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Mr. John T. Collins -2 November 25, 1983

for those initiating conditions of greatest probability specific to ANO
that might adversely affect normal plant operations, plant safety and
safeguard systems, and/or plant security as well as the health and
safety of the public. The example initiating conditions listed in
Appendix 1, NUREG-0654 were used as principal guidance in developing
the ANO Emergency Action Level Criteria and were considered, as stated
in NUREG-0654, as examples only. The ANO Emergency Action Level
Criteria meets AP{L's need for a simplified scheme which is conditicn
oriented rather than parameter oriented to facilitate emergency
response actions and emergency classification decisions. Depending
upon the event, ANO personnel utilize the Emergency Operating
Procedures and Technical Specifications to reference mitigating actions
and those instruments, parameters or equipment status/value requiring
the initiation of response actions. This philosophy is consistent with
that used to develop the ANO upgraded EOPs as specified by NUREG-0737
Supplement 1. Without basing decisions on any single parameter value,
the adverse situation is then categorized as a condition which either
affects the reactor coolant system, potential for offsite releases,
control room habitability, and/or security. The appropriate emergency
class is then determined from the ANO Emergency Action Level Criteria.

We note that within the Details section of your report ANO personnel
could not "correctly” respond when given NUREG-0654 examples. However,
in the transmittal letter the concern is stated that inadequate
responses were received when given plant conditions. We believe this
finding is the result of the use of NUREG-0654 examples as opposed to
plant conditions. Since ANO personnel are trained to react to plant
conditions rather than specific examples, depending upon the examples
selected from Appendix 1 to NUREG-0654, the Shift Supervisor or Duty
Emergency Coordinator may not have been able to accurately assess the
plant condition and determine if an EAL existed without additional
information as would be available in a real situation. As stated
above, our EAL criteria are condition oriented, and, as such, are
consistent with our training requirements/philosophy. The adequacy of
this training and our ability to distinguish between EAL
classifications was verified during the subject inspection where it was
found that "the shift supervisors' and the duty emergency coordinators’
answers were generally correct." We believe that our EAL initiating
conditions adequately address the initiating conditions of NUREG-0654.

Concerning your reference to procedures for offsite notification, EPIP
1903.10 has been revised to clarify the responsibility for making
offsite protective action recommendations.

Furthermore, your subject letter transmitted Notices of Violation regarding
two activities. These are repeated below :long with our responses.

A.

Failure to Meet Record Retention Requirements

Arkansas Unit 2 Technical Specification, Section 4.3.3.4,
"Meteorological Instrumentation - Surveillance Requirements," requires
demonstration of meteorological instrument operability at frequencies
shown in Table 4.3-5 of the Technical Specifications. Procedures
1304.015, "Meteorological Instrumentation Calibration," is the
implementing procedure for this surveillance. Technical! Specification
Section 6.10.1.d, "Administrative Controls - Record Retention,"
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