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See Appendix C, Section C.4 (pp. C-9 through C-21). Compare

Louisiana Power and Light Company (Waterford Steam Electric

Station, Unit 3), ALAB-732, 17 N.R.C. 1076, 1112 (1983) (refer=-
ence to insufficient one page boilerplate discussion of
unresolved safety issues in SER).

At the same time that the Staff is obligated to identify
in the SER unresolved safety guestions applicable to the
Shearon Harris plant, and to discuss the Staff's basis for per-
mitting the plant to operate notwithstanding these outstanding
issues, Mr. Eddleman also has certain obligations as an inter=-

venor. Duke Power Company (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1

and 2), CLI-83-19, 17 N.R.C. 1041, 1048 (1983). "Parties in=-
terested in litigating unresolved safety issues must do some-
thing more than simply offer a check list of unresolved issues;
they must show that the issues have some specific safety sig-
nificance for the reactor in question and that the application

fails to resolve the matters satisfactorily." Metropolitan

Edison Co. et al. (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit

No. 1), ALAB-729, 17 N.R.C. 814, 889 (1983), citing River Bend,

supra, 6 N.R.C. at 772-73. Contention 107 as originally
drafted utterly fails to satisfy this standard. It contains no
discussion whatsoever of the Staff's proposed treatment of ge-
neric naresolved safety issues as they relate to operation of

the Shearon Harris facility.
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diesel generators. SER at C-13. Mr. Eddleman takes issue with
neither of these substantive findings, which form the basis for
the Staff's conclusion that Shearon Harris can be operated be-
fore the ultimate resolution of USI A-44. He therefore has
failed to set forth a reasonably specific basis upon which to
challenge the Staff's resolution of this issue.

In Contention 107-Y, Mr. Eddleman also focuses on the in-
terim status of resolution of USI A-47, Safety Implications of
Control Systems, apparently inferring that there is no basis
for allowing operation prior to the final resolution of this
issue. Again, however, Mr. Eddleman fails to address the tech-
nical basis for the Staff's conclusion that, subject to the re=-
ceipt of appropriate information from Applicants on equipment
gualification (see SER § 3.11), and the completion of instru-
mentation modifications committed to by Applicants (see SER
§ 7.7.2.2), there is reasonable assurance that the Harris Plant
can be safely operated before the ultimate resolution of this
generic issue. SER at C-18 and C-19. Mr. Eddleman has not
specified any basis for challenging this Staff finding.

Applicants also oppose the admission of two of the safety
issues which Mr. Eddleman seeks to raise under the aegis of
Contentions 107-X and Z because they are the subject of two
previously admitted contentions. USI A-1l, "Waterhammer," ref-
erenced in Contentions 107-X and discussed in Contention 107-2Z,

is encompassed by Eddleman Contention 45 dealing with the same

«10=
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Contention 173. The essence of proposed contention 173 is

that ". . . the SER (Section 8.2-1, pp. 8-1/8-2) fails to ana-
lyze commen causes of failure of all power lines supplying

g Applicants oppose admission of this contention

Harris .
on the ground that Mr. Eddleman has not satisfied the criteria
of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(a)(l) for admission of this late-filed
contention and on the further ground that he has failed to sat-
isfy the requirement of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(b) of adequate basis
with requisite specificity.

Contention 173 is clearly untimely and Mr. Eddleman has

thus failed to establish "good cause" for its late admission.

Catawba, supra, CLI-83-19, 17 N.R.C. 1041 (1983). Section 8.2

of Applicants' FSAR contains a detailed analysis of the offsite
power system for the Shearon Harris plant. Virtually all of
this analysis has been available since Amendment 2 was filed on
March 31, 1982. The remainder of the relevant information was
provided in Amendment 5 which was filed on April 3, 1983.

Thus, Mr. Eddleman has had the opportunity and sufficient in-
formation for at least ten months to allege any deficiency in
the offsite power system, or the analysis thereof. The SER
adds no new information with respect to this system or Appli-
cants’' analysis thereof other than the Staff's conclusions in
sections 8.2.1 and 8.2.4 that the offsite power system for the
Harris plant meets Ceneral Design Criteria 5, 17, and 18 and,

is, therefore, acceptable. As this Board has held, the
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CP&L, accordingly, provided the information to which Mr.

Eddi2man refers during the full ACRS review on January 12,
1984.1/

In addition to the lack of good cause for the untimely
filing of this contention, application of four of the remaining
factors set forth in section 2.714(a)(l) argues agains: admis-
¢ion of Contention 173. First, as indicated above, the NRC
Staff has examined the offsite power system and concluded that
it meets applicable INRC regulations. Moreover, the ACRS spe-
cifically inquired about the Harris offsite power system, and
in its favorable letter of January 16, 1984, the ACRS did not
request any additional information on this subject. Thus, Mr.
Eddleman's interest has been protected in another forum, i.e.,
through the Staff and ACRS review of the Harris operating li-
cense application. Moreover, Mr. Eddleman has asserted no
technical expertise with regard to this matter and it is un-
likely, therefore, that he could add anything meaningful to the
evaluation already provided by the ACRS. Mr. Eddleman concedes
that admission of this contention would broaden the issues in

this proceeding and would result in at least some delay.2/

3/ A copy of the relevant portions of the transcripts of both
the January 3-4, 1984 subcommittee meeting and the January 12,
1984 meeting of the full Committee is attached. See Attachment
A.

2/ Mr. Eddleman argues here and elsewhere in support of his
SER contentions that discovery on safety contentions is just
beginning. This is not true. Discovery was available as of

(Continued Next Page)
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Attachment A

MR, KERR: Does the committee want to hear a
presentation on this, cor do you want to zsk guestisns? I'm
going to suggest, Mr, Prunty, =hat we ask fer guestions and
N0t ask for your formal presensation, if shat is okay wieh
you. Are there questicons on AC/DC Systen Reliability?

We £id explore this on the Subsommittee.

MR, ZBCRSOLE: What was that extremely low number
I heard, about the AC power?

MR. PRUNTY: That was a number that congifered
independent failure of all seven lines, 2oming into the
swvitchyard, TIe 4l not consider the cemmon event, sugh
45 a major tornade or something, That has since ke
reevaluated and a probability number of something on she
order of 2 times 12". which i3 one J¢currence apoaroximately
every 35,000 years, has been given as a commer mode failure
type Mmechanism i{n the switehyard,

The other one, though, was all the sequential
seven lines failing for independent causes, ose a‘ter the
Other,

MR. XERR: Any further questions?

(No response,)

Thank you, Mr. Pruntv.

MR. OKRENT: Just & minute. Is 2 times 10°%
consistent with experience in the regicn for a loss of al.

0ffeite power?



MR. : I haven't look at th i as such,

but the number sounds low *o

MR. ZIMMEPMAN:

That was an event

It would completely

somewnas

(N¢ response,)

Thank you, Mr.

that we hanrdle
available,

nave & Juest

MR. PRUNTY:

syscean survive?
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MR, ORRENT: Survive and Perform vital dunctions.

MR. PRUNTY: OQur evaluation ®f this congidered
design margin in she Battery and the use a¢ the design bagis
Qvent loads, as per the FSAR. =ne number that was arrived
4t was on the order of six houps before Lattery failyure.
The actual load, dur:ing a Blacksue, would Se less shan s:cse
required to mitigate the 2ffecty of a design hasis event, g¢
we are scmetling in excess of $§ix Nours.

MR. KERR: PFupihep questions.

(No respcnse.)

Thank you, Mr, Prunty,

1 don't see any reguegts far a full zcale presen-
tation. Are there guestions about emargency planning?

Mr. Moeller?

MR, MOELLER: ~hig ismore a question ar a somment
OF 3ugsestion to the 3%85%, fn serm of cmergency planning
and =ie impacts oF MAJOr accilents cne cas rezd :tre final
environmensal jtatement, which has =me peg: irfornasion,
On sage 5-31, in the final envircamental statemen:, I wanc
9 otfo§ 3 suggesticn. It savs if a cortaln agsidens oceirs, |
there will be g0 Mafy cancer feaths int he surssundin n82ilany
tidn. And my 3ujgestion is that she 3tafs, who or which,
whichever wers You use, does a joed :ob on this -= tha:z she-
censider adding the word excess cancer deashs or add:els-3.

cancer Zeaths becauase the number Yeu are giving would te 22



llay we continue?

- MR. BERLY: I'm B8eb Berly, “anager of T ansmission j
3 | and communications Planning Section. I will talk to you

¢ about the off-site AC power source, Starting with the big

s Picture and mOovVing to the Harris site. Twenty-six transmission
L ties give the ~astern CP&L service are. a4 grid strength of

7 most of North America and part of Carad:. in thncompany area,

8 thousands of miles of well-planned, Strongly designed 230 Kv
3 transmission lines operate with high reliability,
10 | There has never been a i08s of availability of the '
1 total 230 Xv arid, ner has there ever been a total loss of ;
12 availability of 230 Kv power to any nuclear or coal~-fired

| 13 ‘ plant served Oy this grid.
14 I Slice.)
18 Stidies show complete glequacy with five lines
16 serving Harris, bue Plans cail for constructian 2€ s-ven lines,
7 as shown on this slide.
18 MR. KCRR: Excuse me, how long has the 230 kv griu
19 been in existence? 1'm trying to get an idea of how long.
2 MR. BCRLY: We built the firse cne 18 vears ago.
2 We've got over 2500 miles of 230 now.
2 MR. *I7P: So we're talking about 18 years of
pal history over . +<0 there has been no loss of power to any
u station?

I - M, “<i: There's been no loss of total 230 kv
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|
|
t0 any station served by 23C, ana that's about 10 plants, 5
MR. KERR: Thank you. ,f
MR. BERLY: Any single line is capable of supplyxngf
|
all emergency safety equipment or startup load requirements f
AS you see, we have seven lines. Seven lines radiate from
Harris in al} directions. Parallelism is kept to a minimum.
Cape Fear steam electric plant is located ApPproximately 7 mxle;
from Harris. It's a lxttle,hazy ovor.here. but you see on i
the lefthand side of the drawing Cape Fear Plant, and is can :
furnish Suffi-ient power for Harris safety-related equipment.
|
In adaition to fcssile-fired units at Cape Fear, g
there are four ¢ turbines, two of which can be black startcd.;
AN inverted breaker and a half, or double breaker,
termination --
MR. XTRR: Excuse me, those IC turbines at Cape
Fear, --
B B3 SLY s Yes, sir, ¢our turbines at Cape Fear.

Two can be black started, _wo can be started in 20 minutes.

A% i1 .rtead breaker and a half, a double breaker :
termination, .5 ;_u for the Jgenerator, and all line termina~
tions in the -3 Switchyard.

" of two 230 Kv main buses 1s provizes,
Breakers a- 2nt pole tripping, and their dcs, -,
permits fu) ., “e open/closed operations withous operatio
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: of the air compressor. Redundancy is provided in protective

2 relay and control circuits, and in battery power capability.

: This c¢oncludes my formal presentation. ;
‘« MR. KERR: I believe I read that there were two

s separate batteries available for switchgear operation in your |
¢ switchyard. j
? | MR. BERLY: There are two batteries available for |
s each control circuit in those ones there. g
o MR. KERR: Are those batteries seismically gqualif: &?
10 MR. BERLY: I can't answer that. ?
u MR. ZIMMERMAN: We can find that out. !
12 MR. KERR: Are there other gquestions? |
" (No response.)

" | Incidentally, in your decision on emergency power,
18 dxq you attempt to callulate or estimate the probability of

16 loss of nff-site -~ all off-site power at Harris?

" i MR. BERLY: With . spect to transmission, ves, sir,
18 MR. KERR: What is the probability number at which

19 you arrived? |
» MR. PERLY: For all seven 230 Kv lines, it's .-}
a times 10737,

MR. KERR: Wait a minute. 1.53 times 10 --
only three s:gnificant figures?

{Laughter.)

107373 Jer year?

MR. BERLY: This is related to loss because
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independent causes.

MR. KERR: I'm interested in the probability c¢
loss. I jusc wondered if You tried to calculate it, if any
Of your decisions were based On an attempt to estimate that
number.

MR. BERLY: The best we considered to be such a
high measure of reliability, so it really couldn'ts determine
our design.

MR. KERR: I recognize that =he 10733 pag nothing
in the realm of POssibility. I'm trying to find out whether
YOu a ttemptad to est.-ate a real number and used it in your
docisxon-maklng process at all.

MR. BERLY: No, sir.

MR. KERR: I'm a little Puzzled that you did not,

Since I think --

MR. BERLY: I was S01lng to sav we have information |

relative to Qutage records on the lines, which we 4 Jse 1in
designing the System, and that indicates less than one hour
int2rrupeion Per hundredmles per year in the 230.

MR. KERR: I raised the Juestion becau:e ) think

it's important thats you have AC available for many of the

' -

things that Y- mignt need o do in an emergency. I don

think that's news to YOu or anyboly else.

It therefore seems tO me some understanding of wnat

the reliabil.ty of the off-site power is is needed, in ader

i
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YR. JACKSON: I chink I'll give it back to
Jiam, because you pointed the guestion back to him. But
let me mak2 an attempt first,

In teras of introduction before your guestion,
ve have issued, for those here who are not avare, upon
ceceipt of the USSS latter ve vwrote what is called or
termed a Commission paper, and this is a paper which
advises the Comaissioners themselves 2f significant
actions that have taken place. This wa: issued
the Executive Director of Operations' signature
the afternson or early the following asrning of
of the letter.

A Commission peeting wvas then held that
afternoon, vhich vas Friday afterncon -- I can't recall
the date right nov -- a veek ago last Friday. There are

copies of this document out on tha table if they're not

already zll gone. And attached to that also is a copy

of the USGS letter and our proposed plan of let's say an
outline for NRC appreach to resolving this issue.

Yow, I think that one of the prcblems we have
is that Charleston earthquake occurring at Charleston is
more or less an artifact of the licensing prozess.
ion't think it has ever been and I've never 1eard any
scientist consider the fact that wve restrict Charleston

to Charleston being a scientific truth. It is really

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20001 (202) 828-93500
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Attachment

SERIAL: LAP-83-426
September 27, 1983

Mr. Harold R, Denton, Directer

Of fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 50-400 AND 50-401
SUPPLEMENT 1| TO NUREG-0737 - DETAILED CONTROL ROOM DESIGN REVIEW

Dear Mr. Denton:

On August 15-19, 1983, the NRC staff conducted a Detailad Control
Room Design Review audit of Carolina Power & Light Company’s (CP&L) Shearon
Harris Nuclear Power Plant (SHNPP) Units | and 2 control rocms. During the
audit, your staff requested the following additional information to completa
their review on Section 5 of Supplement | to NUREG-0737:

| A description of the system's functional analysis performed on
the SHNPP Unit | Main Control Board during its redesign
(Attachment 1),

A description of the method and a general target date for
completion of the Task Analysis of the plant specific Emergency
Operating Procedures, (Attachment 2) and;

3. A description of the Development, Verification and Validation
process for emergency operating procedures (EOPs) and a general
target date for completion (Attachment 3).

We trust this submittal provides the information your staff needs.
Should you require clarification of the information provided, please contact
my staff.

Yours very t
ORIGINAL SIGNED y
M. A M-OUFFIB

M. A, McDuffie
Senior Vice President
Nuclear Generation

MSG/tda (7896MSG)
Attachments

ce: Mr. B. C. Buckley (NRC) Wells Eddleman
Mr. G. F. Maxwell (NRC-SHNPP) Phyllis Lotchin
Mr. J. P. O'Reilly (NRC-RII) Mr. John D. Runkle
Mr. Travis Payne (KUDZU) Richard D. Wilson
Mr. Danisl F. Read (CHANGE/ELP) G. O, Bright (ASLB)
Mr. R. P. Gruber (NCUC) J. H. Carpenter (ASLB)
Chapel Hill Public Library Mr. J. L. Kelley (ASLB)
Wake County Public Library




ATTACHMENT 1|
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (SHNPP) - UNIT NO. |
SYSTEMS FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS PERFORMED ON THE
MAIN CONTROL BOAKRD DURING REDESIGN

Introduction

Carolina Power & Light Company's (CP&L) Shearon Harris Nuclear Power
Plant (SHNPP) Unit 1 Main Control Board (MCB) was redesignad during January
through March of 1981, based upon a Human Factors Review performed by Essex
Corporation of Alexandria, Virginia, using Draft NUREG-CR/1580 criteria. The
Human Factors (HF) Review identified 134 Human Engineering Discrepancies
(HEDs); 49 of the HEDs were considered significant. These 49 HEDs concerned
grouping and sequencing of controls, displays, light boxes, and
annunciators. All 49 of these discrepancies were resolved with the redesign
of the MCB.

The redesign and functional analysis were performed by CP&L
engineering, operations, training, industrial engineering, and Essex
Corporation personnel. Assistance from both the Architect-Engineer (Ebasco)
and che Nuclear Steam System supplier (Westinghouse) was provided as needed.

Functional Analysis

Carolina Power & Light Company's design philosophy for the MCBs
dictates the placing of controls on the bench section, indicators with light
boxes (such as Status Light Boxes (SLBs) and Monitor Light Boxes (MLBs)) on
the vertical section, and annunciators on the tep tilted section of the MCB.
“xperience has proven that this philosophy is both practical and effective.
This design philosophy allows the Control Operacor to perform administrative
duties at his desk while still maintaining the ability to scan the MCB to
determine plant status, It also allows the Shift Foreman and other plant
personnel to determine plant status from a distance, outside of the primary
operating area, without interfering with the Control Operator. During the
redesign process, CPSL established conventions for the MCB redesign effort,

The conventions chosen are as follows:

l. Bottom to top layout based upon the physical layout (from Piping and
Instrumentation Diagrams (P&IDs)).

Layouts that must be horizontal will be left to right with appropriate
demarcation lines or arrows to clearly indicate the system flow.

Series flow will be indicated by placing controls (and displays {f
possible) directly above each other from bottom to top, OR arrows or
lines and arrows will be utilized to denote system flow,

Parallel flow will be indicated by placing controls (and displays if
possible) side by side with "A" or "1" (if applicable) on the left and
"B" or "2" (if applicable) on the righe.




Common suction or discharge (header) will be denoted with a solid bar, as
necessary, to clarify the arrangement.

Demarcation lines will be used to separate control display groups.

Demarcation lines or lines and arrows will be used where system flow is
not obvious by components arrangement i.e., memic or partial memic.

Summary labels and brackets will be utilized to clarify the arrangement.

Indicators will be placed in the order they physically appear in the
system. If this is not practicable, indicators for level, pressure,
flow, and temperature will be placed in this order (preferably from left
to right (first choice) or bottom to top (second choice)).

Recorders on the MCB will be placad on the vertical section at a level
(height) where they can be easily read and maintained.

During the HF Review process, we determined which unnecessary
components could be removed from the MCB. This review and subsequent
determination was based upon design philosophy, operational need, operating
experience, staffing, operating philosophy, and our decision to provide an
advanced computer system. Our review culminated in the removal of
approximately 200 controls and displays and approximately 250 annunciators
from the MCB. In addition, coucurrence for removal of components from the MCB
was sought and obtained from both Ebasco and Westinghouse.

A review of MCB systems locations of the current design (i.e. prior
to January 1981), revealed extensive thought and logic had been applied to
systems locations. Generally, the systems location on the MCB remained
unchanged during the redesign. A detailed review of each system, the method
of which will be described later, revealed some components not properly
located within their respective system and indicated arrangement of components
within each system could be improved to facilitate operation. Different
methods of arranging components such as frequency of use, like components
(pumps, valves) grouping, modes of operations, and arrangement of physical
layout (from P&IDs) were evaluated. The physical layout method was chosen
because: 1) it was more practicable from an operations standpoint, 2) this is
how our operators learn plant systems, and; 3) systems have many different
operating modes where sequences of operation vary.

The redesign began by constructing a quarter scale, single plane
mock-up on cardboard, utilizing the same dimensions and MCB shape as a
standard “D" sized engineering front panel view drawing of the MCB. The
~ardboard mock-up with the MCB panel outline was then covered with clear
plastic. A set of the current design (i.e. prior to January 1981) front panel
drawings was then utilized by cutting out each component, pasting it to a
plece of the same type cardboard and applying "stick-um” which would allow the
component to be removed for rearrangement. Each component was then attached
to the mock-up to reflect the current design. String was stretched across the
mock-up to indicate rrimary and secondary viewing heights.




The redesign team was provided an oral description of each system,
prior to the system rearrangement, by operations personnel which included
system function (and how that function interrelated with the overall operation
of the plant), the phyiical layout, and the instrumentation included in the
design to accomplish the function. Each control, display, and other
indications located on the MCB was then marked on the system P&ID. The
controls and displays were then arranged on the mock-up, utilizing the (P&ID)
and the conventions previously outlined. Demarcation lines were thec added to
the mock-up and the necessary labeling wae determined. Exact labeling was
cross-referenced to the mock-up with a numbering system because labeling would
not fit on the mock-up,.

Annunciators were rearranged into groups according to their
applicable system by cutting and pasting drawings. Where possible, the
annunciators were arranged bottom to top in relation to their respective
components or sensor input in the physical layout. In cases where this
annunciator arrangement was not practicable, the annunciators were logically
grouped by function.

; Next, all Status Light Boxes, {onitor Light Boxes, Trip Status Light
Boxes, the Bypass Light Box, and the Engineering Safety Features (ESF) Light
Boxes were reviewed for logical groupings by either system or function. These
light boxes were then rearranged into logical groupings by cutting and pasting
the drawings.

As panel sections of the MCB redesign were completed and translated
to engineering drawings, Ebasco and Westinghouse (which included the
appropriate disciplines), the review team and other CP&L personnel held review
meetings where the redesign was evaluated. Comments were incorporated and the
redesign was implemented.

Adequacy of instrumentation was continually evaluated by the team
throughout the redesigu process. In several cases, additional instrumentation
was needed to accomplish systems functions. The additional instrumentation
was added to the drawings during the radesign process.

As a result of our redesign effort and continual review process,
CPSL believes the SHNPP Unit | main control board is a well designed,

operationally functional, and Human Factored Control Board.




ATTACHMENT 2
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (SHNPP) UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
TASK ANALYSIS OF THE UPGRADED
EMERGENCY OPERATING PROCEDURES (EOPs)

Introduction

Carolina Power & Light Company's (CP&L) April 15, 1983 response to
Supplement 1 of NUREG-0737 for the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant (SHNPF)
Unit Nos. | and 2 stated our Emergency Operating Procedures (EOP's) Procedures
Generation Package (PGP) would be submitted to the NRC nine mvuihs prior to
fuel load. The PGP will provide plant-specific technical guidelines, a
Writer's Guide, and a description of our verification and validation
program. Operator training will be accomplished prior to SHNPP Unit 1 fuel
load which is currently targeted for June 1985, Carolina Power & Light
Company anticipates completing the EOP Task Analysis concurrent to submittal
of the PGP.

Task Analysis MeLhod

A Task Analysis has been performed on the High-Pressure (HP) Basic
version of the Westinghouse Owners' Group (WOG) Emergency Response Guidelines
(ERGs) by a working group under the purview of the WOG Procedures
Subcommittee. The primary outputs of this generic Task Analysis are tables
listing all Instruments and Controls utilized in performing the ERGs. The

detail of the generic Task Analysis is consistent with the detail provided in
the generic ERGs.

The generic Task Analysis utilized a top-down approach that
{dentifies the guidelines (i.e., event sequences), plant systems utilized in
responding to event sequences, operator functions and operator tasks performed
in responding to event sequences, and detailed elements that comprise the
operator tasks, Figure 1 illustrates this approach.

As a minimum, CP&L intends to identify the deviations from the
generic ERGs for the SHNPP-Unit 1 EOPs, task analyze those differences and
generate plant specific lists of Instruments and Controls necessary to perform
the EOPs in the SHNPP-Unit 1 control room. Figure 2 describes this
approach. These Instruments and Controls listings will then be compared to
control room instruments and controls to identify missing components or needed
components not included in the design.

Additionally, CPSL will review the generic Task Analysis along with
the ERGs deviations analysis, thus insuring review of each step of the
SHNPP-Unit | E0Ps, Discrepancies identified during the review and analysis
will be judged applicable to the EOPs, Control Room or both and will be
resolved and corrected by us. We believe that no major discrepancies will be
{dentified because of our extensive functional analysis performed during the
SHNPP-Unit | MCB redesign process and because of the task analysis performed
on the event-based procedures during the Control Room Design Review.




ATTACHMENT 3
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (SHNPP) UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DEVELOPMENT, VERIFICATION AND
VALIDATION OF EMERGENCY OPERATING
PROCEDURES

Develognent:

Carolina Power and Light Company's (CP&L) Shearon Harris Nuclear
Power Plant (SHNPP) Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) are currently being
developed utiliziag the Westinghouse Owners' Group (WOG) Emergency Response
Guidelines (ERGs) Pigh Prassure (HP) version, Revision 1, as Technical
Guidelines. The EOPs will fellow the ERGs as closely as possible and any
deviations will be documented, exzlained, and/or justified. Documentation
will also be generated for the basis of the plant-specific calculations called
for in the generic guidelines.

The basic version of the WOG ERGe have undergone one week of
simulator verification and validation testing. A program for a week of
simulator verification and validation testing of Revision | of the ERGs is now
being assembled by Westinghouse and will be performed during the week of
October 31 - November 4, 1983.

Carolina Power & Light Company has been deeply involved in the

development of the ERGs since their inception through participation in both
the full Owners' Group and the Procedures Subcommittee

Verification and Validation Methods

Tabletop Evaluations

Tabletop evaluations will be performed on all EOPs and will consist
of a talk-through of the procedures by qualified operatiois personnel and
members of the team responsible for developing the EOPs. Scenarios will not
be utilized during the tabletop evaluation. The evaluation will be documented
as to time and date of performance, personnel involved, procedures utilized,
problems or suggestad improvements anoted and, later, the solution of those
problems or suggested improvements. The evaluation criteria utilized during
the tabletop exercises are:

EOFs are technically correct.
EOPs are understandable as written.
EOPs are written in conformance with the Writer's Guide.

Level of detail in the EOPs is consistent with the qualifications,
training, and experience of the operating staff.

Tabletop evaluations will be held in the spring of 1984.




Control Room Walk-Throan

The Control Room Walk-Through will consist of walking and talking
through each EOP in the Control Room with a full operations staff
complement. Scenarios will not be utilized in the walk-throughs. A member of
the team responsible for developing the ECPs will lead the walk-through. The
walk-through will be documented as to time and date of performance, personnel
involved, procedures utilized, problems o: suggested improvements noted, and
later, the resolution of those problems or suggested improvements. In
addition to the criteria utilized in the tabletop evaluations, three
additional criterica will be utilized in the walk-through. These criterion
are:

l. Control room staff size is adequate to carry out the actions in the
EOPs.

Instruments and controls necessary to carry out the ECPs actions are
available.

Operators can carry out the EOPs actions without physical
interferance.

The walk-throughs cannot be carried out at SHNPP until the Control
functional (where functional is defined as):

St ructurally completed (ceiling, lighting, and HVAC installed;
panels correctly and permanently placed; etc.)

All instruments and controls installed but not necessarily operable.
Manned with a full operations shift complement.

We expect the SHNPP Unit 1 Control Room to be functional in late
1984 or early 1985. The walk~throughs are being planned for this time frame.

Simulator Evaluations

The simulator evaluation will consist of utilizing the SHNPP
simulator to dynamically test the EOPs with accident scenarios. Testing of
two eight-hour shifts, wher2 preselected scenarios will be imposed on a full
complement cperating crew using the EOPs, will be performed at the SHNPP
simulator. This testing is judged as adequate because:

l. SHNPP EOPs are very similar to H. B. Robinson Unit 2 (HBR) E(Ps and
the results of the HBR testing (which will be completed firss) will
%2 input to tae SHNPP EOP's development.

The HBR ECPs have undergone 75 hours (as of September 1983) of
dynamic testing at the SHNPP simulator.




3. Many of the same personnel involved in the development and testing
of the HBR EOPs will be involved in the writing and testing of the

SHNPP EOPs.

The simulator evaluatiors will be documented as to the time and date of
performance, personnel involved, procedures utilized, scenarios selected,
expected path through the EOPs, actual path through the EOPs with deviations
explained, operators' debriefing critiques, observers' critiques, problems or
suggested improvements noted, and later, resolution of those problems or
suggested improvements.

The simulator exercises will be orientei toward the practical
performance of the EOPs and is expected to be performed in the mid- to
lare~1984 time frame.

(7896MSGtda)




SYSTEM REVIEW AND TASK ANALYSIS
DEVELOPMENT APPROACH
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