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he Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) Security, Support
Loordinator was not involved in the Emeragency Suppart Director's
initial EOF manager's meeting. As a result, inforuation as to
the status of the security event, implementation of the Security
Contingency Procedures and their interrelations with operational
safety were not initially available. (Reference !E Information
Notice B3-27) (50-219/88-06-04)

Jperations Support Center command and control was not always
lear and consistent as to who was in charge. (50-219/8!

Operations Support Center activity was based on declar
a Site Area Emergency one hour before it was declared

t
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inications capability and radio net control procedures
security events shouid be reviewed. (50-219/88-05-07)

apparent discrepancy between the Security Contingency Plan,
mergency Plan Implementing Procedures and the ~eportine
requirements of 10 CFR 50,72 and 10 CFR 73.71 wc- have resulted

1 :

in failure update the IC in a timely manner as to the
of the security event 50-219/88-05-0¢

licensee did not provide adequate initi assistance upon

tial
ival of the bomb disposal team, (50-219/88-05-09

is an inconsistency between the wording of Section 3.5 of
2_IMD _ 1730

tachment I, tegory to Procedure 9473-IMP-1300.01,

Dar_zr.&:r, 3.5 does not include i*‘ku?‘\t'v 't‘1',""’ events
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Identified Items
-ensee representatives, observations of the
the following items, identified in Inspectior

were not repeated or satisfactors

and the following are closed or continued

losed [F] e ] 26 - ( Control Room was not advised
there was adi 3 i n the 1 ‘»‘;f"p.

losed Fl 219/¢ )7-04). Access control and frisking of

personnel entering the Technical S ort Center was not conducted in
accordance with Procedure 64




losed) IFI (50-219/86-07-05) Information flow t
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Technical Support Center (TSC) was inadequate.
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(Closed) ' (50-219/86-07-06). The Parsippany Technica
iy

Center (PTrC) did not respond promptly to TSC requests,

(Closed) ! (50-219/87-11-01). The Emergency Director (ED)
led to centrate on priority cerrective a

The Fire Brigade exhibit

Y‘rl 1:

e Estimates (ETEs) were
when declaring a General Emergency (GE) and developir
Action Recommendation (PAR). This exercise did not
GE, therefore no P/ necessary and it was not
f ETEe
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and 50-219/88-06-05)., Excessive air

volume appears to be collected by field teams. licensee
iewed this matter d will provide documentation describir
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of their review,

A Radcon techn 1an (‘"pu11 not use a

software to calculate projected doses.

Contatnment hinh range monitor readings
iamage,

The ‘f(f’,re nas reviewed conservatisms
projected doses and dose commitment

revised Oyster Creek Emergency Dose

rs met with e licensee personne)l liste” in Section 1 of this

the conclusion of the inspection. The licensee was informed no

s, deviations or unresolved items were identified. The inspector:
d discussed areas for provement, The licensee acknowledged these
findings and agreed to evaluate them, institute corrective actions a
necessary and include needed corrections in the Lorporate Emergency rlan,
Oyster Creek Implementing Procedures, and the Oyster Creek Emergency Dose
Manual, At no time during the course of the inspection did the inspector:
jive the licensee written material.




