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1. INTRODUCTION I

The "TMI Action Plan" (HUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737) required licensees of
operating reactors to reanalyze transients and accidents and to upgrade '

emergency operating procedures (EOPs) (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 0)erating Procedures," describes the use of a " Procedures
Generation )ackage" (PGP) to prepare E0Ps. A PGP is required by Generic
Letter 82-33, Supplement I to NUREG-0737, " Requirements for Energency

.

i

Response Capability." The generic letter requires each licensee to
submit a PGP, which includes:

(i) Plant-specific technical guidelines

(ii) A writer's guide

(iii) A description of the program to be used for the validation of
E0Ps.

(iv) A description of the training program for the updated E0Ps. '

This report is the review of the Alabama Power Company (APCo) submittal
describing the development and implementation of E0Ps for the Joseph H.
Farley Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1and2(JMFP). '

The review was conducted to determine the adequacy of the APCo program
for preparing, implementation and maintaining upgraded E0Ps for JMFP.
This 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 APCo submittal,
the NRC staff review, and the acceptability of the submittal. Section 3
contains the conclusions.

The staff determined that the procedure generation program for APCo has
several items that must be satisfactorily addressed before the PGP is
acceptable. APCo should address these items in a revision of the PGP, or
justify that revisions are not necessary. This revision and/or
justification need not be submitted, but should be retained for
subsequent review by the NRC staff.
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The revision of the PGP, and subsequently of the E0Ps, should not impact
the schedule for the use of the E0Ps. The revision should be made in

,

:
accordance with JMFP administrative procedures and 10 CFR 50.59.

!

2. EVALUATION AND FINDINGS
i

In a letter dated July 29, 1983, from F. L. Clayton, Jr. (APCo), to '

S. A. Varga (NRC), APCo submitted its PGP for JMFP. The PGP contained !the following sections: i

Introcuction I*

* Plant-Specific Technical Guidelines
* Writer's Guide for Emergency Response Procedures (ERPs) !

* ERP Verification Program

* ERP Validiation Program !

* ERP Training Program
,

The PGP was reviewed and a Draft Saf ety Evaluation Report (DSER) was sent
to the APCo. In a subsequent letter datea hay 12, 1987, from R. P. Mcdonald
to the NRC, APCo submitted responses to the DSER and the finalized versions
of the verification and validation programs for JMFP. The staff review of +

the APCo responses and the verification and validation program is documented
in the following subsections. -

A. Plant-SpecificTechnicalGuidelines(P-STG) !

The P-STG program description was reviewed to determine if it i

described acceptable methods for accomplishing the objectives stated
in NUREG-0899. The P-STG program described the process that will
take the Westinghouse Emergency Response Guicelines (ERGS) and, with
appropriate changes, convert them into ERPs for the JMFP. APCo
identified the following source documents for the use in generating
ERPs for JMFP:

* Westinghouse ERGS with background information

* FSAR Units 1 and 2
.

* Farley Nuclear Plant Writer's Guide for E0Ps
* Technical Specifications for Units 1 and 2

The most current revision of existing E0Ps
,

* As-built plant arawings
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The staff review of the JMFP P-STG identified the following concern:
,

During the 10 CFR 50.59 review of the ERPs, any safety significant
deviation from the generic guidelines and the justification should be
included in the PGP.

With adequate resolution of the above item the JMFP plant-specific
technicalguidelinesprogramshouldaccomplishtheobjectivesstatedin
NUREG-0899 and should provide adequate guidance for translating the
Westinghouse ERGS into the JMFP ERPs.

B. Writer's Guide

The writer's guide was reviewed to determine if it described accept-
able methods for accomplishing the objectives stated in NUREG-0899.
The JMFP writer's guide includes details on ERP format, organization,
level of detail, content, and style. The surpose of the writer's
guide is to ensure the completeness, readaaility, convenience,
accuracy, and usefulness of the ERPs. The staff identified the
following concerns:

1. DSER WRITER'S GUIDE ITEM 3. The writer's guide should state
that only those step; that are by themselves longer than one,

page may be broken between pages. Also, the writer's guide
should include o means of indicating that these steps are
continued on the next page.

2. The discussion in the writer's guide of logic terms should be
revised with regcrd to the following:

a. Section 5.3.8, page 9, states that the use of AND and OR
within the same action should be avoided. There are

-

occasions when it is necessary to use AND and OR in the
same sentence. Section 5.3.8, should provide guidance and
an example of acceptable usage of AND and OR together.

b. Section 5.3.8, pages 9-10, should include sequences of
logic terms to avoid and examples of the correct use of
AND, and the inclusive OR, _lF, NOT, THEN, and WHEN.

c. Step 36 of figure 5 uses "if" in a manner not discussed in
the writer's guide and inconsistent with the format for
logic terms. The example should be revised to be consistent
with the text.

E '
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3. The discussion of vocabulary, syntax, and punctuation in the |

writer's guide should be revised to address the following: j

a. Section 5.3.1, page 7, instructs procedure writers to use ,

sentence fragments. The action steps in Figure 5 contain !sentence fragments. Complete sentences are much more r

precise and are more easily understood than fragments.
Section 5.3.1 should state that all sentences will be

,

'

complete. Figure 5 should then also be revised to be
consistent with the text. i

L b. Section 5.3.1, page 7, states that " instructions requiring
! operator action (s) shall be written as a directive." Steps

36.1, 36.2, and 36.8 in Figure 5 are not written as
directives. Figure 5 should be revised to be consistent

:

with the text. '

:

4 The writer's guide should address the definition and format of ;
the following types of action steps and should provide examples:
nonsequential steps, recurrent steps, time-dependent steps, And -

diagnostic steps.

!5. The discussion of abbreviations and acronyms in the writer's
guide should be revised to address the following:

a. Section 5.3.7, page 9, states that "the set of acceptable *

abbreviations symbols and acronyms shall be limited to a .

well defined and understood standardized set...in accordance
with FNP-0-AP-25"; and that "only those abbreviations which '

are commonly recognized by the operators without referring
to FNP-0-AP-25 shall be used." The writer's guide should
provide an inclusive list of acceptable abbreviations and ,

acronyms. i

| b. Section 5.3.7, page 9, should specify that each acronym will
have only one meaning and that any expression will be
represented by only one acronym, unless it would be
impossible to follow this guidance due to conflicting
control panel markings. j

| c. Section 5.3.7, page 9, should specify that abbreviations for
simple expressions, abbreviations that are similar to each
other, and abbreviations that themselves are complete words

,

should be avoided in ERPs.

6. Section 5.8.4, page 13, provides rules for page rotation.
Section 5.8.4, should state that page rotation will not be
allowed. '

7. The writer's guide should discuss the location of the ERPs in
| the control room and the techniques that will be used to
j differentiate ERPs from other plant procedures.

. _ . . _ . _ . _. . . _ _ . . . _ . .
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With adequate resolution of the above items, the JMFP writer's guide |
should accomplish the objectives stated in NUREG-0899 and should !
provide adequate guidance for translating the technical guidelines 'j
into E0Ps that will be usable, accurate, complete, readable, convenient

.

'

to use and acceptable to control room operators.

C. Verification and Validation Program 1
,

The oescription of the verification and validation program was reviewed :
to determine if it described acceptable methods for accomplishing the !objectives stated in NUREG-0899. The JMFP verification and validation
programs are designed to ensure that ERPs are technically accurate
written correctly, and contain the appropriate language and level of
information needed by the operating staff. The verification process
consists of four phases: preparation, verification, resolution, and
documentation; validation censists of preparation, assessment, and i

,

resolution. The staff identified the following concerns:
'

1. DSER VERIFICATION / VALIDATION ITEM 3. Section 5.1.1, page 2, of
Attachment 2 states that personnel with operating experience, '

and understanding of plant hardware, the ERGS, and the writer's -

guide will be apaointed to conduct the verification. The PGP
should specify t1e criteria for selection of team menbers to !

assure independence, and should specify the roles and responsi- |

bilities of team members.

2. The verification and validation programs should be expanded to !
include the f ollowing objectives:

a. There should be a high level of probability that the
procedures will work; that is, the procedures will success-
fully guide the operator in mitigating plant transients. >

b. ERPs should be usable; that is, operators be able to follow
ERPs with a minimum of delays, confusion, and errors,

c. There should be a high level of probability that all
instruments and controls are adequate and that an accurate
correspondence exists between the ERPs and the control room '

and plant hardware.
.

With adequate resolution of the above items, the JMFP verification
and validation program should accomplish the objectives stated in
NUREG-0899 and should provide assurance that the E0Ps adequately
incorporate the guidance of the writer's guide and the technical
guidelines,

i
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D. Training Program

The description of the operator training program on the JMFP upgraded
E0Ps was reviewel to determine if it described acceptable methods for
accomplishing the objectives stated in NUREG 0899. The JMFP training
program consists of classroom instruction, control room walk-throughs,
simulator exercises and refresher training. The staff identified the
following concerns:

1. DSER TRAINING ITEM 2. Although specific details are included
in other documents, the training program description should
indicate that during both initial ano refresher training a wide
variety of scenarios will be used, including simultaneous and
sequential failures, to fully exercise the IRPs on the simulator
and in control room walk-throughs.

2. The training program states that training on major revisions
will be conducted in the classroom if both the plant and the
simulator are unavailable. Classroom training is appropriate
as a alternative for simulator or walk-through training only as
a temporary measure. The training program should be revised to
state that classroom training will be used as a substitute only
when the introduction of new procedures would otherwise be
delayed due to simulator or control room unavailability.
Retraining on the simulator or in the control room should occur
as soon as possible.

With adequate resolution of the above items, the JMFP training
program should accomplish the objectives stated in NUREG-0899
and should result in appropriate training for the JMFP operators
on the upgraded E0Ps.

,

3. CONCLUSION

The staff concludes that, the PGP submitted by Alabama Power Company for
the Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, in letters to the NRC,
dated July 29, 1983 and May 12, 1987, should be reviewed to address the
programmatic improvements outlined in Section 2 of this evaluation. A
PGP revision should not be submitted to the NRC. For items the licensee
deems inappropriate or no longer applicable for inclusion in its PGP, it
should develop and maintain documented justification in an auditable
form. All revisions to the PGP should be reflected in plant E0Ps within
a reasonable period of time, e.g., the next planned revision of the E0PS.

Principal Contributor: G. S. Galletti

Dated: February 5,1990
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