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( - f WASHINGTON, D.C. 2006H001

'% May 21, 1996

Mr. Donald C. Shelton
Acting Vice President Nuclear - Perry
Centerior Service Company
P. O. Box 97, A200
Perry, OH 44081

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - EMERGENCY ACTION LEVELS
PERRY NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NO. 1 (TAC NO. M94800)

Dear Mr. Shelton:

By letter dated February 16, 1996, you submitted proposed emergency action

levels (EALs) that would replace your current EALs. The NRC staff has

performed an initial review of your submittal and needs additional information

to complete its review. We request that you respond to the enclosed request

for additional information (RAI) within 60 days of receiving this letter.

Contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
i

b b
Jon B. Hopkins, Sr. Project anager
Project Directorate III-3
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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4 Mr. Donald C. Shelton Perry Nuclear Power Plant;

j - Centerior Service Company Unit Nos. I and 2 '

i

{ cc: .

Mr. James W. Harris, Director !
,

; Jay E. Silberg, Esq. Division of Power Generation '

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge Ohio Dept. of Industrial Relations,

; 2300 N Street, N. W. P.O. Box 825
Washington, D. C. 20037 Columbus, Ohio 43216

| Ms. Mary E, O'Reilly- The Honorable Lawrence Logan
i Centerior Energy Corporation Mayor, Village of Perry

|9 300 Madison Avenue 4203 Harper Street i
j Toledo, Ohio 43652 Perry, Ohio 44081 '

4

i Resident Inspector's Office The Honorable Robert V. Oroszj U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Mayor, Village of North Perry
'. Parmly at Center Road North Perry Village Hall
; Perry, Ohio 44081 4778 Lockwood Road
; North Perry Village, Ohio 44081

Regional Administrator, Region III:

1- U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Attorney General
! 801 Warrenville Road Department of Attorney General
; Lisle, Illinois 60532-4531 30 East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43216.

i Lake County Prosecutor
J Lake County. Administration B1dg. Radiological Health Program
. 105 Main Street Ohio Department of Health

Painesville, Ohio 44077 P.O. Box 118.

) Columbus, Ohio 43266-0118
: Ms. Sue Hiatt
j OCRE Interim Representative Ohio Environmental Protection
i 8275 Munson Agency

Mentor, Ohio 44060 DERR--Compliance Unit
-

ATTN: Mr. Zack A. Clayton
! Terry J. Lodge, Esq. P.O. Box 1049
! 618 N. Michigan Street, Suite 105 Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

i|
Toledo, Ohio 43624

Mr. Thomas Haas, Chairman
! Ashtabula County Prosecutor Perry Township Board of Trustees~

25 West Jefferson Street 3750 Center Rd., Box 65
Jefferson, Ohio 44047 Perry, Ohio 44081

1' Mr. James D. Kloosterman State of Ohio
j Regulatory Affairs Manager Public Utilities Commission
j Cleveland Electric Illuminating East Broad Street

Company Columbus, Ohio 43266-0573d

i Perry Nuclear Power Plant
! P. O. Box 97, E-210 Mr. Richard D. Brandt, Plant Manager
1 Perry, Ohio 44081 Cleveland Electric Illuminating i

! Company
i Mr. James R. Williams Perry Nuclear Power Plant
~

Chief of Staff P.O. Box 97, SB306
; Ohio Emergency Management Agency Perry, Ohio 44081
| 2855 West Dublin Granville Road

Columbus, Ohio 43235-2206
i

i
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ATTACHMENT

REOUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION .

;

REGARDING PERRY NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

'

EAL REVISIOII TO NUMARC/NESP-007 METHODOLOGY

The NRC has completed its initial review of the proposed emergency action levels (EALs)
contained in the February 16,1996, Perry Nuclear Power Plant submittal. De submittal
consisted of the proposed EAL basis document, a plant specific EAL guideline document,
and letters of Agreement from State and local authorities. De EAL basis document
contained the EAL statements, the corresponding emergency classifications, a unique
designator number for each EAL, the plant operating condition applicability, and the basis !

for the EAL. The plant specific guideline document provided justification for any deviations
from the NUMARC example EALs.

The proposed EALs were reviewed against the guidance in NUMARC/NESP-007,
" Methodology for Development of Emergency Action levels," 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 the initial review, 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.

NUMARC Recaenhion Catenorv A
Abnormal Rad Levels / Radiological Emuent

Issue No.1

NUMARC Initiating Condition (IC) AUl is:

AUl Any unplanned Release of Gaseous or Liquid Radioactivity to the
Environment that Exceeds 7%e Tunes the Radiological Technical
Specipcationsfor 60 Minutes or Langer.

A NUMARC EAL associated with this IC is:
.

AU1-1 A valid reading on one or more of thefollowing monitors that exceeds

PERRY.RAI
Page 1
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Y the "value shonn" (site spec @c monitors) indicates thc @: release may |

. han exceeded she abow criterion and indicates the need to assess the

| release with (site spec @c procedure):

| (site-spec @c list)

i 1

A. The Perry EAL scheme did not include an EAL for a liquid release from the Liquid
,

Radwaste (LRW) liquid effluent pathways. The justification provided was " discharges |;
'

j from the liquid radwaste syskuns to ESW are considered controlled releases, requiring
i sampling and evaluation prior to discharging; therefore, releases from LRW are not

considered." This is not adequate justification for not having an EAL for releases
|from the LRW pathway. There may be unexpected events where systems or

procedural controls do not work which result in release which meets the IC. All;

; available monitors which could provide an indication of conditions warranting event
classification should be used in EAL scheme.-

,

| Please add an EAL for the release from the LRW effluent pathway or provide further i

; justification for why an EAL is not warranted.

1

. i
'

Issue No. 2

| NUMARC Initiating Condition (IC) AU2 is:
l'
| AU2 Unexpected Increase in Plant Radiation
i

A NUMARC EAL associated with this IC is:.

1

; AU2-4 Valid Direct Area Radiation Monitor readings increases by afactor of
1000 owr nonnal* lewis

* Normal lewis can be considered as the highest reading in the:

:| past twenty-four hours excluding the current peak value.

l
The corresponding Perry EAL is:

:
; U1 or common area radiation monitor reading increases by afactor of100

greater than ALERT alarm setpoint
;

A. Please provide additional infonnation which describes the relationship between the
4

: Perry condition of "a factor of 100 greater than Alert alarm setpoint" and the
: NUMARC condition of "a factor of 1000 over normal * levels."
i
,

Issue No. 3

PERRY.RAI
Page 2
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NUMARC Initiating Condition (IC) AA1 is:

M1 Any suplanned Release of Gaseous or Liquid Radioactivity to the
Envimnment that Exceeds 200 Times the Radiological Technical

Spec 5cationsfor 15 Minutes or Longer, i

A NUMARC EAL associated with this IC is: ,

'

M1-1 A valid reading on one or more of thefollowing monitors that exceeds
the value shown indicates that the release may how exceeded the abow ;

criterion and indicates the need to assess the release with (site-spec @c .

pmcature):

(site-spec @c list) ,

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Valid HIGH alarm on any of thefollowing monitorsfor greater than or equal
to 15 minutes at 200 times the ODCM limits: .. PRM-RE-1B - Reactor
Building Exhaust Rad Bd 24, ... Turbine Building Exhaust,.... Radwaste
Building Exhaust... Ofgas Post-Treatment..

4

A. Please describe how emergency response personnel will be able to readily recognize
that the EAL wtpoint is being exceeded.

B. Please provide the actual monitor readings which correspond to 200 times the ODCM ,

limits.

C. Pleam specify what procedure prompts a dose assessment using real-time meteorology
upon a release of radioactive material of the magnitude of the Unusual Event and
Alert level EALs (NUMARC AUl and AAl). Please provide a copy of the
procedural steps which describe when the dose assessment must be performed.

Issue No. 4
-

NUMARC IC AA2 is:

M2 Mqior Damage to Irradiated Fuel or Loss of Water Lew! that Has or
,

Will Result in the Uncowring ofIrradiated Fuel Outside the Reactor
Vessel.

NUMARC EALs associated with this IC include:
.

M2-1 A (site-spec @c setpoint) alarm on one or more of thefollowing
radsation monitors: (site spec @c monitors)

PERRY.RAI
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Refuel Floor Area Radiation Monitor
Fuel Handling Building Ventilation Monitor
Fuel Bridge Area Radiation Monitor

.

AA2-2 Report of visual obsermtion ofirradiatedfuel uncowred.

AA2-3 Water lewiless than (site-spec @c)feetfor the Reactor Refueling Cavity
' that will result in irradiated Fuel Uncowring.

AA2-4 Water Lewi less than (site-spec @c)feetfor the Spent Fuel Pool and
Fuel Transfer Canal that will result in irradiatedfuel uncowring.

The Perry EAL corresponding to EAL AA2-1 is:

Either;
dropping, bumping, or otherwise rough handling of an irradiatedfuel
bundle

or
irradiatedfuel bundle suspendedfrom grapple with a decrease in pool
inwntory

and
High alarm on one or more of thefollowing radiation monitors
- spentfuelpool area
- upper pool area
- fuelpreparation pool area

FHB ventilation (gaseous)-

- containment atmosphere

A. The NUMARC EAL did not include the condition " dropping, bumping, or otherwise
rough handling of an irradiated fuel bundle, or irradiated fuel bundle suspended from
grapple with a decrease in pool inventory." No justification was provided in the
Perry submittal for this deviation. This additional condition does not seem to be
necessary in order for the condition of " Major Damage to Irradiated Fuel or less of
Water Level that Has or Will Result in the Uncovering of Irradiated Fuel" to be
identified. Having this condition logically connected to "High alarm ..." condition
may result in an event which meets the plant condition not being classified. For
example, an object is dropped onto the fuel causing damage would not be classifu' d
under this IC.

Remove the condition of " dropping, bumping, or othenvise rough handling of an
irradiated fuel bundle, or irradiated fuel bundle suspended from grapple with a
decrease in pool inventory" from this EAL or provide furtherjustification for
including it.

*

B. The Perry EAL scheme did not include an EAL corresponding the NUMARC EALs

PERRY.RAI
Page 4
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i s
j AA2-2, 3, or 4. The justification provided was:

"Rawl on spent fuel pool design, discussed in USAR Section 9.1.3.3.2, level;

j cannot be inadvertently lowered below the top of spent fuel in either the FHB
! or Containment."
! '

1

; An EAL corresponding the NUMARC EALs 2,3 and 4 are needed in order to cover
unanticipated events. All potential indications of plant conditions warranting event i

; classification should be used in the EAL scheme.

i
;

; Please add EALs corresponding to NUMARC EALs 2, 3, and 4 or provide additional
| justification for not including these EALs.
:

5
Issue No. 5

,

lj

NUMARC Initiating Condition (IC) AA3 is: |,

! \
'

AA3 Release of Radioactin Material or increases in Radiation 12wis Within
j' the Facility 1 hat Impedes Operation ofSystems Required to Maintain

Sqfe Operations or to Establish or Maintain Cold Shutdown
i
1 The NUMARC EALs associated with this IC are: I
i

," AA3-1 Valid (site-spec @c) radiation monitor readings GREATER THAN 15
| mR/hr in areas requiring continuous occupancy to maintain plant sqfety

functions:
'

)
(site-spec @c) list

:

| AA3-2 Valid (site-spec @c) radiation monitor readings GREATER THAN (site-
| spec @c) mlues in areas requiring ir| frequent access to maintain plant
; sqfetyfunctions.
.

(site-spec @c) list

:

The Perry EAL corresponding to EAL AA3-1 is:
|

*

Control Room area radiation Lewis ofgreater than 15 mR/hr !

i The Perry EAL corresponding to EAL AA3-2 is: I

Area rad monitor readings greater than one or more of the PEl-Nil Marimum.

: safe operating conditionsfor area radiation.
:

,
"

PERRY.RAI
Page 5
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A. The Perry EAL scheme did not include the Central Alarm Station as a location
requiring continuous occupation. The justification provided was that all functions of
the Central Alarm Station can be assumed at the Wry Alarm Station located in
the control room.

Please describe the functions of the Central Alarm Station and how these can be
performed in the control room. Please describe how ingress to and egress from the

i station would be maintained if the Central Alarm Station was relocated.

B. The example calculation for establishing the 15 mR/hr limit appears to be in error and
should be corrected.

C. Please provide the basis for the setpoints in PEI-N11 and how these relate to the
NUMARC condition specified in EAL AA3-2. In addition, please describe the areas
covered by the monitors referenced in the Perry EAL and how these relate to the
areas specified in the NUMARC guidance.

Issue No. 6

' NUMARC IC AS1 is:
'

ASI Boundary Dose Resultingfrom an Actual or imminent Release of
Gaseous Radioactivity Erceeds 100 mR Whole Body or 500 mR Oild
Thyroidfor the Actual or Projected Duration of the Release.

NUMARC Example EALs associated with this IC include:

AS1-1 A valid reading on one or more of thefollowing 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-specipcprocedure):

AS1-4 Field survey results indicate site boundary dose rates exceeding 100
mR/hr expected to continuefor more than one hour; or analyses offeld
survey samples indicate child thyroid dose commitment of 500 mRfor

one hour ofinhalation.

The Perry EAL corresponding to EAL AS1-1 is:

Site boundary dose resultingfrom an actual or imminent release or gaseous
radioactivity exceeds 100 mR TEDE dose or 500 mR CDE child thyroid doses
for the actual orprojected duration of the release

The Perry EAL corresponding to EAL ASI-4 is:

PERRY.RAI
Page 6
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Meld surwy results indicate that one or more of thefollowing are met at the
site boundary:

gnater than 100 mR TEDE.

greater than 500 mR CDE child thyroid dose-

and
dose rates are expected to continuefor equal to or greater than 1 hour

A. Please describe why units of mR are used instead of the accepted units of mrem for
TEDE and CDE.

B. Please provide the calculation used to determine the monitor setpoints and describe
the relationship between the assun* sns used in the Perry calculation with that
specified in the NUMARC gui6 ,.

C. In the " Basis" for this Perr .uL it is stated that: "The 100 mrem Whole Body Dose
in this IC is based on the iG CFR 20 annual average population exposure." This
basis is consistent with the guidance in NUMARC, however the NUMARC guidance
in this area is in error. The basis for this EAL should be that " events are in progress
or have occurred which involve actual or likely major failure of plant functions
needed for protection of the public as indicated by the a release of radioactive
material of such a magnitude as to result in a dose to the public on the order of 1/10
of PAG limits."

l

|

NUMARC Recoenition reworv F Ficcion Product Barrier Dearadation
1
'

2

Issue No. 7

The NUMARC EALs for the loss and potential loss of the fuel clad barrier based on
reactor vessel water level indications are:

| - loss:

kvelLESS THAN (site-spectfc) mlue

Potential Ioss:

kw!LESS THAN (site-specifc) value

The corresponding Perry EAls are:

Imss:

PERRY.RAI
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I Entry into PEl-T23, Containment Flooding
4
e

! Potential Loss:
; . . ..

! RPVIxwlless than 0"
or

i RPVlewi cannot be determined
a

: A. The Perry EAL for the loss of the fuel clad barrier deviates from the NUMARC
guidance by including the condition " entry into PEI-T23, Containment Flooding"

i instead of a water level. PEI-T23 is entered if any of the criteria below CANNOT
be met for non-A'IWS conditions:-

|

RPV pressure is less than 130 psig AND one or more make-up systems are' *

i injecting to the RPV. RPV water level is maintained above TAF.
'

!
; RPV pressure is greater than 130 psig AND NO make-up systems are injecting*

to the RPV. RPV water icvel is maintained above 42.5 inches.*

i

RPV level cannot be determined, and BOTH AT LEAST 4 SRVs can be" *

opened AND RPV pressure can be maintained at 70 psig greater than
Containment pressure for a non-ATWS condition.

Insufficient justification was provided for the " Containment Flooding" EAL to
determine whether this condition is an appropriate indication for the loss of the fuel
clad barrier in all situations. An example where this EAL might not be appropriate is
the situation where the RPV pressure is greater than 130 psig and a make-up system
is injecting. In this situation, the EAL is met but it does not appear that the fuel clad
is being challenged. In addition, this EAL should be evaluated for consistency with
the other fuel clad EALs contained in the Perry EAL scheme.

Please provide additional information justifying this deviation from the NUMARC
guidance.

B. 'Ihe Perry EAL scheme includes, "RPV level cannot be determined" as a site-specific
EAL for the potential loss of the fuel clad barrier. The basis for this EAL is that;
"the inability ta determine RPV water level has also been established as a
conservative threshold for a CHALLENGE to the fuel clad barrier." Insufficient
information was provided to determine how conservative this threshold may be and
the potential for overclassification due to its use.

Please provide additional information justifying this deviation from the NUMARC
guidance.

Issue No. 9

PERRY.RAI
Page 8
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The NUMARC EAL for the loss of fuel clad barrier based on drywell radiation
monitor indication is:

Drywll Rad Monitor Reading GREATER THAN (site-specifc) R/hr

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Dryull radiation monitor reading greater than 4000 R/hr

A. The basis document for the Perry EAL includes de note:

NOTE: It is important to recognize that in the event the radiation
monitor is sensitive to shine from the reactor vessel or piping,
spurious readings will be present and another indicator of fuel
clad damage is necessary.

Given the bounding conditions assumed in the calculation for the monitor setpoint, it i

does not appear that shine would have a large impact on the accuracy of this j
classification. Including this note, however, may cause confusion during I

classification and reduce the usefulness this EAL.

Please provide additional information justifying the inclusion of this note in the Parry
EAL basis document.

Issue No.10

The NUMARC EALs for the potential loss of the reactor coolant system barrier based
on RCS leakage are:

EAL 1 RCS leakage GREATER THAN 50 GPM imide the drywll

EAL 2 Unisolable primary system leakage outside drywll as indicated by area
temp or area rad alarm

The corresponding Perry EALs are:

E4L 1 none provided
i

EAL 2 One or more of the Maximum Safe Operating Condition per PEl-Nil |

has been exceeded
and |

Containment Penetration does NOTisolate on a valid closure signal
and

immediate Operator actions in the Control Room are NOIsuccessful in

PERRY.RAI i
'
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i.;olating qfectedpenetration.

A. 'Ihe Perry EAL did not include an EAL corresponding to the first NUMARC EAL.
The justification provida! was that a leak rate of approximately 56 gpm would not be
detectable prior to containment isolation on 1.68 peig containment pressure. The
calculation used to determine this, however, considered only the situation where there
was no drywell or containment heat removal. If drywell cooling were available, this
leak rate may be detectable and therefore an EAL should be included.

Please add an EAL corresponding to the NUMARC EAL 1 above or provide further
justification for this deviation.

B. Regarding the second EAL, it is not clear how the Perry condition of Maximum Safe
Operation Conditions correlates to the NUMARC condition " area temp or area rad
alarm."

Please provide additional information which describes the relationship between the '

Pc:rry and NUMARC EAL conditions. In particular provide information regarding .

the locations covered by both and the setpoints for the radiation monitors and the
temperature indications.

Issue No. I1

The NUMARC EAL for the loss of the reactor coolant system barrier based on
drywell pressure is: !

Pressure GREATER THAN (site-specific)psig

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Drywell pressure greater than 1.68 psig
and

Indication of RCS leakage inside the drywr8

A. The NUMARC EAL is based on the drywell high pressure alarm point. The Perry
EAL is based on the drywell high pressure trip seapoint. No justification was
provided for this deviation.

Provide justification for this deviation from the NUMARC guidance.
|

Issue No.12

4

PERRY.RAI
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The NUMARC EAL scheme allows for " site-specific" EALs for the loss of the
reactor coolant system barrier. The Perry EAL scheme includes the following site -

specific EAL:

Emergency Depressurization is required

A. Insufficient information was provided to determine whether this EAL is an appropriate
indication of the loss of the RCS barrier and whether this EAL, in conjunction with
other barrier EALs, will result in an appropriate event classification. 'Ihis is a unique
EAL in that the RCS barrier is not actually lost but that the barrier is temporarily
opened to allow for emergency operation procedure specified actions to take place to
protect the fission product barriers.

Please provide additional information justifying the use of this EAL as an indication
of the loss of the reactor coolant system barrier.

Issue No.13

The NUMARC EAL for the potential loss of the containment barrier based on RCS
leakage is:

Explosive mixture exists

A. The Perry EAL scheme does not contain an EAL corresponding to this EAL. The
justification provided for this deviation is:

"PEI-M51/M56, Hydrogen Control, provides Operate,r actions to mitigate the
buildup of hydrogen concentrations in Drywell and Containment and prevent
the Hydrogen Deflagrations Overpressure Limit from being exceeded"

This is not an adequate justification. EALs are needed for events where plant
equipment fails or operator error occurs.

Please revise the Perry EAL scheme to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or
provide additional justification for this deviation.

Issue No.14

The NUMARC EAL for the loss of the containment barrier based on containment
isolation valve status is:

Failure of both mlves in any one line to close AND downstream pathway to
the environment exists

PERRY.RAI
Pare 11



__ . . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . . . . _ _ . . . __ _ . _ . . _ _ . . _ _ ___ _ _ _ . . _ . .

i .

.

i;

, ne corresponding Perry' EAL is:
1

Containment penetration does NOT isolate on a ndid closure signal
'

: and

,

inunedsate Operator Actions in the Control room are not succes.pd in isolating
! q(ectedpenetration
; and

Pathway to the environment exists via penetration

j A. It is not clear how this EAL would be implemented during an event. It is not
appropriate to consider the containment barrier as lost if its present condition,

is intact with isolation valves closed. Please provide additional information

j regarding how this EAL would be implemented.
4

Issue No.15

The NUMARC EAL for the loss of the containment barrier based on containment
isolation valve status is:

Unisolable primary system leakage outside drywll as indicated by area temp
or area rad alarm

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Pnmary system is discharging outside Containment
and

One or more of the Marimum Sqfe Values per PEl-Nil is exceeded due to
Reactor Coolant System leakage outside Containment

or
MSL break in the ;Thrbine building as indicated by ...

A. De basis document states that the condition of "One or more of the Maximum Safe
Values per PEI-N11 is excaaW due to Reactor Coolant System leakage outside
Containment" is used to quantify the magnitude of the break. The NUMARC
guidance does not use indication of high temperature or radiation levels as indicative
of the magnitude of the leak but rather as indication of an unisolable leak. In
addition, it is not clear that use of the " Maximum Safe Values" indication covers all
potential leak paths. Furthermore, the Perry EAL basis document did not describe
the magnitude of the leak which corresponds to the EAL limits.

Please provide additional information which justifies the use of the PEI-Nil

PERRY.RAI
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indication for determining whether the containment barrier is lost.

Issue No.16

'Ihe NUMARC EAL for the potential loss of the containment barrier based on reactor
water level is:

Reactor wssel water lew! LESS THAN (site-specifc) value and the maximum
core uncowry time limit is in the UNSAFE region

The Perry EAL submittal indicates that the corresponding Perry EAL is:

Entry into PEl-T23, Containment Flooding

A. The Perry EAL is considered as a loss of containment due to the intentional venting
of containment which is performed as part of the PEI-T23 procedure. This is
acceptable but is unnecessary since inten:ional venting per PEI-T23 is included as a
separate EAL for the loss of the containment barrier. However, it is not clear how
this EAL relates to the NUMARC EAL the Perry basis document specified that it
corresponds to, i.e. " Reactor vessel water level LESS THAN (site-specific) value and
the maximum core uncovery time limit is in the UNSAFE region."

Please provide additional information which describes the relationship between the
Perry EAL and the NUMARC EAL or add an EAL equivalent to the NUMARC
EAL.

NUMARC Recornition Category H
H.,.rds and Other Conditions Affectine Plant Safety

Issue No.16

NUMARC IC HU1 includes the following EAL:

HUl-5 Report by plant personnel of an unanticipated explosion within
protected area boundary resulting in visible damage to
permanent structure or equipment

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

PERRY.RAI
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Report by plant personnel confinning the occurrence of an explosion within a
safe shutdown building

A. De Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by specifying that the
explosion occurs within a safe shutdown building rather than within the protective
area boundary. In addition, the EAL does not specify that visible damage occurred
due to the explosion. No justification was provided for these deviations. -

Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
addstional information justifying the deviations.

Issue No.17

NUMARC IC HU2 is:

Fire Within Protected Area Boundary Not Extinguished Within 15 Minutes of
Detection

NUMARC IC HU2 includes the following EAL:

1. Fire in buildings or areas contiguous to any of thefollowing (site-
specific) areas not extinguished within 15 minutes ofcontrol room
notipcation or venpcation of a control room alarm:

e (Site-specapc) list
i

The corresponding Perry IC and EAL are: |

FU1 Fire Within a sqfe shutdown building Not Extinguished Within 15 |

Minutes ofDetection

1. Fire within any Sqfe Shutdown Building
AND
Fire cannot be extinguished within 15 minutes of either of the
following:

Venfcation of alann-

notification received in the control roomfrom plant-

personnel that afire exists

A. De Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by limiting the areas
considered in the EAL to " safe shutdown buildings" rather than " buildings or areas
continuous to (significant buildings). * The justification provided for this deviation is
that "rather than list the rooms and areas where safe shutdown equipment are located, l

the entire building will be included and will envelope all areas ' contiguous' with these
rooms." The justification did not address whether these areas constitute all the

PERRY.RAI
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"significant buildings" in the protected area.

; Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
additional information justifying the deviation.'

) B. The licensee choose not to include " areas contiguous" the buildings because the
'

buildings are all 3 hour fire rated barriers. The licensee did not describe how a large
fire contiguous to these buildings lasting more than 3 hours may be classified or the
potential for the fire barriers to fail.

;

i Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
additional information justifying the deviation.

!
'

Issue No.18

Perry EAL LAl contains the following statement, "High sustained winds with a velocity
greater than 90 mph for equal to or less than 15 minutes." It appears that the term "less than
15 minutes" should be " greater than" 15 minutes.

Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide additional
information justifying the deviation.

Issue No.19

NUMARC IC HA1 includes the following EAL:

HAl-3 Report of any visible structural damage on any of thefollouing plant
structures: I

I

e Reactor Building
e intake Building
e Ultimate Heat Sink

Refueling Water Storage Tanke
e Diesel Generator Building ,

e 1krbine Building j
e Condensate Storage Tank |

|'e Control Room
e Other (site-specific) structures

1

1

The Perry EAL scheme did not include an EAL corresponding to this EAL No justification
was provided for this deviation. Please provide justification for this deviation from the |

NUMARC guidance.
1

PERRY.RAI
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Issue No. 20

NUMARC IC HA1 includes the following EAL:'

HAl-61krbinefailure generated missiles result in any visible structural
i damage to orpenetration of arr) of thefollowing plant areas: (site-
i specifc) list
4

:

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

i.
Report by plant personnel con 6nning a turbinefailure which results in'

j penetration of the turbine casing
i and

Missiles generatedfrom the turbinefailure result in damage to Sqfe Shutdown
equipment.

!
A. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by substituting the condition of

" penetration of any of the following plant areas..." with " damage to Safe Shutdown
equipment." No justification was provided for this deviation. Please revise this EAL ,

to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide additional information
justifying the deviation.

Issue No. 21

NUMARC IC HAl includes the following EAL: j

HAl-7 (Site-specifc) occurrences
1

I
The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Greater than PEl-Nil Maximum Sqfe Operating Valuefor Area WaterIzvel
(internalflooding) |

A. One of the " occurrences" described in the NUMARC guidance is flooding. It is not
clear why external flooding was not included as a site-specific EAL. In addition, the
condition of freezing of intake water at the intake structure impacting the operability
of the emergency service water, or low lake water level were not included as site-
specific example EALs.

Please describe the rational used in developing the site-specific EALs and whether the
example EALs described in the above were considered.

PERRY.RAI
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Issue No. 22*

i
NUMARC IC HA2 includes the following EAL:

HAl-1 Thefollowing conditions ellst:
,

a. Fire or explosion in any of thefcilowing (site-spec @c) areas:
e (site-spec @c) list

AND
.

b. gected system parameter indications show degraded performance or
plant personnel report visible damage to permanent structures or
equipment within the spec @ed area

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Either of thefollowing has been corfrmed:
- Fire in a Safe Shutdown Building \

- Erplosion in a Safe Shutdown Building |

AND Either:
Plant personnel at the scene report visible damage to safe-

shutdown equipment or components
or
- Afected safe shutdown system indicates degraded performance

AND
Afected safe shutdown system or component is required to be operable per
Technical Spec @cationsfor the present plant operating mode.

l

A. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by including the condition,
"Affected safe shutdown system or component is required to be operable per ;

Technical Specifications for the present plant operating mode." No justification was l
provided for this deviation.

'

Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
additional information justifying the deviation.

Issue No. 23

NUMARC IC HS1 and EAL HSI-2 are:

HS1 Security Event in a Plant Vital Area (ALL MODES)

HSl-2 Other security events as determinedfrom (site-spec @c)
1

PERRY.RAI I
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Sqfeguards Contingency Plan.

! A. The Perry EAL scheme did not include an EAL corresponding to this NUMARC !
i EAL and no justification was provided regarding what analysis was performed of the
i

Security Emergencies contained in the PNPP physical plan to ensure that none of 1

those conditions apply to this IC.,

Please provide additional information regarding the types of events considered
. Security emergencies in the PNPP physical plan and why none of these are applicable
to the NUMARC EAL and IC.

!

Issue No. 24

NUMARC IC HS2 includes the following EAL:
I

HS2-1 Thefollowing conditions exist: |

a. Control room evacuation has been initiated.
AND

1

b. Control of the plant cannot be established per (site-specifc) i

procedure within (site-specipc) minutes. |

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Entry into ONI-C61
AND

Within 15 minutes of entry into ONI-C61, Operator (s) located at the remote |
shutdown co strols CANNOT maintain RPV water level greater than 0"

A. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by including the condition |
" Operators... CANNOT maintain RPV water level greater than 0 inches." This
condition is inappropriate for this EAL. " Control of the plant," as used in this EAL, !
means that important plant equipment can be operated, important plant indications are
available, and important plant parameters (vessel level, pressure) and functions (heat ;
removal) can be controlled. It is not appropriate to consider as " control of the plant," )
the ability to maintain vessel level above 0 inches. |

L
Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide ;
additionaljustification for this deviation. )

1

I
NUMARC Recoenttion Catentory S

1

System Malfunction !

PERRY.RAI
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Issue No. 25
,

1

NUMARC IC EAL SUI contains the following EAL:
i

SU1 Loss ofAll Ofsite Powr to Essential Bussesfor Greater Jhan 15 |
Minutes !

|

I

SU-1 Thefollowing conditions exist:

Loss ofpour to (site-spec @c) transformersfor greater than 15a.
minutes

AND
b. At least (site-spec @c) emergency generators are supplying pour

to emergency busses.

The corresponding Perry IC and EAL are:

IC IDss ofAll Ofsite Pour to Division 1 and 2 EH Bussesfor Greater
Than 15 Minutes

EAL ONI-R10 enteredfor a Loss of Of-site Pour (LOOP) and any of the
following:

Either of thefollowing pour sources CANNOT be made
available within 15for energizing Bus EH11

Normal Preferred*

Alternate Preferred*

Either of thefollowing pour sources CANNOT be made
available within 15for energizing Bus EH12

Normal Preferred*

Alternate Preferred*

A. Please provide a copy of procedure ONI-RIO.

B. It is not clear how the restoration of offsite power supply to only one of the busses
EH11 and EH12 within 15 minutes is classified per this EAL. Restoration of one ;

offsite power supply would not be classified as an Unusual Event under the |

NUMARC scheme. Please provide additional information clarifying how this type of !

event would be classified and whether the Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC ;

guidance in this area.

C. The IC deviates from the NUMARC guidance by not including the term " essential."
Including this information in the IC is useful in communicating the nature of the event
to offsite officials. Please provide justification for the deviation from the NUMARC
guidance.

PERRY.RAI
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Issue No. 26

NUMARC IC SU4, " Fuel clad degradation," is applicable in all modes of plant
operation. De corresponding Perry EAL is applicable in all modes except for the
refueling mode. The justification provided is that technical specification limit
referenced in the EAL is not applicable in the refueling mode. Coolant activity
ex*ing the value provided in this EAL is indicative of fuel clad degradation
warranting an Unusual Event declaration in any mode. De use of the Technical ,

Specification value was only used for convenience and familiarity to the operators and |
was not intended to limit the applicability of the EAL Derefoa this EAL should be

'

applicable in all modes.

Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide i

additional information justifying the deviation. |

Issue No. 27 j

NUMARC IC HA5 includes the following EAL:

SUS-1 *Ihefollowing conditions exist:

a. Unidentsfed or pressure boundary leakage greater than 10 gpm.
OR

b. Identiped leakage greater than 3 gpm.

The corresponding Pe.ay EAL is:

Unidennfed leakage in Drywell greater than er equal to 10 gpm

i

idennped leakage in Drywll greater than or aqual to 30 gpm awraged owr |

24 hourperiod j

A. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by including the condition of
identified leakage greater than "30 gpm averaged over 24 hour period" rather than
leakage greater than 25 gpm. He justification provided did not address how the ,

condition of " averaged over 24 hour period" would be applied. In addition, the !

justification for using a 30 gpm leak rate versus a 25 spm leak rate was not sufficient. |

Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
additional information justifying the deviation.

;

B. The Perry EAL 6eviates from the NUMARC guidance by not including " cold
shutdown" as ar. applicable mode. No justification was provided for this deviation.
Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide

PERRt.R41
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additional information justifying the deviation.

C. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by not including the condition
of pressure boundary leakage. It is not clear from the justification provided whether'

; pressure boundary leakage of greater than 10 gpm would be classified under this
EAL. Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or

,

provide additional information justifying the deviation.
'

.

1

i Issue No. 28

NUMARC IC SA4, " Unplanned I.oss of Most or All Safety System Annunciation or;

Indication in Control Room With Either (1) a Significant Transient in Progress, or (2)
'

Compensatory Non-Alarming Indicators are Unavailable" is applicable in operating modes
1 1,2,3 and 4. The corresponding Perry IC deviates from the NUMARC guidance by not
J being applicable in mode 4. The justification provided is that there is a limited number of

safety systems required for operation in cold shutdown. This is not adequate justification for
; this deviation.

! Please modify the Perry EAL scheme to make IC SA4 applicable in mode 4 or provide
additional information justifying this deviation. |

'

1
>

'

Issue No. 29

NUMARC IC SS2 includes the following EAL:

(Site-specifc) indications crist that automatic and manual scram wre not

successful.

The corresponding Perry EAL is:

Following automatic actuations ofeither of thefollowing, " shutdown under all
conditions without boron' has NOT been obtained:

RPS
RRCS

and
[ Manual operator actions taken at 1H13-P680 wre not successful in lowring
Reactor powr to less than 4% OR Reactorpowr CANNOT be detennined]

A. 'Ihe Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by including the condition,
" Manual operator actions taken at 1H13-P680 were not successful in lowering Reactor
power to less than 4% OR Reactor power CANNOT be determined." The
justification given for this deviation is, "Four percent reactor power was selected to
identify a successful manual scram. This power level is consistent with the decision

PERRY.RAI
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process used in PEI-B13, RPV control (ATWS) - Entry." Power levels above the
'

average power range monitor (APRM) downscale trip setpoint of 4% may challenge1

j the ability to limit Containment heatup and may require actions to deliberately lower
; RPV water level per PEI-B13 (ATWS) to reduce reactor power. It is not clear that
. the use of the 4% power is warranted. A more appropriate threshold may be the
! reactor being ruberitical. Further information is needed regarding whether the
] meaninment heat removal system can remove 4% reactor power in addition to the
4 power from decay heat. i

;.

] Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the NUMARC guidance or provide
additional information justifying the deviation.-

f

!
:
j Issue No. 30
1

j NUMARC IC SGI includes the following EAL:
1

| SG1-1 Pmlonged loss of all ofsite and onsite ACpour as indicated by:
.

- a. Loss ofpour to (site-specife) transformers.
,!

1 AND

i
b. Failure of (site-specifc) emergency diesel generators to supply'

pour to emergency busses.
!

AND,

|

j c. At least one of thefollowing conditions exists:
1
; e Restoration of at least one emergency bus within (site-

,; specifc) hours is NOTlikely

OR
]
.

e (Site-specifc) indication of continuing degradation of;
'

core cooling based on Fission Product Barrier

{ monitoring.
1

i

j 'Ihe corresponding Perry EAL is:

: Either:
; Both of thefollowing busses cannot be energizedfrom any source in less than
; 4 hours

EH11;. -
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EH12-

Or
Entry into PEl-T23, Containment Flooding, based on inadequate core cooling
due to a loss of ECCS capability

i

A. The Perry EAL deviates from the NUMARC guidance by not including the condition
" Restoration of at least one emergency bus within (site-specific) hours is N(yr likely."
No justification is provided for this deviation. It is important that this event be
classified as soon as it is recognized that restoration of power is not likely to occur
before core damage will begin. Please revise this EAL to be consistent with the
NUMARC guidance or provide additionaljustification for this deviation.

B. The Perry EAL included the condition, " Entry into PEI-T23, Containment Flooding,
based on inadequate core cooling due to a loss of ECCS capability" as a site-specific
indication of " continued degradation of core cooling based on Fission Product Barrier j

monitoring."

Please provide a copy of PEI-T23. In addition please describe why other indications
of the degradation of core cooling, such as water level below top of active fuel, were
not included in this EAL.

Issue No. 31

The Perry EAL submittal did not include a copy of the actual EAL procedure used to classify
events. Please provide a copy of this procedure.

:

!

i

|

I

1
,
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