| July 29n 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR: Victor Nerses, Acting Director
Project Directorate 1.2
Division of Reactor Projects 1/11

FROM: Richard Wessman, Project Manager
Project Directorate [.3
Division of Reactor Projects /11!

SUBJECT: FORTHCOMING MEETING WITH BOSTON EDISON COMPANLY (RECe)
PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION
DATE & TIME: Tuesday, August 4, 1987
?‘m - 3:00 PM
(O 0D M
LOCATION: Phillips - 118

PRi111ps Building
Bethesda, Maryland

PURPOSE Te discuss Pilgrim Emproency Operating Procedures Program
and Direct Torus Vent Modification
PARTICIPANTS®: NRT, BECo
B Wessman E. Howard
- B Gormiey C. S. Brennion
A, Thadani J. P, Gerety
W, Holg®s Doy Twmia et al,
G, Thomas
J. Kudrick
‘J, Crad
C. Tinkler
W. Regan A
-47%% ), Bongarra B sk, /Vat Batoes i PreL MATC)
8. Boger / .
et al,
/5 /

Richard Wessman, Senfor Project Manager
Project Directorate 1.3
Division of Reactor Proiects

cc:  See next page

. Meetings between NRC technical staff and applicants for 11censes are open
for Interested members of the public, petitioners, intervenors, or other
parties to attend as observers pursuant to "Npen Meeting Statement of NRC
Staff Policy,* 43 Federal Renister 28058 6,/28/78,
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C@ PY .
(Formerly NUREG-75/087)
“\3' .“u‘"

s % U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

(/) STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

13.5.2 OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES

REVIEW RESPONSIBILIT]

Primary = Procedures and Systems Review Branch (PSRB)
Secondary - Wone

1.  AREAS OF REV

PSRE reviews the applicant’'s plan for development and fmplesentation of operating
and maintenance procedures as described in the applicant's Safety Analysis Report
(SAR). This secticn of the SAR should describe the operating procedures that will
b¢ used by the operating organization (piant staff) to assure that routine operat-
ing, off-normal, and emergency activicies are conducted in & safe manner. It 1s
not expected that detalled written procedures will be Included in the SAR. The
Preliminary Safety Analysis Report (PSAR) should describe preliminary schadules
for the preparation of procsdures and the Fina) Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)

should nrovide descriptions of the content and development process for procedures
as detailed below,

A. The FSAR or other submitted saction should describe the different classifi-
cations of procedures the operators wili use in the contro) room for plant
operations. The group within the operating organization having the respon-
sinflity for maintaining the procedure should be fdentified and the genera)
format and content of the different classifications should be described. It
fs rot necessary that esach applicant's procedures confyurm precisely to the
same classificatich since the objective 1s to assure 2hat procedures will be
avallable to the plant staff to accomplish the functions contained 1n the
listing of Regulatory Guide 1.33. For example, some licentees prefer a
classification of abrormal operating procedures whareas others may use off-
norsal condition procedures, Examples of classifications follew:
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1. System Procedures. Procedures that provide instructions for
energizing, f111ing, venting, draining, starting up, shutting down,
changing modes of operation, returning to cervice following testing
(1f not contained in the applicable testing procedure), and otler
{nstructions appropriate for operation of system fmportant to safety.

2. General P1 nt Procedures. Procedures that provide instructions for
the {:.egrated operations of the plant, ¢.g., startup, shutting down,

shutdown, power operation and load changing, process monitoring, and
fuel handling.

3. Off-norma) Condition Procedures. Procedurcs that specify cperator
actions for restoring an operating varfable to 1ts normal controlled
value when it departs from fts rormal range or to restore norema
operating conditions following a transient. Such actions are invoked
following an operator observation oi an annuncistor alare indicating
a condition which, {f not corrected, could degenerate into a condi-
tion requiring action under an emergency operating procedure (EOP).

4 Emergency Operating Procedurss. Procedures that direct actions nec-
essary for the operators to mitigate the consequences of transients
and accidents that cause plant parameters Lo &xceed reactor protect
tion system or engineered safety features actuation satpoints.

5. Alars Procedures. Procedures that guide operator actiens for
responding to plant alarms.

The FSAR should describe how maintenance and other operating procedures
are clastified, what group or groups within the operating organization
have the responsibility for maintaining and performing the duties Hre-
scribed in each class of procedures, and the genera) objectives and char-
scteristics of each class, If their genera) objectives and churacteris-
tics are descridbed elsewhare in the FSAR or application, these say be
approxisately referenced,

An acceptadle procedures classification systes for 18 1s contained in
Regulatory Guide 1.3).

The FSAK or other submitta) should describe the applicant's program for
emargency operating procedures (A.4 above) and previde: & description of
the required co.tent of th applicant's submittal, PSRE will review the
applicant’s progras for developsent and implementation of the EOPs.

A Procedures Generation Package (PGP) for EOPs should be submitied to NRC
at least three months prior to the date the applicant plans to begin
forma) operator training on the EOPs. The PGP should include:

1 plant-Specific Technical Guidelines (P+5TGs). Guidelines based on
analysis of transients and accidents that are specific to the
applicent's plant design and operating philosophy. The submitted
documentation of the P-5TGs will provide the basis for and include »
refarence to generic guidelines 11 used.

13.8. 272 Rev. 1 = July 1985



For plants not referencing (eneric guidelines, this section should
conta’n the action steps necessary to mitigate transfents and acci-
dents In & format that allows mit'gation without first having afag-
nosed the specific avent, along v .th a)) supporting analyses, to meet
the requirements of TMI Action Plan Item 1.C.1. (NUREG-0737 and
Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737).

For plants referencing generic guidelines, the submitted documeta-
tion should Include: 1) & description of the process used to Jevelop
plant-specific guidelines from the generic guidelines, 2) fdentifi-
cation of significant deviations from the generic guidelines includ-
ing fdentification of additiona) equipment beyond that fdentified in
the generic guidelines, along with all necessary engineering evalua-
tion or analyser to support the adequacy of each deviation, and 3) a
description of the process used for fdentifying operator Information
and contro)l requirements. Examples of significant safety deviations
are provided in Appendix A to this SRP section, Subsection 3.3.2.

2. Aplant-specific writers guide (P-SWG) that detafls the specific

pethods to be used by the applicant in preparing EOPs based on
P-STGs.

3 A description of the program for verification/validation (V/V) of
EOPs.

4. A description of the program for training operators on EOPs.

PSRE coorcirates evaluations by other branches that fnvolve the review of oper-
ating and caintenance procedures. If an applicant references or provides
unreviewed tachnica) guidelines as the basis for the plant-specific EOPs, PSRB
will conduct an Inftia) resiew of the guidelines. If the unapproved guide)ines
incorporete significant technical changes from approved guidelines, then the
PSREB may re eat tochnica) review by RSB, RSB wil) provide requests for addi-
tiona) iInformation, 1f necessary, and wil)l provide SER input to PSRB.

11. ACCEPTAMCE CRITERIA

Section 13.5.2 of the SAR constitutes additiona) evidence of the applicant's
technical qualifications, and forms a basis for a 4ey part of the regulatory
inspection program. Acceptance 1s based on meeting the relevant requirements
of 10 CFR Part 50.34 as indicated below. Additiona) guidelines Yisted in this
subsection provide guidance to applicants for meating basic requirements.

A. Coopletion of operating and maintenance procedures. A generally accept-
able target date for completion of operating and maintenance procedures s
about six months before fuel loading to allow adequate time fo. plant staff
familfarization and to allow NRC staff adequate time to develop operator
1icense axaminations. The PGP for EOPs must be submitted not later than
threi sonths prior to the date formal operator training on EOPs s to
begin.

13.5.2-3 Rev. 1 = July 1988



8. Operating Procedures to be used by licensed operators in the control room.

The regulations and staff guidelines applicable to this subsection are as
follows:

1. 10 CFR Part S0, §50.34(a)(6) and (10) and $50. 34(b)(6)(1v) and (v).

2. NUREG-0737, Clarification of TMI Action Plan, Item 1.C.1, Guidance
for the Evaluation and Development of Procedures for Transients and
Accidents. (Emergency Operating Procedures Only)

3 Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737, TM] Action Plan Items 1.C.1 and 1.C.9
Requirements for Eaergency Response Capability, Item 7, Subsection 7.1

and 7.2, Upgrade of Emergency Operating Procedures. (Emergency Oper-
ating Procedures Only)

4. The guidelines in the Regulatery Position Section of Regulatory
Guide 1.33.

S. The guide)ines of ANSI/ANS 3.2 - 1982, Section 5.3,

6. Appendix A to Standard Review Plan, Section 13.5.2, Guidelines for

the Evaluation of Procedures Generation Packages. (Emargency Operat-
ing Procedures Only)

C. Jther Operating and Maintenance Procedures. The regulations and staff
guidelines applicable to this section are as follows:

1. 10 CFR Part S0, #50.34(a)(6) and $50.34(b)(6)(1v).

2. The guidelines in the Regulatory Position Section of Regulatory
Guide 1.33.

3. The guidelines of ANSI/ANS 3.2 - 1982, Section 5.3,
111. REVIEW PROCEDURES

Review of the FSAR {n accordance with this section consists of a detailed com-
parison of the {nformation submittad with the acceptance criteria of subsecs
tion 11 above. The PSAR review should encompass only the schedules for proce:
dures development and determination that the applicant commils te follow the
applicadble Regulatory Guides and Standards.

To supplement the expertise of the reviewer especially in toe husan factors
area and to promote consistency among the PGP reviews, Appendix A fdentifiss
the subjects which should be considered by the reviewer in the avaluation,

Nowever, Appendix A 13 not @ "checklist® and each item of Appendix A necd not
be addressed in the PGP to be acceptable.

Normally the PGP review should be conducied prior to the dete the applicant

¢lans to begin formal eperator training on the EOPs. 1f this s not possible
because of & delayed submitta), perfore an acceptance review of the PGP, Spe-
cifically, sudit the four parts of the PGP to determine 1f there are any major
deficiencies in the EOF program that warrant postponing operator training. If

13.5.2-¢ Rev. 1 = July 1985



major deficiencies are found, fdentify the additiona) inforsation necessary to
conduct the complete PGP review to the Licensing Project Manager so that the
applicant can be notified prior to the initiation of training on the EOPs.

Review the PGPs for operating Ticense applicants to determine 1f the applicant's
program meet: the reguirements of Generic Letter 82-33. The review consists of
the evaluation of the four parts of the PGP: The P-5TGs, the P-SWG, the descrip-
tion of the program for VAV of the EOPs, and the description of the training
program for EOPs necessary to support the conclusions described in Section IV
below. To support this review, Appendix A provides additiona) review guidance.

Review the P-5TGs to determine 1f acceptable analyses of accidents and tran-
sients and development of technical guidelines for operater sctions applicable
to the plant have been completed, and to determine 1f an acceptable process for
fdentifying operator information and contro) needs has been described. Instead
of being Included in the PGP, this process may be described by the applicant in
the documentation submitted for staff review in accordance with SRP 18.1, in
support of the Detalled Control Room Design Review (DCRDR). The reviewer
should coordinate review of this materfal with the Human Factors Engineering

Branch (MFEB). It fs expected that most applicants will reference generic
technical guidelines.

For an applicant using approved generic technical guidelines as the basis for
1ts P-STG, the major portion of the review of the technica) guidelines has been
accomp)ished generically. staff SERs approving each of the four owners groups'
generic technica) guidelines for use have been published and may be supplemented
as guidelines are revised. To review this type of P+STG, review the process
described for converting generic technical gquidelines into plant-specific pro-
cedures to ensure that the safety significant deviations from the gene
guidelines are controlled. fvaluate the technica® adquacy of the iden - d
plant-specific deviations. Finally, evaluate the process for developme, f

the plant-specific information and contro) requirements necessary to use cie
EOPs.

The review of identified safety-significant deviations froe generic technical
guidelines wi)' be conducted to the same leve! of detal) as the generic techni-
ca) guidelines. Examples of sa‘ety-significant deviations are given in Appen-
dix A, Subsection 3.3.2. Assistance from other technica) review branchas will
be obtained as necessary to perforw a thorough review of the safety-significant
deviations. Only safety-significant deviations need to be reviewed. However,
the reviewer will determine that ‘he applicant's progras will control this pro-

cess 50 that the work 1s suditable. It 1y expected that most applicants will
control the rocess by documenting 8)) deviations.

Since BAW plant owner: elected to use 2 lead plant concept vather than generic

technica) guidelines, each BAW applicant's {dentified deviation: from the Yead
plant's (Oconee) guidelines wil)l be reviswed.

For applicants not referencing generic technical guidelines, ensure that the
submittal includes analysis of sccidents and transients in accordance with the
guidance of NUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737 Items 1.C.1 and 1.C.9. To do this,

(1) become familiar with the {ntegrated perforaance of the NSSS and balance of
plant systess, (2) evaluate the completeness of the accidents and transients
analyzed, (3) evaluate the use of appropriate models, calculationa) methods,
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and plant data, (4) consider audit calculations of selected accidents and tran-
sients, (assistance from other technica) review branches required), (5) evaluate
the adequacy of the applicant's program to develop guidelines from the analysis
of accidents and transfents, (6) test the guidelines against scenarfos incluc-
ing sultiple faflures, and (7) evaluate the information and control needs of

the operators to axecute the instryctions of the guidelines.

The P-5wG review will consider the adequacy of the methods of presentation of
the technica) information as EOPs for the intended users of the EOPs (e.9.,
control room operators, shift supervisors, and auxiliary operators). Review
the P-SWG by evaluating the applicant's methods for meeting the overal) writer's
guide objectives stated in NUREG-0899. Appendix A provides guidance to assist
the reviewer in making this evaluation. This guidance 1s not to be used as
strict criteria, but 1s to be use as an afd in the overall evaluation of the
P-SWG. Because strict criteria do not exist for the human factors evaluation,
the reviewer must make a professional judgment regarding the ~_equacy of the
applicant's methods as described in the P-5SwG.

Review the V/V and training programs by comparing the program descriptions with
the objectives of NUREG-0899.

The Yevel of effort for these reviews will vary significantly. For example,
the effort necessary tou review the P-STG wil) vary depending on the number,

complexity and significance of the plant-specific deviations from the approved
generic technical guidelines.

I1f the review of the PGP does not provide sufficient information to support the
conclusions of the Evaluation Findings section, the reviewer should obtain at
Yeast one EOP for review. As aprodut of the EOP program, the EOP(s) would
then be additiona) information for judging the program's acceptadbility and wil)
provide additiona) information as to how the applicant's program for develop-
pent and impiementation of EOPs should be modified to ensure that 1t contains
sufficient information to assure acceptadility of the resulting EOPs,

when the reviewer has determined that each of the criteria of Section 11 have

been satisfied based upon the statements made by the applicent in the SAR, the
review of Section 13.5.2 1s complete.

when the review has determined that each of these criteria has been satisfied
based upon the statements made by the applicant in the SAR, the review of this
SRP section s complete.

IV. EVALUATION FINDINGS

The reviewer verifies that the information presented and his review support
the following type of conclusfon, to be used fn the staff's safety evaluation
report:

The applicant's program for operating and maintenance procedures as
described in the SAR s 1n accordance with 10 CFR 50 34, Regulatery
Guide 1.33, and ANSI/ANS 3.2-1982 Sec:fon 5.3 and s acceptadle. The
applicant's program for development of ‘OPs has been reviewed and the
staff concludes that:

13.8.2-6 Rev. 1 = July 1985



& In the area of the technical guide)ines:

(a) The EOPs wil) be based upen acceptable technica) guide)ines
derived from approved analyses of transients and accidents.

(b) Implementation of the applicant's described methods for
conducting an anlysis of the operator's tasks should result in
the fdentification of the instrumentation and cont=ols necessary
to perform the tasks specified in the P-STGs.

2 In the ares of writer's guidance:

(a) The writer's guide provides sufficient information to help ensure
that EOPs developed using P-STGs wil)l be useable, accurate, com-

plete, readable, convenfent to use, and acceptadble to control
room personnel.

(b) The methods described by the writer's guide appear sufficient to
support uvpgrading of the procedures and to ensure long-term con-
sistency within and among procedures.

3 Isplementation of the described V/V program provides adequate assur-
ance that EOPs are technically corrent and useable, follow the writer's
guide, correspond to the contro) room/plant hardware, and are com-
patible with the minfmus number, qualifications, training, and
experience of the operating staff.

4, Ieplesentation of the described training program should result in the
operator understanding the philosophy behind the approach to the
EOPs, understanding the mitigative strategy and technical basis of
the EOPs, having & working knowledge of the technical content of the

EOPs, and having the capability to exscute the EOPs under operational
conditions.

The evaluation findings for this s=<tion should also Include the following:

1. A statesent that the applicant has committed to operate the plunt in
sccordence with written and approved procedures.

2. A brief description of the categories of procedures to be included.

3 A description of the review conducted to ensure that Supplesent 1 to
NUREG-0737 Ites 7, "Upgrade of Emergency Operating Procedures” has been
{mp ) emented

V. MP NTAT

The following s Intended to provide guidance to applicants and licensees
regarding the NRC staff's plans for using this SRP Section,

Except in those cases in which the applicant proposes an acceptab'e alternative
sethod for complying with specified portions of the Zommissions' reyulations,
the method described herein will be used by the staff in fts evaluation of cen-
formance with Comsission regulations.

13.5.2+7 Rev. 1 = July 1985



Imo)ementation schedules for conformance to parts of the methods discussed
herein are contained in the referenced regulatory guides, NUREGS and in accor-
dance with the following:

A This SRP revision s applicable to construciion permit applicants.
Only the guidance pertaining to PSAR contents, 1.e., schedules and
commitments to follow guicance in appropriate published documents,
will be used as review guidance.

b. This SRP revision wil) be used by the staff for fudging the accepts
ability of Operating Reactor licensees and operating 1icense
applicant emergoncy operating procedure program submittals made in
accordance with Supplement 1 to HUREG-0737 - Requirements for Eme:i-
gency Response Capability (Generic Letter 82-33). The review guic-
ance in this SRP Section replaces the review guidance contained in
Generic Letter 82-33.

vl. REFERENCES

1. ANSI/ANS 3.2 1982, "Standard for Adaministrative Controls for Nuclear Power
Plants,” American Nationa) Standards Institute.

2. Regulatory Guide 1.33, “Quality Assurance Program Requirements (Operation).”
3. 10 CFR Part 50, § 50.34, “Contents of Applications; Technical Information. "

4. Regulatory Guide 1.70, “Standard Format and Content of Safety Analysis
Reports for Nucleer Power Plants.”

. NUREG-0737, Clarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements.

6. Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737, Regquirements for Emergency Response Capability
(Generic Letter 82-33, December, 1982).

7. NUREG-0899, Guidelines for Preparation of Emergency Operating Procedures.
8. Generic Letters 83-05, 83-22, 83-23, and 83-31, Staff Safaty Evaluation

Reports for Generic Technical Guidelines for GE, CE, W, and BAW plants,
respectively.
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% U.8. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

(3¢4) STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

Appendix A to REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR TM™ EVALUATION
SRP Section 13.5.2 OF PROCEDURES GENERATION PACKAGES

Review Responsibilfties
Primary = Procedures and Systems Review Branch (PSRB)

Secondary * None

1.0 Background

In August of 1982, NUREG-0899, “Guidelines for the Preparation of Emergency Oper-
ating Procedures” was published. Thi: document s designed to "fdentify the
elements necessary for Vicensees and applicants to prepare and implement Emergency
Operating Procedures (EOPs) that wil) provide the operator with directions to
mitigate the consequences of a broad range of accidents and multiple equipment
fatlures.” In addition to fdent!i. «ing these elements, the document also outlines
the process by which licensees and applicants should develop, implesent, and
maintain EOPs. To ensure that the elements are addressed in the new or upgraded
procedures and that acceptable processes of development, 1 wplesentation and main-
tenance are used, the staff fdentified a method of review (hat s Intended ., pro-
vide confidence that EOPs written or upgraded according to a given plant » progras
would be acceptably. The NRC staff believes that it s more fmportant that they
ensure that the process used to generate procedures and thair tachnical basis s
sound and wel) documented, than to perform a one-tise review of EOPs, with ne
assurance that future EOP revisions are technically adequate and consisient with
existing EOPs. With this approach, responsibility for the generation and review
of the EOPs, as wall as future revistons to EOPs, s retained by th licensee.

In NUREG-0899, four aspects of EOP development and fsplesentation are {dentified

as providing en adequate basis for review. These are (1) plant-specific technical
guidelines (P=STG); (2) & plant-specific writer's guide; (3) & cescrition of the

13.5.2-A) Rev, 0 = July 1985
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program for verification/validation of the EOPs; and (4) & description of the
program for training oparators on the EOPs. Information on each of thase ftems
are to be provided as the "Procedures Generation Packrge" (PGP). The PGP for
each plant wil) provide the Ticensee with o technica) and human factors basis
for developing 1ts EOPs and for making future revisions to 1ts EOPs.

The forma) requirement for submitting this package 1s provided 1n Supplement 1
to NUREG-0737, “Requirements for Emergency Response Capability" (Generic Letter
No. B82-33). FEOPs at ail plants wil) eventually be audited as & part of routine
re,fonal inspections to ensure consistency with the PGP,

The purpose of this document 18 to provide guidance for reviewers during their
evaluation of PGPs. The PGP 1s expected to contain specific information in
each of 1ts four parts. The review guidance below 1s divided inte general ob-
Jectives and specific review guidelines. The 1isting of review guide)ines
represents what the staff believes should be considered by reviewers in deter-
pining 1f the general objectives are set. Because sach of the objectives can
be adequate)ly addressed 1n many ways and may be satisfied without addressing
each of the review guidelines, 1t wil) often be necessary for reviewers to use
their expert judgment in detearmining the acceptability of a particular submit-
tal. The general objectives and supporting documents such as NUREG-0899 and
NUREG-0799 should be used as guidance in making these jJudgments. The methods
provided in NUREG-0799 are an acceptadble approach for preparing EOPs. It should
be recognized, however, that approaches other than those found 1n these docu-

sents may be acceptable, and reviewers will need to use their judgment in deter-
pining the adeguacy of the PGP,

As described in the SRP, 411 PGPs wil) be reviewed by the staff. The review
guidelines presented in Subsections 3 through € of this appendix provide add!-
tional assistance o the reviewers. A1l applicants have the option of provig-
fng & Justification for their approach where they afsagree with a staff posi-

tion. When all fssues are resolved or when the schedule dictates, the reviewer
will prepare & Safety Evaluation Report (SER).

2.0 nera) Guird to Revi r

The guidance that follows fs provided to assist the reviewsr in using the cri-
teria presente. in Subsections 3 through 6 oY this appendix.

2.1 Reviewers should be aware that different degrees of objectivity (and
thus, subjectivity) msay be required in reviewing each of the four
parts of the PGP since the parts may differ in detal) and approach.

2.2 Reviewers should become very Tamiliar with the Genera) Objectives
associated with each section of a PGP The specific reviev guide-
Tinas can serve as the basis Tor making the subjective evaluations of
the genera)l objectives.

2.3 When an objective 1s not met or a specific responiy cannot be Judged
scceptable because of missing Information, the re\iswer should 1den
tify the Information that s missing and #hat {5 neecad in the PGP to
make 1t acceptable.

2.4 Some 1tems Included in a PGP may not be addressed either within the
general objectives or the specific review guidelines. Thase f1tems
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pust be evaluated carefully to ensure that unnecessary or possibly
detrimenta) inclusions do not occur In the EOPs (e.g., an “"EOP Defi-
clencies” section 18 not & desirable inclusfon 1n an EOP),

2.5 As stated in the Background, most of the review guidelines are sub-
jective 1n nature. The reviewer will have to jduge whether the dis-

cussion of an ftem 1s sufficiently clear, complete and technically
acceptable to achieve the objectives.

2.0 In some instances the languege (1.0, , names, titles, etc.) used in
the PGPs may be different from that used in this document, although
the same subjects or 1tems are being discussed. For example, format
of “decision alds" may be covered under a PGP section entitled “job
performance afds.” Reviewers should be carefu) that fdentified PGP
deficiencies are not based on semantics.

2.7 1In some instances a particular subject may not appear %0 be addressed
in the PGP, when 1n fact 1t 1s addressed in another part of the PGP,
For example, the determination of the adequacy of control room instru~
pentation and controls may not be addressed in the P-STG, but included
as & part of the validation/verification program. Reviewers msut
therefore become familiar with the genera) objectives « 3 specific

review guidelines as 3 whole so that these situations can be readily
fdentified.

3.0 vlgnt-SQQCQrig,Tochn‘cgl Guide)ines

3.1 Genara) Discussion

A1) Yicensees and applicants are required to submit P-STGs. These guidelines
may be based on (1) generic technica) guidelines (prapared by the owner's group),
or (2) & plant=specific reanalysis of transients and accidents as described in
T™I Action Plin Ites 1.C.1. In efther case, the P-5STG should be based on the
fdentificatic  of plant systems and functions, and be supported by an analysis
of oparator “asks to 1dentify operator information and control needs. Among
the four ap,roved generic technica) guidelines, operator task information 1s
provided using different levels of detat). If generic technical quideiines are
referenced, the need for additiona) task specification will be different depend-
ing wpon the level of task infarmation provided by the generic technice) guige-
1ines, and the natury of deviations from the guidelines.

The inforsation to be submitted in the PGP as P-STG 1s dependent on whether or
not generic technical guide)ines are used, as well as the degres to which plant

specific charactaristics (e.g., equipment) are consistent with the plant on
which the generic technica) guidance s based.

Some of the "deviations® that sust be addressed as part of the P-5TG submitial
are differerces between the generic technica) guide)ines and the P-STG. This
Includas @ifferences due to plant inftiatives and those fdentified In the ge-
neric guidelines as “plant=specific” ftems. Only differences that are sufely
significant, o.9., related to systems functions, or methods, should be re-
viewed. Subsection 3.3.2 provides examples of other deviations that must 2%
be addressed. Where an applicant does reference NRC approved generic tezhnice!
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guide)ines, they should not submit those guidelines. However, safety signifi-
cant deviations from the mitigative strategy should be described. Furthermore,
applicants using generic guidelines need not submit the detailed action steps.
The process for developing the action steps from the generic guidelines should
be described Applicants not us'ng generic guidelinas should submit, as a part
of the P=STG, the action steps necessary to mitigate transients and accidents,
and supporting technica) analysis and bases. The P=57G should have an orfenta-
tion that allows mitigatien without event diagnosis. In efther case, the appli-
cant should subait a description of how operator information and contro) needs
were darived and used to specify instrumentation and contrel requirements.

This description way be in the PGF or in the Section of the FSAR addressed by
SRP Section 18.1, Courtrol Room.

The guidance presented below fdentifies elements reviewers should consider in
deteraining acceptability of P-STG.

3.2 Genera) Technica) Objectives

The purpose of the review of the technical guidelines submittal 1s to determine
that the following general objectives are adequately addressed. A 1isting of
specific evaluation elements are fdentified in Subsections 3.3 and 3.4

3.2.1 The EOPs will be based on scceptable technical guidelines derived
from approved analyses of transients and accidents as described in
NUREG-0660, Ites 1.C.1 and 1.C.9, & clarified by NUREG-0737 and
supplement 1 to 1t, Ites 1.C.1. The P=STG along with the genaric
guidelines (1f referenced) and supporting documentation provide EOP
writers with all the technical Information necest ry for preparing
E0Ps which direct operators' actions to mitigate the consequences of
transients and accidents without a need to first dlagnose an avent
to saintain the plant in & safe zondition (function orfentation).

part of the acceptability of the P-STG 18 that the P-STG are vali-

dated by the applicant vsing methods acceptable to the reviewer (see
NUREG-0899, Sections 2.6 and 4.2).

3.2.2 The PGP describes an adequate method to fdentify {nformation and con-
tro) needs to be used as & basis for identifying control room instry-
sentation and controls necessary to perfore the tasks specified in
the technical guidelines.

3.3 Specific Review Guidelines = Plants Using NRC Approved Generic Technice)
Guidelines

Yo deteraine that the spplicant's PGP adequately accomplishes the sbove objec~
tives, the reviewer should consider the following:

3.3.1 P-57G Development
3.3.1.1 Approved version of generic technical guidelines indicated

3.3.1.2 A description of the process used to translate the generic
technical guidelines into the P-STG.
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3.3.2 Deviations and Additions

3121

3.3.22

Identification of safaty significant deviations from the
NRC approved generic technica)l guidelines. Examples of
deviations that should be considered are as 70))ows:

. any modification to the mitigative strategy of the
generic technical guidelines (e.g., for & Westinghouse
plant, Initia) depressurizing the RCS fo\\ovin? .
stean generator tube rupture without first having con-
ducted a 1imfted cooldown {n accordance with the guide-
Tines to establish o margin to saturation).

b differences 1n equipment operating criteria (e.g.. RCP
trip criteria, SI injection term'nation criteria).

c. differences In equirment operating characteristics
(1.0., between the plant-specific squipment and that
assumed 1n the generfc ana'yses, such as SI that can
be throttled vs. only on/eff).

d. fdentification of methods and equipment used to
adaress the technical areas of the generic guidelines
that are specified as “plant-specific.”

e plant-specific setpoints or action levels that are
calculated or determined In the manner other than
specified in the generic technical guidelines.

NOTE: Plant-specific setpoints (e.g., setpoints
Sisociated with automatic inftiation of ECCS)
called for by the generic guide)ines need
not be Included fn the P-STG submitta),

f. actions that are taken in addition to those specified
in the generic guidelines and that affect the mitiga-
tive strategy.

1. @ifferences that affect the equipment's ability
Lo adequately provide the necessary sitigative
function.

2. use of differant instruments or contro) parameters
than those specified In the generic technica)
guidelines or determining {nstrumantation and
contro) characteristics 1n a manner different
than, or with a different bastis than, thet speci-
fied In the generic technice) guidelines.

Identification of 1tems not covered by the NRC approved
generic teshnical guidelines (e.g., plant specific condi~
tions, equipment, operations, or bracketed [ ) Information
from the generic technica) guide ' ines that relate to sys-
tems, functions or methods).
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§.3.2.3 Indication that the safety significant deviations and addi-
tions have been fdentified and technically justified.

NOTF: The reviewer has the option of eithar reviewing
the complete P-5TG with associated technical
Justification, or reviewing only the ldentified
deviations from generic technica) guidelines,
including technical jJustification consfstent with
the Generic Letter 82-33 requirementr.

3.3.3 Technica) Adeguacy of Operator Actions (not covered by, or deviations
from, the generic technica) guide)ines)

NOTE: The evaluation of the technical adequacy of operator actions
(1.0., that the procedures wil)l work) aay be addressed in
the validation/verification sections of the PGP (1.e., at
the completion of EOP development rather than during EOP
development). The P-STG portion of the PGP should describe
how the Vicersee wil) determine 1f the approach taken 1
effectize in mitigating transtents and accidents.

3.3.3.1 Description of the validation/verification of operator
actions (to determine Lnair technica® adequacy)

1.3.4 Applicent's detareination of the Need For and the Adequacy of Contre)
Room Instrumentation and Controls for Emergency Operations

3.3.4.1 Description of the method used *o detersine Information and
contro) needs of the operators (function and task analysis)

NOTE: The detarmination of the adequacy ¢f contro)
instrumentation and controls may be addressed in
the validation/varification sections of . PGP
(f.0., ot the conclusion of EOP develcpment rather
than during EOP development). For the P-5TGs,
sdequacy of controi room instrusentation and cen-
trols means that the avatlable instrusentation
and controls have been evaluated against the in-
formation and contro) needs of the operators and
1t has been determined that the paresetars are
correct and that the fnstrumant and contro)
characteristics (e.g., Instrument range, units,
precision, rate and setpoints; control type, funce
tfon, rate, gain and response) seets the neede
fdentified. This may be in the PGP or the sec

' tion of the FSAR addressed by SPP Section 18.1.

3.3.42 Description of the method used to cetersine 1f the contro)
room instrusentation and cortrols seet the Information and
contro’. needs of the cperators.

3.4 Specific Review Guidelines = Plants Not Using Generfc Guidelines

The review of the P=57Gs for plants not referencing generic guidelines will be
performed using & meihodelogy similar to that used to evaluate the scceptability
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of the owner's group guidelines. The reviewer should evaluate analyses sub-
sitted to support proposed accident recovery strategies. When necessary, the
reviewer should request DS] (or other cognizant diviston) to evaluate analyti-
cal wodels., lmprovesents in accident recovery technigues should be encouraged,
howaver, in the reviev of alternate strategies the reviewer should obtain from
the applicant sufficient technical bases to demonstrate that the plant remaing
within 1ts FSAR 1icensing basis envelope (for 1icensing basis avents).

The reviewer evaluates the effects or and resuliting recovery strate fes for
transients and accidents, using the guidance available in NUREG-0737. The
v+STG reviewer should consider the following:

3.4.1 Analysis of transfents and accidents (consistent with reguirements
o Of NUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737).

NOTE: The steps to be taken for this review are contained in the
Review Procedures, SRP Section 13.5.2.

3.4.2 validation of Technical Adeguacy of Operator Actions

NOTE: The evaluation of the technical adequacy of operator actions
({.0., that the procedures wil)l work) may be addressed in
the validation/verification sections of the PGP (1.e., ot
the completion of EOP developr:nt rathar than after P-5TG
development). The P-STG portion of the PCP should cescribe
how the applicent will determine 1f the approach taken i
effective in mitigating transient and accidents.

3.4.2.1 Description of the validation/verification of operater
actions

3.4.3 Detersination of the need for and the adequacy of Contro)l Room
Instrumentation and Controls for esergency operation

3.4.3.1 Description of the method used to determine inforsation
and control needs of the operators

NOTE: The detarmination of the adequacy of control room
Instrumentation and controls may be addressed in
the validation/verification sections of the PGP
(1.0., ot the conclusion of EOP devalopment rather
than after P-STG development) or in the part of
the FSAR addressed by SRP Section 18,1, Contre)
Roowm. For the P-STGs, sdquacy of control rooe
{nstrumentation and contrels means that the avail-
able instrumentation and contrels have been
evalusted against the information and contrel
neads of the operators and 1t has been determined
that the paraseters are correct and that the in-
strument and control characteristics (e.9., in°
strument range, units, precision, rate and set-
points; contro) type, function, rate, gein and
response) meet the needs fdentified.
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3.4.3.2 Description of the method used to determine 1f the contro)
room instrumentation and controls meet the Inforeation and '
contro) needs of the operators

4.0 writer's Guide (Plant Specific) Review

4.1 Genera) Discussion

Applicants are reguired to submit a writer's guide that details the specific
methods to be used in preparing EOPs which are based on the P-STGs. NUREG-0899
provides objectives and intant for the writer's guide. Because of the variety
of available technical writing style guidis and other references pertaining to
the presentation of information, the specific Information found in the writer's
guide 13 «xpected to vary considerably among plants. To supplement the human
factors expertise of the reviewer, review guidelines are provided that address
instructions and guidance expected to be found in writer's guides. In addition,

the writer's guide should contain general, philosophical standards and informa-
tien which would assist the writers in preparing the EOPs.

4.2 Genera) writer's Guide Objectives

The purpose of the evaluation {s to determine {f acceptable methods are described
for accomplishing the following genera’l objectives

4.2.1 The writer's guide provides sufficient iInformation for developing
EOPs from the P-STG, which are useadble, accurate, complete, reacadble, .
convenient to use, and acceptadble to control room personnel.

./
4.2.2 The writer's guide supports upgrading of the procedures and long term
consistency within and between procedures.

4.3 Specific Review Guidelines

NOTE: Followiig each element, the number in parentheses cCasignates

the specific section within NUREG-0899 where the element i
addressed.

Asterisked ftems are those which may appear in & procedure at the discretion of
the spplicant. 1f they are used in the EOPs, they should be addrested in the
writer's guide and considered in the review. Where & sample procedure s sub-
sitted as & part of the writer's guide, the reviewer should verify that any
non-required element included in the procedure s addressed in the writer's
guide.

To determine that the applicant's PGP includes methods which appear adequate to
accomp)ish the above objectives, the reviewer should consider the following:

4.3.1 Organtzation, Content, and Formil of Major Sections of the EOPs
(5.5)

4.3.1.1 Cover page (5.4.1)

4.3.1.2 Table of contents® (5.4.2)
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4.3.1.3  Scope statement (5.4.3)
4.3.1.4 Entry conditions (5.4.4)
4.3.1.5 Automatic actions™ (5.4.5)

4.3.1.6 Content und Format o Operator Action Steps including
(a) simple action steps, (b) steps which verify an action,
(c) staps of continuous or periadic concern/applicability,
(d) steps for which a number of alternative actions are
equally asceptable, and (o) steps performed concurrently
with other steps, and (f) steps which lead the operator to
the appropriate subsection of the EOPs (5.4.6, 5.4.7, 5.7,
5.8).

4.3.1.7  Figures and tables® (5.4.8 and 5.5.8)

4.3.1.8 Flowcharts and deciston afds™ (5.4.8 and 5.5.9)

4.3.1.9 EOP page fdentifying Information including title, procedure
number, revision number and date, number of pages, uniy
designation (1f applicable), facility desigration, and
location of fdentifying information in the EOP (5.5.1)

4.3.1.10 Page Layout including margins, 1ine spacing, and steps
complate on page (5.5.2)

4.3.1.11 warnings (or Cautions) and Notes including placement, defi-
nitions, emphasis and format, and warnings (Cautfons) and
notes comglete on one page (5.3, 5.7.9, §.7.10)
4.3.1.12 Pacekseping atds (5.5.4)
4.3.1.13 Esphasis techniques (5.5.8)
4.3.1.14 Divistfons, Headings and Numbering of Pages and Steps (5.5.5)
4.3.2 vritiag Style (5.6)

4.3.2.1 A vocabulary Vist = words to use, their definition, and
words to avoid (5.6.1)

4.3.2.2 A st of abbreviations, acronyms and symbols, and Tate)
consistency between procedures and contro) room (5.6.2)

4.3.2.3  Sentence structure and 1imit on actions per step (5.6.3)
4.3.2.4 Punctuation (5.6.4)

4..2.% Capitalization (5.6.5)

4.3.2.6 Units of measure in the action steps and in the tabli, ane

figures should be consistent with presentation of informa-
tion in the cor. ) room (5.6.6)
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4.3

4.3.4

435

4.6

4.3.2.7

4328
4329
4.3.2.10

Nuwerals 1nc\u¢1ng type, use of decimals and signifi-
cant digits (5.6.7)

Tolearances (5.6.8)
Formulas and calculations® (5.6.9)

Titles/nomenclature of instrumentation and controls (what

information to provide in the procedure and in what foreat)
(5.6.2)

Conditional and Logic Statements Including formet, style, emphasis;
definition and use of logic terms; and logic terms and sequences to
avoid (5.6.10 and Appendix B)

Referencing Other Procedures, Sections of Procedures or Subprocedures
and Specific Steps Within a Procedure (5.2.2 and 5.5.7)

4.3.4.2
4342

4043

Content and format of reference (5.2.2)

The criteria used to determine when steps of a referenced
procedure are to be included in an EOP (to minimize cross-
referencing) (5.2.2)

Method for fdentifying sections or subseciions (e.g., use
of tabbing) (5.5.7 and 6.1.4)

when and how to present location Information (equipment, contreols
and displays) (5.7.11)

Contro) Room Staffing and Niviston of Responsibilities (5.8)

NOTE:

4361

4362

4363

4360

This section addresses the need to consider operating crew
staffing and responsibilities during the procest of devel-
eping EOPs to help ensure efficient and affactive fmple-
sentation of EOPs during an emergency. Deficiencies in
this regard may be rdentified by the applicant during valtl-
dation/verification of the EOPs. Subsectiion ftems 4.3.6.)

through 4.3 6.4 say therefore be addressed under validation/
vearification.

Structuring of EOPs to ensure that minfeum staffing con
execute the EOPs

Desigrating the opsrators' responsibiditier 1n feplementing
EOPs (1.e., each operator wil)l know wr.  thay have to do

during an esergency; 1t 1s not necesse: "0 specify roles
in PGP or FOPs)

Sequencing sction steps to minimize physice) interfererce
between operators

Sequencing action steps to ave'd their unintentional dupli-
cation by eperators
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4.3.7 Use and Maintenance of EOPs including accessibility and quality of
copies (6.0)

4.3.8 Statement of commiteent to use Writer's Guide iIn developing and
revising the EOPs

5.0 Progras for !!Hg!ygn/\’!r"':n!gn

$.1 Genera) Discussion

A1) applicants must submit a description of their programs for validating and
verifying their EOPs. Because of the lack of & consistent and clearcut dis-
tinction between “validation" and “verification” within the nuclear industry,
the staff has elected to bypass the semantic ambiguity by Teaving thair defini-
tion wp to the Individual applicants; only the desired outcomes are specifieg
(independent of terminology). As & result, ft s anticipated that there wil)
be considerable varfation In the nature of the submittals, particularly with
regard to the guidelines addressed under each ftem balow (1f aistinguished),
and the amount of detal) provided. Furthersore, both technical and human fac-
tors aspects of the EOPs are addressed by validation/verification activities,
and submittals may fntegrate the two aspects under a given evaluation scheme.
For these reasons reviewers will have to exercise consideradle Judgment in
their review of the submittals. The evaluation elements for validation/
varification ware drawn from the six objectives 1dentified In NUREG-0899 (sud-
section 3.3.5.1) which are repeated below. These objectives should serve as the

seneral basis for determining tre acceptability of the validation/verification
bograns reviewed,

$.2 Genera) Objectives

The purpose of eviluating the validation/verification program s to ensure that

the following genera) objectives ere met. A 11sting of specific evivation ele-
ounts s provided in Subsection §.3.

5.2.1 FEOPs are technically correct, 1.0., they cccurately reflect the tech-
nicel guidelines

$.2.2 EOPs are written correctly, f.0., they accurately reflect the plant-
specific writer's guide

5.2.3 EOPs are useadle, 1.0, they can be understocd and fo)lowed without
confusion, delays, errors, etc.

5.2.4 Thare 15 a correspondence batween the procedures and the control room/
plant haidware, 1.e., controls, equipment, anu Indications that are
referenced, are avatlable “Inside and outside of the contre) room),
uie the same desfgretions, use the same units of measuresent, and
operate as specified In the procedures

$.2.5 The language and Yeve) of information presentation 1n the EOPs are
compatible with the ain‘sum number, qualifications, training and
experience of the operating staff
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$.2.6 There s a nigh Yevel of assurance that the procedures will work,
f.0., the procedures guide t ¢ operator in mitigating transients and

accidents

$.3 Specific vValidation/Verificetion Review Guide)ines

To atd the reviewe® in the evaluation of the validation/verification program,
the raviewer should conaider the fellowing review guidelines:

5.3

indication of the methods that will be used to meet sach of the objec:

tives (as specified in Subsection 5.2 above) of the validation/
verification program; the specific combination of sethods for meeting
each objective rhould be 1dentified by the applicant so that the re-
viewer Das assurance that the objectives of the overall validation/
verification prograw are met. In the staff's jJudgment, the following
combination of metheds should be used to meet each of the objectives:

$.3.1.1

$.312

5313

5314

5318

whether the EOPs are technically correct, (1.0, whather
they accurately reflect the technical guidelines), s ex-
pected to be evaluated by & combination of the following
sethods: (a) desk-top review, (b) seminars, workshops,
operating team review, and computer modeling/analysis.

whether the EOPs are written corrsctly [1.48., whether they
accurately reflect the (approved) plant-specific writer's

guide), 1s expect to be evaluated by a combination of the

following methods: (a) desk-top review, and (b) serinars,
workshops, operating team review.

Whether there 1s & correspondence between the procedures

and the contrel room/plant hardware, [1.0., controls, eguip*
sent, and Indications that are referenced are aveilad)e
(inside and outside the contro’ room), use the same Zesig-
nations, use the same units of measurement, and operate as
specified in the procedures) s expected to be evaluated by
& combination of the following methods: (a) seminars,
workshops, operating team review, (b) contro) room walk-
throughs (static), and (c) simulation (1f plant-specific)
(static).

Wrather the EOPs are usable [1.0., they can be understood
and followed without confusion, delays, errors, ets. ) for
the given level of qualifications, “ratning, and sxperience
of the contro) rooe staff, 15 expected to Do evaluited by &
combination of the following methods: (a) seminars, work-
shops, operating team review, (b) simulator exercises, and
(¢) contru) room walkthroughs (dynamic).

Whatter the language and level of iInformation presentation
fn trs EOPs are compatible with the miniaum control rooe
staffing and the qualifications, training, and experience
of the cuntrol room staff 15 expi-ted to De evaluated by o
combination of the following methods: (a) desk-top review,
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$.3.4

" ’l,

(b) seminars, workshops, cperating team review, (c) simula-
tor exerciees, and (d) contro) room walkthroughs (dynamiz).

§.3.1.6 Whather there 15 & high level of assurance that the proce-
dures will work [1.9., the procedures guide the operater
fn mitigating transients and acciderts] 15 expected Lo be
evaluated by a combination of the following methods:

(a) desk-top raview, (b) seminars, workshops, operating
ssam raview, () simulator exercises, and (d4) control room
walkihroughs (dynamic).

Indi ation that piant operators, subject matter experts, and proce-
gures writers are involved

Identification of the roles played by the participants (1.0, how
wil) operators, subject aatter experts, etc., participate 1n the
validation/verification process) (roles should be basrs on specific
validation/verification objeztive being addressed)

Use of Scenarios

Indication that the full complement of EOPs are exercised, Including
sultiple fatlures (simultaneous and sequential), and inclusion of
criteria for selecting scenarios

NOTE: Whare & generic simulator 1s used, and to some extent, where
s plant reference simulator s used, 1t wil) not be postible
to fully exercise al) pasts of the EOPs. In these instaices,
the PGP should describe the method that the Vicenses wil)
use to ensure that the validation/verification program wil)
covar areas missed In the simulator exercises. The follow
ing elemant s Included to address this fssue.

Indication that areas not cover - by simulator exercises will underge
validation/verification

Description of the plan for correcting and revising EOPs as a result
of the validatia /verification and for feedback from simulator exer:
cises, control room walkthrough, desk-top reviews, operating teas
reviews and operator training to addrets accuracy, resdability, use-
abi1ity, and completenass of the EOPs

Staterent of commitment to validate/verify revisions to EOPs, when
sppropriste, and the conditions under which revisions should be
validated/verified

Description of the sethod by which multiple units will be handlea in
the validation/verification process to account for unit differences

NOTE: For sulti=unit sites, the part of the validation/verification
process invelving contro)l room walk-throughs and use of
operators should be cerried out for sach unit of & multis
unit site to the extent that the units differ {n terms of
instrumantation, controls, equipaent (including availability
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of, design of, labeling of, or Yocation of) or any other
Aspect that may mpact plant safety.

2.3.9 Indication that the EOPs wili be compatible with minfmum contro) room
staffing

5.3.10 Description of the plan by which adequacy (1n terss of avallability,
readabil ity and usability) ot contro) room instrumentation and con-
trols will be determined

$.3.11 Description of the plan by which correspondence between EOPs and
control room instrumentation and controls will be determined

$.3.12 Where avallable Instrumentation and controls have not been evaluated
against the Information and control needs of the operators as a part
of the P-STG (see Subsection 3.3.4.2 and 3.4.3.2), they should be
evaluated as & part of the validation/verification progras. The de-
scription of the validation/verification progras should Include the
sethod that will be used to detearmine the adequacy of contro) rooe
instrumentation and controls In seeting the Information and contro)
needs of the operators [f.e., 1t has been detersined that the param-
eters are correct and that the instrument and contro) characteristics
(e.9., sccuracy, scaling, etc.) seet the needs fde tified).

WOTE: Since many aspects of validation/verification can be ad-
dressed during operator trafning, ft s anticipaced that
applicants will combine these activities to make pore
efficient use of simulator time. Where validstion/
verification 13 tied to the EOP training progras 1t 1s
necessary for applicants to distinctly address va)idation/
verification through a forea) process ' hich documents re-
Sults and provides for feeding tnis Infursation back inte

the EOP davelopment process. The PGP should describe this
process.

WOTE: Where EOPs are partially validated/verified on a genaric
siesulator, MMcensees should commit to performing the dynamic
portion of ithe validation/verification of the EOPs 1f a
plant reference sisulator becomes available.

6.0 Progria for rator Traini n

6.1 Genara) Discussion

Applicants are to subeit descriptions of thelir planned programs Tor training
operators on EOPs. The intent of reviewing the EOP training progras 1s to
ensure that operators will be trained prior to feplescoiation of the EOPs, and
Lhat there 15 & ressonable assurence that the sethods to be used in training
are adequate.  This determination can be sade by verifying that the training
progran meets the genara) training objectives fdentivied in Subsection 6.2. To
geteraine that these general objectives are set, the reviewer should consider
the specific veview guidelines of Subsection 6.3,
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6.2 Genera! EOP Training Program Objectives

The purpose of the evaluation 1s to detarmine that the foliowing genera) objec
tives are adequately addressed in the training program described by considering
the specific review guide)ines provided. These guidelines are not intended to
repreasent all the necessary components of an adequate training program, but
rather to serve a5 & basis for assuring the staff that the oparators have besn
trained prior to EOP fmplementation and that they will be capable of using the

EOPs,

6.2.1

6.2.4

Tratnees should understand the philosophy behind the approach to the
EOPs, f1.0., thelr structure and approach to transfent and accident
sitigation, Including control of safety functions, accident evalua-
tion and diagnosis and the achievement of safe, stable or shutdown
conditions.

Trainees should understand the mitigation strategy and technica) bases
of the EOPs, 1.0., the function and use of plant systems, subsystems,
components, in mivigating transients and accidests,

Trainees should have & working knowledge of the technical content of
the EOPs, 1.e., they sust understand and know how to perfore each
step 1n a)) EOPs to achieve EOP objectives,

Trainees should be capable of executing the EOPs )as indivduals and
teans) under operationa) conditions, 1.e., they sust be able to carry
out an EOP successfully during transients and acclidents.

6.3 Specific EOP Training Review Guidelines

The reviewer should consider the following specific review guidelines n evalys
ating the description of the EOP training program:

6.3.1
6.3.2

Incluston of training objectives consistent with Subsection 6.2 above

Ute of Simulator Exercises
6.3.2.1 Specification of plant-specific or generic simulation
$.3.2.2 Indication that &)) EOPs wil) be exercised by al) operators

NOTE: wWhere & generic simulator 1s used, and to some
axtent, where & plant reference simylator 15 used,
1t wil) not be possible to fully exercise al)
parts of the EOPs. In these instances, the PGP
should describe the method that the arplicent will
use Lo ensure that the validatien verification
progras wil) cover areas aissed n the sisulater
exercises. The following element 18 Included to
addrass this fssue.

$.3.2.) A description of the method for training in areas not
covered by simulator exercisees
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6.3.2.4 Indication of planned cperator roles and tear work
6.3.2.5 Indication of the use of & wide variety of scenarios (1.e.,
incorporating multiple, simultaneous and segquential,
fatlures)
6.3.3 Use of Contro) Room Walk-through
6.3.3.1 Indication of walk-through of all EOPs by al) operators
6§.3.3.2 Indication of planned operator roles and team work
6.3.0.3 Indicetion of use of & wide varfety of scenarfos (V.. ,
incorporating multiple faflures, simultaneous and
sequential)
6.3.4 Use of lectures, discussion sessions, and seminars
6.4 Indication that operators will be trained nrior to feplementation of EOPs

6.5 Indication that operators will be evaluated as part of the training
programs
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