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MANNING THE SHIFT ”éqNUAL SET

FURPOSE

This procedure defines normal and minimum shift
staffing to operate Plant Vogtle.

DEFINITIONS
AT THE CONTROLS

The designated area, as shown in Figure 1,
REQUIREMENTS

Table ! liste the minimum and normal shift manning for
various operating modes.

At least one operator licensed on the applicable unit
shall be in the Control Room when fuel is in either
reactor, He shall remain in the "at the controls" area
until relieved by another qualified Reactor Operator,
except that in an emergency affecting the safety of
cperations the operator at the controls may momentarily
be absent to verify an annunciator alarm or to initiate
corrective action provided he remains in the Control
Room,

A Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) licensed on the
applicable unft(e) shall de in the Control Room
whenever either unit is in Mode 1, 2, 3 or & (1f a |
single SRO aoes not hold an SRO License on both units,
an SRO for each unit may fulfill this requirement.)

Core alterations shall be observed and directly
supervised by a licensed SRO or SRO limited to fuel
handling. He shall be in the Containment Building on
the Fue% Handling Floor of the affected unit and have
no other concurrent responsibilities.
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A Fire Team conslsting of at least 5 members (including
a team leader) shall gc maintained on site at all
times., The 0S0S shall designate the Fire Team leader
and members at the beginning of each shift. The team
leader and at least two of the other four team members
will know plant safety related systems well enough to
understand the effects of a fire and fire suppressants
on the plant's safe shutdown capability, The Fire Team
shall not include the 0808, cne USS, either RO, or
either BOP who are the minimum or-shift operating staff
for remote shutdown, The A0 and the 0AO should
normally not make up the Fire Team, however, they may
supplement the Fire Team when necessary.

The shift crew minimum requirements of Table 1 and the
Fire Team may be reduced by one person for a period of
time not to exceed 2 hours, This is to accommodate the
unexpected absence of on-duty shift personnel,
Immediate action shall be taken to restore manning to
the minimum requirements. This provision does not
permit any shift position to be unmanned upon shift
change due to tardiness or absence of on-coming
personnel.

During anz absence of the USS from the Control Room
while either unit is in Mode 1, 2, 3 or 4, an
individual with a valid SRO license shall be designated
to assume the Unit's Control Room command function.
During anz absence of the USS from the Control Room
while either unit is in Mode 5 or 6, an individual with
a valid SRO or RO license shall be ée;ignatcd to assume
the Unit's Control Room coumand function.

The balance of Plant (BOP) ogoraror will normall

remain in the Control Room when not needed elsewhere in
the plant.

A cpevator shall be assigned to the Auxiliary Boiler
in the Maintenance Building whernever it is in
operation. He sghall have ne other concurrent
responsibilities,

The 0S0S shall designate a qualified person to perform
the Shift Technical Advisor (STA) function at the
betinning of each shift., Any STA who has not performed
shift functions for 30 days or longer shall be briefed
in accordance with 00715-C "Licensed Operator
Requalification Program",







P ST~

. [PROCEDURE WO REVISION FAGE MO |
: VEGP 10003-C 11 L of 5 |
-
( | TABLE 1
|
| MINIMUM SHIFT MANNING
gpSTvrUw""""*"*-1nnnnnr1n*7wurvrnvxr§ { ,
‘ BOTH UNITS IN BOTH UNITS IN ONE UNIT IN MODE 1, 2
MODE 1, 2, 3, | MODE § or 6 3, or 4 AND ONE UNIT 1)
ot & OR DEFUELED MODE 5 or 6 or DEFUELE
0808 1 1 1
SRO 1 none** 1
RO 3 2 3
NLO 3 3 7
STA 1+ none =
NORMAL SHIFT MANNING
[(ORIT Y | COMMON | DUNIT 7
0808
, USs STA* U'S§
(' l RO §88 RO
' BOP B0P
' AO AD
5 TO T0
' 0AO 0AO
. CBO CBO
‘_gyo FWO
| Extra Operators
808 = On-8hift Operations Supervisor with a valid Senior
Reactor Operator's (SRO) license,
SRO - USS =« Unit Shift Supervisor with a valid SRO license.
88§ = Support Shift Supervisor.
RO - RO - Reactor Operator with a valid RO license.
BOP - Balance of Plant Operator with a valid RO license.
NLO - AO, TO, OAO, CBO, RWO - Non Licensed Cperators,
STA ~ Shift Technical Advisor
* The STA is not required if the 0S0S or an SS meets the
( qualification requirements for an STA,
: **At lease one licensed SRO or SRO limited to Fuel Handling who
has no other concurrent responsibilities rust be present during
CORE ALTERATIONS on either unit.
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VOGTLE UNIT 1 & 2
COMMON CONTROL ROOM

UNIT 2 UNIT 1
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™ > \ UNITED STATES
) NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
e REGION 1|
W MARIETTASY NW
ATLANTA GEORGIA 3122
AUG Q7 1969
Docket Nos, S0-428, 50-42%
. NPF-68, NPF-
Licerse Nos. NPF-EB, NPF.B) //mj\
A & Y% . é
Georgia Power Company '4> ﬁ;
LR

ATIN: Mr, W, G, Hairston, 111 (

Senfor Vice President - - ' ;
Nuclear Operations \9 REHN[U -
P. 0. Box 1298 € .
o

Birmingham, AL 35201 s

Gentlemen: e Ve

ALY

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS. 50-424/89-21 AND 50-426/89-25

This refers to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspection conducted by
W. M. Sartor, Jr. on July 25-27, 1989. The inspection included a review of
éctivities authorized for your Vogtle facility, At the conclusion of the
inspection, the findings were Jdiscussed with those members of your staff
fdentified in the enclosed inspection report,

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within
these arszas, the fnspection consisted of s.lective examinations of procedures
and representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of
activities in progress,

within the scope of the {inspection, no violations or deviations were
identified,

Your attention is directed toward the resolution of the exercise weakness
fdentified in Paragraph 3 of the enclosed inspection report,

In accordance with Section 2.790 nf the NRC's “Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its enclosure
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sircerely,

Brutes 2 (s

Douglas M, Collins, Chief

Emergency Preparedness and
Radiological Protection Branch

Division of Radiation Safety
and Safequards

Enclosure: (See page 2)

SrEIS 0TS



Gecrgia Power Company

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report

c¢ w/encl:

R. P, McDonald, Executive Vice
President-Nuclear Operations

C. K, McCoy, Vice President-Nuclear

G. R, Fredrick, Quality Assyrance
Site Manager

G. Bockhold, Jr., General Manager
Nuclear Operations

Jo A, Batley, Manager-Licensing

B. W. Churchill, Esquire, Shaw,
Pittman, Potts, and Trowbridge

J. E. Jotiner, Esquire, Troutman,
tanders, Lockerman, and
kshmore

O, Kirkland, 11!, Counsel.
Office of the Consumer's Utility
Council

State of Georgia
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Report Nos.: 50-424/89-21 and 50-425/89.28

icensee: Georgia Power Company
P. 0. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 35201

Docket Nos.: 50-424 and 50-425 License Nos.: NPF-6B and NPF.B)

Facility Name: Vogtle 1 and 2
inspection Conducted: July 26-27, 1989

—

Inspector: )’"')5 4,114(1{"1) 2/ 3/

w. ¥, Sarter, Jr, ate Ligne

Accompanying Personnel: 8. Haagensen (PNL)
F. Xantor (NRR)

Approved by:w_%_‘ﬂ o v ~
. H. Kankin, Chie ate’Signe

Emergency Preparedness Section

Emergency Preparedness and Radiological
Protection Branch

Division of Radiation Safety and Safequards

SUMMARY
Scope:

This routine, announced inspection was the observation and evaluation of the
annual emergency exercise, Offsite participation consisted of the States and
counties participating for communications only, with the exception of Burke
wounty which participated fully for training purposes only, Three NRC
insnactors ohserved selected portions of the staffing and response of emergency
organizaticn personnel 1n the simylator, Technica! Support Center, Operaticna)

vVigaeihile

Suppert Center, and the Emergency Operations Facility,

Results:

Based upon the scenarfo used and the response observed thereto, the licensee

successfully demonstrated the capability of the staff to performm in accerdance
with the Emergency Preparedness Plans and Procedures to adequately provide for
the health and safety of the public. An exercise weakness was identified for
failure to make timely General Emergency classification and Protective Action
Recommendations, Additional shortcomings addressed imaccurate and incomplete
notificatfons and the failure of the exercise staff to conduct a sufficiently
crivical critique of licensee performance during the exercise.

84 0¥isozs !
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The scenaric was reviewed in advance of the scheduled exercise date and
discussed briefly with licensee representatives at the Controller Briefing
on July 28, 989, There were no major prodlems identified with the
scenario. A few inconsistencies were noted during the exercise because of
minor simylator problems, but these did not detract from the overal)
exercise performance. The use of the simulator for the Control Room
emergency organization was an asset to the emergency exercise.

ho violations or deviations were identified,

Onsite Emergency Organization (82301)

The licensee's organization was observed during the simulated emergency to
ensure the requirements of Paragraph IV,.A of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 were

implemented addressing the descriptions, responsibilities, and assignments
of the onsite emergency response organization.,

The . ocector observed that the initia) onsite emergency organization was

aden. roo o defined and that staff was available to f111 key functional
pe "t - «ithin the emergency organization. The On-Shift Operations
Soiumetior promptly assumed the duties as the Emergency Director upon
1 oo of the simulated earthquake and directed the response until
re .. 7. the General Manager, The onsite Technical Support Center
(TS 1o Jperations Support Center (0SC) were promptly staffed and
assu v - ergency responsibilities in accordance with the Emergency Plan

and Implementing Procedures.

The inspector observed a problem that occurred addrassing the
responsibilities of emergency classification and coordinating offsite
eiergency measures when the loss of three fission product barriers
necessitated a General Emergency declaration. Specifically, Implementing
Procedure No. 91102-C, Duties of *he Emergency Director, lists the
following general responsibilities of the Emergency Directer which cannot
be delegated:

g Classifying and declaring the emerqéncy including upgrading,
ccangrading, and termination.

. Rerommending protective acticns to cffsite authorities and content of
messages.

During the exercise, the events that warranted upgrading to a Genera)
Emergency occurred during the time (approximately 15 minutes) that the
Emergency Director was enroute from the TSC to the Emergency Operations
Facility (EOF). As a result, both the General Emergency classification
and the recommended protective actions were delayed until the Emergency
Oirector arrived at the EOF and was briefed regarding tie degrading
events,

The above finding was identified as an exercise weakness as follows: the
General Emergency classification and protective action recommendations



on

(PARs) were unnecessarily delayed because the Emergency Director did not
turn over his emergency authority when he proceeded to the EOF from the
TSC. Corrective action will be tracked as an Inspector Followup [tem

(IF1) $0-424/89-21-01 and 50-425/8%-25.01.

Noe viglations or deviations were identified.
Emergency Classification System (82301)

This area was observed to verify that a standard emergency classification
anc action level scheme was in use by the licensee as required by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(4) and Paragraph IV.C of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50,

The licensee's Procedure No. 91U01-C, Emergency Classification and
Implementing Instructions, provided instructions in the classification of
off-normal events into one of the four emergency classification levels.
The procedure was effectively used by the Emergency Director and his staff
to correctly classify the simulated emergency situations during the
exercise,

Ne viclations or deviations were identified.
Notification Methods and Procedures (82301)

This area was observed to assure tha. procedures were established for
notification of State and local response organizations and emergency
personnel by the licensee, and that the content of initial and followup
messages to response organizations were established. This area was
further observed to assure that means to provide early notification to the
population within the plums exposure pathway were established pursuant tc
10 CFR 50.47(k)(5), Paragraph IV.0 of Appendix [ to 10 CFR 50, and
specific guidance promulgated in Section 11.E of NUREG-0654.

The inspecter observed that notification methods and procedures were
established and available for use in providing in‘ormation regarding the
simulated emergency conditions to Federal, State, and local response
organizations, and to alert the licensee's emergency response erganizatien,
Several fnaccuracies that had the potential to cause confusion and an
omission were noted in the offsite notifications.

These incluoed:

R Message #003 at 0751: The Alert had just been declared. The
notification message had block #8 (Plant Condition:) left blank. The
offsite authorities noted the omission and questioned the shift
clerk. The Operations Supervisor then filled in this block stating
that plant conditions were “stable.” This was not an accurate
description because plant radiation levels were increasing and
operators were still assessing the damage caused by the earthquake,



The plant was still being brought into a stable condition and safety
injection terminaetion was in progress,

Message #00% at OBSB: The Site Area Emergency had just be n
declared. As in message #003, block #8 was reported as "stable."
Again, this was not necessarily an accurate cescription as operators
were $till conducting walkdowns to make a damyge assessment as a
result of the severe aftershock which was greater than design basis,

! Message #010 at 1127: Although the message provided information that
containment integrity had been re-established, block #9 (Emergency
Involves:) still indicated a release was occurring with expected
duration of six hours. Alse, block #13 (Estimate of Projected
Offsite Dose) remained unchanged even though the primary release
pathway had been blocked.

- The omission was the failure to make an emergency notification of the
transportation offsite of a contaminated injured victim,

The above observations were identified as an IF! 50-424/89-21-02 and
50-425/89-25-02,

No viclations or deviations were identified,
Emergency Communications (82301)

This area was observed to assure that provisions existed for prompt
communications among principal response organizations and emergency
personnel pursuant to 10 CFR §0.47(b)(6), Paragraph IV.E of Appendix E to
10 CFR 50, and spezcific quidance in Section 11.F of NUREG-0654.

The inspector observed communications within and between the licensee's
emergency facilities, the licensee and offsite agencies, and the offsite
environmental monitoring teams and the EOF. The inspector also observed
information flow among the various groups within the licensee's emergency
crganization., Emergency communications involving notification of the
State, loca! 29encies and the NRC of a)) Emergency classifications
ciscussed adbove, appeared adequate and consistent with the Radiological
tmergency Plan and Implementing Procedures except as noted in Paragraph 5.

No violations or deviations were identified,
Accident Assessment (82301)

This area was observed to determine whether adequate methods, systems, and
equipment for assessing ard monitoring actual or potential offsite
consequences of a radiological emergency condition were in use as required
by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9), 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, Paragraph I1V.B, and specific
criteria in NUREG-D654, Section 11.1
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Georgia Power Company 2

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's “Rules of Practice," Part
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this lester and its enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and its enclosures are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Bucget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-511.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

2N [tors-

DougTas M. Collins, Acting Director
Division of Radiation Safety
and Safeguards

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation
2, Emergency Preparedness Improvement

Items

3. Emergency Preparedness Incomplete
[tems

4. NRC Inspection Report

cc w/encls:

R. P. McDonald, Executive Vice
President, Nuclear Operations

F. D. Rice, Vice President, Project
Director

C. W. Hayes, Vogtle Quality
Assurance Manager

G. Bockhnld, Jr., General Manager,
Nuclear Operations

J. . kane, Manager Licensing
and Lngineering

J. A, Balley, Project Licensing
Manager

B. W. Churchill, Esq., Shaw,
Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge

0. Kirkland, 111, Counsel,
Office of the Consumer's Utility
Council

0. Feig, Georgians Against
Nuclear Energy

State of Georgia
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ENCLOSURE 1
NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Gez~gia Power Company Docket No. 50-424
Voctle Electric Generating Plant License No. NPF-68

During the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspection conducted on
August 15-19, 1988, a violation of NRC requirements was identified. In
accirdance with the "General Statement of Policy and Frocedure for NRC

Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988), the violation is listed
below:

Unit 1 Appendix A Technical Specification 6.7.1 states, in part, that
written procedures shall be implemented. The requirement for written
procedures ensuring implementation of the Emergency Plan is defined in
Item d of the subject Technical Specification,

Contrary to the above, the site Emergency Preparedness Supervisor failed
to submit to the Plant General Manager a written report, including
critique comments and corrective actions, as required by Section 4,18 of
Emergency Procedure EPIP-91602-C (Emergency Orills and Exercises)

following Unit 1 unannounced full activation dril) conducted on March 9,
1988,

This is a Severity Level! V violation (Supplement V).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2. 201, Georgia Power Company is hereby
required to submit a written statement or explanation to the Nuclear Regulatory
Comrission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20655, with a copy to
the Regional Administrator, Region II, and a topy to <nhe NRC Resident
inscector, Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, within 30 days of the date of the
letter trangmitting thic Notice, This reply chould he ¢learly marked 25 a2
"Re2ly to a Notice of Violation" and should include: (1] admission or denial
of the violation, (2) the reason for the violation if admitted, (3) the
corrective steps which have been taken and the results achieved, (4) the
corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further viclations, and (5) the
date when full compliance will be achieved. Where goo¢ cause is shown,
consideration will be given to extending the response time. 1f an adequate
reply is not received within the time specified in this Nctice, an order may be

g MBS FS W



Geor?ia Power Company 2 Docket No. 50-424
Vogtle £lectric Generating Plant License No. NPF-68

issue. to show cause why the license should not be modified, suspended, or
revoked or why such other action as may be proper should not be taken,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Douglas M, Collirs, Acting Director
Division of Radiation Safety
and Safeguards

Dated at Atlanta, Georgia
this /> day of A 1988



ENCLOSURE 2
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS IMPROVEMENT ITEMS

Reviewing Corporate Emergency Organization staffing to ensure that
personnel assignments are correct, and that an adequate number of
personne! are available to fil)l key primary and alternate positions
(50-425/88-42-01).

Ensuring that Emergency Vehicle No. € is included in the month1§ checklist
and that routine test be conducted as required (50-425/88-42-0%).

Ensuring that communication test forms are properly completed as required
by the respective procedure, and that resolution of any and al)l problems
and retests related thercto are fully documented (50-425/88-42-06).

Ensuring that personnel trained in offsite dose assessment are cognizant
of use of default isotopic release rate data defined in EPIP-91304-C
(50-425/88-42-09).

Ensuring that personnel trained in offsite dose as:essment are fully
cognizant of interpretation of wind direction reading greater than 360
degrees (50-425/88-42-10).

Ensuring that reference 1D Nos. for radiniodines listed in Vibrant and
worksheet 1 of EPIP-91304-C are consistent (50-425/88-42-11).

Providing gquidance on the use of POPDOSE defined in EPIP-91304.C
(50-425/88-42-12).

Reviewing recommanded protective actions for whole body doses greater than
five rem, and thyroid doses greater than 25 rem promulgated in Table 1,
Item § of EPIP-91308-C (50-425/88-42-13),



ENCLOSURE 3
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS INCOMPLETE I1TEws

Completion of installation and testing of Unit 2 Pest Accident Sampling
System (50-425/88-42-02).

Completion of installation and cperation of instruments, systems and
equipment required to conduct sampling ‘and analysis of liquid, gas, and
particulate effluents (50-424/88-42-03).

Completion of installation, calibration, and testimg of Unit 2 area and
process monitors (50-474/88-42-04),

Completion of revision of Section H-1 of the REP tc define the correct
procedures requiring actuatior of the TSC immediately upon activa*ion of
that facility (50-424/88-42-07).

Incorporation of Unit 2 specific ¢ffluents menitor information into the
VIBRANT program code (50-425/88-42-08).

Completion of revision of Chemistry Procedures 35€:1-C and 35614-C to
reflect Unit 2 PASS valve numbers (50-425/88-42-14).
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Feoort Nos.: 50-424/88-38 and 50-425/88-42
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Facility Name: Vogtle 1 and 2
Irspection Conducted: August 15-19, 1988
~ :

Irspector: ~X ~ 7 [C o &v ////b 7e
KT Tdnningham “Date Signed

Accompanying Personnel: S, E. Merwin
G. A, Stoetze)
/§. Fordilliams, Jr,

Apzroved by: /( LA gl ¥ /’9
Y. R, Decker, Section Chief U?%e Signed

Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards

SUMMARY

Sczpe: This special, announced inspection was an emé=gency preparedness
imcementation appraisal (EPIA) of vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP)
Un*t 2. The purpose of the appraisal was a comprehensive review of the status
0f the site and corporate emergency preparedness programs and identification of
programmatic differences and/or changes specific to Urit 2. An EPIA of VEGP
Un*t 1 was performed in March 1986 ?Inspection Report No. 50-424/86-12) to
se>isfy the preoperational requirements for that unit. Unit 2 was also
nciuded n that appraisal, and assigned Inspection Report No, 50-425/86-18,
odsed upon the generic reiationship of the Emergency Plan, respective
procedures, end energency response faciiities (ERFs) previded for the two unit
plant. Inspection Report Nos. 50-424/86-12 and 50-425/86-18 should be
cersulted as a reference for details applicable to Unit 2. To facilitate
crcssreference, VEGP Unit 2 appraisal areas and respective titles defined in
the subject report are identical to those areas treated in the Unit 1 1986
Inspection Report,

Accordingly, the VEGP Unit 2 appraisal included review and assessment of the
fo'Towing basic areas: emergency preparedness program administration and
tmergency Response Organization (ERO); training/retraining; ERF's, and
resoective equipment; emergency implementing and supplementary procedures and
directives; coordination with offsite groups and agencies; und walkthroughs of
seTected ERO personnel to evaluate their cognizance of emergency
detection/classification, nctification, and protective 2:tion decision making.

BRLIOOTHY e



The status of emergency preparcdness open items, including previous outstanding
enforcement matters were reviewed (Paragraph 9),

Results: The Unit 2 EPIA disclosed no violations or deviations. The arpraisa)
incicated, however, that several areas specific to Unit 2 should be evaluated
anc considered for improvement, Additionally, several program areas invelving
Unit 2 were determined to be incomplete and could not be fully evaluated.
These items are listed in Enclosures 2 and 3, respectively, to the letter, and
are fully discussed in the subject report.

Review and evalvation of Emergency Plan Implementing Procedure 91602-C-Rev. §
\"Emergency Drills and Exercises") disclosed a violation involving the
licensee's failure to implement Section 4.18 of that procedure (Paragraph 7.1).
The referenced procedure required the submission of a written report of
emergency drills and exercises to the Plant General Manager defining specific
critique findings and required corrective actions. This finding was fully
discussed with cognizant licensee representatives prior to and during the
appraisal exit interview (Paragraph 10). The identified violation was
applicable sclely to VEGP Unit 1, since it is based upon Appendix A Technical
Specifications to the Unit's Operating License NPF-68. Unit 1 Inspection
Repcrt No. 50-424/88-38 was provided to accommodate tracking of the subject
viclation and documentation of the status of previously identified emergency
preparedness open items assigned to that unit,
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Tre opportunity for all site personnel to provide input %o the VEGP Emergency
Plen and EPIPs is formalized and described in EPIPs 9160:-C and 91701-C, and
heministrative Procedures 00050-C and 99951-C which dire:t a)) requests for
revisions to the plan and respective procedures to the trergency Preparedness
Surervisor, Administrative Procedure 00001 directs al’ managers to assign
pe~sonnel to the Emergency Response Organization as requested by the Emergency
Preparedness Supervisor,

Agministrative Procedures 00001 and 00002 assign emeriancy preparedness
responsibilities to the various VEGP managers and super‘ntendents, and the
Plant Keview Board, These and other VEGP procedures clearly delineate the
reznensibilities for emergency preparedness onsite. The ~eferenced procedures
alsc provide for the direct coordination of budget input and other management
responsibilities for Managers and Superintendents including the Plant Training
anc Emergency Preparedness Manager,

The Division of Administration of the Georgia Power Company (GPC) Emergency
Preparedness Program as stipulated in the VEGP Emergency Plan and respective
EPIPs, and the Corporate Emergency Plan and EPIls, require that the corporate
orgenization manage the corporate emergency response, ind assures proper
cocrdination between the emergency programs of the corporation and the nuclear
plant sites, as well as interaction with Federal, State, :nd local governments,
anc private contractors.

Sased on the above findings, this portion of the licensee s program appeared to
be adequate.

¢.C  EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION

~
-

«2=2.2  Onsite Organization and Offsice Augmentation

Thiz area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 1. CFR 50.47(b)(1) and
2.5 Paragraph IV.A of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50 and guicance promulgated in
Sections 11.A and B of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

The VEGP Emergency Response Organization was described ir Section B of the VEGP
ime~gency Plan and in EPIP 91101-C. The descriptiors provide the
organizational structure and a listing of assigned persortel, by job title, for
the key emergency positions assigned during response tc an emergency event
'nftiated with the Notification of an Unusual Event, and sscalated through the
General Emergency classification. Appropriate tables summarized the key
eme~gency organization positions, with the job title of the primary designees,
anc respective alternates who will serve as backups for each emergency position
assigned. Discussions with VEGP emergency personnel, an¢ a review of the VEGP
tme~gency Plans, EPIPs and associated plant procedures indicated that the
!icensee appeared to have considered and included all rec.ired onsite emergency
functions,

The 24 hour onshift coverage exceeded the criteria for minimum staffing
promulgated in Table B-1 of NUREG-0654, and provided for <he Onshift Operaticns
Supervisor (0S0S) to assume the position of Emergency Director until relieved



by ¢me¢ of the following, namely: Manager of Operatiors, Operations
Super-ntendent, Plant Manager, Plant Support Manager, VEGP ienera) Manager or
the C:rporate Senior Vice President of Nuclear Operations. If the 0S0S is
incacecitated, the Shift Supervisor assumes the position of Imergency Director
urti’ relieved. The VEGP Imergency Plan and EPIPs provider a primary designee
and 2t least two alternates for all key positions in the VEGP Emergency
Respcrse Organization and the lines of succession for these scsitions.

Corpc-ate headquarters personne! augmented the VEGP emergen:y organization with
a Coraorate Emergency Center (CEC) based in Atlanta, Georgit. The CEC provided
the fzllowing: public information functions; emergency supgert coordination of
offsize agencies and contractors; communications; operatiora! and radiological
accigent assessment; manpower and logistics support; and a backup dose
assessment capability, The corporate emergency organizetion, position
assigmments, and interaction with VEGP were described in 3ection B of the
Corpo~ate Emergency Plan, Appendix 7 of the VEGP Emergency *lan, and Corporate
Emergency Plan procedure EPI1-01. The Corporate Emergency Center was managed
by the Director of Corporate Response.

he pcsition of Director of Corporate Response were normal’y assigned to the
Senic* Vice President for Nuclear Operations. His altermates were the
Corpc-ate Manager Nuclear Safety and Licensing, Manager of Mclear Perfcormance
and R:ciological Safety, or the Plant Performance Manager, Jepending upon the
progression of an accident at the plant, the Senior Vice President for Nuclear
Operazions and the Corporate Manayer of Radiological Safet: may travel to the
plant site as primary designees for the positions of Emergency Director and
Compa: vy Spokesperson, respectively. Additinnally, the Director of Corporate
Commu=‘cation and the Corporate News Service Manager alse nay travel to the
plant site as primary designees for the emergency posit-ins of Public
Information Manager in the plant EOF and Emergency News .enter Director,
respectively, The functions and resoonsibilities of the :orporate public
informetion staff were described in the VEGP Emergency -ommunications
(Appercix 8 of the VEGP Emergency Plan) and in the EPIls.

Review of assignments tc the Corporate Emergency Organizat'on disclosed that
tne Lirporate Manager of Radioiogical Safety was cited as e primary designee
for t=& Lompany Spokesperson and the Radiclogical and Resioactive Waste
Manage~. The dual assignment was documented in the site inergency Plan, and
the Cz~porate Umergency Plan and procedures. This finding was brought to the
attenton of the Corporate Nuclear Emergency Preparedness Yanager who stated
that <ne Radiological Safety Supervisor was primary designee for the position
of Raciological and Radicactive Waste Manager. It was furtrer stated that the
observed error in primary assignments would be corrected. The error was
tracea>le to recent changes in Corporate Personnel,

The assignment of personnel to the VEGP and Corporate Emerzency Organizations
was bzsed primarily on their normal job assignments whic* relate to Job
expertence, education, and special skills. Review of the (EGP and Corporate
Emergency Plans and procedures indicated that personnal assigned to various
functiconal areas and emergency positions had the appropriate expertise and job
exper ence to perform their designated emergency functions.



The VIGP emergency response organization was supported by local ambulance and
emergency medical services, and primary and alternate hospitals for treatment
of ccrtaminated and non-contaminated injured perscnnel, Fire control support
was rrovided by the local fire departments, Local radic and television
statizns supported the warning and public notification program, Additional
offsite support was provided by Westinghouse and other vencors, contractors,
INPO, and Southern Company Services as stated in the agreement letter: and
descr-otions of assistance provided in the VEGP and Corporate Emergency Plans.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licer.ee's program appeared to
be adequate; however, the following item should be considered for program

imprevement;
- keview Corporate Emergency Organization staffing to ensure that personne)

assignments are correct, and that an adequate number of personnel are
available to fill key primary and alternate positions (50-425/88-42-01)

3.0 TRAINING
3.1 PFrogram Established

This 2rea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 19;

10 CF? 50.47(b)(15) and (16); Paragraph IV.F of Appendix f to 10 CFR 50,
guidarce promulgated in Sections 11,0 and P of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1; and criteria
definec in ANSI/ANS 3.7.3.

The licensee training program for emergency planning was presented in Section 0
of the Vogtle Facility Radiological Emergency Plan (REP) ané detailed in EPIP
91601-7. The program evaluation disclosed no significant cthanges since the
review conducted during the Unit | emergency preparedness implementation
appraisal and subsequent followup inspections. The training program remained
adequate 1in scope and content, and continued to ensure reauired initial,
remedt2l, and annual training of Emergency Response Organization (ERQ)
persornel. Note, that the subject program, as initially established, was based
on twe operating Units; therefore, adeguate training of ERO personnel
responding to an emergency at Unit 2 was alsc provided,

Basea on the above findings, tnis portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adecuate.

3.2 Program Implemented

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 (R 50.47(b)(15)and
(16); Paragraph IV.F of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Secticns 11.0 and P to NUREG-0654, Rev, 1.

The licensee's training program was fully implemented. A review of records
indicated that VEGP emergency response organization personre]l were adequately
trained¢ in each required training category, and that each position in the
emergency response organization was adequately staffed. Personnel who did not
successfully complete the required courses were excluded ‘rom the list of






Inspection of facility communicaticn systems and equipment disclosed the
following: dedicated individual voice links between the TSC and the Contro)
Foor were in place and operational; designated commercial telephones were
prov*ded for NRC use in addition to the operable Emergency Notification System
(ENS  and Mealth Physics Network (HPN) extensions; dedicated telephone links to
primeéry State and local government response agencies (ring-dow~' were in place
and :cperational; and a radio system for communication between the TSC and
radizlogical field monitoring teams was in place and fully cperational.

Review and evaluation of the TSC confirmed that a!l emergency equipment and
decisional aids were consistent with the requirements specified in the REP ; -
EPIPs. No essential changes were noted for this facility with respect to the
findings documented in the previously cited VEGP Unit ]| Appraisal Report
(50-224/86-12, 50-425/86-18).

Basec on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate.

4,1.1.3 Operations Support Center (0SC)

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8);
Paracraph IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; guidance promulgated in section 11.H
of N.2EG-0E54, Rev, 1; and criteria defined in NUREG-0578,

The Tocation of the 0SC was consistent with the Emergency Plan and findings of
the referenced Unit 1 appraisal. Consistent with previous findings, this
facility was not environmentally protected; however, the 0SC was provided with
an Eterline AMS-3 continuous air monitor equipped wit: alamms and radioiodine
monitzring capability. In the event of required 0SC relocation, the TSC was
desicrated as the secondary locus, with the EOF as an additicnal alternate.

Prima=y and bac.up voice communicat Tinks were provided between the 0SC,
TSC, and Contre) Room, The 0SC contained all required emergency equipment,
decis*onal aids, and communication equipment specified by the Emergency Plan
and consistent with the findinos documented in the Reference Unit 1| Appraisal
Repor<. The 0SC layout plan 2and the VEGP 10 mile and 80 mile EP2 maps were
postec i1n the OSC Manager's c¢ffice.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be aceqguate,

4.1.1.4 Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)

This 2rea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8);
Parag-aph IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; guidance promulgated in Section !].H
of NUEG-0654, Rev, 1; and criteria defined in NUREG-0578. .

The ECF contained all of the emergency equipment and decisional aids specified
in the REP and respective EPIPs. The EQOF was equipped with dedicated voice
commurications with the TSC, 0SC, and Control Room, Dedicated commercia)
telep~ones were provided for NRC use, including ENS and HPN extensions at the




NRC assigned work location, Adequate non-dedicated backup voice commurniication
links to the NRC, other Federal, State, and local agencies, and emergency
support organizations were also provided, Radios were provided for
communication with field monitoring teams, and inter-smersency facilities in
the event of power failure. A1)l findings were consistent «ith those reported
in the Unit 1 EPIA report.

Basec on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to¢
be adequate,

4.1.1.5, 4,1.1.6 Post-Accident Sampling and Analysis

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9);
Paracraph 1V.B and E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Sectien 11,1 ¢f NUREG-0654, Rev. 1,

The Post Accident Sampling System (PASS) utilized both a primary remote panel
and a bacaup local panel for comprehensive sampling and ana'lysis of liquid
coolant samples and containment air samples. At the time of the appraisal,
installation and testing of the Unit 2 PASS was incomplete. The expected
completion time was dependent on the availability of essential equipment;
however, the licensee planned to begin initial testing on or about
Septerder 20, 1988, Once completed, the system will be idertical to the Unit 1
system, which was determined to be adequate during the Ur't 1 appraisa) and
respective followup inspections.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program was
determined to be incomplete as defined below.

Completion of installation and testing of Unit 2 Post Accicent Sampling System
(50-425/88-42-02).

4.1.1.7, 4,1,1.8 Post-Accident Ligquid Effluent and Gas anc Particulate
Effluent 5amp1ing,an3 Enalysis '

This zrea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 17 CFR §0.47(b)(9);
Faragrephs Iv.B and £ of Appendix & to 10 CFR 50; and guicince promulgated in
Section I1.1 of NUREG-0654, Re 1,

Instruments and systems for post-accident liquid effluent sampling, gas and
particulate effluent sampling were not yet in place in Unit 2. The licensee
estimated that this equipment would be in place and operatiznal by mid-January,
1989, The equipment will be identical to that used in Unit 1, which was found
to be adequate during the Unit 1 EPIA and followup inspectisns,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the )icensee's program was found
to be incomplete as defined below.

Completion of installation and operation of instruments, systems and equipment
required to conduct sampling and analysis of liquid, gas, and particulate
effluents (50-425/88-42-03).






4.1.2.3 Decontamination Facilities

This zres was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CF3 50.47(b)(8),(10),
and (11); Paragraph IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR $0; and gv dance promulgated
in Sections 11.J) and K of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

The irspector reviewed Section K.3 of the Emergency Plan, EPIP 91306-C,
"Contzmination Menitoring and Decontamination", and respecivé sections of the
Unit . Appraisal Report. The decontamination facility was ‘ccated in the first
a1d facility adjacent to the first aid room, and was conmon to both Units | and
2 Decontamination kits were available at that location, the 0SC, EOF, and
the two relocation centers, namel/, the VEGP recreation arez, and Plant Wilson.
The cecontamination facility, supplies, equipment, and procedures were
consistent with those available during the Unit 1 Appraisal.

Based on the above findings and consistent with the findings of Unit 1 EPIA,
this portion of the licensee's program appeared to be adequate.

4.1.3 Expanded Support Facilities

This area was reviewed pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47 (b)(3) and (8); Paragraph IV.E
of Aprendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in Sections 11.C and H of
NUREG-0654, Rev, 1.

Availadle work facilities and resources for expanded suppor: personnel such as
corporate, contractor, and non-licensee augmentation personnel were identical
to these determined to be adequate during the Unit 1 EPIA. No additions or
modifications to the subject facilities and resources were mplemented,

Based on the above findings, and comsistent with the Unit 1 EPIA, this portion
of the licensee's program appeared to be adequate.

4.1.4 tmergency News Center

The Emergency News Center (ENC) was determined to be fully adequate
guring Unit 1 tFlA and respective followup inspecticns. No
signficant changes were identified.

4.2 Emergency Equipment

4.2.1 Assessment Equipment

4.2.1.1 Emergency Kits and Emergency Survey Instrumentation

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8) and
(9); Paragraphs IV.B and E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated
in Sections I1.H and 1 of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

Section H.6 of the Emergency Plan, EPIP 91702-C, Rev. 6 (Emergency Equipment
and Supplies), and respective Sections of the Unit 1 EPIA report and respective
followup inspections were reviewed. Emergency kits were lccated in the T8C,
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0SC, ZO0F, at the health physics control point, ambulance, Burke County and
Humare hospitals, and relocation centers. Inspection confirmed that kits were
invertoried quarterly, Inventory checks were performed on the health physics
decoramination kit, EOF kit, and a field monitoring kit. Al findings
disc’zsed were consistent with those defined in the Unit 1 EPIA report and
respe tive follow-up inspections, No essential changes were made nor required
for vIGP Unit 2,

Basec cn the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be aceguate,

4,2.1.° Area and Process Radiation Monitors

This &rea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9);
Parag-aphs IV.B and E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; guidance promulgated in
Sectizn I1.H and | of NUREG-0654; and criteria defined in NUREG-0737.

Svecial emphasis was placed on reviewing the status of Unit 2 radiation
monitsrs required to provide information critical to the emergency
class*“ication process and protective action recommenJations. The status of
the fcllowing monitoring systems was reviewed, namely: Contro! Room;
conta®nment low-range monitor; fuel handling building; sampling room; seal
table “nstrumentation; containment access hatch; containment high-range; TSC
dispizy room;, TSC work area; radiochemistry laboratory; steamline monitors; and
gecontamination station monitors.

Descriptions of the monitors could be found in Section 11.5 (Process and
Effluent Radiological Monitoring and Sampling Systems) and Section 12.3.4 (Area
Radiaz‘on Monitoring System) of the FSAR. Monitcrs in Unit 2 will be identice)
1N tyZe and respective placement to those in Unit 1, as discussed in the Unit 1
EPIA Feport. Readouts will be available locally and in the Unit 2 Control
Room, Unit I monitors were currently being installed and calibrated.
Oiscussions with licensee staff indicated that the monitors will be operational
by miz-January 1989,

Based Cn the abr - findings, this portion of the licensee's program was found
to be “ncomplete, a5 defined telow.
- ~ompletion of installation, calibration and testing of Unit 2 area and

t-ocess radiation menitors (50-425/88-42-04).

4.2.1.2 Non-Radiation Process Monitors

This zrea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(S);
Paragrzphs IV.B and £ of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; guidance promulgated in
Secticns 11.H and 1 of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1; and criteria defined in NUREG-0737,

The irspecter reviewed the availability and status of non-radiation process
monitcrs which are used in emergency detection, classification, and protective
actior recommendations. Examples of these instruments include: reactor
coclar: system (RCS) temperatures, pressures ,and flow; steam generator levels,

-
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terperatures, and pressures; and tank levels., Table 7.5.2-1 of the FSAR,
listed all such “Post Accident Monitoring Instrumentation" of Regulatory
Guide 1.97,

Irspection disclosed that Unit 2 respective non-radiat:on process monitors
apciicable te accident assessment were identical to thoss provided in Unit 1,
as ciscussed in the Unit 1 EP]A Report.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licenses s program appeared to
be rdequate,

4.2.14 Meteorclogical Instrumentation

The site Meteorological Program was fully defined and treated in the Unit 1
EPIA Report and respective followup inspection reports. No further discussion
of this area is required.

4.2.7 Protective Equipment

4.2.2.1 Respiratory Protection

Thes area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of .0 CFR 50.47 (b)(8);
Paragraph IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 guidance promulgated in
Sections I1.M and J of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, and quidance ‘n NUREG-004].

Table J-1 of the REP and Health Physics Procedure 47C13-C descrite the
Zns:ection. maintenance, and storage of self-contained breathing apparatus
SC2Asg),

Inspection and discussions with cognizant licensee representatives disclosed
that respiratory protecticn needs (full-faced respiratirs and SCRBAs) for
eme~gencies involving Unit 2 would be cbtained from commes supplies established
for Units 1 and 2. The subject supplies were located ir <he Control Room, TSC,
0SC, WP contrel point, and EOF. This finding was corsistent with those
discussed in Unit 1 EPIA Report and respective followup ‘nspection reports.

Basea on the above findings, this portion of the licenses s program appeared to
be z2dequate,

4.2.2.2 Protective Clothing

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of .0 CFR 50.47(b)(8) and
(11, Paragraph IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Section I1.H, J and K of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

Diszussions with licensee staff indicated that protective clothing needs during
eme ~gencies involving Unit 2 would be obtained from common supplies located in
the Contrcl Room, TSC, 0SC, HP control point, EOF, and relocation centers. The
supply inventory was based upon the projected requirements for two operating
units, Protective clothing supplies and the adequacy thereof is fully
diszussed in the Unit | EPIA Report.
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Basec¢ on the above findings, this portion of the licensee’s program appeared to
be adequate,

4.2.3 Emergency Communications

4.2.3.. Emergency Communications Equipment

This zrea was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6);
Paragrzphs IV.E and G of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Sectiens 11.E and F of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

In accordance with Section F of the VEGP Emergency Flan, the onsite emergency
commurications consisted of the following: Emergency Notification Network
(ENN) connecting the Control Room, TSC, EOF, and back-up EOF; GPC Genera)
Office Hotline between the Control Room, TSC, and EOF; cedicated dial between
the Ccntrol Room, TSC, 0SC, EOF and back-up EOF; GPC General Office Dial
between the Control Room, TSC, EOF and back-up EOF; Bell Dial between the
Contrel Room, TSC, CSC, EOF and back-up EOF; inplant radio between the TSC and
0SC; and Plant Page System between the Control Room, TSC, and 0SC. Provisions
were z1so 1n place for routinely checking operability of emergency
commur“cations devices and equipment on a monthly and quarterly basis. Review
of the communications test records required by EPIP 91204.C, "Emergency
Respcrze Communications" disclosed the following findings:

p Fecently acquired emergency vehicle No. 6 was not listed on the Monthly
kadic Checklist defined by EPIP 91204-C, As a result, the vehicle's radio
w2s not tested during July or August, 1988, as required.

. T-e radio in emergency vehicle No. 4 was out of service during the monthly
tests conducted on Decemper 1, 1987, A new data sheet was not completed
tI document the repair and retest as required by the above referenced
grocedure.

: T+e monthly test of the ENS and the Health Physics Netwoerk (HPN) conducted
¢ January 22, 1988, contained four test items marked "NA" and a statement
1T tne remarks section stating that the “Emergency Preparedness Supervisor
celermined thatl inlra VEGP ENS testing was not required.” This resulted in
feilure to test some portions of the system during January 1988, A full
ssutem test was subsequently conducted on February 12, 1988,

- T=e quarterly facility telephone test conducted on July 28, 1988, for the
Bzckup EOF did not indicate if the test was satisfactory.

g Tre date a'd time of the TSC remote radic checks were not indicated for
t-e monthly check conducted on August 10, 1988.
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corpleteness.,  The inter-relationship of ARPs to AOFs and EOPs were clearly
defined and determined to be adequate,

Based on the above observations this portion of the licersee's program appeared
¢ be adequate.

£.3 Implementing Instructions

This ares wai reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR $0.47(b)(9);
Paragraphs IV.C and D of Appendix € to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Sections 11.C, D, W, and 1 and Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

The inspector reviewed the EPIPs to determine if the procedures adequately
implemented the REP in accordance with the above requirements, A procedure was
established and maintained for each class of emergency specified in the
Ereraency Plan, Implementing f{nstructions were written for use by the
Emergency Directcr (EU). The functional responsibilities of the ED were
clearly specified, including those responsibilities which cannot be delegated.
This area was discussed n detail in the Unit 1 EP1A Report and respective
fellowup inspection reports.

Besed on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate,

.4 Implementing Procedures

£.€.1 Notification

Thes aves was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8) and
(€. y Paragraphs 1V.C and D of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promu'gated
in Sections 11.E, F, N and J of NUREG-0654, Rev, 1.

P15 ares was reviesed in detat) and fully discussed in the Unit ) EPIA Report,
Nc changes were identified, The sequence of notificaticns to alert, mobilize,
anc/or augment the cnsite emergency organization and suoporting agencies was
specitiec Tor each ciass of emergency., The notificatior procedures contained a
Tisting of all perscas and agencies included in the response scheme, and
defined the means to be used Lo ‘mplement the initial contact and required
fe' lowups.

Based or the above findings, this porticn of the )icenses's program sppeared to
be adequate.

£.4.2 Assessment Actions

This area was reviewed fursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR S0.47(b)(9) and
(10); Paragraph 1V.B of Appendix € t. 10 CFR 50, guicance promuloated in
sections 11.1, J, and M (" NUREG-065d4, Rev, 1, and guidance promulgated in IE
Information Notice No, 83-28,
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’ Providing guidance on the use of POPDOSE defined in EPIP 91304
(60-426/88-42412),

Reviewing recommended protective actions for whole tedy doses greater than
5 rem, and thyrofa doses greater than 25 rem prom.igated in Table 1,
Item 5, of EPIP 91305<C (50-425/88-42-13),

$.6.2.1 « §.,4,2.3 (0ffsite, Ongite, and In-Plant Rediolegica) Surveys

These areas were reviewed pursuant to the requirements ¢ 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9);
Paragraphs 1v.E and £ of Appendix € to 10 CFR 50; and quidance promulgated in
sections 11.H, 1, and K of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1,

EPIP 91303-C "Fleld Sampling and Surveys" and EPIP 91302+C "In-Plant Sampling
and Surveys" were reviewed. The Unit 1| EPIA Report and respective followup
inspections disclosed that the subject procedures were determined to be
adequate.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the icensee's program appeared to
be adequate,

§.4.2.4 « §5.4,2.7 Pro res for Prim*r! Coolant and Cg?tging!ng Air
!ampiing and Eralysis

This area was reviewed pursuant to the recsirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9);
Appendix V1.8 and £ of 10 CFR 50; and guidince promulgated in Section 11.1 of
NUREG-0654, Rey, 1,

Procedures relevant to the PASS system included the f:!lowin chemistry
procedures: 30180-C, "Post Accident Sampling System Program;" 33065-C, "Gamma
Spectroscopy Under Post Accident Conditions;" 35611-C, 25614-C, 35615-C, and
16620-C, describing procedures for operation of the PASS system; and 35623.C
threugh 356400, describing procedures for calibration, troubleshooting, and
quality control addressing PASS system components, The subject chemistry
precedures were common to Unfts 1 and 2 PASS, and were determined to be
doequate ouring the Unit | EFIA and respective followup ingpections, Note,
Momever, thel procedures J5611-0 and 35615<(, should be revised to reflect
vilt ¢ valve numbers, The Ticensee was aware that these revisions were
required as indicated by notations made in these procecures. The Ticensee
indicated that toe revisions would be completed following hot testing of the
Unit 2 PASS system,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate; however, the Incomplete Item defined below was identified,

. Revision of Chemistry Procedures 35611-C and 35615-C to Reflect Unit 2
PASS valve numbers (50-425/88-42-14),
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5.4,3,2 Eyacuation of Owner-Controlled Areas

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10);
Paragraph 1V.B of Appendix £ to 10 CHR 50; and guidance promylgated in
Section 11.J0 of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

Emergency Procedure EPIP 91403-C "Site Evacuation" was reviewed in detail.
This procedure was determined to be adequate during the Unit 1 EPIA. Ne
significant changes or revisions to the site evacuation procedure were made,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licersee's program appeared to
be adequate.

5.4.3,3 Personnel Accounggb‘11gx

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10);
Paragraph 1V.B of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Section 11.J of NUREG-0654, Rev, 1.

Emergency Procedures EPIP 91401-C “"Assembly and Accountability," EPIP 91402-C
"Search and Rescue," and EPIP 91704-C “Actions for Security During a
Radiclogical Emergency” were reviewed in detai)l and discussed with cognizent
lizensee representatives. These procedures were determined to be edequate
during the Unit 1| EPIA and respective followup inspections, No significant
changes to any of the subject procedures were made.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate,

5.4.3.4 Personne) Monitoring and Decontamination

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 LFR 50.47(b)(10);
Paragraphs 1V.B and € of Appendix £ to 10 CFh 50; and guidance promulgated in
sectiun 11.XK of NUREG-0654, Rev, 1,

tmergency Procedures tPIP 91306-L “Contaminaticn Fonitoring and
secontamination™ ang EPIP 91307-C “"Contaminated Injury" were reviewed., These
procedures were found to be adequate during the Unit 1| EPIA and respective
followup inspections.,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate.

§.4.3,5 Nnsite First-Aid/Rescue

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(12);
Paragraph IV.E of Appendix € to 10 CFR 50; guidance promulgated in
Sections 11.K and L of NUREG-065&, Rev. 1; and criteria defined in
ANSI/ANS 3.7.1.
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Tre Emergency Plan and the EPIPs specified the authority for geclaring that a
recovery phase has been entered. Provisions for evaluating plant operating
cergitions, and fn-plant and off-site radiologica) conditions were identified,
Tre plan and procedures cdefined the requirements for ¢ scussion with other
irzividuals and agencies prior to initiation and declarition of the recovery
mcde.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee s program appeared to
be adequate.

5.8.7 Public Information

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(7);
Parsgraph 1V.D of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Section 11.G of NUREG 0654, Rev. 1.

This area was reviewed in detai) during the VEGP Unit 1| EPIA and respective i
followup fnspections. Current review of the Public Information Program and
facilities disclosed no significant changes.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the )icensee's program appeared tc
be adequate.

5.5 Supplementary Procedures

9.8.1 Inventory, Operational Check and Calibration of imergency Equipment,
r.emh‘s nn‘huggﬁgf

Thes area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8);
Paragraph IV.G. of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidarce promylgated in
Section 11.H, of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

EFIF LI702+C required the Mealth Physics Superintendent to i respentible for
ensuring quarteriy inventory of emergency instrumentaticr and supply kits, The
Fits were also to be Inventoried after each yse., This procedure called for
€ac’ k1L Lo be inspected for the exact amount of supplies available, and
ver<fication of oper.b{}‘t’ checks of 21 instrumentatior and equipment, forms
ne7e provided for the ten different types of kits, listing the type and amount
of each item that should be available.

A review of the records in the VEGP emergency prepared _is organization for the
last three quarters indicated that all kits were inventoried as required,
These records were also maintained in document control and the health physics
orcanization,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be 2dequate.
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5.2.2 Drills and Exercises

Th i ares was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14);
Passgraph 1V.F, of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50; and guidarce promylgated in
Seztfon T1.N of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

EPIF 91602-C placed primary responsibility for the conduct of emergency drills
on the VEGP Emergency Preparedness Supervisor, while the Corporate Manager of
Nuz"ear Training and Emergency Preparedness retained overa!) responsibility for
the annual exercise. The annua) exercise was to be planned and imp)emented
through the Corporate Exercise Coordinator 1n conjunction with the VEGP

Eme =gency Preparedness Supervisor. The Corporate Exercise Coordinator was to
be sppointed by the Corporate Manager of Nuclear Training and Emergency
Precaredness,

The referenced procedure provided data sheets and forms for development of
scemarios, simulated messages, and forms to document observations and
evaluations., Additfonally, the procedure required the Emergency Preparedness
Supervisor to prepare a report for .he VEGP Genera) Manager through the Plant
Tre“ning and Emergency Preparedness Yaveger. A critique of each drill and
exe--ise was required by this procedure, and a written report, incluaing
¢iyificant comments and corrective actions, was to be prepared by the
Eme~gency Preparedness Supervisor for the VEGP Genera) Manager through the
Plast Training and Emergency Preparedness Manager. Under Administrative
Frciedure 00104, the corrective actions required outside the VEGP Emergency
Frecaredness Organization were tracked and closed out using the VEGP Action
Trazeing "cogram. Program improvements within the Emergency Preparedness
Orgenization were tracked on an informal Action Item System maintained by the
Eme-gency Preparedness Supervisor. The records and repcrts on drills were
mai-iained for two years, while those on exercises were maintained for five
years as stipulated in EPIP 91602-C, and the VEGP Emergency Plan,

lng" ementation of drills and exercises is discussed under Section 7.1, below,

Base2 on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be isequate,

€.8.2 Peview, Revision and Distribution of the Emergency Plan and Procedures

This ares was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10);
Parzzraph 111.6. of Appendix £ of 10 CFR 50; and guidance promylgated in
section I1.P of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

The review and revision of the VEGP Emergency Plan and EPIPs was described in
the VEGP Administrative Procedures 00402-C and 00051-C, and Section P of the
VEGF Emergency Plan, The Emergency Preparedness Supervisor had the
res.onsibility for the VEGP Emergency Plan and EPIPs, as shared by the Plant
Tratning and Emergency Preparedness Manager. The respensibility for cthe
Corporate Emergency Plan, EP1ls, and coordination of the VEGP Emergency Plan
with State, local and Corporate plans lied with the Corporate Manager Nuclear
Training and Emergency Preparedness. The VEGP Emergency Preparedness
Supe~visor and Corporate Nuclear Emergency Preparedness Manager was to review
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8’ plans and procedures, at least on an annual basis, including letters of
agreement with offsite sgencies and contractors., In addition, the Emergency
Preparedness Supervisor was to review all telephone numbers given in the EP1Ps
quarterly Vistings and update same when required,

Cersistent with Administrative Procedures, the Emergency Preparedness
Surervisor maintained files and records of Emergency Plans and respective EPIPs
tc document the following actions addressing the plan ane procedures: required
velidation; tracking of changes; draft revisions; concurrences from cther
decartments, resolving comments; and obtaining approval of the Plant Review
Board,

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program appeared to
be adequate.

5.5.4 Audit

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(t);
Paragraph IV.G. of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Section 11.P of NUREG-0654, Rev., |

In sddition to reviews descrived in subsection 5.2.3 abeve. separate reviews
were performed by the VEGP Oullﬁt¥ Assurance Department as required by the
plant Technica) Specifications. he audit system used to implement these
reviews was described in Quality Assurance Procedure-05-01, Rev. 18, Audits
were required annually using either contractors, corporate office personnel, or
personnel from Plant Hatch to perform technica)l reviews of the program,

Thes area was previous)y reviewed in detai) and 1s documented in the Unit !
EPLA Report and respective followup inspections.,

Based on the above finaings, this portion of the 1icensee's program appeared to
be adequate,

6.C Coordination With Offsite Groups

6.1 Offsite Agencies

This area was reviewed pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) and
(3.5 Plcagraph IV.A of Appendix £ to 10 CFR 50; and guidance promulgated in
Sections 11.B and C of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

Offsite agencies fncluding the States of Georgia and South Carolina, Burke and
Richmond Counties of Georgia, Aiken, Allendale and Barnwell Counties of South
Carolina, the U.S, Department of Energy - Savannah River Plant (SRP), and their
sigred letters of agreement were appended to the VEGP Emergency Plan, The
letiers of agreement were current and valid., This area was reviewe .n detai)
anc summarized in the Unit 1 EPIA Report. The current review disciosed ne
significant changes in offsite support agenc{ facilities, support capabilities,
training programs, and interaction with the licensee.
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pa=t, that written procedures shall be implemented. The "icensee acknow)edged
the finding, and committed to review administrative cortrols required to
prezlude 1ts recurrence, Licensee representatives discussed other methods
cuvently used to document and track dril) and practice erercise findings which
inc ude entering such findings into an Action Item Syster dedicated to items
rec.iring corrective action,

viz ation: Failure to implement emergency procedure EPI? 91602-C requiring
submission of a written report to the VEGP General Manazer detailing dril)
critigue findings and respective corrective actions (50-‘2&/83-36-01?. This
item will be reviewed during future inspections,

8.0 Site Personnel Contacted

*), Badgett Manager, Training and Emergency Preparedness
0. Bloemendaal Corporate Emergency Preparecness Specialist
*G. Buckhold VEGP Genera)l Manager
H. Butterworth Operations Superintendent
J, Carswell Health Physics Foreman
R, Cislo Supervisor Startup Unit 2
M. Covey PASS Test Supervisor
A, Cure Plant Health Physicist
*R. Folker Quality Assurance Engineering Support Superviscr
M. Garg Electrical Engineer
J. Gasser Shift Supervisor
D, Hatle Shift Supervisor
5. Hargis On-Shift Operations Supervisor (0S0S)
*R. Harris Public Information Supervisc
B. Hennessey Shift Supervisor
J. Hoping 0s0S
T. Journey PASS Test Supervisor
5. Khera Health Physics Technician
*]. Kochery Health Physics Superintendent
M. Kurtzman Health Physics and Chemistry Training Supervisor
R, Lee Chemistry Supervisor
Jo Lucot Health Fhysics Supervisor
*L. Maye Seninr Emergency Preparedness Specialist
*). McKnight Health Physics/Chemistry Te:zhnica)l
T. Neufang Methods and Training Specia'ist
*L. Nickun Regulatery Compliance Supervisor
M. Odom PASS Specialist
C. Peters Health Physics Foreman
*K, Pointer Senfor Plant Engineer
*). Roberts Emergency Preparedness Supervisor
*P. Rushton Training & Emergency Preparedness Manager
J. Sills Chemistry Supervisor
*D. Smith Construction Engineer
S, Waldrup HVAC Engineer

J, Williams 0508
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Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on August 19, 1988, with
those persons indicated in Paragraph B, above. The inspector described
the areas evaluated and discussed in detai) each 1tem 1isted below.

These specific findings are characterized as Improvement and Incomplete
Items, Incomplete items are findings for which action 1s not completed
but the need for required completion is recognized and agreed upon by the
licensee.  Improvement Items are those findings identified by the
inspectors which require review and consideration by the licensee to
improve the effectiveness of the Emergency Preparedness program and its
implementation, The licensee has agreed to evaluate these items and wil)
take followup actions as determined to be appropriate. One violation
specific to Unit 1 was identified regarding the licenses's failure to
implement an EPIP which requires submission of a written report to the
VEGP General Manager regarding exercise and drill critique findings any
required corrective actions related thereto,

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the materials provided
to or reviewed by the inspectors during this appraisal. No dissenting
comments were expressed by the licensee.

1tem No. Type Description
50-425/88-42-01 Improvement Reviewiny Corporate

Emergency Organization
staffing ensure that
perscnnel assignments are
correct, and that an
adequate number of personne)
are available to fi1) key
primary and alternate
positions,

(R
<>
~y
o
o
(aal
.
s
T
.
<3
r>

Incomplete Completion of installation
and testing Jf Unit 2 Post
Accident Sampling System,

50-425/88-42-03 Incomplete Completion of installation
and operation of
instruments, systems and
equipment required to
conduct sampling and
analysis of 1iquid, gas, and
particulate effluents,

50-425/88-42-04 Incomplete Completion of installation,
calibration, and testing of
Unit 2 area and process
monitors,
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EE:
EFZA
EFIP
EF
EF2
EFF
ERD
FSAR
GFC
HEP
HP

§0-425/88-47413 improvement
60-425/88-42-14 incompiete
50-424/88.38-01 Viclation

Acronyms and Initialisms

As Low As Reasoncb\g Achievable
Abnormal Operating Procedure
Area Radiation Monitor

Alarm Response Procedure
Corporate Emer?ency Centar
Code of Federal Regulations
Control Room

Emergency Action Leve)
Emerqency Director

Emergency Medical Technician
Lngrgency hews Center
Emergency Notificaticn System
tmergency Cperations Center
Emergency Operations Facility
Emergency Operation Procedure

Reviewing recommended
protective actions for whole
body dcses greater than five
rem, ard thyroid doses
greater than 25 rem
promyigated in Table 1,

Item & of EPIP-91305.C,

Completion of revision of
Chemistry Procedures 35611-C
and 35614-C to reflect

Unit 2 PASS valve numbers,

Failure to Implement
Emergency Procedure

EPIP 91602-C requiring
submission of a written
report to the VEGP Gene -al
Mlnl?or detafling dril)
critique findings and
respective corrective
actions,

Emergency Preparedness Implementation Appraisa)

Emergency Plan Implementation Procedure

Emergency Preparedness
Emergency Planning Zone
Emergency Response Facilities
Emer?oncy Response Organization
Final Safety Analysis Report
Georgia Power Company

High Efficiency Particulate Air
Health Physics

s e e e e e e et L
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NOUE Notification of Unusual Event
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RET Radiological Emergency Tean
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i Interotfice Correspondence Georgia Power A

'Augunt 4, 1987
Re: Activities for Week Ending August 2, 1987
Log! 0QA-87-292

| From! C, E. Belflowver
| QA Site Manager-Operations

To! K. M. Bellamy .
GCeneral Mapager Quality Assurance

The major plant accomplishment this week vas the annual Emergency
Exercise. We passed all of the portions of the exercise vith no prob=-
lems, The portions of the exercise observed by QA went very well, We
did identify some problems not picked up by NRC,

The plant tripped on Tuesday due to personnel error(s). A test of
the Generator current transformers was in progress vhen an I4C techni-
clan inadvertently jumpered across 2 phases., The plant operated as
designed. The reasctor tripped, and safety systems responded correct~
ly. George Bockhold issued an order chat no testing in the plant,
Primary or Secondary, would be alloved during the day wvithout plant
management approval. Startup wvent fairly smooth except for a delay to
allow xenon to decay.

The Design Control and Plant Modification vdit exit interviewv had

George Bockhold, Tom Greene, Skip FKitchens, and Allen Mosbaugh

| attending. The occasion was three Category 1 {tems, We committed to
\ reviev some last minute information that was presented, however, at
| least two of the three Category ! items will remain,
|
|
\

The NRC conducted three exit interviews during the week in the
area of Security, Emergency Planning, and the Emergency Exercise.
Security (Aubry Tillman) iseued a self-identified violation for
two openings in the vital area barrier between Units | and 2, One of
these openings was the Fuel Transfer Canal. The other exits were clean,

(1l £ bslfloomr

C. E. Belflowver
QA Site Manager-Operations

Attachment

CEB/btp

xe: C. W, Hayes Q. A. Fila
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