERGENCY ACTION
LEVEL'ne

or more Reactor Protection System setpoint(s) have been exceeded per Tech. Spec.
2.2.

AND
Automatic RPS actuation failed to scram the reactor.

AND
The following operator actions WERE successful in reducing reactor power to less than
5%:
~ placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, or
~ depressing the RPS Manual Scram pushbuttons, or
~ placing ARI switches to trip

AND
Existing control rod pattern alone cannot always assure reactor shutdown.

This condition indicates a failure of the automatic protection system to scram the reactor. It is
more than a potential degradation of a safety system in that a front line automatic protection
system did not function in response to a plant transient and an inadequate number of control
rods inserted. Thus, the plant safety has been compromised, and design limits of the fuel may
have been exceeded. An Alert is indicated because conditions exist that could lead to potential
loss of fuel clad or RCS integrity.

5% power corresponds to the APRM downscale trip setpoint. This setpoint is approximately
equal to decay heat generation rate shortly after shutdown. Below the APRM downscale
setpoint, plant response willbe similar to that observed during a normal shutdown.

A manual scram is any set of actions by the reactor operator(s) which results in a scram.
These actions include placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, depressing the RPS
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Manual Scram pushbuttons and/or placing ARI switches to trip. Injection of boron is not
considered in reducing reactor power below 5%.

Failure of the manual scram would escalate this event to Site Area Emergency CS1.

MAP-2 Emergency Operating Procedure Flowchart Training Manual, PPM 5.0.10

1VVMARCRESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert SA2

DEVIATION:

This EAL has added the criteria "Existing Control Rod Pattern alone cannot always
assure reactor shutdown" to differentiate it from IC/EAL CU1. The Alert is declared
when the reactor fails to shut down under all conditions although power is reduced to
less than 5%. By going to Alert, activation of the Emergency Response Organization is

assured.

PROCEDURE NUMBER

13.1.1.A

REVISION

Attachment 4.1

PAGE

29 of 100



0 '



C. ANTICIPATEDTRANSIENT WITHOUT SCRAM

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

CSl: Failure of RPS Instrumentation to Complete or Initiate an Automatic Reactor Scram

AND Manual Scram Was NOT Successful to reduce power below 5%.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

'ne or more Reactor Protection System setpoint(s) have been exceeded per Tech. Spec.
2.2.

Automatic RPS actuation failed to scram the reactor.

. The following operator actions WERE NOT successful in reducing reactor power to
less than 5%:

~ placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, or
~ depressing the RPS Manual Scram pushbuttons, or
~ placing ARI switches to trip.

This condition indicates a failure of both the automatic protection system and manual efforts at
Control Room Panel P603 to scram the reactor.

5% power corresponds to the APRM downscale trip setpoint. This setpoint is approximately
equal to decay heat generation rate shortly after shutdown. Below the APRM downscale

setpoint, plant response willbe similar to that observed during a normal shutdown.

A manual scram is any set of actions by the reactor operator(s) which results in a scram.
These actions include placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, depressing the RPS

Manual Scram pushbuttons and/or placing ARI switches to trip. Injection of boron is not
considered in reducing reactor power below 5%. A concurrent challenge to the ability to cool
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the core or a significant challenge to decay heat removal capability would escalate this event
to General Emergency CG1.

WiVP-2 Emergency Operaring Procedure RPV Control-ATH5, PPM 5.1.2

HAP-2 Technical Specijicanons

NUMARC1VESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Site General Emergency S$2

DEVIATION:

1. WNP-2 uses "less than 5% reactor power" as this power level is consistent with the
logic presently used in our EOP's and is readily indicated by installed nuclear
instrumentation. Severe actions such as lowering reactor water are not taken at power
levels less than 5%.

2. The NUhIARC documentation discusses the ability to remove the power being produced
by the reactor from containment. WNP-2 uses the Fission Product Barrier Degradation
Table to determine the threat to the three fission product barriers. This EAL addresses

only the system failure part of an ATWS. This viewpoint is based on the assumption
that if the ATWS was the only system failure to occur, the condenser would still be
available as a heat sink; therefore, no threat to containment is possible. Ifother failures
exist in addition to the ATWS, the Fission Product Barrier Degradation table is better
suited to evaluate the symptoms rather than the event.
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C. ANTICIPATEDTRANSIENT WITHOUTSCRAM

GENEIVQ. EMERGENCY:

CG1: Failure of the RPS to Complete an Automatic Scram AND Manual Scram Was
NOT Successful AND There is Indication of an Extreme Challenge to the Abilityto
Cool the Core.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

'ne or more Reactor Protection System setpoint(s) have been exceeded per Tech. Spec. 2.2.1
AND

Automatic RPS actuation failed to scram the reactor.
AND

The following operator actions WERE NOT successful in reducing reactor power to less than 5%:
~ placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, or
~ depressing the RPS Manual SCRAM pushbuttons, or
~ Placing ARI switches to trip.

AND

Suppression Pool temperature cannot be maintained less than the HCTL curve
OR

Entry into Primary Containment Flooding, PPM 5.1.'7, is required

This condition indicates a failure of both the automatic protection system and manual efforts at
Control Room Panel P-603 to scram the reactor concurrent with a challenge to the ability to
cool the core or a significant challenge to decay heat removal capability.

Entry to PPM 5.1.7, Primary Containment Flooding, is indicative of an extreme challenge to
core cooling because either:

1. RPV water level cannot be restored and maintained above -192 in., or

2. IfRPV water level cannot be determined, RPV flooding conditions cannot be established

or maintained.

Heat removal capability is extremely challenged ifthe wetwell temperature cannot be

maintained below the Heat Capacity Temperature Limitcurve.
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5% power corresponds to the APRM downscale trip setpoint. This setpoint is approximately
equal to decay heat generation rate shortly after shutdown. Below the APRM downscale
setpoint, plant response will be similar to that observed during a normal shutdown.

A manual scram is any set of actions by the reactor operator(s) which results in a scram.
These actions include placing the reactor mode switch in shutdown, depressing the RPS
Manual Scram pushbuttons and/or placing ARI switches to trip. Injection of boron is ~no

considered in reducing reactor power below 5%.

WNP-2 Emergency Operaring Procedure RPV Control-ATWS, PPM 5.1.2

VWP-2 Emergency Operanng Procedure Primary Containment Flooding, PPM 5.1.7

WNP-2 Technical

Specifications

iVUMARCiVZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Site General Emergency SG2

DEVIATION:

1. WNP-2 uses "less than 5% reactor power" as this power level is consistent with the
logic presently used in our EOP's and is readily indicated by installed nuclear
instrumentation. Severe actions such as lowering reactor water are not taken at power
levels less than 5%.

2. The NUMARC documentation discusses the ability to remove the power being produced
by the reactor from containment. WNP-2 uses the Fission Product Barrier Degradation
table to determine the threat to the three fission bamers. This EAL addresses the
system failure part of an ATWS. This viewpoint is based on the assumption that ifthe
ATWS was the only system failure to occur, the condenser would still be available as a
heat sink; therefore, no threat to containment is possible. Ifother failures exist in
addition to the ATWS, the Fission Product Barrier Degradation table is better suited to
evaluate the symptoms rather than the event.
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UNUSUAL EVENT:

DU1: Loss of All Offsite Power to Critical AC Busses for Greater Than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Power is unavailable to SM-7 and SM-8 from Offsite AC sources for greater than 15

minutes.

Even though power may still be available from offsite sources, there must be a functional
flowpath to the Critical busses. Prolonged loss of offsite AC power reduces the required
redundancy and potentially degrades the level of safety by rendering the plant more vulnerable
to a complete loss of AC power (Station Blackout).

Fifteen minutes was selected as a threshold to exclude transient or momentary power losses.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for the Division 3 Standby Diesel Generator because it only
supplies power to the High Pressure Core Spray (HPCS) pump and associated loads, but not
for any long-term decay heat removal systems and, in particular, Wetwell cooling mechanisms
that would be essential subsequent to a station blackout.

Failure of either the Division 1 or Division 2 Standby Diesel Generator would escalate this
event to Alert DA2.

REF'NP-2
Technical

Speci+cari

on

1VUMARCRESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event SU1
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DEVIATION:

The Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical AC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NUIVCARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification titles is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document (see NUMARC Initiating Condition: SU1, SA1, SAS, SS1, SG1,
SU7 Rnd SS3).
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D. AC POWER LOSS

ALERT:

DA1: Loss of All Offsite Power and Loss of All Onsite Power to Critical AC Busses for
Greater Than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Complete loss of all power to Bus SM-7 and to Bus SM-8 for greater than 15 minutes.

A loss of the minimum required offsite circuits and failure of the diesel generators to restore
power to the emergency busses results in a loss of AC power to all plant safety systems
requiring AC power including RHR, ECCS, containment cooling systems, spent fuel heat
removal systems, and Wetwell cooling systems. This significant reduction in decay heat
removal is a substantial reduction in the level of safety of the plant due to a potential for
temperature and pressure increases.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for the Division 3 Standby Diesel Generator because: 1) it is
not required for all situations during Operating Conditions 4 and 5; and 2) although it does

supply power to the HPCS pump which is a source of makeup water, it does not supply power
to any systems that could be used to remove energy from the reactor and Wetwell thereby
limiting the long-term decay heat removal effectiveness.

When the plant is in a cold shutdown or refueling condition, RPV temperature and pressure
are lower than they would be in other operating conditions. These lower pressures and
temperatures increase the margin of safety allowing more time before power must be restored
to an emergency bus than would be available during Operating Conditions 1, 2 or 3.

Fifteen minutes was selected as a conservative lower threshold that retains the anticipatory
nature of EAL's while excluding transient or momentary power losses.

Escalation of this event to a Site Area Emergency would be via the Increased Radiation
Release to the Environment (see Initiating Condition FS1) or Shift Manager/PED Judgment
(see Initiating Condition PS1).
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If this same set of conditions were to occur in Operating Conditions I, 2 or 3, they would be
classified a Site Area Emergency (see Initiating Condition DSI).

WNP-2 Technical Specificari ons

iVUMARCNESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert SAI

DEVIATION:

1. NUMARC Initiating Condition SAI requires you to check that offsite power distribution
and onsite power distribution are available. These conditions are combined into one
EAL. Ifthe Critical bus is deenergized, it means that both offsite and onsite power
sources were unable to connect to the divisional bus.

2. The title of the Initiating Condition has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical
AC busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed
in NUMARC while being more descriptive for the Shift ManagerlPED. Consistency
between event classification titles is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document (see NUMARC Initiating Condition: SUI, SAI, SA5, SSI, SGI,
SU7 and SS3).
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D. AC POWER LOSS

ALERT

DA2: Power Capability to Critical AC Busses Reduced to a Single Power Source for
Greater Than 15 Minutes Such That Any Additional Single Failure Would Result in
Station Blackout.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTfON LEVEL:

Complete loss of all power to Bus SM-7 for greater than 15 minutes.
AND

Bus SM-8 has only one of the following power sources:
~ SM-3
~ TR-B
~ DG-2

OR

Complete loss of all power to Bus SM-3 for greater than 15 minutes.
AND

Bus SM-7 has only one of the following power sources:
~ SM-1
~ TR-B
~ DG-1

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL provide an escalation from Initiating
Condition DU1, "Loss of All Offsite Power to Critical Busses for Greater than 15 Minutes".
The condition indicated by this EAL is the degradation of the offsite and onsite power systems
such that any additional single failure would result in a station blackout.

This EAL includes a loss of both offsite power sources with only one diesel generator
powering its respective emergency bus as well as a failure of both diesel generators such that
they would not be able to power their respective emergency busses with only one offsite
power source available.
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Credit is not taken in this Initiating Condition for bus SM-4 and the Division 3 Standby Diesel
Generator because they only supply power to the HPCS pump and associated loads but not to
any decay heat removal systems that would be essential subsequent to a station blackout.

Power to busses SM-7 and SM-8 may come from either its respective standby diesel generator
or from the Switch Yard through the Startup or Backup Transformers. Regardless of the
source of power, failure of the remaining power source would result, at least temporarily, in a

station blackout. The determining factor of whether or not to classify then becomes the
amount of time that power is not available.

Escalation for a Site Area Emergency for a station blackout would be via Initiating Condition
DS1.

WNP-2 Technical Specifications

1VUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert SAD

DEVIATION:

The Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical AC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NUMARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification titles is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document (see NUMARC Initiating Condition: SV1, SAl, SA5, SS1, SG1,
SU7 and SS3).
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SITE AREA
EMERGENCY'Sl:

Loss of All Offsite Power and Loss of All Onsite Power to Critical AC Busses for
Greater Than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Complete loss of all power to Bus SM-7 and to Bus SM-8 for greater than 15 minutes.

The condition indicated by this EAL is a station blackout and reflects a condition more serious
than that described in Alert DA2 in that both Division 1 and Division 2 Emergency Busses are
deenergized and have been without power for 15 minutes or longer. Station blackouts lasting
less than 15 minutes or electrical system faults resulting in only one emergency bus powered
from only one source are classified according to Alert DA2.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for Bus SM-4 and the Division 3 Standby Diesel Generator
because it only supplies power to the HPCS pump and associated loads but not to any decay
heat removal systems that would be essential subsequent to a station blackout.

Fifteen minutes was chosen as a conservative time to maintain the anticipatory nature of
EAL's while excluding transient or momentary power losses.

This event would be upgraded to a General Emergency per DG1 ifit appears that power
cannot be restored to Bus SM-7 or SM-8 within 4 hours or ifthe Shift Manager/PED
determines that a loss or potential loss of a fission product barrier is imminent in accordance
with the Fission Product Barrier Degradation table. Imminent in this context means mitigation
strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to Fuel Clad, Reactor
Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary Containment.

REF:
WNP-2 Technical Specifications

WNP-2 FSAR, Section I.5.2, SBO Coping Srudy
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iVUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency SSI

DEVIATION:

1. NUMARC Initiating Condition SA1 requires you to check that offsite power distribution
and onsite power distribution are available. These conditions are combined into one
EAL. Ifthe Critical bus is deenergized, it means that both offsite and onsite power
sources were unable to connect to the divisional bus.

2. The Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical AC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NUMARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document. (See NUMARC Initiating Conditions: SU1, SAl, SAS, SS1,
SG1, SU7 and SS3.)
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D. ~OLOS
GENERAL EMERGENCY:

DG1: Prolonged Loss of All Offsite Power and Prolonged Loss of All Onsite Power to
Critical AC Busses.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Complete loss of all power to Bus SM-7 and to Bus SM-8
AND

Power to either Bus SM-7 or SM-8 is not likely to be restored within 4 hours.

OR

RPV level is less than -161".

The condition indicated by this Initiating Condition and its associated EAL is a station
blackout lasting long enough to degrade or potentially degrade a fission product barrier.

Loss of all AC power compromises all plant safety systems requiring AC power including
RHR, ECCS, containment cooling systems, spent fuel heat removal systems and Wetwell
cooling systems. Prolonged loss of all AC power may lead to loss of integrity of the fuel
clad, reactor coolant system or containment.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for Bus SM-4 and the Division 3 Standby Diesel Generator
because it only supplies power to the HPCS pump and associated loads but not to any decay
heat removal systems that would be essential subsequent to a station blackout.

Under these conditions, fission product barrier monitoring capability may be degraded. It
may be difficult to predict when power can be restored. However, the Shift Manager/PED
must determine the need to declare a General Emergency based on two major considerations:
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l. Are there any present indications that core cooling is already degraded to the point that
loss or potential loss of a fission product barrier is imminent? Imminent in this context
means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in preventing a challenge to
Fuel Clad, Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary Containment.

2. If there are no present indications of such core cooling degradation, how likely is it that
power can be restored in time to assure that a loss of two barriers with a potential loss
of the third can be prevented?

I

The first question is answered by reviewing the parameters listed in Fission Product Barrier
Degradation Table. The second question must be answered by the Shift Manager/PED by
making a realistic assessment of the time required to complete any necessary repairs. This
EAL requires the Shift Manager/PED to classify the event as soon as his assessment indicates
that necessary repairs will take longer than 4 hours rather than waiting for the 4 hours to
expire.

REF'AP-2
Technical Specijicarions

iVUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, General Emergency SG1

WNP-2 FSAR, Section 1.5.2, SBO Coping Study

DEVIATION:

The Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical AC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NUhfIARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document. (See NUMARC ID: SU1, SA1, SAS, SS1, SG1, SU7 and SS3.)
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UNUSUALEVENT:

EU1: Degradation of All Critical DC Power for Greater Than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 4 5

'MERGENCYACTION LEVEL:

Degradation of Division 1 Critical DC voltage as indicated by Bus Voltage less than
110 VDC on 125 V Dist. Panel Sl-l voltmeter located on Bd. C for greater than 15 minutes.

Degradation of Division 2 Critical DC voltage as indicated by Bus Voltage less than
110 VDC on 125 V Dist. Panel S1-2 voltmeter located on Bd. C for greater than 15 minutes.

This Initiating Condition and its EAL recognize a loss of DC power compromising the ability
to monitor and control the removal of decay heat during cold shutdown or refueling. This
EAL is intended to be anticipatory in that the operating crew may not have the necessary
indication and control of equipment needed to respond to the loss. This is a less severe
condition than that described in Site Area Emergency CS2 because initial temperatures and
pressures are lower than they would be for Operating Conditions 1, 2 or 3 and, normally, less
decay would be present.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for the Division 3 DC bus because it only supplies control
power to loads associated with the HPCS pump and not to any decay heat removal systems.

The WNP-2 battery sizing calculations for the 125 VDC batteries, S1-1 and S1-2, reveal that a
worst case LOCA analysis would permit a 15 minute margin between 106.3 volts and 105.0
volts. However, a conservative value of one hundred ten (110) volts DC is used as a
minimum bus voltage. It is based on providing a 15 minute margin of operation before bus
voltage drops below 105 volts DC at which time bus loads cannot be guaranteed to function.
One hundred ten volts was also selected based on instrument accuracy of +2% full scale or
+3 volts and scale increments of 2 volts.

The same set of conditions as described in this EAL would be classified Site Area Emergency
ES2 if they occurred during Operating Conditions 1, 2 or 3.
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MfP-2 Techni cai Specijicarions

NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event SU7

Engineering Calculation 2.05.01 (Battery Sizing Calc)

WNP-2 FSAR Section 8.3.2.1, Batteries

CVI 51A-00,8 Exide Manual

DEVIATION'he

Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical DC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NVMARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document. (See NUMARC Initiating Conditions: SV1, SA1, SAS, SS1,
SGl, SV7 and SS3.)
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SITE AI~EMERGENCY:

ESl: Degradation of All Critical DC Power for Greater Than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

'EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Degradation of Division 1 Critical DC voltage as indicated by Bus Voltage less than
110 VDC on 125 V Dist. Panel Sl-l voltmeter located on Bd. C for grater than 15 minutes.

. Degradation of Division 2 Critical DC voltage as indicated by Bus Voltage less than

, 110 VDC on 125 V Dist. Panel S1-2 voltmeter located on Bd. C for greater than 15 minutes.

This Initiating Condition and its EAL recognize a loss of DC power compromising the ability
to monitor and control the removal of decay heat during power operations, startup and hot
shutdown conditions. It is intended to be anticipatory in that the operating crew may not have
the necessary indication and control of equipment needed to respond to the loss. This EAL
represents a more serious condition that than described in Unusual Event EU1 in that the
initial temperatures, pressures and available decay heat may be substantially higher than in
Unusual Event EU1 resulting in significantly less time available before failure of systems
needed to protect the public.

Loss of all DC power compromises the ability to monitor and control plant safety functions.
Prolonged loss of all DC power may result in core uncovery and loss of containment integrity
when there is significant decay heat and residual heat in the reactor coolant system.

Credit is not taken in this EAL for the Division 3 DC bus because it only supplies control
power to loads associated with the HPCS pump and not to any decay heat removal systems.

The WNP-2 battery sizing calculations for the 125 VDC batteries, Sl-1 and S1-2, reveal that a

worst case LOCA analysis would permit a 15 minute margin between 106.3 volts and 105.0
volts. However, a conservative value of one hundred ten (110) volts DC is used as a

minimum bus voltage. It is based on providing a 15 minute margin of operation before bus
voltage drops below 105 volts DC at which time bus loads cannot be guaranteed to function.
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One hundred ten volts was also selected based on instrument accuracy of +2% full scale or
+3 volts and scale increments of 2 volts.

HAP-2 Technical Specigcarions

NUMARC lVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency SS3

Engineering Calcularion 2.05.01 (Battery Sizing Calc)

WlVP-2 FSAR Secrion 8.3.2.1, Batteries

CVT SIA-00,8 Exide Manua1

DEVIATION:

The Initiating Condition title has been changed by adding the qualifier, "Critical DC
busses", and a time frame. This change meets the intent of the example EAL listed in
NUMARC while being more descriptive for the Shift Manager/PED. Consistency
between event classification is being sought to avoid the confusion created in the
NUMARC document. (See NUMARC Initiating Conditions: SU1, SA1, SAS, SS1,
SG1, SU7 and SS3.)
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F. INCREASED PLANT RADIATIONRELEASE

UNUSUALEVENT:

FUl'nexpected Increase in Plant Radiation Levels.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Any of the following Area Radiation Monitors exceeding 5,000 mr/hr:
ARM-RIS-4 ARM-RIS-5 ARM-RIS-6 ARM-RIS- 7
ARM-RIS-8 ARM-RIS-9 ARM-RIS-10 ARM-RIS-11

, ARM-RIS-12 ARM-RIS-13 ARM-RIS-23 ARM-RIS-24
ARM-RIS-32 ARM-RIS-33

These events tend to have long lead times relative to potential for radiological release outside
the site boundary thus, the impact to public health and safety is very low.

This Initiating Condition is not applicable for alarms resulting from the controlled movement
of radioactive materials in the plant or expected increases in radiation levels due to the
backwashing of demineralizer filters.

Unplanned increases in inplant radiation levels represent a degradation in the control of
radioactive material and represent a potential degradation in the level of safety of the plant.
This EAL escalates to an ALERT per FA2 if the radiation level increase impairs safe
operation of the plant.

WNP-2 Technical Speci/catt'ons

WNP-2 Instrument Master Data Sheets for referenced instruments

NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event AU2

DEVIATION:
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1. The 5,000 mr/hr for each ARM willbe used as the trigger for the EAL. This removes
the interpretation by the Shift Manager/PED of determining "normal levels" from a strip
chart recorder or periodic Health Physics surveys of the area. This reading of 5,000
mr/hr has the added benefit of being extremely close to the 1,000 times normal high
reading advocated by NUMARC while providing sufficient margin to the ALERT EAL
condition in Initiating Condition FA2.

2. Airborne concentration is not addressed. An increase in airborne concentration is not
addressed in the example EAL's or the basis for the Unusual Event or Alert in
discussions with NUMARC. The airborne example EAL was deleted in the body but
overlooked in the title.

3. NUMARC example: EAL 3 is applicable to plants with licenses for dry storage for
older irradiated spent fuel. Currently, WNP-2 does not have a license for the dry
storage of older irradiated spent fuel.

4. NM/lARC example: EAL 1 is considered by WNP-2 to be more closely related to a

system failure than to increased plant radiation release. Consequently EAL 1 is

addressed in Initiating Condition OU1, Miscellaneous Initiating Conditions/System
Malfunctions.
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F. INCREASED PLANT RADIATIONRELEASE

ALERT:

FA1: Major Damage to Irradiated Fuel OR Loss of Water Level That Has Resulted or Will
Result in the Uncovering of Irradiated Fuel Outside the RPV.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

A valid HIGH alarm on one or more of the following radiation or airborne monitors:
ARM-RIS-I Fuel Pool Area Radiation Monitor
ARM-RIS-2 Fuel Pool Area Radiation Monitor
ARM-RIS-3 New Fuel Area Radiation Monitor
ARM-RIS-3A New Fuel Area Radiation Monitor

Due to the decreased amount of decay heat present, there is time available to take corrective
actions and little potential for substantial fuel damage. In addition, NUTMEG/CR-4982,
"Severe Accident in Spent Fuel Pools in Support of Generic Safety Issue 82", July 1987,
indicates that even ifcorrective actions are not taken, no prompt fatalities are predicted, and
that risk of injury is low.

WNP-2 Technical Specificarions

iVUMARCNZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, AA2

NG7&GICR-4982, Severe Accident in Spent Fuel Pools in Support ofGeneric Safety,
Issue 82, July 1987

DEVIATION:

NARC example: EAL 2, 3 and 4 are considered by WNP-2 to be more closely
related to a system failure than to increased plant radiation release. Consequently EAL
2, 3 and 4 are addressed in Initiating Condition OA2, Miscellaneous Initiating
Conditions/System Malfunctions.
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F. INCREASED PLANT RADIATIONRELEASE

ALERT:

FA2: Release of Radioactive Material or Increases in Radiation Levels Within the Facility
That Impedes Operation of Systems Required to Maintain Safe Operations or to
Establish or Maintain Cold Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Valid Radiation monitor reading GREATER THAN 15 mrem/hr on the Control Room Area
Radiation Monitor, ARM-RIS-19.

OR

ARM-RIS-6
ARM-RIS-10
ARM-RIS-23

Any of the following Area Radiation Monitors, located in safe shutdown buildings,
exceeding 10,000 mr/hr:
ARM-RIS-4 ARM-RIS-5 ARM-RIS-7

'RM-RIS-8 ARM-RIS-9 ARM-RIS-11
ARM-RIS-12 ARM-RIS-13 ARM-RIS-24
ARM-RIS-32 ARM-RIS-33

These events tend to have long lead times relative to potential for radiological release outside
the site boundary thus, the impact to public health and safety is very low.

This Initiating Condition is not applicable for alarms resulting from the controlled movement
of radioactive materials in the plant or expected increases in radiation levels due to the
backwashing of demineralizer filters.

Unplanned increases in inplant radiation levels represent a degradation in the control of
radioactive material and represent a potential degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

Areas requiring continuous occupancy include the Control Room. The value of 15 mrem/hr is
derived from the Generic Design Criteria (GDC) 19 value of 5 rem in 30 days with
adjustment for expected occupancy times. Although Section III.D.3 or NUIREG 0737,
"Clarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements", provides that the 15 mrem/hr value can be

averaged over the 30 days, the value is used here without averaging, as a 30-day duration
implies an event potentially more significant than an Alert.
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For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings are considered to be the
following locations:

~ Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

~ Reactor Building

~ Standby Service Water Pump Houses

~ Diesel Generator Building

~ Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the Safety Analysis
Report.

This Initiating Condition addresses increased radiation levels that impede necessary access to
operating stations or other areas containing equipment that must be operated manually in order
to maintain safe operation or perform a safe shutdown. It is this impaired ability to operate
the plant that results in the actual or potential substantial degradation of the level of safety of
the plant. The cause and/or magnitude of the increase in radiation levels is not a concern of
this Initiating Condition.

This Initiating Condition is not meant to apply to increases in the containment radiation
monitors as these events are addressed in the fission product barrier Initiating Condition's, nor
is it intended to apply to anticipated temporary increases due to planned events (e.g., incore
detector movement, radwaste container movement, depleted resin transfers, etc.).

The Shift Manager/PED should determine the cause of the increase in radiation levels and
review other Initiating Condition's for applicability.

NUM'ARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actton Levels,
Rev. 2, AA3

MJREG 0737, ClartJi carion of TMIAction Plan Requirements

WP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Locarions ofEmergency Lighting
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DEVIATION:

1. The 10,000 mr/hr for each ARM willbe used as the trigger for the EAL. This removes
the interpretation by the Shift Manager/PED of determining "normal levels" from a strip
chart recorder or periodic Health Physics surveys of the area. The upscale high reading
of 10,000 mr/hr has the added benefit of being close to the 1,000 times normal high
reading advocated by NUMARC.

2. NUMARC lists the Central Alarm Station as being a location requiring continuous
occupation in NUMARC example EAL //1. It is not listed in the WNP-2 EAL s since
all functions can be assumed at the Secondary Alarm Station located in the Control
Room.

3. At WNP-2, safe shutdown buildings include: plant security areas (vital areas), buildings
containing safe shutdown equipment, and buildings containing safety related equipment.
The MBMRC document uses these three terms (areas) interchangeably. To reduce
confusion, WNP-2 will use the term "safe shutdown building" which willencompass the
three (3) areas listed.
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G. INCREASED RADIATIONRELEASE TO THE ENVIRONMENT

UNUSUAL EVENT:

GU1: Any Unplanned Release of Gaseous or Liquid Radioactivity to the Environment
That Exceeds Two Times the Radiological Specifications for 60 Minutes or Longer.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Valid HIGH alarm on any of the following monitors for greater than or equal to 60 minutes
at two times the ODCM limits:

PRM-RE-1B Reactor Building Exhaust
TEA-RIS-13 Turbine Building Exhaust
WEA-RIS-14 Radwaste Building Exhaust
OG-RE-601A,B Offgas Post-Treatment

OR

Rad Bd 24
Rad Bd 24
Rad Bd 24
P604

Sample analysis and offsite dose calculations indicate greater than TWO times
ODCM B6.2.2.1 limits for greater than 60 minutes

OR

; Valid HIGH alarm on any of the following monitors for greater than or equal to 60 minutes
at two times the ODCM limits:

Rad Bd 24

SW-RE-4 SW Loop A Process Rad Monitor
SW-RE-5 SW Loop B Process Rad Monitor
FDR-RE-6 Radwaste Effluent
TSW-RE-5 TSW Effluent

P604
P604
P604

Sample analysis and offsite dose calculations indicate greater than TWO times
ODCM B6.2.1.2 limits for greater than 60 minutes.
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The term "unplanned", as used in this context, includes any liquid release for which a
radioactive discharge permit was not prepared or a release that exceeds the conditions on the
applicable permit (e.g., minimum dilution flow, maximum discharge fiow, alarm setpoints,
etc.).

Unplanned releases in excess of TWO times Technical Specifications that continue for
60 minutes or longer represent an uncontrolled situation and, hence, a potential degradation in
the level of safety. The final integrated dose (which is very low in the Unusual Event
emergency class) is not the primary concern here; rather, it is the degradation in plant control
implied by the fact that the release was not isolated within 60 minutes.

It is ~nt intended that the release be averaged over 60 minutes. Further, the PED should not
wait until 60 minutes has elapsed, but should declare the event as soon as it is determined that
the release will exceed TWO times the Technical Specification for greater than 60 minutes. It
is expected that the offsite dose analysis willbe performed on the Emergency Dose Projection
System (EDPS) or the Backup EDPS.

Ifthe monitor reading(s) is sustained for longer than 60 minutes and the required assessments
cannot be completed within this period, then the declaration must be made based on the valid
readlilg.

Monitor indications and alarms are based on the methodology of the ODCM which
demonstrates compliance with 10 CFR 20 and 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, requirements. The
six year average meteorology is also used for basing alarm setpoints.

REF:
HAP-2 Technical Specificarions

WPP-2 Ogsite Dose Calculation Manual

NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event AUI

DEVIATION:

1. 1HBMRC example ¹3 not included because WNP-2 does ~nt have a perimeter
monitoring system.

2. NUMARC example ¹4 not included because WNP-2 does not provide automatic real
time dose assessment capability.

3. EAL's are based on 500 mrem/yr as specified in 10 CFR 20 and ODCM.
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G. INCREASED RADIATI N RELEASE TO THE ENVIRONMENT

ALERT:

GAl: Any Unplanned Release of Gaseous or Liquid Radioactivity to the Environment
That Exceeds 200 Times the Radiological Specifications for 15 Minutes or Longer.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Valid HIGH alarm on any of the following monitors for greater than or equal to 15 minutes
at 200 times ODCM limits:

PRM-RE-1B Reactor Building Exhaust
TEA-RIS-13 Turbine Building Exhaust
WEA-RIS-14 Radwaste Building Exhaust
OG-RE-601A,B Offgas Post-Treatment

OR

Rad Bd 24
Rad Bd 24.

Rad Bd 24
P604

Sample analysis and offsite dose calculations indicate greater than 200 times ODCM
limits for greater than 15 minutes.

'alid HIGH alarm on any of the following monitors for greater than or equal to 15 minutes
at 200 times ODCM limits:

'W-RE-4 SW Loop A Process Rad Monitor
SW-RE-5 SW Loop B Process Rad Monitor
FDR-RE-6 Radwaste Effluent

'SW-RE-5 TSW Effluent
OR

P604
P604
P604
Rad Bd 24

Sample analysis and offsite dose calculations indicate greater than 200 times ODCM
limits for greater than 15 minutes.
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Monitor indications are calculated on the basis of the ODCM, which demonstrates compliance
with 10 CFR 20 and 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, adjusted upwards by a factor of 200. The
six year average meteorology was used.

The required release duration has been reduced to 15 minutes in recognition of the decreased

plant safety, and to provide prompt classification. It is expected that the offsite dose analysis
will be performed on the Emergency Dose Projection System (EDPS) or the Backup EDPS.

Ifthe monitor reading(s) is sustained for longer than 15 minutes and the required assessments

cannot be completed within this period, then the declaration must be made based on the valid
readtng.

REF:
iVUMARCiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert AA1

MfP-2 Ogsite Dose Calculation Manual

WNP-2 Technical Specijicari ons

DEVIATION:

1. NKvfARC example ¹3 was deleted since WNP-2 does not have telemetered perimeter
monitors.

2. NUMARC example ¹4 not included because WNP-2 does not provide automatic real
time dose assessment capability.

3. ODCM has a 2 hour default as opposed to the 1 hour default advocated by NUMARC
NESP-007.
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G. INCREASED RADIATI N RELEASE TO THE ENVIRONMENT

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

GS1: Boundary Dose Resulting From an Actual or Imminent Release of Gaseous Radioactivity
that Exceeds 100 mrem TEDE OR 500 mrem Thyroid CDE for the Actual OR Projected
Duration of the Release.

APPLICABILITY'perating

Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

133,000 CPS with SGT off
OFF-SCALE HIGH with SGT on
202 CPS with SGT off
323 CPS with SGT on
42,000 CPM
160,000 CPM

AND
Is verified by Offsite Dose Calculation to indicate greater than 100 mrem TEDE or 500

'rem thyroid CDE for the actual or projected duration of the release.

OR

Reading on one or more of the following monitors that exceeds or is expected to exceed the
value shown:
~ PRM-RE-1B
~ PRM-RE-1B
e PRM-RE-1C
~ PRM-RE-1C
~ TEA-RIS-13
~ WEA-RIS-14

Dose assessment capability indicates dose consequences greater than 100 mrem TEDE or 500
mrem thyroid CDE.

OR

Field survey results indicate Protected Area Boundary dose rates exceeding 100 mrem/hr and
are expected to continue for more than one hour.

OR

Analyses of field survey samples indicate thyroid CDE of 500 mrem for one hour of
inhalation.

Effluent readings shall only be used for the classification of fast breaking events until actual
dose projections can be made. Dose assessment, since it uses current plant values, willbe
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more accurate and should be used. The readings in the table above assume 'worst
case'eteorologicalconditions and are, therefore, likely to overclassify the release.

The 100 mrem integrated dose in this Initiating Condition is based on the proposed 10 CFR 20
annual average population exposure. This value also provides a desirable yadient (one order
of magnitude) between the Alert, Site Area Emergency and General Emergency classes. It is

calculated that exposures less than this time limitare not consistent with the Site Area
Emergency class description. The 500 mrem integrated thyroid CDE dose was established in
consideration of the 1:5 ratio of the EPA Protection Action Guidelines for TEDE and Child
Thyroid Committed Dose Equivalent.

In establishing the emergency action levels, a release duration of one hour is assumed. Ifthe

monitor reading(s) is sustained for longer than 15 minutes and the required assessments cannot
be completed within this period, then the declaration must be made based on the valid reading.

REI':
NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency AS1

10 CFR 20

WNP-2 Offsite Dose Calcularion Manual

Environmental Protecrion Agency 400, Manual ofProtecrive Action Guides and
Protecrive Acrions for Nuclear Incidents, October 15, 1991

DEVIATION:

1. NUMARC example b2 was deleted since WNP-2 does not have a perimeter monitoring
system.

2. ODCM has a 2 hour default as opposed to the 1 hour default advocated by NUMARC
NESP-007.
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G. INCREASED RADIATI N RELEASE T THE ENVIRONMENT

GENEIbG. EMERGENCY:

GG1: Boundary Dose Resulting From an Actual or Imminent Release of Gaseous

Radioactivity that Exceeds 1000 mR Total Effective Dose Equivalent OR 5000

mrem Child Thyroid Committed Dose Equivalent for the Actual OR Projected

Duration of the Release Using Actual Meteorology.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EhQ&GENCY ACTION LEVEL:

A reading on one or more of the following monitors that exceeds or is expected to exceed the

value shown:
~ PRM-RE-1B OFF-SCALE HIGH
~ PRM-RE-1C 250 cps with SGT off
~ PRM-RE-1C 2650 cps with SGT on
~ TEA-RIS-13A 2.7 Panel Meter Units (PMU)
~ WEA-RIS-14A 6 Panel Meter Units (PMU)

AND
Is verified by Offsite Dose Calculation to indicate greater than 1000 mrem TEDE or 5000

mrem thyroid CDE for the actual or projected duration of the release.

OR

Dose assessment capability indicates dose consequences greater than 1000 mrem TEDE or
5000 mrem thyroid CDE.

OR

Field survey results indicate Protected Area Boundary dose rates exceeding 1000 mrem/hr
'nd are expected to continue for more than one hour.

OR

Analyses of field survey samples indicate thyroid CDE of 5000 mrem for one hour of
inhalation.

Effluent readings shall only be used for the classification of fast breaking events until actual

dose projections can be made. Dose assessment, since it uses current plant values, will be
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more accurate and should be used. The readings in the table above assume 'worst
case'eteorologicalconditions and are, therefore, likely to overclassify the release.

In establishing the emergency action levels, a release duration of one hour is assumed. Ifthe
monitor reading(s) is sustained for longer than 15 minutes and the required assessments cannot
be completed within this period, then the declaration must be made based on the valid reading.

The 1000 mrem Total Effective Dose Equivalent or 5000 mrem thyroid Committed Dose
Equivalent integrated dose are based on the EPA protective action guidance which indicates
that public protective actions are indicated ifthe dose exceeds 1 rem Total Effective Dose
Equivalent or 5 rem thyroid Committed Dose Equivalent. This logic is consistent with the
emergency class description for a General Emergency and constitutes the upper level of the
desirable gradient for the Site Area Emergency.

Actual meteorology is specifically identified in the Initiating Condition since it gives the most
accurate dose assessment.

REF'UMARC
NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,

Rev. 2, General Emergency AGI

IO CFR 20

WNP-2 Offsite Dose Calculation Manual

Environmental Protecrion Agency 400, Manual ofProtecnve Acrion Guides and
Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents, October IS, 199I

DEVIATION:

1. NU~C example P2 was deleted since WNP-2 does not have a perimeter monitoring
system.

2. ODCM has a 2 hour default as opposed to the 1 hour default advocated by NUMARC
NESP-007.
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H. FIRE/EXPLOSION

UNUSUALEVENT:

Fire Within the Protected Area Boundary Not Extinguished Within 15 Minutes of
Verification OR an Explosion Within Protected Area Boundary.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

- Fire within or adjacent to any Safe Shutdown Building which is not extinguished within
15 minutes of verification of alarm.

Fire within or adjacent to any Safe Shutdown Building which is not extinguished within
15 minutes of Control Room notification by plant personnel.

OR

Report by plant personnel confirming the occurrence of an explosion within the Protected
Area Boundary.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL address fires that are of sufficient magnitude
that they may be potentially significant precursors to damage to safety systems. This excludes
items such as fires within administrative buildings or other structures not ~conti ous with a

safe shutdown building, and other fires of no safety consequence or threat to a safe shutdown
building.

Verification in this context means those actions taken in the Secondary Alarm Station (SAS) to
determine that the alarm is not spurious. Verification includes the receipt of
multiple/independent alarms or confirmation of a single detector by a first responder.

Ifan inspection of the area is completed within 15 minutes with no evidence of a fire
(spurious alarm), no declaration need be made.

No attempt is made to assess the magnitude of the damage. The occurrence of the explosion
with reports of damage (deformation/scorching) is sufficient for declaration.
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Any security aspects of this event should be considered under Event Category N, "Security
Events". Ifstructural or equipment damage occurs within areas housing safe shutdown
equipment and functions, the event may be escalated to Alert, HA1.

For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings are considered to be the

following locations:

~ Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

~ Reactor Building

~ Standby Service Water Pump Houses

~ Diesel Generator Building

~ Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the Safety Analysis
Report.

Title 10 of the Code ofFederal Regularions, Pan 50, Domesric Licensing of Producrion
and Utilizarion Faciliries, Appendix R, Fire Protecrion Program for Nuclear Power
Faci Iiries

NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HU2

WNP-2 FSAR TABLE9.5-8, Locations ofEmergency Lighring.

DEVIATION:

Explosion within the protected area was moved from General Haz trds (NUMARC HU1)
to the Fire EAL to provide consistency with the Alert Level Fire EAL (NUMARC
HA2) and to avoid Shift Manager/PED confusion.
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H. P~P/ OH N

ALERT:

HA1: Fire OR Explosion Affecting the Operability of Plant Safety Systems Required to
Establish or Maintain Safe Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Confirmed fire or explosion in a safe shutdown building.

Affected safe shutdown system parameters indicate degraded performance.

Report by plant personnel of visible damage to the safe shutdown building or
equipment contained within the safe shutdown building.

As used here, an explosion is a rapid, violent, unconfined combustion or catastrophic failure
of pressurized equipment, that potentially imparts significant energy to near-by structures and
materials. The inclusion of a "report of visible damage" should not be interpreted as

mandating a lengthy damage assessment prior to classification. No attempt is made in this
EAL to assess the actual magnitude of the damage. The occurrence of the explosion with
reports of evidence of damage (e.g., deformation, scorching) is sufficient for declaration.

It is important to note that this EAL addresses a fire and not the degradation in performance
of affected systems. The reference to ~damn e of systems is used to identify the magnitude of
the fire and to discriminate against minor fires. The reference to Safe Shutdown Buildings is

included to discriminate against fires in areas having a low probability of affecting safe

operation. The significance here is not that a safety system was degraded but the fact that the
-fire was large enough to cause damage to these systems.
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For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings are considered to be the
following locations:

~ Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

~ Reactor Building

~ Standby Service Water Pump Houses

~ Diesel Generator Building

~ Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the Safety Analysis
Report.

REF:
Title IO of the Code ofFederal Regularions, Pan 50, Domesric Licensing ofProducrion
and Urilization Faciliries, Appendix R, Fire Protection Program for Nuclear Power
Facilities

NUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels, Rev.
2, Alert Fhi2

WNP-2 FSAR TABLE 9.5-8, Locarions ofEmergency Lighring
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I. CONTROL R M EVACUATI N

ALERT:

IA1: Control Room Evacuation Has Been Initiated.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL;

Entry into PPM 4.12.1.1, "Control Room Evacuation and Remote Cooldown".

The Alert condition addresses events which involve a substantial degradation of the level of
safety of the plant. Frequently, a distinguishing characteristic of a "substantial degradation" is
the need for increased monitoring of or assistance in monitoring plant functions. With the
Control Room evacuated, additional support, monitoring and direction through the Technical
Support Center and/or Operations Support Center is necessary. Therefore, an Alert should be
declared when the Control Room must be evacuated.

An inability to establish plant control from outside the Control Room willescalate this event
to a Site Area Emergency.

WNP-2 Control Room Evacuarion and Remote Cooldown, PPM 4.12.1.1

NUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development of Emergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert HAS
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I. C NTR L R M EVACUATION

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

IS1: Control Room Evacuation Has Been Initiated, but Plant Control CANNOT be
Established.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Control room evacuation has been initiated PPM 4.12.1.1., "Control Room Evacuation and
Remote Cooldown".

Control of plant equipment needed to maintain adequate core cooling cannot be established at
either the Division 1 or Division 2 Remote Shutdown Panels in accordance with PPM
4.12.1.1 within 15 minutes of the SRO in charge of the Control Room physically leaving the
Control Room.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL address a condition where evacuation of the
Control Room is necessary but expeditious transfer of safety systems has not occurred.
Fission product barrier damage may not yet be indicated. A 15 minute transfer time was
chosen for control to be reestablished to ensure that core uncovery with subsequent core
damage does not occur and is consistent with NUMARC methodology.

Escalation of this event, ifappropriate, would be by Fission Product Bamer Degradation,
Abnormal Rad Levels/Radiological Effluent, or Shift Manager/PED Judgment Initiating
Conditions.

1VUMARCllVZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels, Rev.

2, Site Area Emergency HS2

NAP-2 Control Room Evacuatt'on and Remote Cooldown, PPM 4.12.l.l
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J. LOSS F CIAT RS/INDICATIONS

UNUSUALEVENT:

JU1: Unplanned Loss of Most or AllSafety System Annunciators or Indication in the Control
Room for Greater than 15 Minutes.

APPLICABILYIY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Unplanned Loss of most or all annunciators/indications on P601, P602, P603, and Bd C
associated with safety related equipment for greater than 15 minutes.

Compensatory nonalarming indications ARE available.

In the opinion of the Shift Manager/PED, the loss of the indications or annunciators requires
increased surveillance to safely operate the plant.

The loss of the indications or annunciators was not planned.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL recognize the difficultyassociated with
monitoring plant conditions without the use of a major portion of the annunciation or
indication equipment.

Quantification of "most" is left to the Shift Manager/PED. It is not intended that plant
personnel perform a detailed count of the instrumentation lost but rather make a judgment call
with approximately 75% being the threshold. It is estimated that ifapproximately 75% of the
annunciators or indicators are lost, there is an increased risk that a degraded plant condition
could go undetected.
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Control Room panels with annunciators and indicators for safety related equipment required
for offnormal or emergency plan response include:

~ P601
~ P602
~ P603
~ Electrical Distribution on Bd C

Indications are available at other locations including Control Room backpanels, using them to

safely operate the plant would require increased surveillance.

Plant design provides redundant safety system indication powered from separate

uninterruptible power supplies. While failure of a large portion of annunciators is more likely
than a failure of a large portion of indications, the concern is included in this EAL due to
difficultyassociated with assessment of plant conditions. The loss of specific, or several,

safety system indicators should remain a function of that specific system or component

operability status. This willbe addressed by the specific Technical Specification. The
initiation of a Technical Specification-imposed plant shutdown related to the instrument loss

willbe reported via 10 CFR 50.72. If the shutdown is not in compliance with the Technical
Specification Action Statement, the Unusual Event is based on AU1, "Inability to Reach

Required Shutdown Within Technical Specification Limits".

Compensatory nonalarming indications include the Process Computers and the Graphic
Display System (GDS). It may include other permanently or temporarily installed monitoring
systems if they allow the plant operators to compensate for the failed indications.

Fifteen minutes was selected as a threshold to exclude transitory or momentary power losses.

No Initiating Condition is indicated during cold shutdown and refueling due to the limited
number of safety systems required for operation.

This event should be escalated to Alert CA3 ifa transient is in progress or the compensatory
indications become unavailable.

iVVMARCIiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels, Rev.

2, Unusual Event SU3

WNP-2 Technical Speci

jicari�on
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J. LOSS F ANNIJNCIAT RS/INDICATIONS

ALERT:

JA1: Unplanned Loss of Most or All Safety System Annunciators or Indications in the
Control Room with EITHER: 1) a Significant Transient in Progress; OR
2) Compensatory Nonalarming Indicators are Unavailable.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMK<GENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Unplanned loss of most or all annunciators/indications on P601, P602, P603, and Bd C
associated with safety related equipment for greater than 15 minutes.

In the opinion of the Shift Manager/PED, the loss of the indications or annunciators requires
increased surveillance to safely operate the plant.

AND

Loss of the indications or annunciation was not planned

A significant unplanned plant transient is in progress.
OR

Compensatory nonalarming indications are NOT available.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL recognize the difficultyassociated with
monitoring plant conditions without the use of a major portion of the annunciation or
indication equipment. It represents an increase in severity above that described in Unusual
Event CU4 in that either compensatory indications are not available or a significant transient is
in progress.
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Quantification of "most" is left to the Shift Manager/PED. It is not intended that plant
personnel perform a detailed count of the instrumentation lost but, rather, make a judgment
call with approximately 75% being the threshold. It is estimated that ifapproximately 75% of
the annunciators or indicators are lost, there is an increased risk that a degraded plant
condition could go undetected.

Control Room panels with annunciators and indicators for safety related equipment for
offnormal or emergency plan response include:

P601
P602
P603
Electrical Distribution on Bd C

Indications are available at other locations including Control Room backpanels. However,
using them to safely operate the plant would require increased surveillance.

Plant design provides redundant safety system indication powered from separate
uninterruptable power supplies. While failure of a large portion of annunciators is more likely
than a failure of a large portion of indications, the concern is included in this EAL due to
difficultyassociated with assessment of plant conditions. The loss of specific, or several,
safety system indicators should remain a function of that specific system or component
operability status. This willbe addressed by the specific Technical Specification. The
initiation of a Technical Specification-imposed plant shutdown related to the instrument loss
willbe reported via 10 CFR 50.72. Ifthe shutdown is not in compliance with the Technical
Specification action statement, the Unusual Event is based on AUI, "Inability to Reach
Required Shutdown Within Technical Specification Limits".

The Control Room readouts from radiation monitoring systems are included to ensure that
potential releases or degraded core conditions can be monitored. Both the meter and chart
recorder (ifappropriate) would be unavailable if the readout modules are out of service such
that the process cannot be monitored.

Compensatory nonalarming indications include the Process Computer Systems. It may include
other permanently or temporarily installed monitoring systems ifthey allow the plant operators
to compensate for the failed indications.

Fifteen minutes was selected as a threshold to exclude transient or momentary power losses.

A "significant transient" includes response to automatic or manually initiated functions such as

scrams, runbacks involving greater than 25% thermal power change, ECCS injection, or
thermal power oscillations of 10% or greater.
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No Initiating Condition is indicated during cold shutdown or refueling due to the limited
number of safety systems required for operation.

This event should be escalated to Site Area Emergency CS3 ifthe operating crew cannot
monitor a transient in progress.

NUMARC/1VESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels, Rev.

2, Alert SA4

WNP-2 Technical Specificarions
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J. L SS F ANNUNCIATORS/INDICATI NS

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

JS 1: Inability to Monitor a Significant Transient in Progress.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Loss of all Control Room annunciators/indications needed to monitor ANYof the
following plant critical safety parameters:

RPV levelReactor power
RPV pressure
Wetwell pressure
Drywell temperature
Wetwell level

OR
Loss of most or all AREA Radiation Monitoring System Main Control Room
indication for greater than 15 minutes.

AND
Compensatory nonalarming indications are NOT available.

AND
A significant transient is in progress.

Drywell pressure
Wetwell/Drywell H,/0, Concentrations
Wetwell temperature

OR
Loss of most or all PROCESS Radiation Monitoring System Main Control Room
indication for meater than 15 minutes.

OR
Loss of most or all ACCIDENT Radiation Monitoring System Main Control Room
indication for greater than 15 minutes.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL.recognize the inability of the Control Room
staff to monitor plant response to a transient. A Site Area Emergency is considered to exist if
the Control Room staff cannot monitor the critical safety functions needed for protection of
the public.
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Critical safety functions are those plant parameters and functions that allow the plant operators

to verify they have a eoolable core geometry, that core cooling is maintained, and that
containment is intact. The WNP-2 Safety Analysis Report states that the safety functions
include:

1. The accommodation of abnormal operational transients and postulated design basis

accidents;

2. The maintenance of containment integrity;

3. The assurance of Emergency Core Cooling; and

4. The continuance of reactor coolant pressure boundary integrity.

The Control Room readouts from radiation monitoring systems are included to ensure that
potential releases or degraded core conditions can be monitored. Both the meter and chart
recorder (ifappropriate) would be unavailable ifthe readout modules are out of service such

that the process cannot be monitored.

Compensatory nonalarming indications include the Process Computer Systems. It may include
other permanently or temporarily installed monitoring systems ifthey allow the plant operators
to compensate for the failed indications.

A "significant transient" includes response to automatic or manually initiated functions such as

scrams, runbacks involving greater than 25% thermal power change, ECCs injection, or
thermal power osciUations of 10% or greater.

1VVMARCINESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels, Rev.

2, Site Area Emergency SS6

HAP-2 Technical

Speci/cari

on

DEVIATIO¹

NARC EAL Statement, "Loss of (site-specific) annunciators associated with safety
systems", is not included in the WNP-2 EAL's because this Initiating Condition focuses

not on safety "systems" but, rather, on safety "functions". The status of the safety
functions is independent of any safety system annunciation. It is affected by safety

system operation but the result of that operation is monitored in the safety function
parameters and not necessarily in the safety system annunciation.

PROCEDURE NUMBER

13.1.1.A

REVISlON

Attachment 4.1

PAGE

74 of 100



0

11



K. LOSS OF COMMUNICATIONS

UNUSUALEVENT:

KU1: Significant Loss of Onsite OR Offsite Communications Capabilities.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions 1 2 3 4 5

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

Unplanned Loss of ALLOnsite Communications Capability as Indicated by:
Loss of Plant Public Address (PA) System

Loss of Plant Telephone System
AND

'oss of Plant Radio System Operations and Security Channels

OR

UNPLANNED LOSS OF ALLOFFSITE COMMUNICATIONSCAPABILITYAS
INDICATED

BY'oss

of the State/County Notification (CRASH) System.
AND

, Loss of Direct offsite caning capability from the Control Room via private telephone and fax
, lines.

AND
Long distance calling capability on the Plant ("2000") Switch.

AND
'ong distance calling capability on the Plant Support Facility/Plant Engineering Center
("8000") Switch.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL's recognize a loss of communications
capability that significantly degrades the plant operations staff's ability to perform tasks

necessary for plant operations or the ability to communicate with offsite authorities. The loss

of offsite communications capability is more comprehensive than that addressed by
10 CFR 50.72.

REF:
1VVMARCiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusua1 Event SU6
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L. NATURAL/DESTRUCTIVEPHEN MENA

UNUSUALEVENT:

LU1: Natural and Destructive Phenomena Affecting the Protected Area Boundary.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:
EAL ¹1

1 2 3 4 5

Minimum Seismic Earthquake Exceeded
AND

'ontrol Room receives report from plant personnel who have felt an earthquake.

OR

Report by plant personnel confirming the occurrence of a tornado striking within the
Protected Area Boundary.

Vehicle crash into or projectile which impacts plant structures or systems within Protected
Area boundary which represents a potential degradation to the safety of the plant.

EAL ¹4
OR

Weather Service projected winds GT 80, or Control Room measured winds GT 66 mph (5
min. average at 33 ft.)

OR
EAL ¹5

Range fires near the plant which threaten to reduce the normal level of safety.

EAL ¹6

Turbine failure resulting in casing penetration or damage to turbine or generator seals.
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EAL ¹7

Visible ash fallout from volcanic activity.

OR

EAL ¹8

Floods where the river pumphouse is observed to be in danger of inundation.

EAL 1: The method of detection associated with an earthquake of this intensity is based

on the condition for a "felt earthquake" as defined in the EPRI-sponsored
"Guidelines for, Nuclear Plant Response to an Earthquake". These methods
include the activation of seismic monitoring instrumentation as evidenced by a

valid alarm on P851-S1-2.5, "MINMUMSEISMIC EARTHQUAKE
EXCEEDED" along with confirmation from plant personnel who have physically
felt the ground motion and recognize the event as an earthquake. An earthquake
of this magnitude may be sufficient to cause some minor damage to plant
structures or equipment within the Protected Area. Damage is considered to be
minor since it does not affect physical or structural integrity. The event is not
expected to affect the capabilities of plant safety functions. Due to the
unpredictable nature of earthquakes, this may be a precursor to a more serious
event and, therefore, represents a potential degradation in the level of safety of
the plant.

EAL 2: A tornado touching down within the Protected Area is an observed event with the
potential to cause damage to structures containing systems or functions necessary
for the safe shutdown of the plant. As such, the occurrence of a tornado strike
represents a potential degradation in the level of safety of the plant. Ifstructural
damage is confirmed, this event would be escalated to Alert LA1. Ifit is
determined that the occurrence of the tornado strike has either affected or caused
the loss of shutdown cooling functions, then the consequences of the event are
assessed under event category B, "Loss of Shutdown/Cooldown Functions". The
event may then be escalated via this category ifappropriate.

EAL 3: This EAL addresses such items as plane, helicopter, train, car, truck, or barge
crash, or impact of other projectiles that may potentially damage plant structures
containing functions and systems required for safe shutdown of the plant. Ifthe
crash is confirmed to affect a plant safe shutdown building or system, the event

may be escalated to Alert.

For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings aie
considered to be the following locations:
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Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

Reactor Building

Standby Service Water Pump Houses

Diesel Generator Building

Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the
Safety Analysis Report.

This event is a natural and potentially destructive phenomena that may accompany
certain events such as a tornado or hurricane. These sustained high winds may
also be produced by unstable weather conditions. However this event occurs, it
may be a precursor to a more serious event and, therefore, represents a potential
degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

EAL 5: WNP-2 is located on a dryland steppe. Range fires routinely occur in this type of
environment. This event has the potential to affect or cause the loss of safe
shutdown systems and functions and, therefore, may be a precursor to a more
serious event.

EAL 6'urbine failure with casing penetration or seal failure increases the potential for
leakage of combustible fluids (oils and gas).

EAL 7: In May of 1980, Mount St. Helens volcano erupted. Prevailing winds spread up
to 1/4" of v'olcanic ash on the WNP-2 site, with much heavier concentrations of
ash several miles north of the site. Ash can clog diesel-generator air intakes and
can be highly abrasive to rotating machinery. This event represents a potential
degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

EAL 8'he WNP-2 station is located on an elevated plateau, well removed from risk of
flooding by the Columbia River. The river pumphouse, located lower and closer
to the river, may be prone to flooding. Should the river pumphouse be lost, the
Standby Service Water Ultimate Heat Sink spray ponds have a 30 day supply of
water. However, loss of the river pumphouse is deemed a potential degradation
in the level of safety of the plant, The first Control Room indication of river
pumphouse flooding would be TMU-LI-7off-scale high.
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REF
NUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HUI

WNP-2 Eanhquake, PPM 4. 12.4.3

WNP-P Flood, PPM 4.12.4.2

WNP-2 Tornado/High Winds, PPM 4.12.4.8

WNP-2 Design Basis Ash Fallout, PPM 4.12.4.5

WNP-2 Engineering Calcularion CE-02-93-16

EPRI Guidelines for Nuclear Plant Response to an Eanhquake

WNP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Locarions ofEmergency Lighting

DEVIATION:

The explosion EAL was moved to Event Category H, "PIRE", to be consistent with
the Fire Alert HA1, and to avoid Shift Manager/PED confusion.
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L. NATURAL/DESTRUCTIVEPHENOMENA

ALERT:

LA1: Natural and Destructive Phenomena Affecting Safe Shutdown Buildings.

APPLICABILI'IY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION
LEVEL'AL

1:

1 2 3 4 5

Operating Basis Earthquake Exceeded
AND

Control Room receives report from plant personnel who have felt an earthquake.

EAL 2:
OR

. Report by plant personnel confirming the occurrence of a tornado striking a plant Safe
Shutdown building.

EAL3'R
Vehicle crash into or projectile impacting safe shutdown plant structures or systems which
represents a potential degradation to the safety of the plant.

EAL 4:
OR

Weather Service projected winds GT 100, or Control Room measured winds GT 76 mph (5
, min. average at 33 ft.).

OR
EAL

5'sh

fallout from volcanic activity is severe enough to warrant plant shutdown.

OR
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EAL 6:

Report by plant personnel confirming a turbine failure which results in penetration of the

turbine casing.
AND

Missiles generated from the turbine failure have affected safety related equipment.

OR

Report by plant personnel of an event causing visible structural damage to a Safe Shutdown
Building.

EAL
8'eport

by plant personnel confirming the occurrences of plant internal flooding in a Safe

Shutdown Building.
AND

Affected safe shutdown system parameters indicate degraded performance.

Each of these EAL's is intended to address events that may have resulted in Safe Shutdown
Buildings being subjected to forces beyond design limits and, thus, damage may be assumed

to have occurred to safe shutdown systems. The initial "report" should not be interpreted as

mandating a lengthy damage assessment prior to classification. No attempt is made in these
EAL's to assess the actual magnitude of the damage. Escalation to a higher emergency
class, ifappropriate, willbe based on the specific system malfunctions, fission product
barrier degradation, abnormal radiological releases, or Shift Manager/PED judgement 1C's.

The occurrence of the explosion with reports of evidence of damage (e.g., deformation,
scorching) is sufficient for declaration. The declaration of an Alert and the activation of the
TSC and OSC willprovide the Shift Manager/PED with the resources needed to perform
these damage assessments subsequent to the classification. The Shift Manager/PED also

needs to consider any security aspects of the explosion, ifapplicable.

For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings are considered to be

the following locations:

~ Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

Reactor Building
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~ Standby Service Water Pump Houses

~ Diesel Generator Building

~ Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the Safety
Analysis Report.

NOTE: Each EAL is discussed individually as it applies to the Initiating Condition for this
Unusual Event. For the purposes of the Technical Basis, the EAL's are numbered, then
referenced by number in the body of the discussion.

EAL 1: An earthquake that exceeds the OBE level is beyond the design basis limits for the
plant as specified in the Safety Analysis Report, Section 3.7, Seismic Design. A
seismic event of this magnitude can cause damage to safety related systems and
functions. Detection of this event includes activation of seismic monitoring
instrumentation as evidenced by a valid alarm on P851-S1-5.1, "OPERATING
BASIS EARTHQUAKEEXCEEDED" along with confirmation from plant
personnel who have physically felt the associated ground motion. An evaluation
along with a thorough inspection of plant areas and systems willbe used to
determine the extent of plant damage and willprovide the necessary information
to determine ifescalation to a higher emergency classification is required.

EAL 2: This event is a natural and potentially destructive phenomena that may accompany
certain events such as a tornado or hurricane. These sustained high winds may
also be produced by unstable weather conditions. However this event occurs, it
may be a precursor to a more serious event and, therefore, represents a potential
for substantial degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

EAL 3: This EAL addresses such items as plane, helicopter, train, car, truck, or barge
crash, or impact of other projectiles that may affect plant structures containing
functions and systems required for safe shutdown of the plant. Ifthe crash is
confirmed to affect a plant safe shutdown building or system, the event is an
Alert.

EAL 4'ustained high winds at this level are beyond the design basis limits for the plant
as described in SAR Section 3.3, Wind Loading. Wind loads of this magnitude
have the potential to damage safety related systems and functions. As such, the
potential exists for substantial degradation of the level of the safety of the plant.

EAL 5: In May of 1980, Mount St. Helens volcano erupted. Prevailing winds spread up
to 1/4" of volcanic ash on the WNP-2 site, with much heavier concentrations of
ash several miles north of the site. Ash can clog diesel-generator air intakes and
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can be highly abrasive to rotating machinery. Should the Ash fallout be severe
enough to warrant plant shutdown, the event additionally represents a potential for
substantial degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

Turbine causing penetration, caused by failure of turbine rotating components, can
result in missiles (blading, pieces of diaphragm, etc.) being hurled through the
casing penetrations with such force, they can penetrate the turbine and come to
rest a significant distance away. These turbine-generated missiles pose a threat to
safety related equipment if they cause visible structural damage to, or if they
penetrate, Safe Shutdown Buildings.

Visible structural damage is any observed physically deyaded condition that
indicates a significant impairment of the structural integrity of the building or
area. An example of such a condition would be where a building sustained
enough damage ghat it appears as ifthe roof could collapse at any time. The
damage is based upon a report only. A detailed investigation or engineering
evaluation is not required in order to classify the event.

EAL 8 Flooding conditions within the plant affecting safe shutdown areas have the
potential to directly impact the safe operation of the plant. The flooding event
may pose a direct threat to safety related equipment. As such, the potential exists
for substantial degradation of the level of safety of the plant. Flooding is
indicated by ECCS room level alarms on P601 and sump hi-hi alarms on P602.

NUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert HAI

WNP-2 Earthquake, PPM 4. 12.4.3

WNP-2 Tornado/High Winds, PPM 4.12.4.8

WNP-2 Reactor Building 422 Area Flooding, PPM 4.12.4.10

EPRI Guidelines for Nuclear Plant Response to an Earthquake

WNP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Locarions ofEmergency Lighring

WNP-2 Design Basis ash Fallout, PPM 4.12.4.5
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DEVIATION:

NUMARC Initiating Condition Statement, "Natural and Destructive Phenomena
Affecting Plant Vital Areas", was changed to "Natural and Destructive Phenomena
Affecting Safe Shutdown Buildings". At WNP-2, Safe Shutdown Buildings include:
plant security areas (vital areas), buildings containing safe shutdown equipment
(Appendix R), and buildings containing safety related equipment (ASME).

This encompasses all the different areas and equipment discussed in the various
NUMARC Alert EAL's included in this section. By changing the Initiating Condition
to Safe Shutdown Buildings a common philosophy was able to be utilized throughout
the Alert level while still encompassing the intent of the NUMARC EAL's.

NUMARC EAL Statement: "(Site-specific) Indications in the Control Room", is not
included in the WNP-2 EAL's. The NUMARC Basis for this EAL states: "EAL4
should specify the instrumentation or indications including judgment which are to be
used to assess occurrence". This is not substantially different from MRdARC Alert
HA6, "Other Conditions Existing Which in the Judgment of the Emergency Director
Warrant Declaration of an Alert". This EAL is already addressed by WNP-2
Initiating Condition PA1.
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M. RELEASE F TOXIC/FLAMMABLEGAS

UNUSUALEVENT:

MU1: Release of Toxic or Flammable Gases Affecting the Protected Area Boundary Deemed
Detrimental to Safe Operation of the Plant.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Report or detection of toxic or flammable gases that could enter or have entered within the
Protected Area boundary in amounts that could affect the health of plant personnel or safe
plant operation.

Report by local, county or state officials for potential evacuation of site personnel based on
offsite event.

This Initiating Condition and its associated EAL's are based on releases in concentrations
within the Protected Area Boundary that may affect the health of plant personnel or the safe
operation of the plant. This includes releases that originate onsite as well as releases that
originate offsite but threaten onsite areas.

A toxic gas is considered to be any gas that is dangerous to life or limb by reason of
inhalation or skin contact.

A combustible gas, ifmaintained at a concentration lower than the Lower Explosive Limit
(LEL), willnot explode due to ignition.

REF:
lVVMARC/iVESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Acrions Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HU3

PROCEDURE NUMBER

13.1.1.A

REVlSION

Attachment 4.1

PAGE

85 of 100



N

~ '\ 't'



DEVIATION:

The wording of NUMARC Initiating Condition, "Release of Toxic or Flammable
Gases Deemed Detrimental to Safe Operation of the Plant", was changed to more
closely reflect the intent of the NUMARC basis while maintaining consistency of
philosophy between Unusual Events LU1, HU1 and MU1. The NUMARC basis for
this Initiating Condition "...is based on releases...within the site boundary...".
However, it is believed that the site boundary referred to here is a generic term and is
not intended to reflect the more proper Owner Controlled Area. Unusual Events HU1
and LU1 which also evaluate potential hazards, limit their scope to the Protected
Area.
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M. RELEASE F TOXIC/FLAMMABLEGAS

ALERT:

MA1: Release of Toxic or Flammable Gases Within a Facility Structure Which Jeopardizes
Operation of Systems Required to Maintain Safe Operations or to Establish or
Maintain Cold Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Report or detection of toxic or flammable gases within a safe shutdown building in
concentrations that willbe life threatening to plant personnel or impede access to equipment
needed for safe plant operation.

This EAL is based on gases that have entered a plant structure impeding access to
equipment necessary for the safe operation of the plant. This EAL applies to safe shutdown
buildings and areas contiguous to plant vital areas or other significant buildings or areas.
The intent of this EAL is not to include buildings (i. e., warehouses) or other areas that are
not contiguous or immediately adjacent to plant vital areas or safe shutdown buildings. It is

appropriate that increased monitoring be done to ascertain whether consequential damage has
occurred.

For the purposes of this Initiating Condition, safe shutdown buildings are considered to be
the following locations:

~ Vital portions of the Radwaste/Control Building

~ Reactor Building

Standby Service Water Pump Houses

~ Diesel Generator Building

~ Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Storage Area

This list was developed from select portions of the Emergency Lighting in the Safety
Analysis Report.
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iVUMARC/1VESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert HA3

WNP-2 FSAR Table 9.5-8, Locarions ofEmergency Lighnng

PROCEDURE NUMBER

13.1.1.A

REV!SION

Attachment 4.1

PAGE

88 of 100



f

II s



N. SECURITY EVENTS

UNUSUALEVENT:

NU1: Confirmed Security Event Which Indicates a Potential Degradation in the Level of
Safety of the Plant.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

A bomb device discovered within the plant Protected Area and outside the plant Vital Area
OR

A personnel disturbance within the Protected or Vital Areas ifrelated to a sabotage attempt
OR

Security System degradation ifrelated to a sabotage attempt
OR

A Security Officer found incapacitated due to violent circumstances

Events which are believed by the Shift Manager/PED to indicate a potential degradation of
the level of safety of the plant should be declared an Unusual Event. Potential degradation
of the level of safety of the plant is indicated primarily, but not exclusively, by exceeding

plant Technical Specification, Limiting Conditions of Operation. Precursors of more serious
events (e.g., degrading trends) are also included because precursors do represent a potential
degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

An increase in the security posture to a Security Emergency willescalate this event to Alert
NA1. Security events which do not represent at least a potential degradation in this level of
safety of the plant are reported under 10 CFR 73.71 or, in some cases, 10 CFR 50.72.

REF:
WNP-2 Safeguards Conringency Plan

1VUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrions Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HU4
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N. SECUIUTY EVENTS

ALERT:

NA1: Security Event in a Plant Protected Area.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Intrusion into the plant Protected Area by a hostile force
OR

An attack or assault on the plant with hostages taken in the Protected Area
OR

A bomb discovered in the Vital Area

Security events which represent a threat to plant safety are addressed by the WNP-2
Safeguards Contingency Plan.

Intrusion into a Vital Area by a hostile force as defined in Site Area Emergency NSl will
escalate this event to Site Area Emergency.

For the purpose of this Initiating Condition, a civil disturbance which penetrates the
Protected Area Boundary as well as an individual or ~up of individuals with known or
suspected malicious intent is considered a hostile force.

REF:
WNP-2 Safeguards Conringency Plan

NMlbiRCINESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert HA4
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N. SECURITY EVENTS

SITE AREA EMERGENCY:

NS1: Security Event in a Plant Vital Area.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTlON LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Intrusion into plant Vital Area by a hostile force.

This class of security event represents an escalated threat to plant safety above that contained
in Alert NA1 in that a hostile force has progressed from the Protected Area to the Vital
Area. The Vital Area is within the Protected Area and is controlled by key card readers.
These areas contain vital equipment which includes any equipment, system, device or
material, the failure, destruction or release of which could directly or indirectly endanger the

public health and safety by exposure to radiation. Equipment or systems which would be
required to function to protect health and safety following such failure, destruction or release
are also considered vital.

For the purposes of this initiating condition, a civil disturbance which penetrates the
Protected Area boundary as well as an individual or group of individuals with known or
suspected malicious intent can be considered a hostile force.

REF:
WNP-2 Safeguards Conringency Plan

iVUMARCliVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency HSI

DEVIATlON:

NUMARC EAL Statement, "Other security events as determined from (site-specific)
Safeguards Contingency Plan", was not included.
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N. SECURITY EVENTS

GENERAL EMERGENCY:

NG1: Security Event Resulting in Loss of Abilityto Reach and Maintain Cold Shutdown.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Loss of physical control of the Control Room due to a security event.

Loss of physical control of both divisions of the Remote Shutdown capability due to a
security event.

This Initiating Condition encompasses conditions under which a hostile force has taken
physical control of areas required to reach and maintain cold shutdown.

For the purpose of this Initiating Condition, a civil disturbance which penetrates the
Protected Area Boundary as well as an individual or goup of individuals with known or
suspected malicious intent is considered a hostile force.

REF:
NMI4iRCINZSP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HGI
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O. MISCELLANEOUS INITIATINGCONDITIONS/SYSTEM MALFUNCTI NS

ALERT:

OA1: Main Steam Line Break Outside Containment with Isolation.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EhIERGENCY ACTION LEVEL.

1 2 3

Indications of a valid Main Steam Line break
AND

Main steam line isolation valve closure has isolated the break.

This EAL is based on design basis accident analyses which show that even ifMSIV closure
occurs within design limits, offsite (Exclusion Area Boundary) dose consequences from a
"puff" release could exceed 50 but less than 100 millirem total effective dose equivalent
(TEDE). Specifically FSAR Table 15.6-9 demonstrates 53 millirem TEDE. Only MSIV
isolation signals that definitely indicate leakage outside primary RCS boundary with a path to
the environment are included.

Examples of indications of Main Steam Line breaks are, but not limited to:
Main Steam Line Tunnel temperature greater than 156'F on LD-TR-608, P-632 and
"LEAKDET MSL 'IWIWTEMP HI-HI"alarm(s) on P-601-A2 &/orA3.
Main Steam Line Tunnel delta temperature greater than 80'F on LD-TR-611, P-632
and "LEAKDET MSL KNINELHI-HI"alarm(s) on P601-A2 &/or A3.
Main Steam Line fiow greater than 140% as indicated by MSL ISOL RABIN STEAM
LINE FLOW HIGH" alarm on P-601-A11 &/or A12.

iVUMARC1VESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrion Levels, Rev. 2,
Alert FA1.

iVUMARC "Questions dc Answers, June 1993" Fission Product Bamers - BWR,
quesri onlanswer number 4

HAP-2 FSAR Table 1S.6-9, MSL Break
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O. MISCELLANEOUS INITIATINGC NDITIONS/SYSTEM MALFUNCTIONS

UNUSUALEVENT:

OU1: Unexpected Decrease in Water Covering Irradiated Fuel Assemblies.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Uncontrolled water level decrease in the Reactor Cavity or Spent Fuel Pool below the level
of the weirs with all irradiated fuel assemblies remaining covered by water.

The SFP cooling system weirs were chosen as a readily identifiable level. In addition to
being readily visible from the refueling floor, dropping below the level of the weir, only a
few inches, impairs the operability of the SFP cooling system with subsequent alarms.

These events tend to have long lead times relative to potential for radiological release outside
the site boundary thus, the impact to public health and safety is very low.

Uncontrolled water level decrease may result in unplanned increases in inplant radiation
levels represent a degradation in the control of radioactive material and represent a potential
degradation in the level of safety of the plant. This EAL escalates to an ALERT per
Initiating Condition OA2 if the water level drops lower to the level of the gates.

REF:
WWP-2 Technical Specifications

NUMARCNESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Acrion Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event AU2

DEVIATION:

NUMARC example: EAL 1 and 2 are considered by WNP-2 to be more closely
related to a system failure than to increased plant radiation release. Consequently
EAL 1 and 2 addressed in this Initiating Condition. EAL 4 is addressed in Initiating
Condition FU1. WNP-2 has no dry fuel storage license, therefore EAL 3 is not
applicable.
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O. MISCELLANEOUS INITIATINGC NDITIONS/SYSTEM MALFUNCTIONS

ALERT:

OA2: Loss of Water Level that Has or WillResult in the Uncovering of Irradiated Fuel
Outside the Reactor Vessel.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

Water level, when not intentionally lowered, was observed to be below the top of the gate sill
separating the Reactor Cavity and Dryer Storage Pool.

OR
Water level, when not intentionally lowered, was observed to be below the top of the gate sill
separating the Reactor Cavity and the Spent Fuel Pool.

OR

Report of visual observation of irradiated fuel uncovered.

Utuntenttonal water level decrease may result m unplanned increases in inphnt radiation
levels represent a degradation in the control of radioactive material and represent a potential
degradation in the level of safety of the plant.

No level indication is available in Reactor Cavity or spent fuel pools for monitoring pool
level outside of a narrow band around the normal operating range. In lieu of using a visual
observation of pool level below top of fuel racks, the bottom of the water gates between the
pools were chosen as a reference point for classification purposes. The intent of this EAL is
to allow observations from plant personnel to be factored into the declaration and is not
intended to direct an entry into an area solely to observe pool level.
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WWP-2 Technical SpecipcatI ons

iVUMARCiVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Action Levels,
Rev. 2, AA2

Mi'REG 0818, Emergency Acrion Levels forLight Water Reactors

lVUREGICR-4982, Severe Accident in Spent Fuel Pools in Support of Generic Safety,
Issue 82, July 1987

DEVIATION:

MRMRC example: EAL 2, 3 and 4 are considered by WNP-2 to be more closely
related to a system failure than to increased plant radiation release. Consequently
EAL 2, 3 and 4 are addressed in this Initiating Condition. EAL 1 is addressed in
Initiating Condition PA1.
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P. SHIFT MANAGER/PED JUDGMENT

UNUSUALEVENT:

PUl: Other Conditions Existing Which, In the Judgment of the Shift Manager/PED,
Warrant Declaration of an Unusual Event.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

In the judgment of the Shift Manager/PED, events are in process or have occurred which
indicate a potential degradation of the level of safety of the plant.

Events which are believed by the Shift Manager/PED to indicate a potential degradation of
the level of safety of the plant should be declared an Unusual Event. For those cases where
the degradation in the level of the safety of the plant is tied to equipment or system
malfunctions, the decision that the component is degraded should be based upon its
functionality and not its operability.

A system, subsystem, train, component or device, though degraded in equipment condition or
configuration, is functional ifit is capable of maintaining respective system parameters within
acceptable design limits.

Releases of radioactive material requiring offsite response or monitoring are not expected to
occur at the Unusual Event level unless further degradation of safety systems occur.
However, ifone does occur, it willbe classified under Initiating Condition GU1.

REF:
iVUMARC/NESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Acrions Levels,
Rev. 2, Unusual Event HUS
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P. SHIFT MANAGER/PED JUDGMENT

ALERT:

PAl: Other Conditions Existing Which, In the Judgment of the Shift Manager/PED,
Warrant Declaration of an Alert.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

In the judgment of the Shift Manager/PED, events are in process or have occurred which
indicate actual or potential substantial degradation of systems needed for the protection of the
public.

This Emergency Action Level is intended to address unanticipated conditions not addressed
explicitly elsewhere but that warrant declaration of an emergency because conditions exist
which are believed by the Shift Manager/PED to fall under the Alert emergency class. This
includes a determination by the Shift Manager/PED that additional assistance similar to that
provided by the TSC and OSC staffs, including a transfer of the PED responsibilities to the
TSC, is necessary for the event to be effectively mitigated. Transfer of PED duties for
classification, offsite notifications and PAR decisions, is used as an initiator since an event
significant enough to warrant transfer of command and control is a substantial reduction in
the level of safety of the plant.
Activation of the TSC outside of the Emergency Plan in support of the Control Room staff is
permissible. Releases that are expected to be limited to a small fraction of the EPA
Protective Action Guideline exposure levels are addressed under Initiating Condition GAI.

REF:
NUMARC/iVESP-007, Methodology for Development ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Alert HA6
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P. SHIFT MANAGER/PED GMENT

SITE AIEA EMIMGENCY:

PS1: Other Conditions Existing Which, In the Judgment of the Shift Manager/PED,
%'arrant Declaration of a Site Area Emergency.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

In the judgment of the Shift Manager/PED, events are in process or have occurred which
involve actual or likely major failures of plant functions needed for protection of the public.

This Emergency Action Level is intended to address unanticipated conditions not addressed

explicitly elsewhere but that warrant declaration of an emergency because conditions exist
which are believed by the Shift Manager/PED to fall under the emergency class description
for a Site Area Emergency.

Radioactive releases are not expected to result in exposure levels which exceed EPA
Protective Action Guideline exposure levels except within the site boundary. Radioactive
releases to the general public are addressed under Initiating Condition GSI and GG1.

iVVMARC/1VESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Actions Levels,
Rev. 2, Site Area Emergency HS3
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P. SHIFT MANAGER/PED JUDGMENT

GENERAL EMERGENCY:

PG1: Other Conditions Existing Which, In the Judgment of the Shift Manager/PED,
Warrant Declaration of a General Emergency.

APPLICABILITY:

Operating Conditions

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL:

1 2 3 4 5

In the judgment of the Shift Manager/PED other conditions exist which indicate:

1) Actual or imminent substantial core degradation or melting with the potential for loss of
containment integrity.

OR

2) Potential for uncontrolled radionuclide releases. These releases can reasonably be

expected to exceed EPA PAG plume exposure levels outside the site boundary.

This Emergency Action Level is intended to address unanticipated conditions not addressed

explicitly elsewhere but that warrant declaration of an emergency because conditions exist

which are believed by the Shift Manager/PED to fall under the General Emergency class.

Imminent in this context means mitigation strategies and actions are not successful in

preventing a challenge to Fuel Clad, Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary or Primary
Containment.

Radioactive releases map exceed EPA Protective Action Guideline exposure levels offsite for
more than the immediate site area. Radioactive releases to the general public are addressed

under Initiating Condition GS1 and GG1.

REF:
NUMARCINESP-007, Methodology forDevelopment ofEmergency Acrions Levels,

Rev. 2, General Emergency HG2
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