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SUMMARY 

Scope: 

This special, announced inspection was conducted to review the licensee's 
corrective actions for the problems identified by the NRC during the September 
1989 exercise. This review included observation and evaluation of a quarterly 
emergency response drill conducted on February 15, 1990. In addition, the 
following selected areas of the licensee's emergency response program were 
reviewed: (1) emergency classification, (2) protective action decision-making, 
(3) notifications and communications, and (4) training.  

Results: 

In the area inspected, no violations or deviations were identified. As a 
result of the drill conducted during the present inspection, the licensee 
fulfilled a previous commitment to demonstrate corrective actions for two 
(1989) Exercise Weaknesses. The inspection determined that the emergency 
preparedness program enjoyed a high level of management support and appeared to 
have produced a well-developed emergency response capability.  
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REPORT DETAILS 

1. Persons Contacted 

Licensee Employees 

*H. Barron, Station Manager 
*R. Brown, Emergency Planning Assistant 
*T. Curtis, Compliance Manager 
*J. Davis, Superintendent of Technical Services 
*W. Foster, Superintendent of Maintenance 
W. Hendrix, Safety Associate 
*C. Jennings, Station Emergency Planner 
T. Kelley, Fire Protection Associate 
*E. LeGette, Shift Supervisor (assigned to Compliance Section) 
F. Owens, Operations Coordinator (Relief Shift Supervisor) 
M. Roach, Administrative Supervisor 
*G. Rothenberger, Superintendent of Integrated Scheduling 
*R. Sweigart, Superintendent of Operations 

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection included 
engineers, operators, security force members, technicians, and 
administrative personnel.  

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

*W. Rankin, Chief, Emergency Preparedness Section, Region II 
*P. Skinner, Senior Resident Inspector 
*L. Wert, Resident Inspector 

*Attended exit interview 

2. Emergency Detection and Classification (82201) 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4), Sections IV.B and IV.C of Appendix E to 
10 CFR Part 50, and Section D of the Emergency Plan, this program area was 
inspected to determine whether the licensee used and understood a standard 
emergency classification scheme.  

The inspector reviewed the licensee's classification procedure 
(RP/0/B/1000/01, "Emergency Classification") and selected emergency action 
levels (EALs) specified therein. Significant changes in the EALs were 
incorporated into the Oconee Emergency Plan at Revisions 89-01 and 89-02.  
The results of the NRC's review of the revised EALs were formally 
transmitted to the licensee in a letter dated January 11, 1990. Specific 
EALs were identified as having been chanced in a manner which appeared to 
decrease the effectiveness of the Emergency Plan, contrary to the 
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(q). The resolution of this matter was in 
progress at the time of the current inspection.
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The inspector verified that the licensee's notification procedures 
included criteria for initiation of offsite notifications and for 
development of protective action recommendations (PARs). The notification 
procedures required that offsite notification be made promptly after 
declaration of an emergency.  

The responsibility and authority for classification of emergency events 
and initiation of emergency action were prescribed in licensee procedures 
and in the Emergency Plan. An interview with one Shift Supervisor 
revealed that he understood his responsibilities and authorities in 
relation to accident classification, notification, and PARs.  

During the last annual emergency response exercise (September 1989), the 
NRC identified an Exercise Weakness for failure to make a timely 
declaration of the Site Area Emergency. One of the objectives of the 
drill on February 15, 1990 (see attachment to this report for a listing of 
the objectives) was to generically demonstrate that the subject problem 
had been corrected. The response of the emergency organization during the 
referenced drill included timely declaration of the Alert and Site Area 
Emergency (no other classifications were warranted). Each emergency 
classification was determined and declared within a few minutes of the 
respective initiating condition.  

No violations or deviations were identified.  

3. Protection Action Decision-Making (82202) 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9) and (10), Section IV.D.3 of Appendix E to 
10 CFR Part 50, and Section J of the Emergency Plan, this area was 
inspected to determine whether the licensee had 24-hour-per-day capability 
to assess and analyze emergency conditions and make recommendations to 
protect the public and onsite workers.  

The inspector reviewed applicable portions of the Emergency Plan and the 
Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIPs) to verify the assignment of 
responsibility and authority for protective action decision-making.  
Interviews and drill observations indicated that cognizant personnel 
understood their authorities and responsibilities with respect to accident 
assessment and protection action decision-making.  

A walk-through evaluation involving protection action decision-making was 
conducted with one Shift Supervisor, who appeared to be fully cognizant of 
appropriate onsite protective measures and aware of the range of. PARs 
appropriate to offsite protection. The Shift Supervisor was also aware of 
the need for timeliness in making initial PARs to offsite officials.  

No violations or deviations were identified.
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4. Notifications and Communications (82203) 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(5) and (6), Section IV.D of Appendix E to 
10 CFR Part 50, and Section F of the Emergency Plan, this program area was 
inspected to determine whether the licensee was maintaining a capability 
for notifying and communicating with its own personnel, offsite supporting 
agencies and authorities, and the populace of the 10-mile emergency 
planning zone (EPZ) in the.event of an emergency.  

The inspector reviewed the licensee's notification procedures. The 
procedures were consistent with the emergency classification and EAL 
scheme used by the licensee. The inspector determined that the procedures 
made provisions for message verification.  

The inspector determined by review of applicable procedures and by 
discussion with licensee representatives that adequate procedural means 
existed for alerting, notifying, and activating emergency response 
personnel. The procedures specified when to notify and activate the 
onsite emergency organization, corporate support organization, and offsite 
agencies.  

Communications equipment in the Control Room, Operations Support Center 
(OSC), and Technical Support Center (TSC) was inspected. Provisions 
existed for prompt communications among emergency response organization, 
to emergency response personnel, and to the public. The installed 
communications systems at the listed facilities were consistent with 
system descriptions in the Emergency Plan.  

Redundancy of offsite and onsite communication links was discussed with 
licensee representatives. The inspector verified that the licensee had 
established backup offsite communications systems which made use of the 
commercial telephone system an emergency radio system. The inspector 
requested and observed an unannounced communications check from the 
Control Room using a backup system. No problems were observed.  

During the drill on February 15, 1990, the inspectors observed the 
implementation of the licensee's notification procedures and the 
utilization of designated communications systems. Activation of the 
orisite emergency organization was ordered promptly after the Alert 
declaration by means of the site assembly alarm and PA announcements. The 
Emergency Coordinator announced the operational status of both the TSC and 
OSC at 35 minutes after the Alert was declared.  

During the September 1989 exercise, the NRC identified an Exercise 
Weakness for failure to make timely offsite notifications at the Alert 
classification. The response of the emergency organization during the 
February 15, 1990 drill included notifications to the counties and State 
within the mandated 15-minute period following both the Alert and Site 
Area Emergency declarations. Inspection outside the context of the drill 
noted that equipment modifications were made at the simulator so that the 
"drill" telephones there would mimic the telephone system in the Control
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Room. In addition, station personnel were informed via letter regarding 
changes in the method of placing long-distance telephone calls (backup 
communications pathway to the State and counties). Based on these 
observations and verified corrective actions, the subject Exercise 
Weakness is closed (see Paragraph 6.e).  

No violations or deviations were identified.  

5. Knowledge and Performance of Duties (Training) (82206) 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(15) and Section IV.F of Appendix E to 
10 CFR Part 50, this area was inspected to determine whether emergency 
response personnel understood their roles and could perform their assigned 
functions.  

In an effort to gauge the effectiveness of the emergency response training 
program, interviews were conducted with an on-duty Shift Supervisor (the 
position designated as interim-Emergency Coordinator until relieved by the 
Station Manager or alternate) and his appointed offsite communicator. The 
Shift Supervisor interview examined his general knowledge of emergency 
response as well as his specific understanding of such concerns as onsite 
and offsite protection actions, offsite notifications, and nondelegable 
responsibilities of the Emergency Coordinator. The communicator was 
queried regarding the backup communications systems. The interviewees 
were thoroughly knowledgeable of their assigned roles, and no problems 
were identified during these interviews.  

Further information on the effectiveness of the emergency response 
training program was derived from the inspectors' observation of the 
February 15, 1990 drill. Such drills were conducted on a quarterly basis 
in order to maintain and enhance the emergency response capability at 
Oconee. The inspectors were provided in advance with an information 
package which included drill objectives, scenario details, and drill 
messages. (The objectives and scenario details from that package are 
included as an attachment to this report.) 

In general, the licensee's emergency organization responded and performed 
in an exemplary manner. Particularly noteworthy was the training benefit 
derived from the licensee's now-standard use of the simulator as the drill 
Control Room, with attendant gains in the realism of the drill as 
perceived by the players. The NRC's observations and conclusions with 
respect to the licensee's demonstration of corrective actions for the 1989 
Exercise Weaknesses are provided in Paragraphs 2 and 4 of this report.  
Several minor performance and equipment problems were noted by the 
inspectors, but these problems and various other minor weaknesses were 
independently identified by the licensee and discussed during the 
licensee's official critique just prior to the Exit Meeting. The 
licensee's critique concluded that all drill objectives were met.  

No violations or deviations were identified.
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6. Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701) 

a. (Closed) IFI 50-269, -270, -287/89-29-01: Failure of the Oconee 
Office Building (OOB) elevator system to switch to a fire response 
mode upon activation of a smoke detector during the exercise.  

Licensee representatives stated that the elevator system as designed 
should have switched to the fire response mode, but that the as-uilt 
system conformed to the building code (which was less rigorous) 
rather than the design. The programming of the OB elevator system 
was since changed to conform to the original design.  

b. (Closed) Exercise Weakness 50-269, -270, -287/89-29-02: Failure to 
demonstrate aggressive leadership of the fire brigade and effective 
use of available manpower during the fire drill.  

Fire drills were conducted on November 4, 1989 and February 5, 1990, 
using the same shift as in the exercise. Additional classroom 
training was also provided. Through discussions with licensee 
instructors and review of drill documentation, the inspector 
concluded that corrective actions for this finding appeared to be 
adequate.  

c. (Closed) IFI 50-269, -270, -287/89-29-03: Exhibition of poor 
contamination control and untimely wound surveys during the medical 
drill.  

The inspector viewed the licensee's videotape recording of the 
subject medical drill and determined that (1) contamination control 
practices, while somewhat improvisatry, were acceptable, and (2) a 
thorough patient contamination survey was conducted prior to 
ambulance loading. The inspector had no further concerns in this 
area.  

d. (Closed) Exercise Weakness 50-269, -270, -287/89-29-04: Failure to 
make a timely declaration of the Site Area Emergency.  

The basis for closure of this item is discussed in Paragraph 2, 
above.  

e. (Closed) Exercise Weakness 50-269, -270, -287/89-29-05: Failure to 
make timely offsite notifications upon declaration of an Alert.  

The basis for closure of this item is discussed in Paragraph 4, 
above.  

7. Exit Interview 

The inspection scope and results were summarized on February 16, 199C, 
with those persons indicated in Paragraph 1. The inspector described the 
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection results. Although
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proprietary information was reviewed during this inspection, none is 
contained in this report. Dissenting comments were not received from the 
licensee. Licensee management was informed that five previous inspection 
findings were reviewed and closed, as discussed in Paragraph 6.  

Attachment: 
Drill Objectives and Scenario



EMERGENCY DRILL SCENARIO, 1ST QUARTER, 1990 
DRILL NUMBER 90-4 

SIMULATED EVENTS: RCS Leak with ATWS 

II. OBJECTIVES 

1. Demonstrate the ability to mobilize the TSC and OSC and activate 
facilities as required by Figure 5 in ONS Emergency Plan.  

2. Demonstrate the ability to account for onsite personnel within 30 
minutes.  

3. Demonstrate the ability to properly classify emergency situations 
according to plant procedures.  

4. Demonstrate the ability to notify offsite agencies within the time 
specified in plant procedures.  

5. Demonstrate the ability to provide controlled access to the plant 
site.  

III. SCENARIO DATE AND TIME 

The drill is scheduled for February 15, 1990 beginning at approximately 
1230.  

IV. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

As attached.  

V. All phone calls required by procedure are required to be made. County 
agencies, state warning point, NRC and Corporate contacts will be made.  
Initial calls will be made with followup being transmitted by facsimilie 
machine.



SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

Initial Conditions 

Unit 3 is in cold shutdown for OTSG cleaning.  

Unit 2 is at 3300 F. Heat up is in progress with a Chemistry hold in 
effect. Unit is coming back up from a forced outage.  

Unit 1 is at 100% power. IC HPI pump motor is out of service for 
semi-annual lubrication maintenance (72 hour LCO) beginning at 1100.  

Approx.  
1245 Small RCS leak greater than 75 gpm develops in reactor building.  

- Operations will determine the leak to be greater > 50 gpm.  

- A unit shutdown will be initiated.  

- Shift Supervisor will classify the emergency as an Alert and 
activate the TSC and OSC. Site Assembly will be announced.  

- During unit shutdown, if LDST level reaches 40 inches, operators 
will attempt to open 1HP-24. The valve fails to operate electrically or 
manually. As a result, Operators may open 1HP-25 and dispatch an 
NLO to investigate the problem with 1 HP-24.  

- During unit shutdown, operators will determine that neutron error 
indication has failed. Load reduction will be done manually until I&E 
can repair problem.  

1330 TSC and OSC should be operational.  

1340 1 TB 7 kv switchgear deenergizes: 

- 1A2 and 1B2 RCPs lose power.  

- RPS channels A, B, C & D trip on pump/power.  

- CRD breakers fail to open.  

- Operators push Rx manual trip pushbutton. CRD breakers fail to 
trip.  

- Operators begin emergency boration.  

- Operators attempt to drive rods, but they are unable to get rods to 
insert.  

- NLO is dispatched to trip CRD breakers in the cable room.
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Sequence of Events 

- NLO Is dispatched to open the CRD supply breakers at the 600 v. load 
centers 1X9 and 2X1.  

- Unit trips.  

- During the ATWS, the pressurizer spray valve 1RC-1 opens and will 
fail in the open position. This may go unnoticed until the Rx is 
shutdown.  

- Once the Emergency Coordinator understands that the unit was 
required to be shutdown from outside the Control Room, a Site Area 
Emergency should be declared.  

- When 1RC-1 Is found to be stuck open, operators will close 1RC-3 
(pressurizer spray block). OSC should be contacted to correct the 
problem.  

After the Reactor is shutdown, all main steam relief valves should close, 
but 1MS-16 has failed open.  

- Immediate corrective action will be to isolate FDW to the "lB" OTSG to 
minimize any overcooling. Once isolated, Maintenance may try to gag 
the relief valve closed.  

Chemistry must sample the RCS for failed fuel following the ATWS event.  

Jobs for TSC and OSC to consider: 

1. Open HP-24 

2. Close main steam relief valve 

3. Determine if failed fuel exists 

4. Return 1C HPI pump motor to service 

5. Repair of 1TB motor control center 

6. Repair 1RC-1


