UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D €. 206568

~wruary 20, 1990

i locket Nos. 50326
! and 50-324

Mr. Lymn MW, Eury
Executive Vice Presigent
Power Supply

Caroline Power & Light Company |
Post Office Box 1581 |
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 |

Dear Mr. Eury:

SUBJECT: SAFETY EVALUATION FOR THE BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT,
. UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2 - PROCEDURES GENERATION PACKAGE
I (TAC NOS. 44287 AND 44788)

The staff has completed its review of your Procedures Ceneration Package x
(PGP ) for the brunswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP), Units 1 end 2
submitted by letters dated August 17, 1983 end October 31, 1984,
supplemented by & letter deted January 28, 1987. The enclosed safety
evaluation discusses programmatic improvemenis which will enhance your
ability to develop and maintein consistertly high quality Emergency
Cperating Procedures (EOP). The mjority of the findings are related
‘ to the writer's guide. The staff concludes that your PGP needs to be !
] reviewed to address these programmatic improvewments, For items you deem |
N inappropriate or no longer applicalbe for inciusion in your PGP, you i
| should develop and maintain documented justification in an auditable form,

In agdition, during the period of September 6 through October 7, 1988,

& team of NRC inspectors audited your Integrated Plarnt Emergency Cperating
Procequres (EOP); the team findings and comments were transaitted to you
in the Inspection Report 50-325/86-200 and 50-324/88-200 dated February
¢3, 1989,

The staff recommends you consider both the enclosed Safety Evaluation and | -
the results of the EOP inspection as statec in the Inspection Report and %
utilize them as appropriate in the next major revision to your PGP ang EOP.



Mr. Lynn W. Eury

02.

The staff recognizes that your PGP nay rave been revised since the
submittals, and requests that you maintain records of all revisions to your

PGP and EOP in an auditable form.

Enclosures:
As statad

cC w/encls:
See next pege
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Ko further submittals are required,

Sincerely,

Urayinagl Signed By:

Keoe K. Le, Preject Menager

Profect Divectorate 1l-1
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07 tce of Muclear Reactor Regulation

February 20, .990

. ......-

NLe SW

DATE :2//5/90 12/ 16 /90  :2/30/90

: {l=1 1 :
) .m;" """""" ;ST e e

- M M M lesmsnnnnn

OFF ICIAL RECORD COPY
Document Name: LTK EURY 44287/88



Mr. Lynn W. Eury -2 February 20, 1990

The staff recognizes that your PGP may have been revised since the
submittals, and requests thet you naintein records of all revisions to your
PGP and EOP in an auditable form. No furtier submittals are required,

Sincerely,

4 /’
Ngoc B, Le, Project Manager
Project Directorate 11-1
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated

cc w/encls:
See next page
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE QFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACIOR REGULATION

RELATED TO THE PROCEDURES GENERATION PACKAGE

CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS: 50-325/50-324

1. INTKCDUCTION

The "TV1 Action Plan” (NUREG-0660 and NUKEG-0737) required licensees of
operating reactors to resralyze transients and accidents end to upgracde
emergency vperating procedures (EOPs) (Item 1.C.1). The plan also
requitec the NRC staff to develop o Tong«tern plan that integrated anc
expended efforts in the wriitng, reviewing, and monftoring of plant
proceoures (Item 1.(.9), NUREG-0899, "Guicelines for the Preperztion of
Emeroency Operntinp Procedures," describes the use of a "Procedures
Generation Package" (PGP) to prepare EOPs., A PGP 1s required by Generic
Letter B2-33, Supplement ! to NUREG-0737, "Requirements for Emergency
Respunse Capability," The generic letter requires each licensee tu
submit a PGP, which 1ncludes:

(1) Plant-specific technical guidelines

(11) P writer's guige

(111) # description of the program to be used for the
validation of EOPs

(1v) éog:script1on of the training program fur the upgreded

This report fs the review ¢t the Carclina Power & Light Company (CP&L)
submittals describing the development and inplementation of EOPs for the
Erunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1 and 2 (BSEP).

The review was conducted to determine the adequacy of the CPSL program for
preparing, implenenting, and maintaining upgraced EOPs for BSEP, This review
was besed on NUREG-0BOO, Subsection 13.5.2, "Standard Peview Plan for the
Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plant." Section 2 of this
report briefly aiscusses the CPsL submittel, the NRC staff review, and the
acceptebility of the submittal, Section 3 contains the staff's conclusions,

The staff determined thet the procedure generation program for BSEP has
several items that must be satisfaectorily adoressed before the PGP is
acCeptebie. CPLL should aadress these ftems 1n & revision of the PGP, or
Justify thet revisions 2re not necessary. This revisfon ano/or justification
neec not be submitted, but should be retained fur subsequent review by the NRC
statt. The revision cf the PGP, arne subsequeitly of the EOPs, The revisiun
shoule be tade 1n accordance with the BSEP admiristrative procedures and 10
CFR 50,89,



~ EVALUATION AND FINDINGS

In a letter dated August 17, 1983, from S. R, Zimmerman (CPEL) to H.R.
Denton (NRC), CP&L submitted 1ts PGP for BSEP. The NRC staff conducted a
review of the BSEP PGP, and 1dentified its findings in a Request for
Aoditional Information (RAI), which was forwarded to CPAL in a letter
dated July 27, 1984, C(PSL provided responses to the RA]l items in a
letter from S. R, Zimmerman to D, B. Vassallo (NRC) 1n & letter dated
October 31, 1984 and included a revision to the PGP that incorporatec
changes to address the 1dentified 1tems. The 1984 revision of the
writer's guide that was submitted to the NR(C was incomplete and was
resubmitted by CPEL on January 28, 1987 in response to a conference cal)
held on January 12, 1987, 'he revised PGP includea an introduction and
the fellowing sections:

. EOP Upgreded Program

” Plant-Specific Technical Guidelines for EOPs
. Writer's Guide for EOPs

' Validation and Verification Program for EOPs
. Symptomatic EOP Training Program

. EOP Administrative Control

The review of the BSEP PGP follows:

A. Because staff evaluation of Revision 4 of the generic tachnical
guidelines is now complete, the P-STG program description should be
revised to conform with Revision 4 of the Genera)l Electric Builing
water Reactor Owner's Group (BWROG) Emergency Procedure Guidelines
(EPGs). Safety significant deviations from the BWROG Emergency
Procedures Guidelines should be documented, justified, and archived
for future reference,

B. The writer's guide was reviewed to determine if it described
acceptable methods for accomplishing the objectives stated in
NUREG-0899. The BSEP EOPs consist of flowcharts for the immediate
operator actions, and text procedures for the subsequent actions.
The purpose of the writer's guide 1s to provide administrative and
technical guidance on the preparation of FOPs to ensure that they
ere complete, accurate, convenient, readable and acceptable to the
BSEP control room personnel., The writer's guide provides
information on the organization of the EOPs, wechanics of style,
typing fornat, and reproduction. The staff i1dentified the following
concerns in the review of the writer's guide:



Flgure 1, page 12 does not use the path-to-path arrows for
reterencing the flowcharts as inofcated in Section 3.9, page 15,
The 7ritcr‘s guide should be revised o that text and examples are
corsistent,

Item 12, pege 5 of Appendix 111, indicates that path-to-path arrows
on flowcharts will be color codeq. Color cuding 1s not discussed 11
the writer's guide.

Figure 1, page 12, has information or caution symbols placed at the
enc of ffoupaths after action steps, The writer's guide shoulg
state that informetion or csution symbols should appear before the
step to which they apply.

CPSL indicates that Figure 1, page 12, has been revised for clarity;
however, this figure 1s 11legible because 1t has been reduced.
Further, Figure 6, page 29, 1s also difficult to read.

The writer's guide should be revised to address the following
concernus regarding logic terms:

8. Sectiwn 4.8.2.b, page 33, states that "and" should not be
enphasized as a logic term 1f 1t 1s used as sinple or compound
conjunction, However, 1n Section 4.8.2.a, the "and" is the
consequence of the logic term, It appears to be a conjunction,
but 1s emphasized 2s a logic term. The writer's guide should
specifically discuss the difference between conjunctions and
logic terms. Examples should be revised so that they are
consistent with this description,

b.  The example 1n Section 4.8.2.b, page 33, the logic term IF 1s
not underlined as required by Section 4.8.2, page 32.

C. The example in Section 4.8.2.b, page 33, does not follow the
guidance for combining AND end OR thet 1s given in Section
£.8.2.d, page 34,

d. Sectfon 4.8.2.d, page 34, lists two possible meaning for a
cunditional statement cuntaining buth AND and OR. The first
possible meaning reads:

IF both condition ;. AND conditfun B occur, THEN go to
Step 5.3.6.

This stotement 1s incomplete it should read:
1F both conditicn A AND condition B occur; THEN go to
Tlep 5.23.6
OR

IF conditiun C cccurs, THEN go to Step 5.3.6.



The examples in Section 4.8.7, pages 36 and 37, and in Section
4.8.13, page 40, emphasize "cannot" as though 1t 1t were a
logic term. CANNOT 1s not included in the 1ist of logic terms
in Section 4.B77, pege 32. The writer's guide should be
revised so that text and examples are consistent.

The caution Figure 6, page 29, shows “unless” emphasized as a
logic term. When "unless” 1s used as a logic term, the
condition will typically follow the action (e.g., “Open the
velve UNLESS...). For this reason, the writer's guide should
be rcv\:o% to indicate that "unless” will not be used in EOPs
as & logic term,.

The writer's guide should be revised to address the following
concerns regarding referencing and brenching:

b.

Section 4,8.7 of writer's guidc. page 36, indicates procedure
writers should use IF...THEN statements to formet reference snd
branches. The validation and verification checklist, Figure
16, number 2.c, page 31, asks 1f referencing and branching
instructions are correctly worded, using "go to" for branches
and "refer to" for references. The writer's ?uido should be
revised to specify a consistent format for references and
branches. Specific, unambiguous information should be included
in a reference or a branch, e.g. the step number, the section
title and number, and the procedure title and number. The
validation and verification program should be made consistent
with the writer's guide or vice versa.

The writer's guide shoulu discuss the specific criteria to be
used when decicing whether necessary steps should be included
in the text of the procedure or should be referenced. The
length of the referenceo segment is one possible criterion.

To 21d in referencing, the writer's guide should specify some
method, such as tabbing, for easily 1dentifying section or
subsections in end path procedures.

The writer's guide should inciude instructions for writing the
various types of action steps that an operator may teke to cope with
different plant situations:

The writer's guide should define and discuss the format for the
following types of action steps in flowcharts: tiie-dependent
steps, concurrent steps, and diagnostic steps. Also the format
for non-sequential, equally acceptable, and recurrent steps
should be discussed. The writer's guide should include a means
by which operators will be reminded to perform recurrent,
continuous, time-dependent, and concurrent steps 2s well as a
means of letting operators know when it is no longer necessary
to perform these steps. Examples of each of these steps should
be provided.



b.

The writer's guide should define and discuss the format for the
following types of action steps in text procedures: time-
gependent steps, concurrent steps, diagnostic steps, and
high-level steps, Examples of diagnostic and equally
acceptable steps in text procecures should be provided. The
writer's guide should include a means by which operators wil)
be reminded to perform recurrent, continuous, time-dependent,
&8N0 concurrent steps as well as a means of letting operators
know when it 1s no longer necessary tu perform these steps.

Section 4.8.1.e, page 31, states that lists of three or more
objects will include spaces for operator checkoffs. The
example 1n Sectfon 4.8.13, page 40, includes a sequence for
opening SRVs which does not include spaces for gperator
checkoffs, The writer's guide should clarify when checkyffs
are and are not required, and make examples consistent with
that guidance.

The writer's guide should be revised to sg«cify the location of
B

priuted operator aids (i.e., figures, tab

$, and attachments), in

the procedures so that they can be easily located and identified by
operators,

The discussion of flowcharts in the writer's guide should be revised
with regerd to the following:

C.

Becouse flowcharts cannct precent as much detail as written
procecures, the wraiter's guide should specificaily address the
level of detai] to be included in flowcharts.

Sectiwun 3.10, page 15, discusses connocting 1ines in
flowcharts, &nu mentions 2 wide 1ine, the "Yellow Brick Road,"
(which represents the expectec plant response) and narrow lines
(which represent possible plant responses). Section 3.10
should discuss precise formatting instructions for these

Tines. An example should be provided.

The writer's guide should discuss placekeeping aids for
flowcharts.

Section 3,27, page 22, states that flowcharts mey be reproduced
on a standard blueprint copier, but the validation/verification
program, Item 12, page 5, Appendix 11l indicates that
path-to-path arrows on fiowcharts will be color coded. The
writer's guide should be revised to indicate how this color
coding will be maintained during reproduction,

o



€. Section 3,25, page 22, states that flowchart steps should be
typed in 12-pitch type. Section 3.26, page 22, states that
completed flowcharts shall be reduced by 50%. Reducing
flowcharts by 50% would reduce the pitch to an unreacsble
$12¢. The writer's guide should ensure that the text is
resceble, taking into consiceration the maximum distance at
which the size of type can be reac in both optimal and degraded
lighting., An easy to use formula that 1s appropriate for
flowcharts 1s:

Type size in inches 1n optima) Tighting = 0,0044 X reading
distance in inches

Tyve s1ze in inches in degreced lighting = 0,0061 X reading
distance in inches

f. Section 3.18.j, page 17, stetes that tubles can be used in
flowcharts, The writer's guide should provide format
instructions for such tebles and indicate how they will be
referenced «nd where they should be placed.

9. Section 3.22, page 21, states that flowcharts will provide
location information for equipment, controls and displays that
are infrequently used. The writer's guide should discuss the
format for this information anc provide an example.

NOTE : For further guidance regarding flowchart design, see
NUREG/CR-5Z28, "Technioues for Preparing Flowchart-Format
Emergency Operating Procedures,”

Some revisiuns in the writer's guide introduced new human factors
concerns. The following comments sddress passages of the writer's guide
that were added to the writer's guide since the previous revision was
reviewed, or sections that were modified,

10. The discussion in the writer's guide of cautions and notes should be
revisec with regard to the following:

a. Section 3.8, page 15, and Section 3.16, page 16, have been
revised to indicete that cautions in flowcharts are to be
enclosed in infornation symbols. Cautions contain critical
information and should be easily aistinouishable from other
types of less critical information., A unique method of
highlighting cautions on flowcharts should be provided.

b. Items 8.f, 8.9, and 8.h of Figure 14, page 29, of the
validation/verification program address precautions, but
precautions are not discussea ir the writer's guide. The
writer's gufce should be revised to incluce a discussion of
precautions arnc their fornet.



Al Tht'uriter's guide should be revised tu further address procedure
titles:

12,

13.

14,

Section 4.2, Dl?e 25, states that procedures will have cover
sheets that will include 2 descriptive title to fdentify the
procedure. The cxample of & cover sheet, Ficure 4, page 26,
does not include a descriptive title. This faure should be
revised to be consistent with the instructions given ir Section

Section 4,7.2.a, page 28, has been revised to state that &
procedure title "shall be stated for vperator assocfation

with the entry condftions," and that "the example title (Figure
6) represents & title for an End Path Procedure. " Figure 6,
page 29, does not contain a descriptive title and should be
revised to be consistent with the text.

The writer's guide should state that esch caution statement shou'd
cvntain one and unly one tupic.

The fcllowing concerns were note regarding emphasis techniques:

C.

Section 4.8.6, page 36, describes acceptable uses of

underlining, anc states that underlining may also be used for
"miscellanccus emphasis." The overuse of underlining will
detract frum emphasis throughout EOPs., Section 4.8.6 should
state that the use of miscellaneous emphasis should be minimized,

To correspond to the examples given, Section 4.8.10 page 38,
should specify that inftial capitalization will be used for
references to tables and figures within text material, end
columa headings within & teble,

Action verbs are fully capitalized in examples 1n the writer's
guide. This use of capitalization should be discussed in the
writer's guide.

The following concerns were noted regarding vocabulary, syntax, and
punctuation:

The writer's guide should be expanded to include a 1ist of
examples of words that should be avoiced, €.0., ambiguous or
confusing terms,

Section 5.4.d, page 42, instructs procedure writers to define
key words thaet may be understood in mure than one sense,

Section 5.4,0, should state that key words with more than one
meening should be aveided in EOPs. Such terms should be
included in the I1st of words to avoid., If ambiguous key words
must be usea in EOPs, they should be defined when they are usec.



17,

€. The writer's guide should indicate that verbs from Tebie 1,
pages 15-20, should be used wherever possible and that verbs
that are not in Teble 1 should only be used 1f no verb in Table
1 conveys the correct meaning,

6. The writer's guide should state that instruction steps in
flowcharts and written proceoures will be written as
directives, in the imperative mode.

e. Section 5.2, pege 40-81, discusses hyphenation, The fourth ond
fifth uses of hyphenation described in this section are not
consistent with standard English use ¢, and the sixth usage
described does not make these words less confusing., The
writer's guide should be revised into indicate that hyphenation
will not be used in these situstions.

The following concerns were noted regarding action steps:

6. The writer's gufde should state that each action step will be
wholly contafned on & single page,

b.  The writer's guide should be expanded to address the following
concerns: (1? action steps should be structured to minimize
the physical interference of personnel in the control room, (2)
sction steps should be structured to avoid unintentiona)
duplication of tasks, [3) action steps should be structured to
be cunsistent with the roles and responsibtlities of operators,
and (4) action steps shoulu be structured to be executed by the
minimum control room staffing required by the Technical
Specifications. See NUREG-0899, Section 5.8 for additiona)
informatfon. The writer's guide should also make 1t clear that
these concerns pertein to action steps in the end path
procedures as well as those in flowcharts.

Section 6.5, page 43, discusses rules for page rotation., Having to
rotate peges in the middle of an instruction mekes a procedures
difficult to follow, increases delays, and may lead to operator
error, The writer's guide should state that page rotation will be
minimized.

Section 3.23.d, page 21, instructs procedure writers to use limits
to avold calculations and to "avoic using*". This appears to be a
typo; the section should read "avoic using =."

With acequate resclution of the above items, the BSEP writer's guide
should accomplish the objectives stated in NUREG-0899 and should provide
aCequate guidance for translating the technical guidelines, into EOPs
that will be useable, accurate, complete, readable, convenient to use,
and ecceptable to control room operators.



. Verification ang Validation Program

The description of the verification and validation program wes reviewed
to determine 1f 1t described acceptable methods for accomplishing the
objectives stated in NUREG-0899. The valigatiun ang verification program
described in the PGP has six objectives:

' To confirm that the BSEP EOPs are technically correct; 1.e., they
accurately reflect the technical guidelines,

. To confirm that the BSEP EOPs are written correctly; 1.e., they
accurately reflect the writer's guide.

¢ To confirm that the BSEP EOPs are useable; 1.e., they cen be
understood and followed without confusion, delay, or errors.

" To confirm that there 1s @ correspondence between the EOPs ano the
BSEP control room/plant hardware; 1.e., control/equipment
indications that are referenced are aveilable (inside and outside
the cuntrol room), use the same designation, use the same units of
Measurement, end operate as specifiea in the procedures.

. To confirm that the language ana level of information presentation
in the BSEP EOPs 1s compatible with the minimum number,
quelification, training, and experience of the plant operating staff,

g To confirm that there 1s & high level of assurance thet the BSEP
EOPs work; 1.e., the procedures guide the operator in the mitigation
of transients and accidents.

CP&L states that EOP validation and verification is accomplished by &
combination of the following methods:

o Desk-top reviews
i Simulator exercises
» Walk-throughs
- Phase | (operational scenarios)
- Phase II (check of each step of EOP)
- Back panel walk-through
= Outside control room walk-throughs

. Pre-implementation review of Erunswick EOPs



20cum¢ng;t\on of technics) guidelines (Appendix 111, Attachments A,
, and

(¢

Independent Human Factors Reviews (summary)
The staff identified the following concerns:

l. The description of the validation/verification program should be
revised with regard to the following:

8. CPBL states that "the EOP commitiee wil) be responsible for EOP
maintenance and will determine what verification and validaetion
will be required for revised EOPs." The verification/validation
program should clearly specify how the committee will maintain
EOPs and should include the general criteria that the commitiee
will use to determine when verification and validation 1s and is
not necessary for revised EOPs.

The validation/verification program describes the validation
and verif’'-ation that was performed on existing EOPs but does
not specify how the program will be followed in the future.

The program should describe CPEL's plan for validating and
verifying current as well as new or revised EOPs. For this
reason, the validation/verification program should be presented
as & datailed plan that CPAL has comnitted to follow for al)
future EOPs, rather than as a description of the validation and
verification that occurred with the most recent set of EOPs.

The validation/verificacion program should indicate that the EOPs
will be exercised during simulator exercises or control room

walk-throughs with the minimum control room staff required by the
Technical Specificetions,

The description of the validation/verification program should be
revised with regard to the following:

8. The validation/verification program should state that simulator
exercises are the primary validation method.

The velidation/verification program should state that when a
plant-specific simulator becomes available, the full complement
of EOPs wi1l) be re-validated on the plant-specific simulator.
The validation plan should be followsd during this
re-valication,

NRC validation/Verification Comment 6: The validation and
verification program should be expanded to include & adescription of
how technical differences between units will be handled in
velidation and verification, The validation and verification
program should also state that walk-throughs si wld be conducted in
each unit's control room 1n order to establish correspondence
between the controuls 1n each control room end the EOPs,




With adequate resolutfon of the above ftems, the BSEP verification and
velication progrem should acconplish the objectives stated in NUREG-0899
end should provice assurance that the EOPs adequately incorporate the
guicence of the writer's guide anc the technica) guidelines,

Training Program

The description of the operator trafning progrem on the BSEP upgreded
EOFs was reviewed to determine 1f 1t described acceptable methods for
acconplishing the objectives stated in NUREG-0B99, BSEP describec &
treining program that will provide classroom instruction for auxiliary
operators and classroom instruction and svmulator training for licensed
operators end individuels in treining for an operator's license. Daily
exams are given curing the classroom training and evaluations of the
operaturs' performence ere made during simulator exercises. The staff
fdentified the following concerns:

1.  The training program should be revised to fndicate that &1
operators will be trained on the current version of all ECPs before
going on shift,

¢. The training program description should be expanded tu discuss the
methoo to be used to train the operators in areas where the
simulator differs from the plant. In these situatiuns and for the
parts of the EOPs thet cennot be run on the simuletor, walk-throughs
should be used for operator training. Classroom training alone 1s
not an appropriate substitute for simulator or walk-through training,

3. The tratning program description should indicate that operstors wil)
be tratnec to use the EOPs as a team anc that each pperator will be
trained in the role that he would be expected to take in an actual
emergency.

Some revisions in the training program introduced new concerns. The
fcllowing comments address portions of the training program that were
odded since the previous revision was reviewed, portions that were
significantly modified.

€. The description of the training program should include the
objectives of the prugram. This description should state that, at
the conclusion of tratning:

8. Trainees will understand the philosophy behina the EOPs. That
1s, trainees will uncerstand the EOPs' structure and the
approach to transient and accident mitigation, including
control of safety functions; accioent evaluation &nd diagrusis;
and the achievement of safe, stable, or shutdown conditiors.

11



3.

b, Trainees wil) uncerstand the mitfoation strategy end technicel
bases of the EOPs, That s, trainees will understand the
function anc use of plant systems, subsystems, and components
fn mitioeting transients and dccidents,

€. Trainees will have a working knowledoe of the technical content
of the EOPs. That 15, trainees wil) yunderstand ang know how to
perform each step in a)l EOPs to achieve EOP objectives,

d.  Tratiees will be capable of executing the EOPs (as 1nofviduals
&ng teams) under operetionel conditiuns, That 15, tréinees

will be able to carry out &n EOP successfully during transients
end acciderts,

With adeouate resolution of the above Ttens, the BSEP treining program
shoulc eccomplish the objectives statea in NUREG-0B59 and should result
In appropriate tratning for the BSEP opereters on the upgraded £0Ps,

CONCLUSTONS

The staff concludes that, the PGP submitted by CP&L for the BSEP, Units 1
and 2 by letters from CPAL to the NRC, dated August 17, 1983 and October 31,
1984, as revised by CPAL letter dated January 28, 1987 should be reviewed

to address the programmatic improvements outlined in Section 2 of this eva-
luation. A PGP revision should not be submitted to the NRC. For items the
licensee deems inappropriate or no Tonger applicable for inclusion in its
PGP, it should develop and maintain documented justification in an auditable
form. A1l revisions to the PGP should be reflected in plant EOPs within a
reasonable period of time, e.g. the next planned revision of the EOPss
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