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Inspection Summary: Inspectinn on July 18-21, 1988, (Report No. 50-293/88-28)

Areas inspected: A routine, announced emergency preparedness inspection was
conducted at tke Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station. The inspection areas
included: Changes to the Emergency Preparedness Program; Shift Staffing and
Augmentation; Knowledge and Performance of Duties (Training); and Emergency
Detection and Classification.

Results: No violations were identified.
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DETAILS

1.0 Persons Contacted

Eh? fg}loygn licensee representatives attended the exit meeting held on
uly 21,

Bird, Senior Vice President, Nuclear
. Highfill, Station Directir
Lunn, Senior Compliance ingineer
. Varley, Emergency Prepared~:ss Manager
. Cillisgie Manager, Nuciear Training Department
. Gallant, Technical Training Supervisor
. Walker, Project Manager, Emergency Preparedness
Lee, Onsite Emergencg Preparedness Manacer
. Spangler, Emergency Preparedness tquipment and Facilities Manager
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The inspector also interviewed and observed the activities of other
licensee personnel.

2.0 Operational Status of the Emergency Preparedness Program

2.1 Changes to the Emergency Preparedness Proaram

There have been major changes to the licensee emergency
greparedness program. The most significant are ihe newly deveioped
arrier based, symptomatic Emergency Actions Levels (EAL's) and a
complete concept of operations revision for emergency preparedness
ERE emergency management. See Section 2.4 for the discussion on

"¥s

The inspector reviewed EP-AD-100, "Emergency Preparedness
Controlled Documents” Revision 0. This procedure provides for the
preparation, review, approval and revision of all controlled
emergency preparedness documents. Each document undergoes a
detailed review and approval process ending with Operations Review
Committee (ORC), station management and emergency preparedness
management approvals.

The Emergency Plan has been revisea and reformatted. The format is
similar to the NUREG 0654, FEMA REP-1 format. The plan has been
ap?rovod by agpropr1ato station management as wel) as b{ the ORC.
Full implementation is scheduled for October 1, 1988. The plan is
clearly written and adequately covers the concepts of emergenc
management. The inspector noted that the plan does not descri
Technical SupBort Center (7SC) habitability (it is described in the
Implementing Procedures). The licensee agreed to evaluate this
area.



2.2

2.3

The Implementing Procedures (IP’s) have also been revised and
reformatted. Each IP has a standard format which includes: a table
of contents; purpose; references; definitions; responsibilities;
procedure; records; and attachments. Each IP also includes an
attachment to identify changes made to satisfy commitments.
Classification and Response grocedures are designed with a
checklist format within the body of the procedure. Other major
sections include: Emergency Response FaciIitx Operztions;
Radio1o?‘caI/Acc1dent Assessment; Protective Actions; and
Corrective Actions. A1l IP’s are complete and ready for submittal
to ORC. Implementation is scheduled for October 1, 1988. The IP’'s
are clearly writien, and provide adequate 1nstruct‘ons for the
emergency staff to assess and respond to emergencies. The
inspector noted inconsistencies in the Classification and Response
procedures regarding actual instructions and notes regarding
actions to be taken for both classification and declassification.
The licensee agreed to evaluate this area.

Based upon the above review, this area is acceptable.
Shift Staffing and Augmentation

The inspector reviewed the personnel requirements for the Emergency
Response Organization (ERO). The current ERO has at least three
individuals identified and trained for each kex osition.
Appropriate senior station management personnei have been assigned
command and control positions.

A new ERO has been identified to conform with the requirements of
the new plan and implementing procedures. Each position has a
minimum of three members, with most positions having four members.
Training is in pro?ress and the new ERO will be implemented on
October 1, 1988. The inspector noted that there is no formal
mechanism to address new hires, departures and transfers. The
licensee agreed. and will devoiop an administrative procedure to
identify when personnel changes affect the ERO.

Based upon the above review, this area is acceptable.

Kncwledge and Performance of Duties (Training)

The training program was reviewed during inspection 50-293/87-48.

This review was primarily roncerned with the lesson plans and

associated training conducted and/or bcin? developed to support the

3:: ;mo cnggsgreparedncss program that will be implemented on
ctober I, A

Lesson plans have been completed for most classes. Lesson plans

have been properly appreved for those classes started. Emorgoncy
preparedness overview is essentially complete for the ERO. Other
specialized training has been ctarted including: Emergency Action



Level training; and Dose Assessment training. Training records
reviewed were complete and accessible. Each training session
provides for validation testing. A mechanism is in place to
address test failures. '

The inspector also audited an EAL class. The information presented
was 1n accordance with the applicable procedures. It was presented
in a clear and concise manner, The instructor communicated very
well with the class and was able to effectively answer al]

on

upon the above review, this area is acceptable,.
Emergency Detection and Classification

Ihe licensee has developed and implemented barrier based,
symptomatic EAL's, These EAL’s have been integrated with the
current tEmergency Operating Procedures (EOP’'s). Where appropriate,
EAL trigger points have been derived from operationz] curves and
jata contained in the EOP’s. The licensee La, quantified
indicators and identified specific instruments and equipment.
Additionally, the licensee has incorporated those EAL's that are
strictly event based. With l”"_v minor exceptions, the EA|
onsistent with federal quidance The licensee has also addressed
factor 3 o E;L format { 1(3. ificatior is L“'."“'”“ { fron

are
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agreed to evaluate these areas. In summary., the
noted that the new EAl are mu¢ ‘nf'[“'l?’v'w] and hould
ist plant operator in quickly and promptly classifying

upon the above review, this area i acceptable




3.0 Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

During the inspection, the inspector reviewed the licensee’s progress
concern!ng the items opened durigg Srevious inspections (Inspection

5. ?rts 50-293/87-54 and 50-293/88-09). The status of these items is as
ollows:

‘CLOSED) 87-54-01: The initial notification forms do not allow
or ag?roval by the Emergency Director, nor do they provide for
possible protective actions at a Site Aroa Emergency.

The inspector reviewed the revisec initial notification forms and
determined that they provide for Emcrgency Director approval, as
well as for protective actions.

Based upon the above review, this area is acceptable.

(CLOSED) 87-54-02: Several key emergency positions in the
organifation do not have sufficient depth to support prolonged
operations.

The licensee has provided trained individuals for each key
emergency position. See Section 2.2.

Based upon the above review, this area is acceptable.

(CLOSED) 88-09-01: The contro! room administrative assistant did
not correctly follow the initial notification procedure.

The inspector reviewed the supplemental training given to the
Administration Assistants }AA’s). The AA's were given hands-on
training in the simulator for a variety of conditions.
Additionally, they interfaced directly with controllers playing
Commonwealth and/or NRC officials and were required to respond to a
variety of questions,

Based upon the above review, this area is acceptable.

Exit Meeting

The inspector met with the licensee representatives listed in Section 1
of this report at the end of the inspection to discuss the scope and
findings of this inspection as detailed in this report.

The licensee was informed that no violations were identified. The
inspector discussed several areas for improvement.

At no time during this inspection did the inspectors provide any written
information to the licensee.




