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DETAILS
Persons Contacted
The following otfsite and licensee representatives were contacted during the inspection.

G. Applegate, Security Supervisor

R. Barrett, Operations Manager

1. J. Barton, Director, Oyster Creek

T. Blount, Licensing Engineer

J. E. Bontempo, Lead Emergency Planner

G. W. Busch, Licensing Manager

“ N. Chrissotimos, Manager OPS Support

R. Cohen, Deputy Director, Ocean County Emergency Management
P. Dishon, Sergeant, Ocean County Sheriff Department

P. Fiedler, Vice President and Director, Nuclear Assurance
G. Giangi, Corporate EP Manager

C. Lefler, Manager Tech Functions

R. Miller, Lieutenant, Ocean County Sheriff Departinent

* D. J. Ranft, Plant Engineering Director

W. Rupert, Director, Ocean County Emesgency Management
M. J. Slobodien, Radcon Director

R. L. Sullivan, Emergency Preparedness Manager

J. K. Williams, Manager, Training

. Thompson, Site Audit Manager
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* Denotes attendance at exit meeting on Apri! 30, 1992,
Operational Status of the Emergency Preparedness (EP) Program
2.1  Changes to the EP Program

The inspectors discussed changes in the EP program with the Manager, EP,
including changes to the GPU Nuclear Emergency Plan and Emergency Plan
Implementing Procedures (EPIPs).

The licensee completed a format change to the EPIPs. Ch.cklists were developed
for emergency positions to guide personnel through response actions. At the time
of the last inspection, checklists for the Control Room (CR), Technical Support
Center (TSC), and Operations Support Center (OSC) were not completed. These
were subsequently completed in September 1991 and used during the October
1991 exercise. The inspectors noted that the checklist format helped emergency
response personnel carry out their assigned duties. No decrease in the
effectiveness of the Emergency Plan (E-Plan) was found to have resulted from
these changes.



¢ licensee's Emergency Action Level (EAL)

wrgencies.  The hicensee submitied specific EA
hanees to tl NRC ftor revies "1or 1 mplementation ) ere reviewed
VORANEESs 10 e ! i CVICW Prior 10 impiementation 1an revicwed
'y NRC staff and ¢« roO 10 the

.

Q0 frovm A Vr

1ce of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

y over mode ap

Lon \ \Lt\ i
address the NR(

licability and En

1097

1
)
i

ENVISIONS

ICWOA

§ drea was being ettecuvely

Emergency Facilities, Equipment, Instrumentation and Supplies

CR, ON il ) [he R and OSC were

the E-Plan. Selected equipment checked in each

operational; instruments were calibrated as required,

plies were available. Inspection of controlled

revisions were available in all

was relocated, since the last EP

{ * maintenance building to the outage access
upgrades included an increase in size, a comm

control team assembly

controt.ed areas

mamtienance checks pertormed on the
Dackup gas generator, which 15 powered

4 V' ! ] .7 ] » » » r » (22T 8!
full EOF load hese were pertormed

aittenty

alivniug

: ncern was identified
of the TSC ventilation svstem. A Notice
) ;K'?‘:\'T!H }’Tl”fk‘! mait
“w\fkv‘”‘"'!\‘ discussed the 1nvolveme

tasl 1t 3 D
noted ! :




2.3

4

The inspectors observed the licensee's weekly pager notification test of duty
roster personnel. Emergency notifications were made through a computer-based
automatic dialing system, which activated pagers of all Emergency Response
Organization (ERO) personnel, provided a recorded message to designated on-call
personnel, and continued automatically until all essential ERO positions were
filled. The results of this test and inspection of records from previous pager tests
indicated good system reliability ana timely response by members of the ERO.
Review of quarterly unannounced pager notification test records also revealed
good response capability.

Record review of the Prompt Notification System (PNS) indicated that
surveillances were conducted in accordance with Procedure 6430-ADM-1319.04,
Rev. 3. A separate record which showed the status of each of t. . 42 sirens
within the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) was maintained. Since the last
inspection, good system reliability was noted. Monthly test reports were prepared
by the licensee and appropriately distributed to the New Jersey Office of
Emergency Management (CEM).  The inspectors observed a successful
demonstration of the PNS system at the Ocean County Sheriff’s Communication
Center.

Except for the EP and maintenance coordination concern which is to be reviewed
in a future inspection, this area was assessed as being effectively implemented.

Organization and Management Control

The inspectors interviewed the Vice President (VP) and Director, Nuclear
Assurance; the Manager, Corporate EP; and the Manager, EP. The reporting
chain and organizational lines of responsibility for implementation of the EP
program had not changed. The Manager, EP and off-site EP Coordinator (a site
staff position) report to the Corporate EP Manager (EPM), who then reports to
the Director, Nuclear Assurance. Management support of the site EP program
was apparent by the following. The Corporate EPM continued to frequently
interface with the Manager, EP. The inspectors found that monthly visits to
Oyster Creek were made for direct oversight of EP program. The VP, Nuclrar
Assurance also visited the site routinely to meet with the EP Manager. As:igned
EP staff held meetings and training sessions with New Jersey and local officials
at regvlar frequencies. Discussions with Ocean County emergency management
personnel indicated a high level of GPU support to their emergency response
program.
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which they were qualified, thus maintaining audit independence for each EP area.
The licensee removed these audit team members from the ERO in July 1991.

The 1990 report produced two findings, both of which were minor and quickly
resolved. The 1991 renort began on January 28, 1992, and was still in progress
at the time the inspection. The inspectors also expressed a concern with the
timeliness of this report, in that findings identified at ths beginning of the audited
period (early 1991) would not be able to be addressed until report issuance.
Discussion about the report delay with the Site Audit Manager revealed that
unavailability of proper resources caused the audit to take much longer than
expected, but the completion date was scheduled by the end of April 1992, The
inspectors requested a copy of the report and completed checklist when issued.

The licensee used a comprehensive corrective action system, Findings were
entered into a computer data base and tracked to completion by affected
departments. No outstanding findings relative to the EP program were identified.
Distribution of independent » 'its reports were properly made to corporate
management.

Based on the above review, this area was being effectively implemented.
Exit Meeting

The inspectors met with the licensee personnel listed in Section 1 at the conclusion of the
inspection. The scope and findings of this report were discussed. The licensee was
informed that no violations were identified. The licensee acknowledged the findings and
will evaluate them to determine the appropriate corrective actions.



