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t UNITED STATES t
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

Dune 20, 1990

Docket No. 50-400

Mr. Lynn W. Eury
Executive Vice President
Power Supply
Carolina Power & Light Company
Post Office Box 1551
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Dear Mr. Eury:

SUBJECT: TMI ACTION PLAN, ITEM I.C.1, NUREG-0737, SUPPLEMENT 1, ITEM 7,
AND SAFETY EVALUATION REGARDING THE PROCEDURES GENERATION PACKAGE-
SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT 1 (TAC NO. 64554)

By letter dated June 27, 1989, Carolina Power & Light Company (CP&L) confirmed
that full implementation of their commitments to revise the Emergency Operating
Procedures (EOP) and carry out training on the revised EOP before startup
of the second refueling cycle had been completed, as stipulated in the safety
evaluation issued with the operating license dated January 12, 1987. These
commitments related to requirements of Generic Letter (GL) 82-33 dated
December 17, 1982, concerning Item I.C.1 of the TMI Task Action Plan and Item 7
of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737. These items and the Procedure Generation
Package (PGP) discussed in the enclosed safety evaluation may be included for
audit in the planned July, 1990, Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1,
(Harris) EOP inspection.

The staff has completed its review of your PGP for Harris submitted by
letter dated April 14, 1987. Harris initially developed a PGP in response to
Generic Letter (GL) 82-33 dated December 17, 1982, which was reviewed during an
EOP audit at the Harris site in July, 1986. The results of the review of the
initial PGP were issued by letter dated August 4, 1986. CP&L responded with
commitments to revise the PGP by letters dated August 29, 1986, and October 1,
1986. The purpose of the current review is to determine the adequacy of the
PGP in meeting the commitments expressed by CP&L in their August 29, 1986, and
October 1, 1986, letters.

The enclosed safety evaluation discusses progr ammatic improvements which will
enhance your ability to develop and maintain consistently high quality EOP.
The majority of the findings are related to the writer's guide. The staff
concluded that your PGP needed to be reviewed to addr ess these programmatic
improvements. For items you deem inappropriate, no longer applicable, or
unnecessary for inclusion in your PGP, you should develop and maintain
documented justification in an auditable form.
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Mr. Lynn W. Eury 3une 20, 1990

Further, the staff recognizes that your PGP may have been revised since the
submittals, and requests that you maintain records of all revisions to your
PGP and EOP in an auditable form. No further submittals are required. This
completes our efforts on TAC No. 64554.

Sincerely,

Enclosure:
As stated

Original Signed By:

Richard A. Becker, Project Manager
Project Directorate II-1
Division of Reactor Projects-I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: w/enclosure:
See next page
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Mr. L. W. Eury
Carolina Power 8 Light Company

CC:

Shearon Harris
r.

Mr. R. E. Jones, General Counsel
Carolina Power -8 Light Company
P, 0. Box 1551
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Resident Inspector/Harris NPS
c/o U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Route 1, Box 315B
New Hill, North Carolina 27562

Mr. R. B. Richey, Manager
Harris Nuclear Project
Harris Nuclear Plant
P. 0. Box 165
New Hill, North Carolina 27562

Mr. H. A. Cole
Special Deputy Attorney General
State of North Carolina
P. 0. Box 629
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Regional Administrator, Region II
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
101 Marietta Street
Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Mr. C. S. Hinnant
Plant General Manager
Harris Nuclear Plant
P. 0. Box 165
New Hill, North Carolina 27562

Mr. Dayne H. Brown, Director
Division of Radiation Protection
N. C; Department of Environmental,

Commerce 8 Natural Resources
P. 0. Box 27687
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

REGARDING THE PROCEDURES GENERATION PACKAGE

CAROLINA POWER 5 LIGHT COMPANY

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT UNIT 1

DOCKET NO. 50-400

1. INTRODUCTION

The "TMI Action Plan" (NUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737) required licensees of
operating reactors to reanalyze transients and accidents and to upgrade
emergency operating procedures (EOP) ( Item I.C.1). The plan also
required the NRC staff to develop a long-term plan that integrated and
expanded efforts in the writing, reviewing, and monitoring of plant
procedures ( Item I.C.9). NUREG-0899,„ "Guidelines for the Preparation of
Emergency Operating Procedures," describes the use of a Procedures
Generation Package (PGP) to prepare EOP. A PGP is required by Generic
Letter 82-33, "Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737 - Requirements for Emergency
Response Capability." The generic letter requires each licensee to submit
a PGP that includes:

(i) Plant-specific technical guidelines

(ii) A writer's guide

(ii) A description of the program to be used for the validation of
EOP

(iv) A description of the training program for the upgraded EOP.

In response to the generic letter related to development and implementa-
tion of EOP (Section 7 of Generic Letter 82-33), Carolina Power 8 Light
Company (CPI|L) prepared a PGP for the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant
Unit 1 (Harris). On July 10 and ll, 1986, the NRC audited Harris to
evaluate the adequacy of the Harris EOP. A letter report dated August 4,
1986 documents the NRC's findings. In response to this report, and in
response to a meeting between the NRC and CP8L that occurred on August 14,
1986, CPSL submitted two letters to the NRC stating commitments to revise
the Harris EOP and the Harris PGP. The first of these letters, dated
August 29, 1986, is from A. B. Cutter, Vice President of Nuclear
Engineering 5 Licensing of CPSL, to Harold R. Denton, Director, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation of the NRC. The second letter, dated October
1, 1986, is from S. R. Zimmerman, Manager Nuclear Licensing Section of
CPSL to Harold R. Denton of the NRC. The October 1986 letter does not address
any comments that are not addressed in the August 1986 letter, but it does
provide more detailed responses to several comments pertaining to the
Harris training program.



This report describes the review of the revised Harris PGP submitted by
CP&L on Apri 1 14, 1987. The purpose of this review is to determine the
adequacy of the PGP in meeting the commitments expressed by CP&L in the
August 29, 1986, and October I, 1986, letters. The PGP was also reviewed
to determine if any revisions introduced new concerns.

The review was based on NUREG-0800, Subsection 13.5.2, "Standard Review
Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants."
Section 2 of this report briefly discusses the Harris submittal, the NRCstaff review, and the acceptability of the submittal. Section 3 contains
the staff's conclusions.

The staff determined that the procedure generation program for CP&L has
several items that must be satisfactorily addressed before the PGP is
acceptable. CP&L should address these items in a revision to the PGP,
or provide justification for why such revisions are not necessary. The
revision and/or justification need not be submitted, but should be
retained for subsequent review by the NRC staff.'he revision of the
PGP, and subsequently of the EOP, should not impact the schedule for
the use of the EOP. The revision should be made in accordance with
the CP&L administrative procedures and 10 CFR 50.59.

2. EVALUATION AND FINDINGS

In a letter dated April 14, 1987, CP&L submitted its PGP for Harris.
The PGP contained the following sections:

Introduction

Plant-Specific Technical Guidelines

EOP Writers'uide (general overview)

EOP Verification and Validation Program (general overview)

EOP Training Program

Attachments (EOP Title Cross Reference, EOP Writer's Guide, and EOP
V&V Program)

The NRC staff review of the revised Harris PGP is documented in the
following subsections.

A. Plant Specific Technical Guidelines (P-STG)

The P-STG program description was reviewed to determine if it described
acceptable methods for accomplishing the objectives stated in
NUREG-0899. Because of the similarity between Harris and the
high-pressure reference plant used in the Westinghouse (WOG) Emergency
Response Guideline (ERG) development, Harris has used the WOG ERGs (HP
Revision 1) to develop plant specific EOP. Section II of the PGP
describes the method used to convert the WOG guidelines to plant specific
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EOP. Revision to the Harris EOP will use the most recent ERG revision.
CPSL identified the following source documents for use in generating EOP

for Harris:

Writer's Guide for EOP.

WOG generic guidelines and background documents (HP Revision I).
Final Safety Analysis Report.

Plant System Description.

Plant Operating Procedures.

Technical Specification.

Piping and Instrument Drawings.

Miscellaneous technical manuals, plant curves, etc., as necessary.

Setpoint Study.

Based upon the staff's review of the plant-specific technical guidelines.
program description and the response to the request for additional
information, the NRC staff finds that the Harris plant-specific technical
guidelines program should accomplish the objectives stated in NUREG-0899
and should provide adequate guidance for translating the WOG ERGs into
Harris EOP.

B. Writer's Guide

The staff review of the Harris writer's guide identified the concerns
listed below. References in these comments to CPSL responses to NRC

comments pertain to the August 29, 1986, letter from CPSL to the NRC.

I. In response to NRC general Comments l.a through 1.f, CPSL committed
to revise the referring and branching guidance provided in the
writer's guide. These commitments include the following: (I) in
response to Comment l.a, the writer's guide will be expanded to
provide clear definitions of referencing and branching and examples
of the use and format of each; (2) in response to Comment 1.b, the
writer's guide will be expanded to require the capitalization of the
words "GQ TO" in branching statements; (3) in response to Comment
I.c, the writer's guide, will be expanded to require the
procedure title, and the entire step number to be included in
references to steps in other procedures; and (4) in response to
Comment I.f the writer's guide will be revised to more clearly
define when to use "Refer to," Return to, " and "... using ...."
The revisions made in the writer's guide do not fulfill these
commitments. The writer's guide should be revised to address the
following concerns:



a ~ Section 5.5.7, page 28, states that referencing will be
accomplished using the following words: "reference," "refer
to," "use," and "using." Definitions of these terms are not
provided, and the only term used in an example is "using." To
ensure consistency in referencing statements, the writer'
guide should define all key terms used in reference and branch
statements, provide an example of how each term is used, and
state that no other terms will be used to indicate references
and branches.

b.

c ~

The first referencing example in Section 5.7.7, page 27, is of
a reference with the phrase "using ... while continuing in
this procedure." The definition of referencing formats should
be expanded to describe when and how to use the phrase "while
continuing in this procedure."

The second referencing example in Section 5.7.7, page 27, shows
how to format optional references in EOP by placing the
reference statement in a note. References are a type of
operator action, and Section 5.5.7, page 27, forbids the
placement of actions in notes. Further, this example uses the
phrase "should be referenced," which is not discussed in the
writer's guide. Section 5.7.7 should be revised to exclude
references from notes and the example should be revised to be
consistent with the text.

d.

e.

While Section 5.7.7, pages 27-28, has been revised to require
the term "GO TO" be fully capitalized, it does not require that
other referencing and branching terms ("continue with,"
"reference," "refer to," "use," and "using") be capitalized.
So that all reference and branching statements are equally
emphasized, the writer's guide should direct writers to fully
capitalize all key reference and branching terms.

Section 5.7.7, page 28, states that "when branching within a
procedure, no procedure number and title will be given becauseit is understood that the command applies to the current
procedure." To ensure all operators know where to find
referenced material, all references and branches should provide
complete identification information about the step or steps
being cross-referenced. Branches within a procedure should
include procedure numbers and titles or a phrase such as "in
this procedure" to fully identify the location of the
referenced material.

In Attachment 6.4, page 56, the last step in the Response Not
Obtained Column contains an example of a reference that is
inconsistent with the text of the writer's guide. The term
"implement" is used to indicate a reference, but this term is
not discussed in Section 5.7.7. The example should be revised
to be consistent with the text.
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2. In response to NRC General Comment 4.a, CP&L stated that type size
for flowcharts will be stated in the writer's guide. Section
5.2.14, page 15, states that the minimum type size in flowcharts
will be 18 pitch. Section 5.2.12, page 14, states that the
flowcharts wi 11 be mounted on boards measuring approximately 2 X 3
feet, and that "consideration will be given to readability under
normal and emergency lighting conditions." The adequacy of this
guidance was evaluated using the following readability formula:

V=(57.3)(60)(L/D)

In this formula, L represents the width of the character in inches;
0 is the distance from the reader's eye to the text, measured in
inches; and V is visual angle subtended by a letter, measured in
minutes of arc. Since pitch is a measure of letters per inch, the
width of a letter of a given pitch is less than one inch divided by
the pitch size. Thus, the width of a letter in eighteen pitch is
somewhat less than I/18 inch.

For text to be read under normal lighting requires that each letter
subtends an angle of at least 15 minutes of arc. For text to be read
under degraded lighting requires that each letter subtends an angle
of at least 21 minutes of arc. By substituting I/18 for L, and 15
and 21 for V, and then performing necessary multiplication and
division to rearrange the terms, it is possible to calculate the
distance from which flowchart 18-pitch text can be read under
optimal and degraded lighting conditions.

Optimal lighting conditions:

Reading distance = 57.3) 60 (I/18) = 12.7"

Degraded lighting conditions:

Reading distance = 57.3 60)(1/18 = 9.1"

It is likely that operators reading a 2-foot-by-3-foot flowchart
wi 11, on some occasions, be forced to read portions of the charts
from a distance greater than 9 or 13 inches. A larger type size
should, therefore, be utilized.

3. In response to NRC Specific 'Cogent 1.c, CP&L committed to use
left-to-right and top-to-bottom movement in flowcharts, to minimize
right-to-left and upward movement in flowcharts, and to use some
type of directional indicator on flowlines. Section '5.2.3, page 12,
should be expanded and Attachment 6.2, page 54, should be revised to
address the following concerns.



a. As indicated in Section 5.2.3, using only left-to-right and
downward movement in flowcharts may conflict with using spaceefficiently. However, there may be occasions when it is
necessary to compromise efficient use of space in order to
avoid confusing patterns of movement through a flowchart.
Section 5.2.3 should be expanded to provide more detailed
guidance for using unnatural movement in flowcharts. This
guidance should explain and illustrate with examples when
unnatural movement can be used to save space and when the
conventional should be followed even though adhering to these
conventions uses space less efficiently. The guidance should
ensure that confusing flowlines are not constructed when they
are unnecessary or when their use saves only a marginal amount
of space. Further, the- guidance should explain that an
unnatural direction of movement is sometimes necessary and
appropriate because the logic of the flowchart requires such
movement. For example, right-to-left or upward movement is
necessary when one branches out of a flowpath, performs steps,
and then returns to the original flowpath, as in the steps
along the "yes" flowpath following the first decision symbol in
the flowpath example in Attachment 6.2.

b., As stated in Section 5.2.3, there may be cases when it is
necessary to use right-to-left or upward movement in flowcharts
in order to use space more efficiently. However, the example
in Attachment 6.2 indicates that this guidance can lead to
excessive use of right-to-left and upward movement in
flowcharts.

The conventional directions of movement are not adhered to in
the example in Attachment 6.2. Several flowlines in the
example unnecessarily move upward or right-to-left. Two of
these examples of unnatural movement are especially problematic..
The initial movement along the "no" flowline from the Faulted
S/G Isolated" decision symbol is reasonable, but unnecessary
contortions are added to the flowline following its first turn.
In keeping with the writer's guide's instructions, the flowline
exits the decision symbol to the right and turns to move down
the page. However, the line then jogs to the left and turns down
again in order to tuck the "EPP 14",.arrow into a pocket of white
space on the flowchart sheet. This flowline would be much easier
to follow if it exited from the decision symbol to the right and
then turned to move straight down to the "EPP 14" arrow symbol.
This improved design would not lengthen the flowchart, and it
would only slightly increase the width of the flowchart (theflowchar t width would be increased by one-half the width of the
"EPP 14" arrow symbol). Likewise, the "no" flowpath from the
"secondary radiation normal" decision symbol contains unnecessary
turns in the flowline.



Placing the "Path 2 J" arrow symbol lower down the page would
use space only marginally less efficiently and would result in
an easier-to-follow flowline. The flowchart could be designed
so that the convention is consistently adhered to without forcing
flowlines to cross and without substantially increasing the size
of the flowchart.

In many cases, where it is convenient to use unnatural directions
of movement in flowcharts to promote economy of space or to pre-
vent lines from crossing, it may be possible to solve the apparent
problems in other ways. Section 5.3.4 should be expanded to dis-
cuss such techniques of promoting left-to-right and top-to-bottom
consistency in flowcharts, and the example in Attachment 6.2 should
be revised to be consistent with this guidance.

c. Arrows are not used on the flowlines in the example in
Attachment 6.2. Arrows should be added to the flowlines.

4. In response to NRC Specific Comment 1.f, CPSL committed to use a
convention for determining the placement of "yes" and "no" exits
from decision symbols in flowcharts. Section 5.2.4, page 12, has
been revised to state, "Normally, a YES answer wi 11 exit the decision
symbol from the bottom and a NO answer from the right side. There
may be cases where the normal YES and NO exits cannot be used due to
board space limitations or to avoid flowlines crossing." Section
5.2.4 should be expanded and the example in Attachment 6.2, page 54,
should be revised to address the following concerns:

a. As indicated in Section 5.2.4, the consistent labelling of
exits from decision symbols in flowcharts may conflict with
using space efficiently. However, there may be occasions whenit is better to compromise efficient use of space than to
violate the conventional labelling of exits from decision
steps. Section 5.2.4 should be expanded to provide more
detailed guidance for determining when the conventional
labelling of exits from decision steps may be violated. This
guidance should include examples and it should ensure that the
convention is not violated unnecessari ly or in order to save
only a marginal amount of space.

b. As stated in Section 5.2.4, there may be cases when it is
necessary to violate the conventional 'labelling of exits in
flowchart decision symbols in order to avoid crossing flowlines
or in order to use space more efficiently. However, the
example in Attachment 6.2 indicated that this guidance can lead
to excessive violations of the convention; the convention is
only followed in two of the five decision symbols. The convention
could be consistently followed without forcing flowlines to cross
and without substantially increasing the size of the flowchart.





-8-

Section 5.2.3 should be revised to discuss techniques of
structuring flowcharts to promote consistent labelling of
exits from decision symbols and the example in Attachment 6.2
should be modified to adhere to the guidance.

c. There may be occasions when placing the "yes" and "no" indicators
in their conventional positions conflicts with the convention of
using left-to-right and top-to-bottom movement in flowcharts.
Section 5.2.4 should be expanded to state that in such cases
priority should be given to the convention fot placing YES and
NO indicators.

5. Attachment 6.3, page 55, a modification of the previous writer'
guide, shows flowchart symbols. Attachment 6.3 should be modified
to address the following concerns:

a. Attachment 6.3 should be expanded to show the sizes of entry
and exit arrows.

b. The proportions of some of the shapes shown in Attachment 6.3,
page 55, are inconsistent with the indicated size of the
shapes. For example, the decision symbol is too wide.
Attachment 6.3 states that the symbol should be drawn I 1/2"
wide and 13/16" high. The symbol shown, however, is 2 I/4"
wide and 13/16" high. Attachment 6.3 should be modified to
show all flowchart symbols drawn to the correct proportions.

6. In response to NRC Specific Comment 2.a, CPSL committed to
revise the'riter's guide to ensure that the term "CHECK" is not
used improperly in expected responses in EOP. This revision has
not been made in the writer's guide.

7. In response to NRC Specific Comment 3.a, CPAL committed to revise
the writer's guide to ensure that only approved verbs are used in
procedures. Mhi le the list of approved verbs in Attachment 6.6,
pages 58-68, has been expanded, the writer's guide does not direct
writers to use only verbs from the approved list. In fact, Section
5.7.8, page 28, implies that the list is not inclusive: "Samples of
action verbs are given in Attachment 6.6." Section 5.7.8 should be
revised to state that only action verbs from the list in Attachment
6.6 will be used in EOP.

8. In response to NRC Specific Comment 3.e, CP5L committed to address
the definition and formatting of the following types of action
steps: (1) steps that verify whether the objective of a task or a
sequence of actions has been achieved, (2) steps of a continuous or
periodic nature, (3) steps for which a number of alter native actions
are equally acceptable, and (4) steps performed concurrently with
other steps. Section 5.7, page 31, has been modified to state in
item 13 that, "action steps can vary in type (verification,



continuous or periodic, alternate actions acceptable, concurrent
with other steps). When writing an action step, its type is deter-
mined by content, not format." This guidance does not adequately
ensure writers will format each type of step consistently and cor-
rectly. The writer's guide should be expanded to provide explicit
guidance about when to use each type of step and how each type of
step should be formatted.

9. In response to NRC Writer's Guide Deficiencies Comment 1, CP&L
committed to provide formatting instructions in the writer's guide
for the placement of the procedure designation, revision number, and
page number on each page of the EOP. A further commitment was made
to provide examples consistent with the text. The example EOP page
shown in Attachment 6.4, page 56, is inconsistent with the text. An
error has been made in that the sample procedure identification
information at the bottom of the Instructions Column identifies the
procedure as "EOP - User's Guide Rev 0 page 29 of 90." The example
in Attachment 6.4 should be corrected.

10. In response to NRC Writer's Guide Deficiencies Comment 8, CPSL
committed to state in the writer's guide that the exc1usive OR will .
not be used in EOP. This addition has not been made in the writer'
guide. Further, modified examples in the writer's guide format logic
terms incorrectly. The writer's guide should be modified as follows:

a ~

b.

The writer's guide should be modified to state that the
exclusive OR will not be used in EOP.

Section 5.7.18, page 39, states that "underlining wi 11 be
limited to emphasis of logic terms, CAUTION headings, and NOTE
headings." In Attachment 6.4, page iieet)e conjunction AN5 is
formatted as the logic term AND in Step 5.b, and in Step 6 in
the Response Not Obtained Column the logic term AND is
formatted as the conjunction AND. Attachment 6.4 should be
modified to be consistent with the text.

11. The simplest, most familiar, most specific words that accurately
convey the intended meaning should be used in EOP. Words that may
be misunderstood should be avoided. Attachment 6.6, pages 58-68,
should be revised as follows:

a ~ In response to NRC Writer's Guide Deficiencies
stated that "begin" has been added to the list
and "initiate" has been dropped from the list.
not been made.

Comment 15, CPSL
of action verbs
This change.has

b. The terms "commence" and "terminate" have been
Attachment 6.6. The simpler and more familiar
"stop" should replace the terms "commence" and
Attachment 6.6.

added to
terms "begin" and
"terminate" in
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With adequate resolution of the above items, the Harris writer's guide
should meet the commitments expressed by CP&L in the August 29, 1986, and
October I, 1986, letters to the NRC.

C. Verification and Validation Program

In the August 29, 1986, letter to the NRC, CP&L listed eight comments made
by the NRC regarding the Harris Verification and Validation Program and
committed to revise the Harris Verification and Validation Program to
address all the concerns identified in the NRC comments. The staff
review of the revised Verification and Validation Program description
identified the following concern:

l. In Verification and Validation Program Comment 4., the NRC states,
"The types of persons involved in the verification process (i.e.,
Engineers, Procedure Writer, Operations Personnel and Human Factors
Experts) and the roles and responsibilities of these individuals
should be specified." Section 3.0, page 3 of the verification and
validation description, states that personnel experienced in
operations are required in the verification and validation process
and that, "if possible, the reviewers should also include a person
with some background in Human Factors." Section 3.0 should be
revised to state that the verification and validation process wi 11
use a multidisciplinary team approach and that the roles and
responsibi lities of each member should be stated.

With the adequate resolution of the above item, the Harris Verification
and Validation Program should meet the commitments stated by CP&L in the
October 1, 1986, letter to the NRC.

D. Training Program

In the August 29, 1986, letter from CP&L to the NRC, CP&L briefly responds
to the first two NRC comments in the General Schedule section and six
specific comments concerning the Harris EOP Training Program. The
comments are repeated in Enclosure 1 of the October I, 1986, letter from
CP&L to the NRC and titled "Concern IA" and "Concern IB." The CP&L
responses made to these comments in the October I, 1986, letter are more
recent and more detailed than the responses made in the August 1986
letter, so this'eview focuses on the October I, 1986, responses. The
staff review of the CP&L responses and the Harris revised EOP Training
Program description identified the following concern:

l. In October I, 1986, Responses to Comments Ia and Ib, CP&L referred to
Attachments 1, 2, 3 and 4, and states that these attachments document
Harris training practices that answer the NRC concerns. Attachments
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2, 3, and 4 were not reviewed with the submittal; therefore,
Concerns IA and IB will be evaluate'd during the upcoming Emergency
Operating Procedures inspection.

With adequate resolution of the above item, the Harris training program
should meet the commitments expressed by CPSL in the August 29, 1986 and
October 1, 1986 letters to the

NRC.'.

CONCLUSIONS

The staff concludes that, the PGP submitted by CPSL for Harris in the
letter from S. R. Zimmerman to the NRC, dated April 14, 1987, should be
reviewed to address the programmatic improvements outlined in Section 2 of
this report. A PGP revision should not be submitted to the NRC. For items
the licensee deems inappropriate or no longer applicable for inclusion inits PGP, it should develop and maintain documented justification in an
auditable form. All revisions to the PGP should be reflected in plant EOP
within a reasonable period of time, e.g., the next planned revision of the
EOP.

~princi al Contributors: G. Lapinsly
R. Becker

Dated: June 19, 1990


