WwWAT DdDees tic e «&C W asha T D0 CRS
0) Fu il Bxar<is “‘( Ona.T o RO
- @ Dw' /6)(:\\*\'““ §‘>\4—,}‘ ! QA L&JGM\‘“
{C VT )L' ‘ T_( r 35 ’) D
¢ ; \ - — , -~ i
hdl\;qz \;r\l"']f\.T [ ﬁ j) LE\S g (

@ (\{\ (\_.\x\ '\‘w Ve \\‘) ‘ Q_‘Y. ; - _’____,,'
. . ¥ -QJ/ | _ :

o e
———— !\\ (~ \.I\V\ \'& (1' A\ f‘\\\\g ?r°S/CQw\

”“5(~J §§§$J§v—_‘* A S Ak
Se- U\ j\fg Qe d{\ LN &f;“«u })“mm
Lue \o\n ﬂi\); /;'LI r'ﬁ N ()7»«45’\ fJ‘
({\)}' \ [af g ((\\ ?J:
e A e
(‘ < I)n;\ L !\‘ﬁau\l’g
s BN () Ng 7T «ryY M Rses el

WS Q,

éXﬁ$$Q4

_

~

h;\c\sk’b —_— - < A —
’/-L//)q/ Q 6’\‘?5 ] LL~ 5/’3" 5")\3'03» \)’rm /‘1}\_} 'v@vu

Aot /7 R,

P)h“(l\’ﬁ S(pn,«/\) N A ‘S Y __)\ \K)
% B ’v ‘"LL%: 8 Vo ;1’*%0\ \ﬁ Tt by v C Choy W
¢ . ! _;_,\,31
) \ ; . g s ’ . ,—r—
fvﬁk RusTur !

S‘J'L:»ST‘—’\ vj ) ) d,‘\,”*'j’l oy & f ~
f}»/—(’t rj- M Ce,,\i.\’T Y oro S 51 rSe

®

R oV L S
é]\(),ﬁ‘r«“‘\‘-.‘o J_S;’(\“ﬁ\;r)l @w 5 FJ N T ‘J\/E’{\
, Vo <:§ Y’ J
Wow v == = - =~ ~ - - L”r-r‘r‘r-} 3"‘0\
Ny T‘fT_r“'\ s T Wy | |
9{ W 8 \TLJ ck,»%r‘a.-i-\,v CLf ke JT Y o ! ‘a)io-*\
(ﬂsff)
3 FaN G5
Ao RIFS T

Qc’)_‘-—/ is WTT)W W*Ww f’) ”— :P%b (5. —f/}droﬂb
Zg“””ftwaﬁ\
s



i r

ot:Cq se 3 - Emergency Response
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Although Emergency Response Organization (ERO) mobilization is not required by
Regulation in response to declaration of an ALERT, the Indian Point Station (Unit 2)
activated the Emergency Response Organization to support on-site personnel. The
" ERO response did not meet all requirements of the Indian Point Station Emergency
Plan. The less than optimal response identified weaknesses that could have an
impact for plant emeTyEncias above the level of ALERT.
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Performance Weaknesses:

1) Emergency Résponse brgéhizaﬁons were not activated within one
hour. .

2.} Site Accountability was not completed within 30 rminutes.

3.) Off-site Radiation Monitorin equipment (Reuter-Stokes) did not
perform as designed. ' '

4.; Instances of non-compliance with Emergency Response procedures.
5

| Some individuals in ERO positions had not completed all qualification
requirements; ’ P

: 6. ) External oommunicationé/‘(press and Stakeholders) included incorrect
— orinconsistent information, and/ or were sometimes untimely.
Contributing Cause 3-1:

Emergency Preparedness Procedures and the processes with which they
interface are impacted by the following weaknesses: Net Ty

s+ i m—

* Insufficient guidance for some situations
e Poor human factors

‘e Inconsistencies with current practices or equipment |
Gontribuﬁng Cause EP-2:
. Emergency Response Organization training is not fully effective:  j\/ T T ob ,

I\

* The ERO has insufficient number of trained personnel to support
requirements of extended emergency support

» EP drills and exercises have not adequately tested the ERO in all
aspects of their responsibilities

(;ontribﬁting Cause EP-3:
Facilities and Equipment did not fully support ERO needs: Tt

*  Facility, reference material, and equipment maintenance/availability
were deficient in some respects. ‘
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