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JERSEY CENTRAL POWER ARD LIGHT COMPANY
OYSTER CREERK RUCLEAR POWER STATION

The sbove referenced report documents an inspectiom of the licensee' .
Esergency Drill (Module 82712B) conducted on November 12 and 13, 1975. ‘N

The imspection as originally scheduled would have consisted of myself,
Mr. Stohr, Mr. Donaldson and Mr. Greenman. With these persons, all
essential activities of the drill would have beem evaluated, ou a
sampling basis, by the NRC. With the original contingent of personmnsel,
inspectors would have covered: (1) the Emergency Control Cemter; (2)
the Main Control Room; (3) the onsite Momitorimg Team; (4) thn offsite
Monitorimg Team; and, (5) the medical emergency operatiom. Oae in-
spector would have been assigned to items (1), (2) and (4) wth the
remaining inspector covering items (3) and (5).

With the cancellation of Mr. Domaldson'e participation, and \»» w00~
participation of Mr. Creenman for ressous outside of my direct knowledge,
I feel that the entire spectrum of drill related events was not covered
as fully as desired to meet the Module reguirememt to "...observe the
response of the licemsee's organization during ome of the echeduled
drills..."

The licensee's onsite Quality Assurance Organization observed/reported a
total of fifty-seven drill related inadequacies; fourteem (14) or 24.561%
of the items were ldentified with respect to the offsite monitoring
teans (they monitored two of the three teams) which we did nmot wmonitor.
Besed on these figures, ome quarter of the reported problems occurred in
an area not monitored by Commission representatives. Of the fourteen
(14) items, ten (10) were identified as common to both teams and would,
by logical extrapolation, have been observed by an NRC imspector accom-
panying the remaining offeite wonitoring team as originally scheduled.

While I have no reasom or evidemce to suggest that the licensee's Quality
Assurance Audit was inadequate, I am personnally of the opimion that
observing seventy-five (75%) of the identified areas may not completely
fulfill the intention of the module to observe the licensee's orgnniu-
tional response.
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