
Group D

FOIAIPA NO: 2014-0317

RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN PART

The following types of information are being withheld:

Ex. 1:0 Records properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 13526
Ex. 2:E] Records regarding personnel rules and/or human capital administration
Ex. 3:1 Information about the design, manufacture, or utilization of nuclear weapons

DInformation about the protection or security of reactors and nuclear materials
-Contractor proposals not incorporated into a final contract with the NRC
']Other

Ex. 4:- Proprietary information provided by a submitter to the NRC
'-"Other

Ex. 5: •isDraft documents or other pre-decisional deliberative documents (D.P. Privilege)
E Records prepared by counsel in anticipation of litigation (A.W.P. Privilege)
• •Privileged communications between counsel and a client (A.C. Privilege)
MJOther

Ex. 6:m iAgency employee PII, including SSN, contact information, birthdates, etc.
ml hird party P11, including names, phone numbers, or other personal information

Ex. 7(•AEj'Copies of ongoing investigation case files, exhibits, notes, ROI's, etc.
--'Records that reference or are related to a separate ongoing investigation(s)

Ex. 7(C):'Special Agent or other law enforcement PH1
-'PII of third parties referenced in records compiled for law enforcement purposes

Ex. 7(D):- Witnesses' and Allegers' PHI in law enforcement records
W--Confidential Informant or law enforcement information provided by other entity

Ex. 7(E): -Law Enforcement Technique/Procedure used for criminal investigations
-"Technique or procedure used for security or prevention of criminal activity

Ex. 7(F): •m.Information that could aid a terrorist or compromise security

Other/Comments:



Wemer, Greg

From: Dricks, Victor
Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 7:33 AM
To: Werner, Greg; Young, Cale
Subject: RE: UPDATE to Timeline -ACTION REQUIRED

.Looks fine

Victor Dricks
Senior Public Affairs Officer
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission / Region IV
1600 E. Lamar Blvd.
Arlington, Texas 76012
(817) 200-1128 (Office)

(b)(6) I (Cell)

From: Werner, Greg
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 9:49 AM
To: Dapas, Marc; Browder, Rachel; Young, Cale; Berger, Lynn; Dricks, Victor; Maier, Bill
Cc: Campbell, Vivian; Tannenbaum, Anita; Pruett, Troy; Kennedy, Kriss; Tindell, Brian; Young, Matt; Fairbanks, Abin;
Hatfield, Gloria; Weil, Jenny; Melfi, Jim; Uselding, Lara; Vegel, Anton; Clark, Jeff; Circle, Jeff; Orenak, Michael; Markley,
Michael
Subject: UPDATE to Timeline -ACTION REQUIRED

FYI - Major Changes -> Licensee notified on Monday and letter publicly available on
Tuesday.

Here is a timeline of the activities coming up associated with the issuance of the ANO final significance
determination letter. Please take a look at the activities and pay particular attention to the YELLOW
highlighted text, especially when the letter is to be publicly available. If I missed something, please let me
know. This will help us to keep track of important items and target dates.

THANKS!

Activity Person Target Date of
Completion

Obtain NRR Concurrences on the Rachel Browder Completed 6/18
Letter
Provide Revised Letter to Marc for Rachel Browder Completed 6/17
Review and Edits
Issue EN HQs Completed 6/17
Update Communication Plan Cale Young and Greg Werner 6/18
Marc's Changes Reviewed and Greg Werner and Rachel Completed 6/18
Provided to RIV OE Browder
Final Version of Letter to Marc for Rachel Browder 6/19
Signature
Marc Signs Letter Marc Dapas 6/20 or 6/23
Letter into ADAMS Lynn Berger 6/23

(not publicly available until

r)/ (



Tuesdav. June 24)
Call Jeremy Browning, ANO Site Marc Dapas 6/23
Vice President at jC) I (b)(6)_

Call Stephenie Pyle, Acting -for Daie-- Greg Werner 6/23
James at (C) W ()(6) I

NOTE: After Marc Calls -Jeremy
Send Report to ANO Greg Werner 6/23

NOTE: After Marc Calls Jeremy
Contact Entergy Public Affairs Victor Dricks 6/23
Issue Press Release and Blog Victor Dricks 6/24
Contact State and OSHA Bill Maier 6/23 After 3 pm
Verify Final Significance Cale Young 6/24
Determination Letter is in ADAMS
and Publicly Available

As a reminder, there is an active Communication Plan on the SharePoint site that already contains Questions
and Answers (Q&As) related to the ANO stator drop findings. We are updating the Communication Plan with
additional Q&As and putting in a revised timeline. It will be updated on the SharePoint site later today.

Thanks,
Greg Werner
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Werner, Greg

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Young, Cale
Friday, June 20, 2014 2:37 PM
R4TSB-AA
Werner, Greg; Melfi, Jim
Non-public ADAMS document
Initial ANO comm plan JFM 140331 ML14090A514.docx; ANO comm plan update 6_19
2014 revl.docx

I am requesting help in getting a document placed into non-public ADAMS. The first document attached to this
email (ANO Comm Plan) was previously placed in ADAMS (non-public) - ML14090A514. It is on the R: drive
under ANO. The purpose was to have it placed on the following SharePoint site (which evidently requires a
document to be in ADAMS before it can be on the Sharepoint Site):

http://fusion.nrc.Rov/edo/team/CPM/CommPlans/default.aspx

This document was been recently revised/updated. The second attachment to this email is the revised
version. We want this new version to replace the old version that is currently on the Sharepoint site and linked
in ADAMS. As a temporary work-around (without having to go through ADAMS), I have attached the new
version as an "attachment" document to the original item on the Sharepoint site. Apparently in order to replace
the actual document with a new version, the new document has to first be placed into ADAMS, and then it can
be linked/replaced on the Sharepoint site. Can someone help with this?

Thanks!
Cale
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Communication Plan for the
Arkansas Nuclear One

Preliminary Greater than Green
Inspection Findings

The purpose of this document is to provide an effective plan for communicating with internal
and external stakeholders regarding the issuance of the Arkansas Nuclear One Inspection
Report 2013012 that contains preliminary Red and Yellow findings for Units 1 and 2 respectively,
for the drop of the Unit 1 stator,

On March 24, 2014, Inspection Report 05000313; 05000368/2013012 (ML14083A409) for the
Arkansas Nuclear One Plant was issued, providing an assessment of the Unit 1 stator drop
that occurred on March 31, 2013. In this report, the NRC describes a Unit 1 preliminary Red
apparent violation and a Unit 2 preliminary Yellow apparent violation for not following
procedures.

On March 31, 2013, while moving the Unit 1 main generator stator out of the turbine building via
the train bay, an inadequately designed lifting rig failed, causing the 525 ton stator to fall
approximately 30 feet into the train bay. The train bay is shared (i.e. common) between Unit 1
and Unit 2. The stator drop substantially damaged part of the turbine building floor on the Unit 1
side of the turbine building, and parts of the lift rig impacted the Unit 2 side of the turbine
building. There was one fatality and eight individuals injured.

The collapse was a result of the failure by the licensee to perform an adequate review of the
calculation for the crane design, which used incorrect design assumptions and resulted in the
crane columns not meeting code requirements for the intended loads. Additionally, the
licensee failed to ensure an adequate load test in accordance with its procedure or approved
standards.

The NRC resident inspectors responded to the event and monitored licensee activities. The
NRC developed an inspection charter and performed an Augmented Inspection from April 5
to May 9, 2013, to look at the overall plant response from the dropped stator. The
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) also sent inspectors to review the
lifting rig failure. The NRC interfaced with the OSHA inspectors. OSHA conducted an
inspection focusing on the industrial safety of the event and issued a Citation and Notification
of Penalty on September 26, 2013, with proposed fines to the various contractors and ANO.
During the AIT exit meeting with the licensee on May 13, 2013, the inspectors discussed
various unresolved items that required further inspection. The NRC monitored and assessed
the licensee's repair activities following the stator drop. An AIT Follow-up team performed an
onsite inspection from July 22 - 26, 2013, and in-office review from August 1 to February 10,
2014, to close out the AIT unresolved items. As part of the AIT Follow-up team inspection,
the team developed findings from the unresolved items and walked down affected portions of
the turbine building to assess the licensee's repairs to the turbine building prior to restart of
Unit 1. The AIT follow-up inspection closed nine of the ten unresolved items previously
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identified. Unresolved Item 2013011-005, "Flood Barrier Effectiveness," (floor plug seal and
valve leakage) is still being inspected.

Unit 1 Impact:

Unit 1 was shutdown in a refueling outage, with the reactor vessel head off, fuel in the vessel,
refueling canal flooded up during movement of the Unit I stator. The crane collapse resulted
in dropping the stator on the turbine deck, causing the deck to partially collapse and damage
non-vital electrical buses supplying offsite power to Unit 1. Additional damage was done to
electrical and piping systems when the stator dropped to the bottom of the turbine building
train bay. The damage to the electrical buses resulted.in a loss of offsite power (LOOP) to
Unit 1 for six davs.I (b)(7XF)

I ~(b)(7XF)I
I ,(bT7,F, I Both Unit 1
emergency diesel generators started and loaded onto their respective safety-related
electrical buses. The LOOP caused the running safety-related decay heat removal pump to
secure which required Unit 1 operators to manually start the pump following the restoration of
the safety-related electrical buses. The pump was restarted within a short period of time'with
a temperature increase of 80F. The nozzle dams' air pressure decreased, but was not
completely lost, due to loss of electrical power to the instrument air compressors which
resulted in some leakage through each seal. In cases where the inner and outer inflatable
seals fail, the nozzle dams have a fixed seal that is designed to limit leakage to 2 gpm.
Additionally, a common fire main header was ruptured from the falling stator, which caused
"flooding" in Unit 1.

Unit 2 Impact:

Unit 2 was operating at 100 percent power with no major evolutions in progress during
movement of the Unit 1 stator. The crane collapse resulted in a dropping the stator, causing
damage to various Unit 2 equipment including: 1) the vibration from the dropped stator
tripped the supply breaker to reactor coolant pump B which resulted in a reactor trip from
100 percent power, and 2) an eight-inch fire main ruptured in the Unit 1 turbine building
train bay.

Water from the fire main rupture migrated to several areas of the turbine building on Unit 2.
Offsite power to Unit 2 from startup transformer 3 was lost after water from the ruptured fire
main caused an electrical fault inside the Unit 2 non-safety-related switchgear in the turbine
building. The loss of power from startup transformer 3 resulted in tripping of the running
reactor coolant pumps and charging pump, and a loss of the train B vital electrical bus. The
trip of the operating instrument air compressors resulted in the loss of instrument air to both
units. Emergency diesel generator 2 started and energized the train B vital electrical bus,
while the train A vital and non-vital electrical buses were fast transferred to startup
transformer 2. Operators took appropriate actions to stabilize Unit 2 by restoring instrument
air, and taking Unit 2 to cold shutdown on natural circulation.
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Key Mgessaaes

A preliminary red finding is being issued to Unit 1 because the stator drop damaged
electrical equipment needed to route offsite power to plant systems was lost,
including a loss of the AAC diesel, creating a reliance on emergency diesel
generators for six days. This condition increased risk to the plant because alternate
means of providing electrical power to key safety related systems was not available in
the event the diesels failed.

A preliminary Yellow finding is being issued to Unit 2 because the impact of the
accident was less significant. Specifically, Unit 2 never completely lost offsite power,
or the means to route it to key plant systems, and means existed to provide
emergency power using the emergency diesel generators.

Damaged equipment has been repaired; the NRC inspected and observed
portions of those repairs; and based on the current performance assessment, the
NRC determined Arkansas Nuclear One continues to be safe to operate.

NRC is reviewing the impact of these inspection results on the overall assessment
of ANO's performance.

ANO will discuss these findings at a Regulatory Conference, scheduled for
May 1, 2014.

A final determination of the significance of these findings should be completed no
later than June 1, 2014.

Links to relevant inspection reports are listed below:

MD 8.3 for AIT inspection (ML1 3095A391)

OSHA Reports
Precision Surveillance Corp
Bigqe Crane and Rigging
Siemens Power Generation
Entergy Operations

NRC Augmented Inspection Team Charter (ML13095A401)

NRC Augmented Inspection Team Report 05000313:368/2013011 (ML13158A242)

NRC Augmented Inspection Follow-up Team Report 05000313:368/2013012
(ML14083A409)
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AUDIENCEISTAKEHOLDERS

The intended audience for this communication plan includes the following internal and
external stakeholders:

Internal Stakeholders

Commission
Office of the Executive Director of Operations (OEDO)
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)
Office of Congressional Affairs (OCA)
Office of Enforcement (OE)
Office of Public Affairs (OPA) - RIV and HQ
Office of the General Counsel
State Liaison Officer
Region IV

External Stakeholders

Public
Nuclear industry
Congress
Media
Entergy
OSHA
State and local officials

Communication Team

Name Telephone Title
Joseph.Nick@nrc.gov (b)(6) OEDO, Region IV Coordinator
Jenny.Weilonrc.gov 301-415-1691 OCA, Congressional Affairs Officer
Peter.Bamford@nrc.gov 301-415-2833 Project Manager, DORL Branch
Victor.Dricks@nrc.g.ov 817-200-1128 RIV Public Affairs Officer (PAO)
_ara.Uselding@nrc.gov 817-200-1519 RIV Public Affairs Officer (PAO)

Douglas. Broaddus@nrc.gov 301-415-8124 Branch Chief, NRR/DORL/LPL4-2 Branch
Michael. Markley@nrc.gov 301-415-5723 Branch Chief, NRR/DORL/LPL4-1 Branch
Greg.Wemer@nrc.gov 817-200-1574 Chief, RIV/DRP/PBE (acting)
Brian.Tindell@nrc.gov 479-968-3290 Senior Resident Inspector, ANO
Abin.Fairbanks@nrc.gov 479-968-3290 Resident Inspector, ANO
Matt.Young@nrc.gov 479-968-3290 Resident Inspector, ANO
Bill.Maier@nrc.gov 817-200-1267 RIV State Liaison Officer (SLO)
Jim.Melfi@nrc.gov 817-200-1523 Project Engineer
Chris.Smith@nrc.gov 817-200-1095 Project Engineer
MichaeI.Hay@nrc.gov 817-200-1147 3,hief, RIV/DRP/PBF
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Communication Tools

External Communication Devices

(Implementation of any media activities will be coordinated with OPA and Region IV Public
Affairs as appropriate)

• Press releases for final significance determination
" Media interviews
" NRC public website
* NRC public blog entry
* Editorial pieces to the local newspapers
* Public enforcement conference

Internal Communication Devices

* Periodic briefing of the Regional Administrator
* Weekly highlights/EDO Daily Notes as necessary

Activities and Timeline

The following table identifies planned and/or completed critical activities for the stator drop
findings.

Activity Completion Date
Drop of Unit 1 main generator stator, damage to turbine building
LOOP, Reactor trip of Unit 2, loss of one bus, natural circulation
cooldown March 31, 2013
Management Directive 8.3 issued for AIT team April 5, 2013
AIT team on site April 5, 2013
AIT exit May 9, 2013
AlT report issued June 17, 2013

July 22, 2013 - February
AIT Follow-up Inspection 10, 2014
OSHA reports issued Sept. 27, 2013
AIT Follow-up team exit February 10, 2014
OSHA briefing by State Liaison Officer and Branch Chief March 18, 2014
AIT Follow-up report issued March 24, 2014
Important to make sure licensee has a copy of report, then call State
Brief by State Liaison Officer March 24, 2014
Press Release (Coordinated with report availability in ADAMS) March 25, 2014
Regulatory Conference May 1, 2014
3-Day EN TBD
Issue Final Significance Determination Letter and Assessment Follow- Within 30 days of Reg
up Letter when and if Arkansas Nuclear One Unit 1 or Unit 2 changes Conf. No later than
columns in the Action Matrix June 1, 2014
Press Release (After letter is signed, but prior to report being made
public on ADAMS) TBD

e%0r'fl'•AI IILr" ^'kll Vf

-- SENSITIVE INTERNAL INFORMATIO;"- NOT ,FOR,,, PUBLIC..___..,' RELEA



OFFICIAL USE ONLY
SENSiTIVE ;NTERNAL INFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC R-EEASE-

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

1. What is the purpose of a Regulatory Conference?

A Regulatory Conference is an option available to a licensee to provide the staff with
additional information related to a finding. This option provides an opportunity for the
NRC staff to receive information that was not considered in the preliminary
assessment and that may affect the outcome of the final significance determination.
Licensees can also provide information to the staff in writing.

2. Why is the NRC issuing a Red finding for Unit 1 and a Yellow finding for Unit 2?

The accident had a higher risk on Unit I than it did on Unit 2. Unit 1 was without
offsite power for 6 days, but Unit 2 only partially lost offsite power.

3. Why are Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO) plants safe to operate?

Repairs were made to the structures and systems that were damaged by the stator
drop. NRC inspectors observed many of the repair activities and determined that the
plant was safe to restart. In addition, ongoing NRC inspections confirm that each
plant is being operated safely and in accordance with NRC regulations. As part of the
Reactor Oversight Process, on February 13, 2014, Region IV completed our annual
review of each plant in Region IV and determined that Arkansas Nuclear One, Units 1
and 2, operated in a manner that preserved public health and safety.

4. Why did it take so long for NRC to issue this enforcement action?

The NRC had to develop a shutdown risk model to assess the increase in risk to the
plant created by the effects of the stator drop, specifically the increase risk created by
reliance on emergency diesel generators during a prolonged period of operation at a
time when other means did not exist to provide emergency power to safety-related
systems.

5. Why did OSHA issue financial penalties, but the NRC did not?

During the AIT, the NRC coordinated with OSHA that was onsite at the time doing
their investigation that focused on industrial safety. The NRC inspection activities
focus on reactor, radiological, and physical security safety of the nuclear plant.

OSHA issued financial penalties to each of the companies involved with the industrial
accident because OSHA has jurisdiction. The NRC uses different assessment
methods and enforcement actions than OSHA. The NRC's focus is the affect the
stator drop had on nuclear safety. The NRC did consider issuing civil penalties, but
no criteria were met that could impose civil penalties.

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
SENSITIVE INTERNAL INFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC RELEASE



OFFiCiAL USE ONLY
SENSITIVE I "NT-ERNAL -NFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

6. How does the NRC assess performance at Nuclear Power Plants, including ANO?

The resident inspectors and branch chiefs in each regional office continuously monitor
the performance of their assigned plants using the results of inspection findings and
performance indicators (PIs). Inspections are conducted on a continuous basis and
PIs are reported quarterly by licensees. Each region conducts a quarterly review of
each plant using the inspection findings and PI data. Each regional office conducts a
mid-cycle and end-of-cycle review for each plant using PIs (including those applicable
to the last quarter of the assessment period), inspection results, and enforcement
actions compiled over the assessment period. This assessment process is addressed
by Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0305.

7. What column of the Action Matrix is ANO currently in?

The NRC recently completed the End-of-Cycle (EOC) Assessments for all plants. In
the Annual Assessment letter (ML 14063A1 50), dated, March 4, 2014, the NRC
determined that both units at ANO were within the Licensee Response Column of the
NRC's Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) Action Matrix because all inspection
findings had very low (i.e., green) safety significance, and all Performance Indicators
(PIs) indicated that your performance was within the nominal, expected range (i.e.,
green). Therefore, the NRC plans to conduct ROP baseline inspections at ANO.

In the letter, the NRC stated that we were still evaluating potential Greater than Green
issues related to unresolved items identified in Augmented Inspection Team
report 05000313/2013011; 05000368/2013011 following the Unit 1 stator drop event.
These issues will be documented in the Augmented Inspection Team Follow-up
report 05000313/2013012; 05000368/2013012. The final safety significance
determination associated with any findings may affect the NRC's assessment of plant
performance and the enclosed inspection plan. Depending on the final significance
determination of the findings, the worst case would be that Unit 1 would move to
Column 4 and Unit 2 would move to Column 3.

8. What is the Action Matrix? What is the difference between Column 3 and Column 4?

The Action Matrix is a table contained in IMC 0305 that identifies the range of NRC
and licensee actions and the appropriate level of communication for different levels of
licensee performance. The action matrix is a graded approach in addressing
performance issues and was developed with the philosophy that within a certain level
of safety performance (e.g., the license response band), licensees would address
their performance issues without additional NRC engagement beyond the baseline
inspection program.

As part of the graded approach, Column 3 is a degraded cornerstone, and Column 4
is a multiple/repetitive degraded cornerstone. Since the action matrix is a graded
approach, moving to a higher column results in more significant inspections and
communications. Among the more significant differences in this case include
discussions with ANO management and the Executive Director for Operations and
also the Commission, the issuance of a Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) and the
conduct of a 95003 (vice 95002) inspection that involves significantly more man-hours
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(3000 vs. 200 man-hours) that can include all plant organizations and also look at
programs.

9. What actions will the NRC consider for a plant that is placed in Column 4
(Multiple/Repetitive Degraded Cornerstone Column)?

In accordance with NRC processes and procedures, the NRC will consider the

following:

* Increased NRC oversight and inspections.

* Periodic Regional Administrator discussion of plant performance issues
with senior licensee management.

• Plant performance will be discussed during the Agency Action Review
Meeting when NRC senior management is briefed on agency actions and
significant performance weaknesses associated with plants in the
category of plants receiving the 2 nd highest level of oversight.

• Commission will be briefed on plants discussed during the Agency Action

Review Meeting.

10. Are there any other plants in Multiple/Repetitive Degraded Cornerstone Column?

Browns Ferry Unit 1 remains in the Multiple/Repetitive Degraded Cornerstone.
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Communication Plan for the
Arkansas Nuclear One

Greater than Green
Inspection Findings

The purpose of this document is to provide an effective plan for communicating with internal
and external stakeholders regarding the issuance of the Arkansas Nuclear One Inspection
Report 2013012 that contains preliminary Red and Yellow findings for Units 1 and 2, respectively,
for the drop of the Unit 1 stator.

Note: The final significance of both Unit 1 and Unit 2 findings was determined to be Yellow.

Backaround

On March 24, 2014, Inspection Report 05000313; 05000368/2013012 (ML14083A409) for the
Arkansas Nuclear One Plant was issued, providing an assessment of the Unit 1 stator drop
that occurred on March 31, 2013. In this report, the NRC describes a Unit 1 preliminary Red
apparent violation and a Unit 2 preliminary Yellow apparent violation for not following
procedures.

On March 31, 2013, while moving the Unit 1 main generator stator out of the turbine building via
the train bay, an inadequately designed lifting rig failed, causing the 525 ton stator to fall
approximately 30 feet into the train bay. The train bay is shared (i.e. common) between Unit 1
and Unit 2. The stator drop substantially damaged part of the turbine building floor on the Unit 1
side of the turbine building, and parts of the lift rig impacted the Unit 2 side of the turbine
building. There was one fatality, and eight individuals were injured.

The collapse was a result of the failure by the licensee to perform an adequate review of the
calculation for the crane design, which used incorrect design assumptions and resulted in the
crane columns not meeting code requirements for the intended loads. Additionally, the
licensee failed to ensure that an adequate load test was performed in accordance with its
procedure or approved standards.

The NRC resident inspectors responded to the event and monitored licensee activities. The
NRC developed an inspection charter and performed an Augmented Inspection Team (AIT)
reactive inspection from April 5 to May 9, 2013, to review the circumstances surrounding the
dropped stator event. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) also sent
inspectors to review the lifting rig failure. The NRC interfaced with the OSHA inspectors.
OSHA conducted an inspection focusing on the industrial safety of the event and issued a
Citation and Notification of Penalty on September 26, 2013, with proposed fines to the
various contractors and ANO. During the AIT exit meeting with the licensee on May 13,
2013, the inspectors discussed various unresolved items that required further inspection.
The NRC monitored and assessed the licensee's repair activities following the stator drop.
An AIT Follow-up team performed an onsite inspection from July 22 - 26, 2013, and in-office
review from August 1 to February 10, 2014, to close out the AIT unresolved items. As part of
the AIT Follow-up team inspection, the team developed findings from the unresolved items
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and walked down affected portions of the turbine building to assess the licensee's repairs to
the turbine building prior to restart of Unit 1. The AIT follow-up inspection closed nine of the
ten unresolved items previously identified. Unresolved Item 2013011-005, "Flood Barrier
Effectiveness," (floor plug seal and valve leakage) is still being inspected.

Unit 1 Impact:

Unit 1 was shutdown in a refueling outage with the reactor vessel head off, fuel in the vessel,
and the refueling canal flooded up during movement of the Unit 1 stator. The crane collapse
resulted in dropping the stator on the turbine deck, causing the deck to partially collapse and
damage non-vital electrical buses supplying offsite power to Unit 1. Additional damage was
done to electrical and piping systems when the stator dropped to the bottom of the turbine
building train bay. The damage to the electrical buses resulted in a loss of offsite power
(LOOP) to Unit 1 for six days.I (bI)(F I

(b)(7)(F~ I
(• •b)(7) Both Unit 1 emergency diesel generators started and loaded onto their respective

satety-related electrical buses. The LOOP caused the running safety-related decay heat
removal pump to secure, which required Unit 1 operators to manually start the pump
following the restoration of the safety-related electrical buses. The pump was restarted
within a short period of time with a temperature increase of 8*F. The nozzle dams' air
pressure decreased, but was not completely lost, due to loss of electrical power to the
instrument air compressors, which resulted in some leakage through each seal. In cases
where the inner and outer inflatable seals fail, the nozzle dams have a fixed seal that is
designed to limit leakage to 2 gpm. Additionally, a common fire main header was ruptured
from the falling stator, which caused "flooding" in Unit 1.

Unit 2 Impact:

Unit 2 was operating at 100 percent power with no major evolutions in progress during
movement of the Unit 1 stator. The crane collapse resulted in dropping the stator, causing
damage to various Unit 2 equipment including: 1) the vibration from the dropped stator
tripped the supply breaker to reactor coolant pump B, which resulted in a reactor trip from
100 percent power, and 2) an eight-inch fire main ruptured in the Unit 1 turbine building train
bay.

Water from the fire main rupture migrated to several areas of the turbine building on Unit 2.
Offsite power to Unit 2 from startup transformer 3 was lost after water from the ruptured fire
main caused an electrical fault inside the Unit 2 non-safety-related switchgear in the turbine
building. The loss of power from startup transformer 3 resulted in tripping of the running
reactor coolant pumps and charging pump, and a loss of the train B vital electrical bus. The
trip of the operating instrument air compressors resulted in the loss of instrument air to both
units. Emergency diesel generator 2 started and energized the train B vital electrical bus,
while the train A vital and non-vital electrical buses were fast transferred to startup
transformer 2. Operators took appropriate actions to stabilize Unit 2 by restoring instrument
air and taking Unit 2 to cold shutdown on natural circulation.
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A preliminary red finding was identified for Unit 1 because the stator drop damaged
electrical equipment needed to route offsite power to plant systems was lost,
including a loss of the AAC diesel, creating a reliance on emergency diesel
generators for six days. This condition increased risk to the plant because alternate
means of providing electrical power to key safety related systems was not available in
the event the diesels failed.

A preliminary Yellow finding was identified for Unit 2 because the impact of the
accident was less significant. Specifically, Unit 2 never completely lost offsite power,
or the means to route it to key plant systems, and means existed to provide
emergency power using the emergency diesel generators.

Damaged equipment has been repaired; the NRC inspected and observed
portions of those repairs; and based on the current performance assessment, the
NRC determined Arkansas Nuclear One continues to be safe to operate.

NRC is reviewing the impact of these inspection results on the overall assessment
of ANO's performance.

- These findings were discussed at a Regulatory Conference on May 1, 2014.

A final determination of the significance of these findings is scheduled to be
issued on June 23, 2014, (publically available on June 24, 2014) which will
identify both Unit 1 and Unit 2 findings as Yellow (substantial safety significance)
This letter will also issue a Notice of Violation (NOV) for a violation of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion V.

Based on these findings, the NRC will issue a follow-up assessment letter to
ANO which will transition Units 1 and 2 to the Degraded Cornerstone column
(Column 3) of the action matrix. This letter will also identify that an IP 95002
supplemental inspection will be performed at ANO at a later date. This
assessment letter is expected to be issued later in June 2014. Until then, ANO is
currently in the Licensee Response Column (Column 1) of the action matrix.

Links to relevant inspection reports are listed below:

MD 8.3 for AIT inspection (ML13095A391)

OSHA Reports:
Precision Surveillance Corp
Biqqe Crane and Rigging
Siemens Power Generation
Entergy Operations

NRC Augmented Inspection Team Charter (ML1 3095A401)

NRC Augmented Inspection Team Report 05000313:368/2013011 (ML 13158A242)
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NRC Auqmented Inspection Follow-up Team Report 05000313:368/2013012
(ML14083A409)

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
SE1•SITIVE INTERNAL INFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC RE EASE



c7FflCtAL-USE OIJLY-
Atom mAl•ll Dm Dhllm•L
O1"110I Ivl lulE - I M rIvr rggl UL..I. INr 1' -

AUDIENCEISTAKEHOLDERS

The intended audience for this communication plan includes the following internal and
external stakeholders:

Internal Stakeholders

Commission
Office of the Executive Director of Operations (OEDO)
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)
Office of Congressional Affairs (OCA)
Office of Enforcement (OE)
Office of Public Affairs (OPA) - RIV and HQ
Office of the General Counsel
State Liaison Officer
Region IV

External Stakeholders

Public
Nuclear industry
Congress
Media
Entergy
OSHA
State and local officials

Communication Team

Name Telephone Title
Joseph.Nick(,nrc.,ov 301-415-0271 OEDO, Region IV Coordinator
Jenny.Weil(a.nrc..ov 301-415-1691 OCA, Congressional Affairs Officer
Peter.Bamford ,nrc..gov 301-415-3229 Project Manager, DORL Branch
Victor. Dricks(,nrc.gov 817-200-1128 RIV Public Affairs Officer (PAO)
Lara.Useldinqanrc.qov 817-200-1519 RIV Public Affairs Officer (PAO)
Douglas. Broaddus(,,nrc.gov 301-415-8124 Branch Chief, NRR/DORL/LPL4-2 Branch
Michael.Marklev(a.nrc.gov 301-415-5723 Branch Chief, NRR/DORL/LPL4-1 Branch
Greg.Werner(,nrc.,gov 817-200-1574 Chief, RIV/DRP/PBE (acting)
Brian.Tindell(8)nrc.qov 479-968-3290 Senior Resident Inspector, ANO
Abin.Fairbankscnrc.gov 479-968-3290 Resident Inspector, ANO
Matt.Youna(,nrc.gov 479-968-3290 Resident Inspector, ANO
Cale. Youna@.nrc.aov 817-200-1250 Senior Project Engineer
Bill.Maier0,nrc.qov 817-200-1267 RIV State Liaison Officer (SLO)
Jim.Melfianrc.gov 817-200-1523 Project Engineer
Chris.Smith(,nrc.gov 817-200-1095 Project Engineer
Michael.Hay(nrc.gov 817-200-1147 Vhief, RIV/DRP/PBF
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Comm~unication Tools

External Communication Devices

(Implementation of any media activities will be coordinated with OPA and Region IV Public
Affairs as appropriate)

0 Press releases for final significance determination
* Media interviews
• NRC public website
0 NRC public blog entry
* Editorial pieces to the local newspapers
* Public enforcement conference

Internal Communication Devices

* Periodic briefing of the Regional Administrator
* Weekly highlights/EDO Daily Notes as necessary

Activities and Timeline

The following table identifies planned and/or completed critical activities for the stator drop
findings.

Activity Completion Date
Drop of Unit 1 main generator stator, damage to turbine building
LOOP, Reactor trip of Unit 2, loss of one bus, natural circulation
cooldown March 31, 2013
Management Directive 8.3 issued for AIT team April 5, 2013
AIT team on site April 5, 2013
AIT exit May 9, 2013
AIT report issued June 17, 2013

July 22, 2013 - February
AIT Follow-up Inspection 10, 2014
OSHA reports issued Sept. 27, 2013
AIT Follow-up team exit February 10, 2014
OSHA briefing by State Liaison Officer and Branch Chief March 18, 2014
AIT Follow-up report issued March 24, 2014
Important to make sure licensee has a copy of report, then call State
Brief by State Liaison Officer March 24, 2014
Press Release (Coordinated with report availability in ADAMS) March 25, 2014
Regulatory Conference May 1, 2014
3-Day EN June 17, 2014
BC to discuss with OCA planned June 1.9, 2014
Issue Final Significance Determination Letter planned June 23, 2014
Letter into ADAMS (not publicly available until Tuesday, June 24) planned June 23, 2014
RA call to licensee (ANO Site VP) planned June 23, 2014
BC call to licensee and send report to licensee planned June 23, 2014
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PAO contact licensee public affairs planned June 23, 2014
RSLO contact State and OSHA planned June 23, 2014
Issue Press Release and Blog planned June 24, 2014

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

1. What is the purpose of a Regulatory Conference?

A Regulatory Conference is an option available to a licensee to provide the staff with
additional information related to a finding. This option provides an opportunity for the
NRC staff to receive information that was not considered in the preliminary
assessment and that may affect the outcome of the final significance determination.
Licensees can also provide information to the staff in writing.

2. Why did the NRC issue a preliminary Red finding for Unit 1 and a preliminary Yellow
finding for Unit 2?

The accident had a higher risk on Unit 1 than it did on Unit 2. Unit 1 was without

offsite power for 6 days, but Unit 2 only partially lost offsite power.

3. Why are Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO) plants safe to operate?

Repairs were made to the structures and systems that were damaged by the stator
drop. NRC inspectors observed many of the repair activities and determined that the
plant was safe to restart. In addition, ongoing NRC inspections confirm that each
plant is being operated safely and in accordance with NRC regulations. As part of the
Reactor Oversight Process, on February 13, 2014, Region IV completed our annual
review of each plant in Region IV and determined that Arkansas Nuclear One, Units 1
and 2, operated in a manner that preserved public health and safety.

4. Why did it take so long for NRC to issue this enforcement action?

The NRC had to develop a shutdown risk model to assess the increase in risk to the
plant created by the effects of the stator drop, specifically the increase risk created by
reliance on emergency diesel generators during a prolonged period of operation at a
time when other means did not exist to provide emergency power to safety-related
systems.

5. Why did OSHA issue financial penalties, but the NRC did not?

During the AIT, the NRC coordinated with OSHA that was onsite at the time doing
their investigation that focused on industrial safety. The NRC inspection activities
focus on reactor, radiological, and physical security safety of the nuclear plant.

OSHA issued financial penalties to each of the companies involved with the industrial
accident because OSHA has jurisdiction. The NRC uses different assessment
methods and enforcement actions than OSHA. The NRC's focus is the affect the
stator drop had on nuclear safety. The NRC did consider issuing civil penalties, but
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no criteria were met for which civil penalties would be imposed in accordance with the
enforcement policy.

6. How does the NRC assess performance at Nuclear Power Plants, including ANO?

The resident inspectors and branch chiefs in each regional office continuously monitor
the performance of their assigned plants using the results of inspection findings and
performance indicators (PIs). Inspections are conducted on a continuous basis and
PIs are reported quarterly by licensees. Each region conducts a quarterly review of
each plant using the inspection findings and PI data. Each regional office conducts a
mid-cycle and end-of-cycle review for each plant using PIs (including those applicable
to the last quarter of the assessment period), inspection results, and enforcement
actions compiled over the assessment period. This assessment process is addressed
by Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0305.

7. What column of the Action Matrix is ANO currently in? Will that change as a result of

these Yellow findings?

The NRC recently completed the End-of-Cycle (EOC) Assessments for all plants. In
the Annual Assessment letter (ML 14063A1 50), dated, March 4, 2014, the NRC
determined that both units at ANO were within the Licensee Response Column
(Column 1) of the NRC's Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) Action Matrix because all
inspection findings had very low (i.e., green) safety significance, and all Performance
Indicators (PIs) indicated that the licensee's performance was within the nominal,
expected range (i.e., green). Therefore, the NRC planned to conduct ROP baseline
inspections at ANO. In the letter, the NRC stated that we were still evaluating
potential Greater than Green issues related to unresolved items identified in
Augmented Inspection Team report 05000313/2013011; 05000368/2013011 following
the Unit 1 stator drop event. The letter stated that these issues will be documented in
the Augmented Inspection Team Follow-up report 05000313/2013012;
05000368/2013012, and that the final safety significance determination associated
with any findings may affect the NRC's assessment of plant performance and the,
associated inspection plan.

As a result of these Yellow findings for both Unit 1 and Unit 2, the NRC will issue a
follow-up assessment letter in which we will inform ANO that both Units 1 and 2 are
being transitioned to the Degraded Cornerstone Column (Column 3) of the Action
Matrix. This will include the performance of an IP 95002 supplemental inspection
once the licensee informs the NRC of their readiness for the inspection. This
inspection will evaluate the licensee's actions to address the causes associated with
the risk-significant performance issues, including an assessment of whether any
safety culture components contributed to the risk-significant performance issues.
This inspection is estimated to involve approximately 200 hours of inspection effort.

The follow-up assessment letter to transition ANO to Column 3 an announce our
intent to perform a 95002 inspection is expected to be issued later in June 2014
Until then, ANO is currently in the Licensee Response Column (Column 1) of the
action matrix.
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8. What is the Action Matrix? What is the difference between Column 3 and Column 4?

The Action Matrix is a table contained in IMC 0305 that identifies the range of NRC
and licensee actions and the appropriate level of communication for different levels of
licensee performance. The action matrix is a graded approach in addressing
performance issues and was developed with the philosophy that within a certain level
of safety performance (e.g., the license response band), licensees would address
their performance issues without additional NRC engagement beyond the baseline
inspection program.

As part of the graded approach, Column-3 is associated with a degraded cornerstone,
and Column 4 is associated with a multiple/repetitive degraded cornerstone. Since
the action matrix is a graded approach, moving to a higher column results in more
significant inspections and communications. Among the more significant differences
in this case include discussions with ANO management and the Executive Director for
Operations and also the Commission, the issuance of a Confirmatory Action Letter
(CAL) and the conduct of a 95003 (vice 95002) inspection that involves significantly
more man-hours (3000 vs. 200 man-hours) that can include all plant organizations
and also look at programs.

9. Why/how did the preliminary risk significance change for Unit 1 and not for Unit 2?

At a regulatory conference held on May 1, 2014, the licensee presented information
to the NRC pertaining to the evaluation of risk significance of the findings for both Unit
1 and Unit 2. The risk significance for each Unit was considered separately. The
NRC considered the licensee's risk evaluation and information provided by the
licensee during and following the regulatory conference in our final evaluation of the
risk significance of the finding for both Unit 1 and Unit 2.

After considering the information developed during the inspection and the information
provided by the licensee at the regulatory conference, the NRC concluded that the
risk significance of each finding is appropriately characterized as Yellow, substantial
safety significance, for both Units 1 and 2.

The licensee will have 30 calendar days from the date of the final significance
determination letter (June 23, 2014) to appeal the NRC's determination of
significance for the identified Yellow findings.

10. Is there a violation associated with the Yellow findings?

Yes. The NRC has determined that the failure to follow procedures to ensure that a
temporary lift assembly was designed to support the projected load and to perform a
125 percent load test for the projected load is a violation of Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50, Appendix B, Criteria V, "Instructions, Procedures
and Drawings." This violation will be cited/issued in the final significance
determination letter, which is planned to be issued to the licensee on June 23, 2014.

The licensee will be required to submit a written statement or explanation to the NRC
within 30 days of the date of the letter and address: (1) the reason for the violation,
or, if contested, the basis for disputing the violation or severity level; (2) the corrective
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steps that have been taken and the results achieved; (3) the corrective steps that will
be taken; and (4) the date when full compliance will be achieved.
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Werner, Greg

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Fuller, Karla
Wednesday, June 25, 2014 4:19 PM
Gomez, Lola; Baca, Bernadette
Werner, Greg; Willoughby, Leonard
QUO: ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE/WORK PRODUCT; RE: FOIA 2014-0299 (Estimates)
(ANO)

Hi Lola,

(b)(5)

If there are other views about this. please let me know.

Thanks all.
Karla

Karla Smith Fuller
Regional Counsel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV
1600 E. Lamar Boulevard
Room 3016
Arlington, TX 76006
817-200-1271 (work)
817-200-1494 (fax)

THIS V C~,A ! ONTAIN COMMUNICATIONS P
THE ATTORNEY-CLI HE ATTORNEY WORK-PRODUCT

0 NOT RELEASE WITHOUT COM iSSN P V

From: Gomez, Lola
Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Weaver, Judith; Baca, Bernadette; Freeman, Harry
Cc: FOIAPAR4 Resource; Munroe, Stacey; Fleischmann, Trevor; Fuller, Karla; Clay, Earnestine; Kennedy, Kriss; Miller,
Geoffrey; Campbell, Vivian
Subject: FOIA 2014-0299 (Estimates) (ANO)
Importance: High

I



Good Afternoon All,

Attached is FOIA 2014-0299. The due date for providing estimates is June 25, 2014.

If this should go to another division, please let me know as soon as possible.

There is no action needed from those on the cc's line.

Thanks,

US NRC - Region IV

Div. of Resource Mgt & Administration

FOIA Coordinator

1600 E. Lamar Blvd.

Arlington, TX 76011

lola.Romez@nrc.Rov
(817) 200-1373

;-'U.S.NRC
A~swna F-~~ w4wnom
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Werner, Greg

From: Dapas, Marc
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Werner, Greg
Cc: Pruett, Troy; Kennedy, Kriss
Subject: Re: Call with Michal Freedhoff, Senator Boxer and Senator Markey's Staffer

Thanks Greg for the comprehensive summary - good answers
Marc Dapas
Sent from NRC Blackberry

From: Werner, Greg
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2014 09:56 AM
To: Kennedy, Kriss; Dapas, Marc; Pruett, Troy
Cc: Young, Cale; Melfi, Jim; Weil, Jenny; Bamford, Peter; Broaddus, Doug; Markley, Michael
Subject: Call with Michal Freedhoff, Senator Boxer and Senator Markey's Staffer

Good Morning,

Jenny Weil, Peter Bamford, and I had a call with Michal Freedhoff this morning at 8 am (CDT). She works for
Sen. Ed Markey (D-MA) and also is on detail to Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA), chairman of the Senate
Environment & Public Works Committee (the Oversight committee for NRC activities). Jenny received a call
yesterday from her and Michal wanted to discuss ANO. She had more questions about the open URI
associated with flooding. Jenny briefed her yesterday to make sure she understood we cannot discuss
potential significance of the issue. Michal indicated that she was interested in discussing the process to
disposition the open URI.

We discussed the following topics this morning:

* ANO final significance determination letter
1. Jenny sent her a copy of the letter.
2. Michal asked about how the Red finding was reduced to Yellow. I explained to her the

regulatory conference process and that ANO provided additional information during and after
the regulatory conference that we evaluated. For items we specifically gave ANO credit,
referenced her to the final significance determination letter. I did summarize that the primary
reason that the risk was reduced was based on recovery credit of offsite power, which ANO did
demonstrate that they could do. Indicated that ANO thought they should get 97%, but based on
the adverse conditions that would exist during a blackout, we felt that 90% was more realistic
and this reduced the risk to Yellow.

3. She also asked about ANO moving to Column 3. Informed her that as part of the process, ANO
had 30 days to appeal the finding, so we would not move them into Column 3 until after they
responded. If ANO did not appeal, then most likely, the Follow-Up Assessment Letter would be
issued within a couple of weeks.

" ANO AIT URI for flooding
1 Discussed on the process with Michal because Jenny had informed her yesterday afternoon

that since this was preliminary and an ongoing inspection, we could not discuss
specifics. Informed her that because additional flooding issues (no details were provided)
were identified during the follow-up inspection, we did not close. Informed her that as part of
our inspection, we look for additional issues (extent of condition) and not just what was



described in the AIT inspection report. Since additional items were identified we needed to
do more inspection.

2. Informed her that most likely the inspection and inspection report would be completed by the
end of the summer. If any findings were >Green, then similar to the AIT FU report, we
would have preliminary findings and that ANO would again be given the option of a
regulatory conference.

3. She also asked about Column 4 and what it would take. Briefly discussed that with her and
she did not have any additional questions.

4. Michal did request from Jenny a call to discuss the outcome of the flooding
inspection. Jenny indicated that we would call her once the inspection report was issued.

Michal did NOT ask any questions regarding the ANO or NRC response to flooding, so Peter did not have to
respond to any questions.

I'm out of the office today, but will be back in the office on Monday. If anyone has auestions, I'm available at
home for all morning and guessing until about 3 pm (having windows installed). My home number is bx6
Gregi

Greg
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