U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I
Report Nos: 50-277/88-12 and 50-278/88-12
Docket Nos: 50-277 and 50-278
License Nos: DPR-44 and DPR-56

Licensee: Philadelphia Electric Company
2301 HarE t Street

e
PhiTadelphia, Pennsvivania 19101
Facility Name: Peach Bottom Atomic Power 3tation

Inspection At: Delta, Pennsylvania
Inspection Conducted: April 19-20, 1988
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Specialist, FRSSB, DRS
C. Conklin, EPS, FRSSB, DRSS

Approved by: {::;?Ekx v~ 4774uéf?“
W. &7 Tazafus, Chief, Emergenc ate
Preparedness §ection, FRSSB, DRSS

Inspection Summary: Inspection on April 19-20, 1988 (lLeport Nos. 50-277/88-12
and 56-27!785712]¥

Areas Inspected: Routine announced safety inspection of the emergency
preparedness training ?rogram including program establishment,
implementation, and walkthroughs of emergency response personnel.

Results: No violations were identified. Deficiencies were foun! 1 the
TiLensee’s Emergency Action Level (EAL) scheme and in response by personnel
to classify emergencies and m «e appropriate protective action
recommendations.
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DETAILS

1.0 Persons Contacted

2.0
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Ahmuty, irairiang Instructor

Andrews, Supervisor, Training Services

Burnhardt, Site Training Coordinator

Gellrich, Shift Manager

Kanouse, Supervisor, Security Training

McRoberts, Shift Manager

Standbaugh, Shift Supervisor

Wilson, Quality Assurance Auditor

Wike, Consultant

Schlecker, Site Fmergency Preparedness Coordinator

Operational Status of the Emergency Preparedness Program

2.1

Knowledge ani Perrormance of Duties

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's grogram for energency
response ?rainin? and noted that Table 8.
identifies specific initial trainin? and anrual retraining for
different categories of personnel within the emergency res
organization RO%. These include Emergency Directors EDE
team members for technical sugport. dose assessment, radia
surveys, inplant repair, and first aid and rescue.

Discussions were held with the Station Training Coordinator

(STC{ who provided training lesson plans, examination material,
n tendance records of site personnel.

~xamination results, and a
The STC conducts introductory training for the ERO through an

Emergency Response Pla. Overview session. This is supplemented

with sgecialty courses in emergency classificacion, facility
activation, communications, technical support, PASS sampling,

personnal safety team response, dose assessment team response,

and other special training. Dose assessment training is
provided by different instructors who have the necessar{
experience in these areas. The background and gualification of

the STC a-peared adequate to provide most emergancy preparedness

instruction.

Lesson plans are detailed and focus on important response
elements. Table 2 to the EP Trainin? Course Plan contains
matrix that specifies lesson plans giv

of the ERO by emergency title.

1 of the Emergency Plan

en to each representative
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2.2

classify events. The inspectors expresc.d concern over the
level of detail and thoroughness of EAL’s. Many accident
conditions are not covered and would inhibit proper
ciassification, Individuals were observed to rely on the
General Condition EAL if exact parameters or initiating
conditions could not be found in other event categories.
Specific concerns regarding the Peach Bottom EAL's are
identified Section 2.2.

Emergency Detection and Classification

The inspector reviewed EP-101, " Classification of Emergencies”
against the guidence of NUREG-0654, This review identified many
inconsistencies and/or omissions of the guidance. Specific
areas include:

1.

9.

10.

Earthquakes - no Unusual Event classification, inconsistent
initiating conditions for Alert and Site Area Emergency;

Tornado or Hurricane - No Unusual Event classification,
inconsistent initiating .onditions for tornado at Alert,
and no initiating conditions for tornado or hurricanes at
Site Area Emergency;

Instrument Failure - incomplete initiating conditions at
Unusual Event;

Hazards - no initiating conditions for Sit: Area Emergency;
Security - no initiating conditions for any cla.sification;

Anticipated Transient without Scram - no initiating
conditions for any classification;

Personnel Injury - incorrect usage o1 the procedures;

Plant Annunciators - no initiacing conditions for any
classification;

Unplanned Shutdown - incorrect usage of the procedures; and

ECCS initiated - no initiating conditions for Unusual
Event.

During walkthroughs, the operators mace extensive use of the
General Condition EAL for the four emer?ency classifications.

Review of the General Condition EAL ind

cates that for each
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