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-Mr. Leon R. Eliason 
Chief Nuclear Officer & President 

Nuclear Business Unit 
Public Service Electric and Gas Company 
Post Office Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING REVISED EMERGENCY 
ACTION LEVELS FOR HOPE CREEK GENERATING STATION AND SALEM NUCLEAR 
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS. M93551, M93552, AND 
M93564) 

Dear Mr. Eliason: 

The staff has reviewed your August 24, 1995 and July 3, 1996, submittals 

containing revised emergency action levels for Salem Nuclear Generating 

Station, Units 1 and 2, and Hope Creek Generating Station. Enclosed is a 

request for additional information (RAI) for Hope Creek and Salem that we need 

to complete our review. Please provide a response within 30 days of receipt 

of this letter. 
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Enclosures: 1. Hope Creek RAI 
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Sincerely, 
/SI 

-- Leonard N. Olshan, Senior Project Manager 
1
Project Directorate 1-2 
·Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 

- - Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555--0001 

October 22, 1996 

Mr. Leon R. Eliason 
Chief Nuclear Officer & President 

Nuclear Business Unit 
Public Service Electric and Gas Company 
Post Office Box 236 
Hancocks Bridge, NJ 08038 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING REVISED EMERGENCY 
ACTION LEVELS FOR HOPE CREEK GENERATING STATION AND SALEM NUCLEAR 
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS. M93551, M93552, AND 
M93564) 

Dear Mr. Eliason: 

The staff has reviewed your August 24, 1995 and July 3, 1996, submittals 

containing revised emergency action levels for Salem Nuclear Generating 

Station, Units 1 and 2, and Hope Creek Generating Station. Enclosed is a 

request for additional information (RAI) for Hope Creek and Salem that w~ need 

to complete our review. Please provide a response within 30 days of receipt 

of this letter. 

Docket Nos. 50-272/311/354 

Enclosures: 1. Hope Creek RAI 
2. Salem RAI 

cc w/encls: See next page 

Sincerely, 

1~~ 
Leonard N. Olshan, Senior Project Manager 
Project Directorate 1-2 
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

\ 
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

REGARDING HOPE CREEK GENERATING STATION 

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVELS REVISION TO NUMARC/NESP-007 METHODOLOGY 

The NRC has completed its initial review of the proposed emergency action 
levels (EALs) in the August 24, 1995 and July 3, 1996, Hope Creek Generating 
Station (HCGS) submittals. 

The August 24, 1995 submittal consisted of the HCGS Emergency Classification 
Guide (ECG}, the ECG Technical Basis (HCGSECGTB}, and a NUMARC EALs-to-Hope 
Creek EALs comparison summary. The comparison summary correlated the HCGS 
EALs with the NUMARC example EALs and identified any deviations from the 
NUMARC guidance. The ECG consisted of one or more flowcharts for each of nine 
initiating conditions. Each flow chart contained the Initiating Condition, 
the Operating Mode applicability, the EAL number, EAL statement(s}, and the 
Action Required (emergency class). The HCGSECGTB gave further details on each 
EAL, provided justification for any deviations from the NUMARC example EALs 
and cited specific procedure numbers and other related references. 

The July 3, 1996 submittal consisted of a reissue of the HCGS ECG and the 
HCGSECGTB, a summary of telephone discussions between the NRC and Public 
Service Electric and Gas Company (the licensee) over technical issues 
identified in the August 24, 1995 submittal, and a copy of the HCGSECGTB 
annotated to show changes made from discussions between the licensee and the 
NRC and the State of New Jersey. 

The proposed EALs were reviewed against the guidance in NUMARC/NESP-007, 
Revision 2. This document has been endorsed by the NRC in Regulatory Guide 
1.101, "Emergency Planning and Preparedness for Nuclear Power Reactors," 
Revision 3, as an alternative means by which licensees can meet the 
requirements in 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4) and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. 

Since the staff has previously endorsed the guidance in NUMARC/NESP-007, the 
review focused on those EALs that deviated from the guidance and those EALs 
that required the development of site-specific thresholds. As a result of 
reviews of the latest submittal, a number of EALS were identified which 

.. required additional information in order to determine whether the EALs conform 
to NUMARC/NESP-007. Please provide this additional information as discussed 
below. 

ENCLOSURE 1 



Issue No. I. 
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NUMARC Recognition Category A 
Abnormal Rad Levels/Radiological Effluent 

NUMARC Initiating condition (IC) AUl states: 

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

An example Emergency Action Level (EAL) under this IC reads as follows: 

AUl.l A valid reading on one or more of the following monitors 
that exceeds the "value shown" (site-specific monitors) 
indicates that the release may have exceeded the above 
criterion and indicates the need to assess the release with 
(site-specific procedure): 

(site-specific list) 

HCGS EAL 6.1.1.d. addresses this example EAL and states: 

Valid High Alarm received from ANY' one of the following Plant 
Effluent RMS Channels: 

• FRVS Noble Gas 
• NPV Noble Gas 
• SPV Noble Gas 
• HTV Noble Gas 

AND 

Total Plant Vent release rate EXCEEDS one of the following limits: 
• 4.BOE+03 µCi/sec Total Noble Gas 
• l.15E+OO µCi/sec 1-131 

AND 

Dose Assessment results NOT available 

AND 

Release is ongoing for ~ 60 minutes 

A. While HCGS EAL 6.1.1.d references an iodine release rate, it 
includes neither an instrument value nor an alarm condition for the 
plant vent iodine monitors. Since the intent of this EAL is to 
classify an emergency condition based on monitor readings, such 
readings/alarm conditions are necessary parts of the EAL. 
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This issue also applies to HCGS EAL 6.1.2.d, which is equivalent to 
NUMARC EAL AAI.l. 

Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. 

Issue No. 2. 

NUMARC IC ASI states: 

ASl Boundary Dose Resulting from an Actual or Imminent Release 
of Gaseous Radioactivity Exceeds 100 mR Whole Body or 500 mR 
Child Thyroid for the Actual or Projected Duration of the 
Release. 

NUMARC Example EAL ASI.l states: 

1. A valid reading on one or more of the following monitors 
that exceeds or is expected to exceed the value shown 
indicates that the release may have exceeded the above 
criterion and indicates the need to assess the release with 
(site-specific procedure): 

Note: 

(site-specific list) 

If the 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. 

HCGS EAL 6.1.3.d, which corresponds to this EAL, states: 

Valid High Alarm received from ANY one of the following Plant 
Effluent RMS Channels: 

• FRVS Noble Gas 
• NPV Noble Gas 
• SPV Noble Gas 
• HTV Noble Gas , 

AND 

Total Plant Vent release rate EXCEEDS 4.21E+Ol µCi/sec Total Noble 
Gas 

AND 

Dose Assessment results NOT available. 

AND 

Release is ongoing for ~30 minutes 
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A. The licensee exceeds the NUMARC guidance for deferring the 
classification in favor of a dose assessment classification by 100% 
(30 minutes vs. 15 minutes). This deviation is the same one that 
exists for the Alert level classification (HCGS EAL 6.1.2.d). The 
licensee's justification for the deviation in EAL 6.1.2.d is that 
their EAL is based on a limit that is five times lower than the 
limit referenced in the NUMARC guidance. The licensee does not want 
to declare the Alert due to a monitor reading based on the lower 
limit if an accurate dose assessment can be performed to verify if 
this EAL is valid. 

The limit upon which HCGS EAL 6.1.3.d is based is the same as that 
in the NUMARC guidance. The basis for both EALs is the 
Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action Guidelines (EPA 
PAGs). The licensee's justification for the increase of time by 15 
minutes is to avoid misclassification of the event by allowing time 
to obtain dose assessment projections from a second onsite computer 
should the primary computer fail. 

When considering EALs at the higher classifications that are related 
to radiological releases, it is especially important to classify the 
event promptly so that notifications can be made and protective 
actions considered in a timely manner. The licensee's basis for 
this deviation does not adequately justify the prolonged duration of 
the release before a classification can be made based on the monitor 
reading. 

B. The NUMARC basis for EAL ASl.l states that the Final Safety Analysis 
Report (FSAR) source term assumptions should be used in determining 
the indications for the monitors, but the Hope Creek Generating 
Station Event Classification Guide Technical Basis (HCGSECGTB) 
states that HCGS EAL 6.1.3.d is based on the default isotopic 
mixture assumption contained in the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual 
(ODCM). The use of ODCM source term is valid for lower level 
classifications (Unusual Event and Alert) where no core damage is 
assumed and any radiological releases are likely to be from a source 
term derived from normal plant operation. The releases associated 
with the higher level classifications (Site Area Emergency and 
General Emergency); however, are more likely to be associated with 
core damage events and the isotopic mixture will be more 
radiologically adverse. There is insufficient information to 
explain why the licensee has elected to use ODCM source term data 
over accident source term data derived from the FSAR or some other 
source for EAL 6.1.3.d. 

C. While HCGS EALs 6.1.1.d and 6.1.2.d contain a threshold for an 
iodine release rate, EAL 6.1.3.d does not. This may be due to the 
fact that the threshold for the EAL is above the indicating range 
for the iodine detectors. A release rate based on monitor readings 
would not be obtainable in this case. However, the HCGSECGTB does 
not state this in the basis for this EAL. This fact was stated in 



• 
- 5 -

the basis for EAL 6.1.2.d in the original, August 24, 1995 
submittal, but it was deleted from the basis in the July 3, 1996 
resubmittal. 

D. The same issues described in A. through C. above exist in the 
wording of HCGS EAL 6.1.4.d, which is the General Emergency gaseous 
radiological effluent EAL. 

Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. 

Issue No 3. 

NUMARC Recognition Category F 
Fission Product Barrier Degradation 

The NUMARC fission product barrier matrix EAL lists the following EAL 
(PCl) for the loss of the containment barrier that relates to drywell 
pressure: 

Rapid unexplained decrease following initial increase 

OR 

Drywe17 pressure response not consistent with LOCA conditions 

HCGS EAL 3.3.2.b is listed as being equivalent to PCl and states: 

Containment Failure as indicated by a rapid decrease in Drywell 
pressure following an increase in pressure above 1.68 psig 

A. HCGS EAL 3.3.2.b does not include the indication where drywell 
pressure response is not consistent with LOCA conditions. This 
precludes the recognition and consideration of containment leak 
rates that result in lower than expected drywell pressures for 
severe LOCAs. In these cases the containment energy loss rate is 
less than the RCS energy loss rate such that the containment 
pressure may not decrease, but will peak at a value that is much 
lower than expected. 

Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. 

NUMARC Recognition Category H 
Hazards and Other Conditions Affecting Plant Safety 

Issue No. 4. 

NUMARC EALs HUI.7 and HAI.7 provide for including site-specific 
conditions such as flooding in the group of natural phenomena that 
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warrant emergency classification. The licensee, in the original NUMARC 
EAL submittal, included low and high river water levels as examples of 
these types of events. Low and high river water levels are also 
included in the currently approved EAL scheme. In the latest submittal 
(dated July 3, 1996,) the licensee has deleted these EALs. In the 
comments accompanying the submittal, the licensee stated that these EALs 
were redundant to other EALs and served no useful purpose. The licensee 
further stated that since the only way for the river level to become 
excessively high or low would be as a result of a severe hurricane or 
storm which would be anticipated well in advance by precautionary 
staffing of emergency response facilities, the licensee felt that the 
purpose of any Unusual Event or Alert declarations would already be 
accomplished. 

The lack of any lower level classifications related to the river level 
removes the anticipatory notification of more serious consequences 
arising from these conditions. For low river level, the appearance of a 
storm that would drastically lower the river level would be anticipated 
and tracked. The licensee also most probably would staff its emergency 
response facilities in advance of the storm's arrival under an 
established storm plan or procedure. Under the licensee's latest EAL 
submittal, however, the offsite authorities would not be notified of a 
lowering river condition until the condition had caused a loss of the 
plant's heat sink and began threatening fission product barrier 
integrity. 

Conversely, for a rising river level, the licensee would not make any 
notifications to the offsite authorities until the storm yielded 
hurricane force winds onsite or the flooding conditions caused actual 
damage to safety systems. If an Alert condition were not declared until 
flooding conditions were allowed to reach a level such that plant safety 
systems were damaged, the site by that time may be inaccessible to 
emergency personnel who would be called in to respond to or mitigate the 
flooding consequences. Also, no notification of a high river water 
level event would be made until the flooding was of such a nature that 
offsite authorities, considering any protective actions, may not be able 
to initiate those protective actions due to the flooding conditions. 

Please provide additional information that justifies the removal of 
these EALs from the latest EAL submittal. 

Issue No. 5. 

NUMARC Example EAL HUl.6 is listed in the NUMARC guidance as being 
applicable in all operating modes. This EAL is written as follows: 

Report of turbine failure resulting in casing penetration or damage 
to turbine or generator seals. 

HCGS EAL 9.8.1.a is listed as applicable in operational conditions 1-3 
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(Power Operation, Startup, and Hot Shutdown) only and states: 

Catastrophic damage to the Main Turbine as evidenced by EITHER one 
of the following: 
• Main Turbine casing penetration 
• Main Turbine/Generator Damage potentially releasing Lube Oil 

or Hydrogen Gas to the Turbine Building 

The NUMARC to Hope Creek Cross Reference matrix recognized the stated 
mode applicability for this EAL as a deviation by stating the following: 

Modes 1,2,3 are the only Operational Conditions where Main Steam 
pressure is high enough to allow for Main Turbine operation. 

A. While damage to the turbine casing from turbine blades can only 
realistically occur when there is substantial steam pressure to add 
energy to the turbine rotors, the potential for damage from seal 

, oil, lube oil or hydrogen exists any time these systems are 
pressurized and operating. These conditions are independent of 
secondary plant steam pressure and could occur in any mode. 

Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. 
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

REGARDING SALEM NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS I AND 2 

EMERGENCY ACTION LEVELS REVISION TO NUMARC/NESP-007 METHODOLOGY 

The NRC has completed its initial review of the proposed emergency action 
levels (EALs} in the August 24, I995 and July 3, I996, Salem Nuclear 
Generating Station (SNGS}, Units I and 2 submittals. 

The August 24, I995 submittal consisted of the SNGS Emergency Classification 
Guide (ECG), the ECG Technical Basis (SNGSECGTB}, and a NUMARC EALs-to-Salem 
EALs comparison summary. The comparison summary correlated the SNGS EALs with 
the NUMARC example EALs and identified any deviations from the NUMARC 
guidance. The ECG consisted of one or more flowcharts for each of nine 
initiating conditions. Each flow chart contained the Initiating Condition, 
the Operating Mode applicability, the EAL number, EAL statement(s}, and the 
Action Required (emergency class}. The SNGSECGTB gave further details on each 
EAL, provided justification for any deviations from th~ NUMARC example EALs 
and cited specific procedure numbers and other related references. 

The July 3, I996 submittal consisted of a reissue of the SNGS ECG and the 
SNGSECGTB, a summary of telephone discussions between the NRC and Public 
Service Electric and Gas Company (the licensee} over technical issues 
identified in the August 24, I995 submittal, and a copy of the SNGSECGTB 
annotated to show changes made from discussions between the licensee and the 
NRC and the State of New Jersey. 

The proposed EALs were reviewed against the guidance in NUMARC/NESP-007, 
Revision 2. This document has been endorsed by the NRC in Regulatory Guide 
I.IOI, "Emergency Planning and Preparedness for Nuclear Power Reactors," 
Revision 3, as an alternative means by which licensees can meet the 
requirements in IO CFR 50.47(b)(4) and Appendix E to IO CFR Part 50. 

Since the staff has previously endorsed the guidance in NUMARC/NESP-007, the 
review focused on those EALs that deviated from the guidance and those EALs 
that required the development of site-specific thresholds. As a result of 
reviews of the latest submittal, a number of EALS were identified which 
required additional information in order to determine whether the EALs conform 
to'NUMARC/NESP-007. Please provide this additional information as discussed 
below. 

ENCLOSURE 2 
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NUMARC Recognition Category A 
Abnormal Rad Levels/Radiological Effluent 

Issue No. I. 

NUMARC IC ASI states: 

ASl Boundary Dose Resulting from an Actual or Imminent Release 
of Gaseous Radioactivity Exceeds 100 mR Whole Body or 500 mR 
Child Thyroid for the Actual or Projected Duration of the 
Release. 

NUMARC Example EAL ASl.I states: 

1. A valid reading on one or more of the following monitors 
that exceeds or is expected to exceed the value shown 
indicates that the release may have exceeded the above 
criterion and indicates the need to assess the release with 
(site-specific procedure): 

(site-specific list) 

Note: If the 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. 

SNGS EAL 6.1.3.d, which corresponds to this EAL, states: 

Valid Plant Vent Effluent Alarm 

AND 

Total Plant Vent release rate EXCEEDS B.47E+OBµCi/sec Total Noble 
Gas 

AND 

Dose Assessment results NOT available. 

AND 

Release is ongoing for ~30 minutes 

A. The licensee exceeds the NUMARC guidance for deferring the 
classification in favor of a dose assessment classification by 100% 
{30 minutes vs. 15 minutes). This deviation is the same one that 
exists for the Alert level classification {SNGS EAL 6.1.2.d). The 
licensee's justification for the deviation in EAL 6.1.2.d is that 
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their EAL is based on a limit that is five times lower than the 
limit referenced in the NUMARC guidance. The licensee does not want 
to declare the Alert due to a monitor reading based on the lower 
limit if an accurate dose assessment can be performed to verify if 
this EAL is valid. 

The limit upon which SNGS EAL 6.1.3.d is based is the same as that 
in the NUMARC guidance. The basis for both EALs is the 
Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action Guidelines (EPA 
PAGs). The licensee's justification for the increase of time by 15 
minutes is to avoid misclassification of the event by allowing time 
to obtain dose assessment projections from a second onsite computer 
should the primary computer fail. 

When considering EALs at the higher classifications that are related 
to radiological releases, it is especially important to classify the 
event promptly so that notifications can be made and protective 
actions considered in a timely manner. The licensee's basis for 
this deviation does not adequately justify the prolonged duration of 
the release before a classification can be made based on the monitor 
reading. 

B. The NUMARC basis for EAL ASl.l states that the Final Safety Analysis 
Report (FSAR) source term assumptions should be used in determining 
the indications for the monitors, but the Salem Nuclear Generating 
Station Event Classification Guide Technical Basis (SNGSECGTB) 
states that SNGS EAL 6.1.3.d is based on the default isotopic 
mixture assumption contained in the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual 
(ODCM). 

The use of ODCM source term is valid for lower level classifications 
(Unusual Event and Alert) where no core damage is assumed and any 
radiological releases are likely to be from a source term derived 
from normal plant operation. The releases associated with the 
higher level classifications (Site Area Emergency and General 
Emergency); however, are more likely to be associated with core 
damage events and the isotopic mixture will be more radiologically 
adverse. While the FSAR source is probably over-conservative for 
releases resulting from sequences involving a small amount of core 
damage, some realistic source term should be assumed. 

The ODCM source term may be acceptable if a conservative mixture of 
radioisotopes, closely approximating that expected from the most 
probable core damage sequences, is assumed. There is insufficient 
information to explain why the ODCM source term assumed for this EAL 
is more valid than accident source term data derived from the FSAR 
or assumed from some other guidance. 

C. The same issue~ described in A. and B. above exist in the wording of 
SNGS EAL 6.1.4.d, which is the General Emergency gaseous 
radiological effluent EAL. 
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Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. Also, provide a comparison of derived release rate 
thresholds for assumed ODCM source term, the FSAR source term, and/or 
any other reasonable source terms that approximate most probable core 
damage situations. 

Issue No. 2. 

NUMARC IC AA3 states: 

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 

Example EAL AA3.2 lists one way that this IC may be satisfied: 

2. Valid (site-specific) radiation monitor readings GREATER 
THAN <site specific> values in areas requiring infrequent 
access to maintain plant safety functions. 

SNGS EAL 6.3.2.a addresses this EAL and states: 

Unplanned increase in radiation levels inside the Protected Area ~ 
1000 times normal as indicated by EITHER one of the following: 
• Permanent or portable Area Radiation Monitors 
• General Area Radiological Survey 

AND 

Unplanned Dose Rate > 2000 mrem/hr above normal in any area of the 
plant which requires access to maintain plant safety functions 
(excluding the Control Room or GAS) 

The basis for this EAL in the SNGSECGTB states the following: 

The Dose Rate of 2000 mrem/hr was chosen as a threshold based upon 
NAP-24, "Administrative Dose Limits and Extension Criteria" which 
has Senior Radiation Protection Supervisor approval required prior 
to exceeding 2000 mrem/yr. This value is low enough to allow any 
increase in normal radiation level, by a factor of 1000, to be 
classified as an Unusual Event per EAL 6.3.1.a. 

A. The dose rate threshold stated in the EAL is for a value "above 
normal" for a given area and implies that different values exist for 
different areas. The basis for this EAL, however, appears to base 
the threshold on the prevention of a specific dose of 2000 mrem in a 
year's time. This logic would indicate that a uniform dose rate 
value for all of the areas to be considered would be more 
appropriate than ah increase above the normal value by 2000 mrem/hr. 
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B. It is unclear how the statement "This value is low enough to allow 
any increase in normal radiation level, by a factor of 1000, to be 
classified as an Unusual Event ... "does in fact accomplish this, 
since keeping the Alert threshold lower would lead to overlap 
between the Unusual Event and Alert thresholds. It is also unclear 
how this overlap is prevented for areas with normal radiation levels 
> 2mR/hr. 

Provide additional information to clarify the basis of this EAL, 
particularly whether the threshold should be expressed as a uniform 
value or a margin above normal dose rate levels. Also provide 
additional information to describe how the value chosen for the 
threshold provides a margin between the Unusual Event and Alert 
conditions. 

NUMARC Recognition Category H 
Hazards and Other Conditions Affecting Plant Safety 

Issue No. 3. 

NUMARC EALs HUl.7 and HAl.7 provide for including site-specific 
conditions such as flooding in the group of natural phenomena ·that 
warrant emergency classification. The licensee, in the original NUMARC 
EAL submittal, included low and high river water level as examples of 
these types of events. Low and high river water levels are also 
included in the currently approved EAL scheme. In the latest submittal 
{dated July 3, 1996,) the licensee has deleted these EALs. In the 
comments accompanying the submittal, the licensee stated that these EALs 
were redundant to other EALs and served no useful purpose._ The licensee 
further stated that since the only way for the river level to become 
excessively high or low would be as a result of a severe hurricane or 
storm which would be anticipated well in advance by precautionary 
staffing of emergency response facilities, the licensee felt that the 
purpose of any Unusual Event or Alert declarations would already be 
accomplished. 

The lack of any lower level classifications related to the river level 
removes the anticipatory notification of more serious consequences 
arising from these conditions. For low river level, the appearance of a 
storm that would drastically lower the river level would be anticipated 
and tracked. The licensee also most probably would staff its emergency 
response facilities in advance of the storm's arrival under an 
established storm plan or procedure. Under the licensee's latest EAL 
submtttal, however, the offsite authorities would not be notified of a 
lowering river condition until the condition had caused a loss of the 
plant's heat sink and began threatening fission product barrier 
integrity. 
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Conversely, for a r1s1ng river level, the licensee would not make any 
notifications to the offsite authorities until the storm yielded 
hurricane force winds Qnsite or the flooding conditions caused actual 
damage to safety systems. If an Alert condition were not declared until 
flooding conditions were allowed to reach a level such that plant safety 
systems were damaged, the site by that time may be inaccessible to 
emergency personnel who would be called in to respond to or mitigate the 
flooding consequences. Also, no notification of a high river water 
level event would be made until the flooding was of such a nature that 
offsite authorities, considering any protective actions, may not be able 
to init~ate those protective actions due to the flooding conditions. 

Please provide additional information that justifies the removal of 
these EALs from the latest submittal. 

Issue No. 4. 

NUMARC Example EAL HUl.6 is listed in the NUMARC guidance as being 
applicable in all operating modes. This EAL is written as follows: 

Report of turbine failure resulting in casing penetration or damage 
to turbine or generator seals. 

SNGS EAL 9.8.1.a is listed as applicable in operational conditions 1-3 
(Power Operation, Startup, and Hot Standby) only and states: 

Catastrophic damage to the Main Turbine as evidenced by EITHER one 
of the following: 
• Main Turbine casing penetration 
• Main Turbine/Generator Damage potentially releasing Lube Oil 

or Hydrogen Gas to the Turbine Building 

The NUMARC to Salem Cross Reference matrix recognized the stated mode 
applicability for this EAL as a deviation by stating the following: 

Modes 1,2,3 are the only Operational Conditions where Main Steam 
pressure is high enough to allow for Main Turbine operation. 

A. While damage to the turbine casing from turbine blades can only 
realistically occur when there is substantial steam pressure to add 
energy to the turbine rotors, the potential for damage from seal 
oil, l~be oil or hydrogen exists any time these systems are 
pressurized and operating. These conditions are independent of 
secondary plant steam pressure and could occur in any mode. 

Provide additional information that justifies the departure from the 
NUMARC guidance. 


