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From: mailserver@omaha.com on behalf of Omaha World-Herald <mailserver@omaha.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2010 12:02 PM
To: Perkins, Richard; Beasley, Benjamin; Kauffman, John; Criscione, Lawrence
Subject: Ft. Calhoun plant's flood risk studied

Lawrence Criscione (LSC4@NRC.GOV) has sent you a message.
Fort Calhoun story.
Link'to :'th_e_story: hitp://www.omaha.com/article/20100812/MONEY/708129899
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From: Perkins, Richard
Sent:. Friday, August 26, 2011 1:14 PM
To: Criscione, Lawrence

Screening Analysis ML110740482
Communication.plan package ML112220477
Gi'Panel memo ML111890588

Rlchard.f-H Perkms P. E

OperatmgrExpertence and Generic Issues Branch
Phone - 301/251-7479

o
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From: Kanney, Joseph

Sent: ' Thursday, November 10, 2011 10:07 AM

To: " Philip, Jacob; Criscione, Lawrence

Ce Bensi, Michelle; Perkins, Richard

Subject: CDA Case History on Taum Sauk Dam Failure

Wiritten by some guys from Ameren...
- Joe

Joseph Kanney
RES/DRA/ETB
CSB 02€32
(301)-251-7600

Scientific consensus is not, by itself, a scientific argument.
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Criscione, Lawrence

1 _

From: Perkins, Richard

Sent: Friday, December 02, 2011 1:33 PM
To: Crisciong, Lawrence

Attachments: ScreenCapture.pdf

- nalysis
.“Operating:Experience and Generic Issues Branch
Phone - 301/251-7479
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From: Perkins, Richard

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2011 2:07 PM
To: Criscione, Lawrence

Attachments: ScreenCapture2 pdf







From:’ Perkins, Richard
-.Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2011 11:44 AM
To: - Criscione, Lawrence
".. Subject:: FW: GI-204 Status Update
FYi

From: Tifft, Doug
Sent' Tuesday, December 13, 2011 11:21 AM
Toi Perkins, Richard

Suibjéct: RE: GI-204 Status Update

Hi Richard,

Thanks for the update. I've been out of the office for a littie while and I'm trying to catch up. Our notification
timeline doesn't kick off until the RES Director approves the Gl, correct.

By the way, | noticed the memo approving the comm. plan is available publicly. Was that the intent?
:/ladamswebsearch.nre.goviidmws/ViewDocByAccession. asg?AccegsrogNg mber=ML112201350

Thanks,
-Doug

Sheehan, Neil,'T!fﬁ Duug, Tm;anowski Robert Vnrgmo, Rosetta Wi!son George, Wiison, pemr' Woodruﬂ' Gena; Wray,
John
Subject: GI-204 Status Update

. \dation’ memorandum (ML1 1 1672131) to include discussion on the status- of three subject
areas outside of the.scope of the proposed issue. On December 7, 2011, the feview panel issued the
revised recommendation memorandum (ML113260158), to the RES Director, unammousiy
recommendmg the approval of the proposed issue as a Generic Issue. If approved, the issue will be
established as GI-204. The panel's recommendation is with the RES Director for review and
consideration of approval.

Regards,
Richard H. Perkins, P.E.

f§ ®\



Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Nusiear Regulatory Research

Operating Experie
Phone - 301/251-7T478




Criscione, Lawrence
Thursday, September 13, 2012 6:09 PM
B "Lawrence Criscione’
Subject: G! 204 FOIA page

http://pbadu nre.gov/docs/ML1222 /ML122230055.htmi



_Criscione, Lawrence

' HomelandSecurity [Homaland Secunty@maﬂ house.gov]

'.-4.'§bnf:7 | Tuesday, September 18, 2012 7:26 PM
- To: Criscione, Lawrence
—‘Bubject ' Receipt Acknowledgment

' "Your message ‘has been received by the Committee on Homeland Security. It will be directed to the appropriate
staffer ‘Should the Committee require additional information, we will be in contact with you. -
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-From:. Congressman Peter King [ny03ima@mall.house.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 11:40 AM

To: Criscione, Lawrence

Subject: Reply From Representative Pete King

T am in receipt of your recent e-mail and appreciate you taking the time to contact my office.

P eas _.bgfﬁiiéémiréd that your e-mail is important to me and that I will do all I can to address your cohcerns.

All the best,

Pete King

: -a thousand phone calls, letters and e-mails every day. While I make it a point to read every
" contact that comes through my office, I cannot always respond to each one but I certainly wxlldomybest ‘




From: Criscione, Lawrence

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 5:53 PM
To: © jim_mcgee@hsgac.senate.gov

Subject: FW: Summary of Call with Duke on GI-204
Attachments: ML12188A239.pdf
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From: Criscione,- Lawrence

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 11:52 AM
To:. 'Freedhoff ‘Michal’

Subject: RE: Summary of Call with Duke on GI-204

if you quickly scan the redacted version of the report {see attached) you will see that concerns regarding Oconee are
mentioned all over the place. What is redacted are risk numbers that show 2 trained engineer {e.g. Lochbaum or
Blanch) what the real risk is from natural phenomena and latent construction/engineering flaws. Terrorists do not care
what the.calculated risks are from natural disasters. They just want the names of the plants and we give them the
names on nUMerous occasions.

All | know about DHS is what's in the emails below. |imagine that — just like the NRC - there are differing opinions at
DHS.

However, if either DHS or the NRC tells you there are security concerns, then some Democrat in the House {if not
Congressman Markey then maybe Bennie Thompson on the Homeland Security Committee} should ensure that the
plant is adequately protected from security threats. And adequate protection invoives much more than just-withholding
from the public the fact that the plant lies 11 miles downstream of a dam and obviously it would be bad if the dam
-broke: Adeqguate protection means active measures to secure access to vital areas of the dam commensurate with the
assessed threat. If these have been taken, then publicly discussing the SAFETY (not securlly) issues associated with a
d&m break should not be a problem. If these have not been taken, then wholly separate from the safety.concems we
have a glanng security problem at both DHS and NRC.

me. Freedhoff Mkha] {mailto Mlchal Freedhoff@man house. gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 11:05 AM

To: Criscione, Lawrence

Subject: RE: Surmmary of Call with Duke on GI-204

I was told earlier today that the assertion that DHS did not share the concerns is not true and that perhaps there
was some dispute there. But I am sure I will hear more about that later.

Michal Tiona Freedhoff, Ph.D.
Pohcy: "ect
Office of Congressman Edward J. Markey (D-MA)
2108 Roybum House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

202-225-2836

From. Cﬁsaone, Lawrence [mam:o Lawrence Cnsuone@nrc gov] .
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 11:51 AM




To:: Freedhoff,&Michai
Subject: FW: Summary.of Call with Duke on GI-204

Michal,

The emails below are from February B, 2012, They concern notes taken by Ben Beasley during a call with Duke Energy
regarding the redacting of GI-204 prior to its release. That is, the redactions made prior to the NRC releasing the report
voluntarily last February.

When we voluntarily release a report, there are no requirements regarding what we cannot redact. We do not need to
make any justifications. If the public doesn't like what we released, then they can FOIA it. Once it is FOIA’d, however, it
is-an entarely different situation. We are now required by law to release everything without redaction unless the
redacted items meet certain FOIA exemptions.

The redactions we exempted in the FOIA release are the exact same redactions we had made in the voluntary
release. The notes below concern the voluntary release and not the FOIA release.

1 am forwarding this to you because of the foliowing two sentences:

George Wilson responded that the review of the Analysis by the Department of Homeland Security did
not reflect those concerns. DHS did not identify anything in the Oconee section of the-Analysis as
being sensitive.

I suggest you speak with George Wilson. 1 have never spoken with George Wilson about anything, but |-heard from
Richard Perkins that he was adamant regarding the redactions because he thought there was a clear national security
concern. Based on the concerns of Mr. Wiison {and possibly others) the GI-204 screening report was sentto the
Department of Homeland Security for review. 1 don’t know what Mr. Wilson's opinion is following the review, but
according to Perkins he was pretty adamant against public release prior to the DHS review. The DHS determiination may
have swayed him or may not have.

1 get the sense from the notes below that Duke Energy was placing pressure on the NRC to heavily redact the report.
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To: Criscaone, Lawrence
Subject: FW: Summary of Call with Duke on GI-204

FYl

From' Beas!ey, Benjamin

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 12:07 PM

To: Correla, Richard; Peters, Sean; Sheron, Brian; Holian, Brian
€c: Perkins,- Richard; Bensi, Michelle

Subject: Summary of Call with Duke on GI-204

All,
"NRR ;included me on the conference call with Duke at 10:30 today. A summary of the call is provided below.

The bottom line is that Duke will provide specific concerns to NRR by close of business Monday. ina
subsequent conversation with George Wilson and Nancy Salgado, | expressed concern that Monday does not

2




support the schedu!e for the JLLD SECY on 50.54(f) letters. George and Nancy were going to talk with their
management about the schedule.

Ben

Summary of February 8, 2012, 10:30 a.m. Conference Call with Duke
' On GI-204 Screening Analysis

On the call from the NRC were:
George Wilson;:NRC Dam Safety Officer and NRR point for this issue
Nancy Salgado, NRR /'DORL Branch Chief for Oconee
John'Stang; Oconee PM
Jonathan:Bartley, Region Il-Branch Chief
Andy Sabisch, Oconee Senior Resident
Ben Beasley, RES

George Wilson led the call for NRC. Terry Patterson led the call for Duke. Chris Nolan {(Duke) expressed
- general concern about the sensitivity of the information in the Screening Analysis. He cited the guidance.in
criterion B of the Critical Infrastructure Information Act of 2002. He felt that the.information presentediin the
Analysis identified a vulnerability at Oconee and should be withheld under criterion B. Chris:stated
that discussion of gaps in the licensing basis, core damage frequencies and |mpacts to the Station were the
source of his concern.

Jonathan Bartley pointed out that aithough much of the information used in the Analysis i is available to the
public, putting it all together into one place created the sensitivity. Chris Nolah {Duke) echoed that'the: Analysis
does a good job painting the picture which causes the vulnerability. George Wilson responded that the review
of the Ana!ys:s by the-Department of Homeland Security did not reflect those concerns. DHS did not identify
anything in the Oconee section of the Analysis as being sensitive. !

Terry Patterson (Duke) stated that the Analysis did not use current data. He expressed concern that the utility
will have to-respond (to'the media) based oh what is.inthe Analysis. | pointed out that the Analyszs isjusta
prefiminary study using readily available information to determine only whether or not the issue should ‘become
a Generic Issue. : .

Rich-Freudenberger (Duke) stated that a few items in the Analysis are not consistent with information in: the
NRC's.January 2011 SER. | replied that, aithough we are just now issuing the Analyses it was nearly: comp!ete
by last January.

George Wilson asked Duke to give us specific input on the statements they felt were. sensitive or. needed L
updating. Duke agréed to provide that and asked for a week to prepare their input. George asked' ior y. input

on the schedule and I-stated that we have a strong need to approve the Generic Issue this week. ‘Du :
‘NRR agreed on a deadline of close of business Monday.
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From::Criscione, Lawrence
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From - | Cﬁscidne; Lawrence

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 7:08 PM

To: ‘McGee, Jim (HSGACY _

Subject: RE: Unredacted Screening Report for GI 204 on Flooding due to Upstream Dam
: Fallures

Ithink that George Wilson {the NRC's Dam Safety Office) was the one who interfaced with the Department of
Homeland Security.

I've never met George and don't know how he’d respond if you calied him, but his number is 301-415-1711 and
his George Wilson@nrc.gov.

From Mc_Gee, Jim (HSGAC) [mailto.Jim McGee@hsnac,senate.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 5:19 PM
To: Crisclone, Lawrence

‘Subject: RE: Unredacted Screening Report for GI 204 on Flooding due to Upstream Dam Failures

Thanks. Opened just fine. Does anyone have the DHS analysis?

Jim McGee

Professional Staff/Investigations

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
202-224-2627

From: Cnscione, Lawrence lmanto Lawrence Cnsc:one@nrc gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 6:17 PM

T0:"McGee, Jim (HSGAC)
Subject: Unredacted Screening Report for GI 204 on Floodmg due to Upstream Dam Failures

im,
Hopefully this file opens for you. The actual file is 20 MB but | reduced it to 1 MB. If it opens for you using Adobe
9.0 then it should be the entire report. If you cannot open i, let me know and !'ll figure something else out. The

20 MB bounced back from your server.

Larry

Sent' ‘Wednesday, September 19, 2012 5:09 PM
mcgee@hsgac senate.gov'

'Subjeci- Unredacted Screening Report for GI 204 on Flooding due to Upstream Dam Fallures



. Criscione, Lawrence

Cristione, Lawrence
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 7:24 PM
"McGee, Jim (HSGAC)

Dated 2010 but mostly.-done in 2007 or 2008
ML 1007800843.pdf
This is publicly available as
. |ML13039A084

sim,

This is the-study done by James Vall, Fernando Ferrante, and Jeff Mitman to document their 2007 generic failure
rate for Jocassee Dam.

,someiime in !ate 2006 or 2007 they referrad the issue to NRC headquarters {i.e. NRR the Offnce of
. Nuclear Reactor Regulation).

it 'dmsions but essentially have the same expertise |’m part of RES/DRA) She filed: a'Non
. srrence form which will be sending in another emall due to the size.

7. '-:Melanie Galloway’s Non-Concurrence was rejected and the NRC's response to Duke Energy went ¢
2009-04-30. Part of the issue during the internal review of the letter was whether or-not-the NRC'
assessment for the Jocassee Dam fallure was accurate. This led to the formalization of it in the attached
report.

B. The attached report was.issued on 2010-03 15. Asvyou can see, it is marked “Security-Related
Information” but nowhere in it does it contain the words security, terrorism, sabotage, vandalism, Duke.
Energy, Oconee Nuclear Station, Oconee County, radiation, nuclear, reactor, core, etc. No one t._ga‘_dlng
this report would know it had anything to do with a dam 11 miles upstream of a nuclear plant. This réport
was 'supposed released publicly-in a form that didn’t name Jocassee Dam. | don’t have the public version
but Jeff Mitman probably does.

Again, 'm.in the Office of Research and am on the margins of this issue. Melanie Galloway or Jeff Mitman should
be able to let you know the inside information.




Criscione, Lawrence

Wednesday, September 19, 2012 7:43 PM
‘McGee, Jim (HSGACY

' ..-.Sub}ect Jeff Mitman's Non-Concurrance
Attachiments: '

This is publicly available as
ML 110260443

'..;pretty blunt guy He has my 2012-09-18 letter to the Chanrman I don't know what he thlnks

'-Tdon L thmk ft ‘s part of this non- concurrence) that the failure probability for Jocassee Damisa "sunny day

probablhty

A “sunny day” failure of a dam is one due to latent engineering or construction flaws which final man':fest _
themsélves one day. All dams are susceptible to what is called “piping”. in dam fallure analysis,” pipmg" e
-very small Ieaks through the dam. So small, that they are typically unnoticeable. All dams have pipm

__fore an evacuation.
Anothertype of “sunny day” failure would be a rock slide which weakens the wall of the dam in some bart.

it you want a good.analysis of dam failures outside the NRC, a good resource might be Dr. Baecher at'the
Universitv of Maryland (gbaecher®umd.edu).

. "_;;Mitman" belleves that a “sunny day’ failure is overly opbmlsbc He believes that in addition to “piping” faﬂur&s,
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Sriscione, Lawrence

.me; Criscione, Lawrence

A PR TR0 T

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 7:43 PM
To: ‘McGee, Jim (HSGAQY

Subject: Melanie Calloway's Non-Concurrence
Attachments: ML0O911701041.pdf

This is publicly available
as ML091170104

Tknow Metanie but | have never spoken to her. She is a Deputy Division Director which places her three ievels
‘_i'above me m the food chain.

'Attach d is her 2009-04-06 non concurrence.

"'-Her.e_mailzaddress is: Me!anie.Gaiimwav@nrc*gg_\_r. Her phone number is: 301-415-1183.

twould. hOpe that she'd welcome the chance to speak with you, but | don't know her well enough to know what

' she 's. !lkely to do.

She, was one of the many NRC people copied on my 2012-09-18 letter to the Chairman. She can certamly assess

' for Yo 'where my.concerns are valid and where my arguments are weak. Whether or not she wili, do not know;
: Ffb

. mg her Non-Concurrence | believe she shares the same concerns | do, but things may have changed
since 2009.
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Criscione, Lawrence
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 8:08 PM
‘McGee, Jim (HSGACY

Richard Perkins - 301-801-1237

Inspector General Letter[1].pdf

Richard Perkms {Richard.Perkins@nrc.gov) was the lead author for the Gl 204 Screening Report. Attached is a
ietter he sent to the NRC Inspector General on 2012-09-14 concerning redactions to the report.

' ._ ; ;Richm_jd ‘would-be willing to speak with you. His email files have the detalls conterning the routing of the
port and the various meeting concerning redactions to it.

eport was finalized on March 10, 2011 which was the day before the earthquake and tsunami which
tnggered the Fukushima accident.

The. reason the report is redacted is because Richard refused to edit it. As the report circulated through the
Various. ofﬂces for concurrence, the offices requested that certain sections be removed of grossly edited. Richard

"fought back and ‘basically got his way In terms of the completeness of the report. However he lost in terms of it

bemg redacted {which he also opposed). But if he would have caved in there would have been no need to redact
the reportfbecause there would have been no examples in it of the enormous {from.a nuclear perspective
compared to many other hazards they are small) risks associated with a few nuclear plants due to dam failure.

Ru:hard wor_ked at the Nuclear Weapons Council for aimost two decades Every day most.of his work revo!ved

'iand collabaranve You cannot have the credtbmty necessary to regulate nudear power without bemg transparent.'"-.: .
_-and;you will not be effective wuthout collaborative eﬁorts across many disciplines of expertise.

: :more documents {e.g. correspondence between Duke Energy and the NRC) but sending them all would be
-overwhelmmg for you. There’s only about a dozen, but some of them are 40 pages and more. If there'is anything
more you think you need, just let me know.

BlIS




Richard M. Perkins, P.E.

“Division of Risk Analysis

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Septemﬁer 14, 2012

Hubert T. Bell

Office of thesinspector General

U.S..Nuclear Regulatory Commission, MS 05-E13
11555 Rockvilie Pike

Rockville MD 20852

Dear Mr. Beli,
Subject: Concealment of Significant Nuclear Safety information by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

| allege that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has intentionally mischaracterized relevant and
noteworthy safety information as sensitive, security information in an effort to conceal the information
from:the:public. This action occurred in anticipation of, in preparation for, and as part of the NRC's
response ‘to a Freedom of Information Act request for information concerning the generic issue
gat:on on FIoodlng of U S. Nuclear Power Plants Followmg Upstream Dam Farlure Speciﬁcanv

mation is.of a general descriptive. nature or Is strictly re!evam to the safety of US. nuc%ear
: personnel, and members of the public. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff. has
an-*effort to mischaracterize the information as security sensitive in-order to justify withhotdmg
_hc reiease usmg certain exemptrons spec!ﬁed in the Freedom of information Act Ewdence

correspondence withm the NRC, and e-malil correspondence with other Govemment agencnes The: ‘Nuclear.
Reguie__tory Commission staff may be motivated to prevent the disclosure of this safety-information'to the -
‘public:béecause it will embarrass the agency. The redacted information includes discussion of,:and excerpts
from, NRC official agency records that show the NRC has been in possession of relevant, notable,and =
ederoga;ory.sa'fety information for an extended period but falled to properly act on it. Concurrently, the
NRC:concealed the information from the public.

'hls concern invoives a violation of faw and is not reiated to a techmcal oplmon or dlstmctron Tam

consider thxs aﬂegation 1o be pubhc information,

Resgectfully submitted,
/“%,lf’“

S ,“""'u :

Richard H. Perkins
Enclosure: Response to Freedom of Information Act / Privacy Act Request, 2012-0106, Final
cc: Rep. Donna Edwards,

8730 Georgia Avenue, Suite 610
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910




McGee, Jim (HSGAC) [Jim McGee@hsgac.senate.gov]
Thursday, September 20, 2012 6:01 PM

Criscione, Lawrence

RE: Update on Jocassee Dam contacts

Inspection of Oconee ML11187A122.pdf; NRC Post Fuk Order: ML12054A735.
NRC Post Fuk Request for Hazard Assessments ML12053A340.pdf - =~ *

e s ST s

“estimates of risk include earthquakes or seismic risks? See page 9 of screening study

xpand-this GI study to include the other plants? See page 21 of screening study

T T

A '.5-Crisclon_e, Lawrence fmanto Lawrence Crlscigne@nrg,ggg]
ent: ‘Ehursday, September 20; 2012 1:31 PM

.’-SUbJect Update on Jocassee Dam contacts

Jim,

Yesterday | told you the NRC's Dam Safety Officer was George Wilson. Earlier this year he turned over to Kenheth
‘Karwoski (301-415-2752, Kenneth Karwoski@nrc.gov).

| spoke with George Wilson this morning {1 had never met him until today). He informed me that in addition to
the Department of Homeland Security, the NRC also sent the GI 204 Screening report to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission. He said that it is possible that FERC was the source of the redactions and not DHS,




: '_Tennessee Valtey

) don t know exactly what was told to Michal, but ’'m under the impression that the NRC ciarmed the redact:ons

U -.'-'aﬁ other affectéd sites. thholdmg a detailed drawing showmg the weak areas of Jocassee:Dam ’Is on thmg, N
- -'w!thhoidmg merely ‘the failure probability of that dam due to natural phenomena is something ennreiy dlfferent. '

Larry




ML111330175

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1|
245 PEACHTREE CENTER AVENUE NE, SUITE 1200
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-1257

May 13, 2011

Mr. T. Preston Gillespie, Jr.
Site Vice President

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Oconee Nuciear Station
7800 Rochester Highway
Seneca, SC 29672

SUBJECT: OCONEE NUCLEAR STATION — NRC TEMPORARY INSTRUCTION 2515/183
INSPECTION REPORT 05000269/2011014, 05000270/2011014,
05000287/2011014

Dear Mr. Gillespie:

On April 29, 2011, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) completed an inspection at
your Oconee Nuclear Station using Temporary Instruction 2515/183, “Follow-up to the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Event.” The enclosed inspection report
documents the inspection results which were discussed on May 12, 2011, with you and other
members of your staff.

The objective of this inspection was to promptly assess the capabilities of Oconee to respond to
extraordinary consequences similar to those that have recently occurred at the Japanese
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station. The results from this inspection, along with the results from
this inspection performed at other operating commercial nuclear plants in the United States, will
be used to evaluate the U.S. nuclear industry’s readiness to safely respond to similar events.
These results will also help the NRC to determine if additional regulatory actions are warranted.

All of the potential issues and observations identified by this inspection are contained in this
report. The NRC's Reactor Oversight Process will further evaluate any issues to determine if
they are regulatory findings or violations. Any resulting findings or violations will be documented .
by the NRC in a separate report. You are not required to respond to this letter,



DEC 2

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC's “Rules of Practice,” a copy of this letter and its
enclosure will be made available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public
Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records (PARS) component of NRC's document
system (ADAMS), accessible from the NRC Web site at http.//www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/adams.html (the Public Electronic Reading Room).

Sincerely,

/RA/

Jonathan H. Bartley, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1

Division of Reactor Projects

Docket Nos.: 50-269, 50-270, 50-287
License Nos.: DPR-38, DPR-47, DPR-55

Enclosure: NRC 05000269/2011014, 05000270/2011014, 05000287/2011014

cc w/encl: (See page 3)



DEC 2

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC's “Rules of Practice,” a copy of this letter and its
enclosure will be made available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public
Document Room or from the Publicly Availabie Records (PARS) component of NRC’s document
system (ADAMS), accessible from the NRC Web site at htip://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/adams.htm! (the Public Electronic Reading Room).

Sincerely,

/RA/

Jonathan H. Bartley, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1
Division of Reactor Projects

Docket Nos.: 50-269, 50-270, 50-287
License Nos.: DPR-38, DPR-47, DPR-55

Enclosure: NRC 05000269/2011014, 05000270/2011014, 05000287/2011014

cc wiencl: (See page 3)

X PUBLICLY AVAILABLE 0 NON-PUBLICLY AVAILABLE O SENSITIVE X NON-SENSITIVE

ADAMS: 0 Yes ACCESSION NUMBER:__ML111330175 1 SUNSIREVIEW COMPLETE

OFFICE RI.DRP RI:DRP RI:DRP RILDRP RI:DRP

SIGNATURE Via email Via email Via email Via email JHB /RA/

NAME ASabisch GOttenberg KEliis EStamm JBartley

DATE 05/13/2011 05/12/2011 05/13/2011 05/12/2011

E-MAIL COPY? YES NO|[ YES NO| YES NO| YES NO| YES NO|. YES NO| YES




DEC
cc w/encl:

Division of Radiological Heaith

TN Dept. of Environment & Conservation
401 Church Street

Nashville, TN 37243-1532

David A. Baxter

Vice President, Nuclear Engineering
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

Kent Alter

Regulatory Compliance Manager
Oconee Nuclear Station

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

Sandra Threatt, Manager

Nuclear Response and Emergency
Environmental Surveillance

Bureau of Land and Waste Management
Department of Health and Environmental
Control

Electronic Mail Distribution

Scott L. Batson

Station Manager

Oconee Nuclear Station
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

Terry L. Patterson

Safety Assurance Manager
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

Charles Brinkman

Director

Washington Operations
Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

Tom D. Ray

Engineering Manager
Oconee Nuclear Station
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Electronic Mail Distribution

County Supervisor of Oconee County
415 S. Pine Street :
Walhalla, SC. 29691-2145

W. Lee Cox, Ul

Section Chief
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION Il
Docket Nos: 50-269, 50-270, 50-287
License Nos: DPR-38, DPR-47, DPR-55
Report Nos: - 05000269/2011014, 05000270/2011014, 05000287/2011014
Licensee: Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
Facility: Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3
Location:. Seneca, SC 29672
Dates: March 23, 2011, through April 29, 2011

Inspectors: A. Sabisch, Senior Resident Inspector
: G. Ottenberg, Resident Inspector
K. Ellis, Resident Inspector

Approved by: Jonathan H. Bartley, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1
Division of Reactor Projects
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INSPECTION RESULTS

IR 05000269/2011-014, 05000270/2011-014, 05000287/2011-014; 03/23/2011 — 04/29/2011;
Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3; Temporary Instruction 2515/183 - Follow-up to the
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Event

This report covers an announced Temporary Instruction. (T1), inspéction conducted by the

resident inspectors. The NRC's program for overseeing the safe operation of commercial
nuclear power reactors is described in NUREG-1649, "Reactor Oversight Process.”

INSPECTION SCOPE

The intent of the Tl is to provide a broad overview of the industry's preparedness for events that
may exceed the current design basis for a plant. The focus of the Tl was on (1) assessing the
licensee’s capability to mitigate consequences from large fires or explosions on site, (2)
assessing the licensee's capability. to mitigate station blackout (SBO) conditions, (3) assessing
the licensee’s capability to mitigate intemnal and external flooding events accounted for by the
station's design, and (4) assessing the thoroughness of the licensee's walk downs and
inspections of important equipment needed to mitigate fire and flood events to identify the
potential that the equipment's function could be lost during seismic events possible for the site..
If necessary, a more specific follow-up inspection will be performed at a later date.

INSPECTION RESULTS

All of the potential issues and observations identified by this inspection are contained in this
report. The NRC's Reactor Oversight Process will further evaluate any issues to determine if
they are regulatory findings or violations. Any resulting findings. or viclations will be documented
by the NRC in a separate report.
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recently performed at the facility the

03.01 Assess the licensee’s capability to mitigate conditions that result from beyond design basis events, typically bounded by
security threats, committed to as part of NRC Security Order Section B.5.b issued February 25, 2002, and severe accident
management guidelines (SAMGs) and as required by Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) 50.54(hh). Use
Inspection Procedure (IP) 71111.05T, “Fire Protection (Triennial),” Section 02.03 and 03.03 as a guideline. If IP 71111.05T was

inspection. Particular emphasis should be placed on strategies related ta the spent fuel pool. The inspection should include, but not
be limited to, an assessment of any licensee actions to:

inspector should review the inspection results and findings to identify any other potential areas of

Licensee Action

Describe what the licensee did to test or inspect equipment.

a. Verify through test or inspection
that equipment is available and
functional. Active equipment
shall be tested and passive
equipment shall be walked down
and inspected. It is not
expecled that permanently
installed equipment that is
tested under an existing
regulatory testing program be
retested.

This review should be done for a
reasonable sample of mitigating
strategies/equipment.

The licensee identified e ui ment re uired to address'B.5.b events as well as those
considered to.be “be_ond desi_n basis™ and covered under Oconee Severe Accident
Guidelines (OSAG) for mspechon & testing. Testing of permanently installed equipment
was verified to be current and did not have any outstanding deficiencies. Equipment used
to implement B.5.b mitigation strategies was reviewed to ensure the equipment was
available and functional. Active equipment (e.g., Hale pumps) was tested and all passive
equipment in the procedures was walked down, verified to be in-place, and in good
condition. Vehicles designated for transporting the equipment were verified to be available;
the pathways they would use were unobstructed and would remain so following an event;
and were the correct ones to use.
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4

Describe inspector actions taken to confirm equipment readiness (e.g., observed a test,
reviewed test results, discussed actions, reviewed records, efc.).

The inspectors reviewed the resuits of the licensee’s walkdowns and performed walkdowns
of selected procedures to ensure the required equipment was properly staged and ready for
use. The walkdowns were done without prior review of the licensee’s results to provide for
an independent assessment of the equipment’s readiness and availability..

The inspectors observed the functional test of the second Hale pump and reviewed testing
that the licensee performed in mid-March which included test procedures and any work
orders resulting from the testing.

Following completion of the walkdowns, the inspectors reviewed the results of the licensee's
walkdowns to assess issues the licensee had identified and the actions that had been taken
or initiated to address them. The inspectors met with the licensee to discuss any additional
issues the inspectors had identified during their independent walkdowns and ensured the
issues were entered into the licensee’s Corrective Action Program (CAP).

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

in general, all required equipment in the station procedures was available and functional
with a few. minor issues noted as a result of the licensee’s and inspector's walkdowns. The
licensee incorporated the observations resulting from the inspector walkdowns into their
CAP and will address them in conjunction with the issues they identified.
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Licensee Action

Describe the licensee's actions to verify that procedures are in place and can be executed
(e.qg. walkdowns, demonstrations, tests, etc.)

b. Verify through walkdowns or
demonstration that procedures
to implement the strategies
associated with B.5.b and 10
CFR 50.54(hh) are in place and
are executable. Licensees may
choose not to connect or
operate permanently installed
equipment during this
verification.

This review should be done for a
reasonable sample of mitigating
strategies/equipment.

The licensee reviewed several groups of procedures including the OSAG, Accident
Mitigation (AM) guidance, Extensive Damage Mitigation (EDM) procedures, Loss of Spent
Fuel Cooling and/or Level procedures and Beyond Design Basis Mitigation Strategies
(BDBMS). Personnel from operations, maintenance and engineering performed walkdowns
of these procedures to ensure the guidance / direction could be performed as written. An
issue affecting the option to vent the Unit 2 reactor building (RB) pressure when in the
OSAG procedures was identified and entered into the licensee's CAP for resolution.

A table top review of the EDM and the Loss of Spent Fuel Cooling and/or Level Abnormal
Operating Procedures (APs) was performed followed by an actual walkdown of all field
actions to ensure the actions called for could be performed as directed and that the
necessary equipment was in fact available.

The BDBMS were all walked down to ensure the guudance provided was clear and that the
required equipment was available.

Procedures governing actions called for by Security personnel, providing access past
security barriers. or the use of Security vehicles to transport severe damage mitigation

‘equipment were reviewed and walked down to verify they could be performed as written.
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Describe inspector actions and the sample strategies reviewed. Assess whether
procedures were in place and could be used as intended.

The inspectors reviewed the B.5.b, EDM, BDBMS, and the OSAG strategies and performed
independent reviews and walkdowns of selected procedures to ensure the actions were
clear, executable as written, and reflected the current plant conditions. The walkdowns
were done without prior review of the results of the licensee’s walkdowns and table top
reviews to provide for an independent assessment of the procedures required to implement
the strategies associated with B.5.b and 10 CFR 50.54(hh). The inspectors determined that
the procedures were in place and executable.

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

The licensee identified some issues durin_ the walkdown and review of the rocedural
_uidance and instructions. Corrective actions were immediatel_ initiated to address
discre ancies; i.e., rocedures revised, communications sent out, or chan_es made-as to
where s ecific e ui ment or sup lies were sta_ed. ltems fla__ed as “Enhancements” were
collected and were evaluated for prioritization; development of corrective actions and
resolution. For areas that were identified as having “Discrepancies” or "Enhancements,” the
inspectors reviewed the immediate actions taken as well as the proposed corrective actions
intended to address the identified issues.

The licensee incorporated the observations resulting from the inspector walkdowns into their
CAP and plans to address -them in conjunction with the issues they identified.
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Licensee Action

Describe the licensee’s actions and conclusions regarding training and qualifications of
operators and support staff.

¢. Verify the training and
qualifications of operators and
the support staff needed to
implement the procedures and
work instructions are current for
activities related to Security
Order Section B.5.b and severe
accident management
guidelines as required by 10
CFR 50.54 (hh).

The licensee reviewed the training and qualification matrix for members of the On-Shift
personnel called out for having training requirements to support responding to accident /
severe event conditions, the Security force, Maintenance and the Emergency Response
Organization.

Due to a deficiency in the process used to maintain the qualification matrix for on-shift
personnel, some qualification lapses occurred. . However, based on the specifics and the
number of personnel involved, it was determined that there was no adverse impact to the
ability of the overall on-shift staff to respond to an event as adequate shift resources remain
available on all shifts to complete these tasks if needed.

The Security Force and Emergency Response Organization training qualification matrices
were reviewed and no members were found to be deficient in their qualifications.

The training qualification matrix for the Maintenance personnel designated as B.5.b and
SAMG responders was reviewed and no members were found to be deficient in their
qualifications.
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Describe inspector actions and the sample strategies reviewed to assess training and
qualifications of operators and support staff.

The inspectors reviewed the results of the licensee’s training and qualification assessment
and independently reviewed a sample of training records for individuals in On-Shift
operations department, the Security force, Maintenance, and the Emergency Response
Organizations to verify that their required training was current and properly documented to
ensure that the individuals were qualified for their assigned tasks.

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

Personnel that were not current with all required training were scheduled for the training
needed to complete their qualifications. They had already been flagged as requiring the
training and had not been assigned to the duty area in their normal on-shift rotation. There
are sufficient personnel that are gqualified to avoid reducing manning below minimum
required levels on all shifts. No other gaps or areas requiring action were identified by the
licensee or the inspectors.

Licensee Action

Describe the licensee’s actions and conclusions regarding applicable agreements and
contracts are in place.

d. Verify that any applicable
agreements and contracts are in
place and are capable of
meeting the conditions needed
to mitigate the consequences of
these events.

This review should be done for a
reasonable sample of mitigating
strategies/equipment.

The licensee had the following agreements / contracts in-place to support the mitigation of
events covered by this Ti: '

Local Fire Departments: Agreement letters were in-place with the four local fire
departments that are designated as responders to the site. They have been selected to
provide response from different directions so that support will be available regardless of
what access roads are not available. The Fire Chief of each department was contacted to
ensure their capabilities to respond to site emergencies as specified in letters of agreement
had not changed or been compromised and all stated that their capabilities had not
changed and confirmed their capability to respond as requested.

Radiological Emergency Assistance Center / Training Site Oak Ridge (REAC/TS) and

Department of Energy: Agreements were in place to provide support and response as
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requested. These agencies were contacted by the licensee and it was verified that the
existing agreements were still in effect and nothing had changed which would limit their
ability to respond as requested.

Vendor Support: The vendor used by all three Duke sites for maintenance of their B.5.b /
SAMG pumps was contacted and verified the agreement to provide repair services for the
pumps if required remained in place and that they were available to provide support.on
demand.

Law Enforcement: Oconee Site Security Management contacted local law enforcement
(Pickens and Oconee County and SC State Law Enforcement Division) and the local
Federal Bureau of Investigation offices to confirm their ability to support the sites security
needs on request.

For a sample of mitigating strategies involving contracts or agreements with offsite entities,
describe inspector actions. to confirm agreements and conlracts are in place and current
{e.g., confirm that offsite fire assistance agreement is in place and current).

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s matrix that documented the verifications performed
to ensure the agreements remained in effect and were understood by the current contact
points for the offsite agencies for which agreements were in place. The inspectors also
independently contacted a sample of the agencies for which agreements were in place to
verify that the specific agreement was current and understood.

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

Based on the licensee’s assessment of this area, no corrective actions were identified. No
issues were identified by the Rls in their review that required immediate actions to be taken
by the licensee.
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Licensee Action

Document the corrective action report number and briefly summarize problems noted by the
licensee that have significant potential fo prevent the success of any existing mitigating
strategy.

€. Review any open corrective
action documents to assess
problems with mitigating
strategy implementation
identified by the licensee.
Assess the impact of the
problem on the mitigating
capability and the remaining
capability that is not impacted.
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Problem Investigation Program reports (PIP) O-11-2808 & 2926: A review of the SAMGs

identified that a 2010 modification removed the piping that was used to vent the Unit 2 RB.
The guidance in the SAMG removed the blank flange from the end of the unused hydrogen
recombiner piping and opened the RB radiation monitor penetration valves to vent the RB
should RB pressure exceed 100 psig. The Unit 2 piping was cut and capped rendering the
reactor building vent path unavailable. The piping on Unit 1 and 3 is still intact; however,
these pipes will also be capped when the tornado modifications are completed.

PIP O-11-2928: A revuew of the ‘e ui ment that would be usedto um water fromfthe__low

unacce table re u:rement under some scenarios. En meenn

ressure in ection LPI .or hl h - ressure in ection HPI rooms in the event of floo :
Auxiliar_ Bunldln |dentlﬁed that the lu_on the sum um s that would be lowered ato the
rooms d|d not fit : an_ outlet in the area. “If the air S stem was not available alternate
ca abilities to remove water usin_ air o erated um s would not be available. The: Iu S.on
all sump pump drop cords were changed to allow them to be. used with the avadable outlets

Work Request 01030170: During functional tests of the sump pumps that would be used to
pump water from the LP| or HPI rooms, the start capacitor failed on two of four pumps
tested. Plans to replace the capacitors are in place and periodic tests are being developed
to ensure the pump will start when required. Alternate capabilities to remove water were
avaitable through the use of air operated pumps.

PIP 0-11-2927: Followin_ a review of rocedures that would be used to maintain spent fuel
ool coolin_ followin - various events, it was reco_nized that when certain Accident
Miti_ation or Abnormal Operatln procedures were bein _ used -the backu s ent fuel pool
level indication would be unavailable if offsite ower and ower from the SSF was.
unavailable whlch would re -uire ersonnel to visuall - venf S ent fuel ool levels
is reviewin_ o tlons hat
could be im lemented.to - rovide level indication wnthout re -uirin_ ersonnel to h cally
enter the SFP area under all conditions. If s ent fuel ool levels are decreasing, this
requirement could impact the ability to determme actuat level.
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03.02 Assess the licensee's capability to mitigate station blackout (SBO) conditions, as required by 10 CFR 50.63, “Loss of All
Alternating Current Power,” and station design, is functional and valid. Refer to Tl 2515/120, “Inspection of Implementation of Station
Blackout Rule Multi-Plant Action item A-22" as a guideline. . It is not intended that Tl 2515/120 be completely re-inspected. The
inspection should include, but not be limited to, an assessment of any licensee actions to:

Licensee Action

Describe the licensee’s actions to verify the adequacy of equipment needed to mitigate an
SBO event. '

a. Verify through walkdowns and
inspection that all required
materials are adequate and
properly staged, tested, and
maintained.

The licensee reviewed the applicable design documents and licensing bases to identify the
equipment required to mitigate a SBO. The plant procedures were reviewed to identify
specific equipment credited for SBO as well as other selected equipment that was expected
to actuate and maintain the units in Mode 3.

Equipment reviewed included the SSF (and support systems), the Class 1E batteries,
circulating cooling water (CCW) components required to support refill of the CCW header,
steam valves credited to close to control cooldown, auxiliary feedwater isolation system
along with related main and startup feedwater control valves, diesel air compressors and
portions of the instrument air system and the turbine driven emergency feedwater system
(although the turbine driven emergency feedwater pump is not credited for SBO, the
licensee stated that it should be available and hence was included in the review /
walkdown). The licensee verified that all of the equipment identified in their review was
available and functional.

Actual testing to address the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations Event Report
recommendation was not performed as the referenced equipment is tested on a periodic
basis under Technical Specification (TS) or Selected Licensee Commitment (SLC)
surveillance requirements and all testing was found to be current.
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Describe inspector actions to verify equipment is available and useable.

The Inspectors conducted independent walkdowns to verify that the equipment calied for in
the applicable procedures was located where it was called out to be, that it was readily
accessible and that it was identifiable based on the description in the procedure or through
the use of markings or signage on the equipment itself. No issues were identified in the
Inspectors' walkdown. of the equipment and supplies staged to mitigate a SBO event.

As stated above, the licensee did not need to perform any testing of equipment as it was all
covered under existing TS / SLC surveillance procedures and all of the testing was current.
As a result, the inspectors did not observe the testing of the required equipment during the
processing of this Tl.

Discuss general resuits including corrective actions by licensee.

The licensee’s review identified the following deficiencies associated with the service air
system: 1) some of the preventive maintenance activities had been deferred several times
and were currently outside of the recommended frequency for performance; and 2) full
system capacity would not be available if one of the backup air dryers was isolated for
routine maintenance. These issues were captured in the CAP (PIP O-11-3218) and actions
are being developed to address them.

An issue similar to that under Section 03.01 was identified based on observations and
feedback from both licensee’s and the inspectors’ walkdowns. To ensure that SBO
equipment was available when called upon, the licensee has initiated several corrective
actions. Areas that are being addressed under these actions include: 1) securing
equipment with the standard EOP tamper seals rather than combination locks; 2)
conducting routine inventory inspections of designated storage areas to ensure equipment
is available as was performed on EOP and EFM equipment; and 3) clearly marking required
equipment and storage areas as being for SBO use and communicating the new markings
to the station staff. '
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Licensee Action

Describe the licensee'’s actions to verify the capability to mitigate an SBO event.

b. Demonstrate through
walkdowns that procedures for
response to an SBO are
executable.

Reviews and walkdowns of procedures including EPs, APs, Operating procedures, and
Emergency Maintenance (EM) procedures were conducted by the licensee to ensure the
procedures could be performed as written and that there were no revisions required. Once
the applicable procedures were identified, the licensee performed a review of DocuTracks to
determine if there were any outstanding changes pending on these procedures.

Describe lnspector actions to assess whether procedures were in place and could be used
as intended.

The inspectors independently performed walkdowns of the procedures to mitigate a SBO
event to ensure the actions were clear and executable as written. Overall, there were no.
issues identified that would have adversely impacted the licensee’s ability to perform the
procedures as written. Two minor items were identified by the Inspectors during the
procedure validation. The licensee initiated corrective actions to address these issues.

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

The licensee determined that all procedures were executable as written. The licensee did
identify several procedural enhancements. that were captured in the CAP and entered into
DocuTracks.
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03.03 Assess the licensee's capability to mitigate internal and external flooding events required by station design. Refer to IP
71111.01, “Adverse Weather Protection,” Section 02.04, “Evaluate Readiness to Cope with External Flooding” as a guideline. The
inspection should include, but not be limited to, an assessment of any licensee actions to verify through walkdowns and inspections
that all required materials and equipment are adequate and properly staged. These walkdowns and inspections shall include
verification that accessible doors, barriers, and penetration seals are functional.

Licensee Action

Describe the licensee’s actions to verify the capability to mitigate existing design basis
flooding events.

a. Verify through walkdowns and
inspection that all required
materials are adequate and
properly staged, tested, and
maintained.

The licensee reviewed, walked down, inspected, and/or tested materials, equipment and
procedures required to mitigate internal and external floods to verify their availability and
functionality. In some situations, periodic testing was verified as current to ensure
functionality. The list of equipment that was inspected was developed based on a review of
licensing basis documents (TS, SLC, Updated Final Safety Analysis Report), Site
Directives, and procedures including operating procedures, APs, EPs and OSAGs.

Describe inspector actions to verify equipment is available and useable. Assess whether
procedures were in place and could be used as intended.

The inspectors performed walkdowns of staged equipment and the associated procedures

that would be used to mitigate internal and external flooding. Several of these procedures

were also reviewed as part of section 03.01 as much of the equipment serves a dual role in
mitigating beyond design basis events and site flooding events.

The inspectors provided feedback to the licensee on some procedures which identified
potential enhancements and/or clarifications that were entered into the licensee’'s CAP.
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Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee.

The licensee identified some issues requiring immediate resolution to restore functionality to
equipment. Work orders were initiated to address equipment-related issues and set on an
expedited schedule to be completed. One example, which was discussed under Section
03.01, pertained to start capacitor failures on sump pumps that would be used to pump
water from the LPI or HP! rooms. Plans were in place to replace the capacitors and periodic
tests were developed to ensure the pump will start when called upon. In addition, the plug
on the sump pump cords was of a different style than the outlets in the general area and
was replaced to ensure they could be used. it was also noted that when the plugs were
replaced the cords had been spliced using an unapproved method which would not have
supported use in a submerged environment.

03.04 Assess the thoroughness of the licensee’s walkdowns and inspections of important equipment needed to mitigate fire and
flood events to identify the potential that the equipment'’s function could be lost during seismic events possible for the site. Assess the
licensee’s development of any new mitigating strategies for identified vulnerabilities (e.g., entered it in to the corrective action
program and any immediate actions taken). As a minimum, the licensee should have performed walkdowns and inspections of
important equipment (permanent and temporary) such as storage tanks, plant water intake structures, and fire and flood response
equipment; and developed mitigating strategies to cope with the loss of that important function. Use IP 71111.21, “Component
Design Basis Inspection,” Appendix 3, “Component Walkdown Considerations,” as a guideline to assess the thoroughness of the

licensee's walkdowns and inspections.

Licensee Action

Describe the licensee’s actions to assess the potential impact of seismic events on the
availability of equipment used in fire and flooding mitigation strategies.

a. Verify through walkdowns that
all required materials are
adequate and properly staged,.
tested, and maintained.

The licensee reviewed, walked down, and inspected systems and components required for
fire suppression and flood mitigation to verify availability and functionality. Also, as part of
this assessment, their seismic vuinerabilities were evaluated.

For fire suppression response, walkdowns and inspections were performed by three teams
which consisted of a system engineer or cognizant person responsible for the areaf/function
inspected and a civil engineer. These teams walked down portable fire protection
equipment and permanent fire suppression components such as hydrants, interior power
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block fire suppression systems and components, and Keowee fire suppression and
components. The walkdowns and inspections addressed material condition (i.e. the
readiness of the equipment to suppress a fire) and the potential for seismic interactions. A
table top drill was performed by Operations of the fire brigade response procedure.

Describe inspector actions to verify equipment is available and useable. Assess whether
procedures were in place and could be used as intended.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s procedural guidance for responding to flooding in
the turbine or auxiliary buildings as well as a seismic event. Areas of the protected area
and power block containing equipment that would be used to respond to flooding and fire

“events were walked down to identify vulnerabilities as a result of a seismic event.

In walking down the applicable seismic or flooding event respanse procedures, the
inspectors identified some areas where additional clarification or guidance was warranted to
ensure the intended actions were performed in a timely and consistent manner. In
reviewing the auxiliary building flooding procedures, the inspectors identified the need to
evaluate the step sequence that would ensure personnel could access components before
they were submerged. The AP did not have direction on where to start searching for the
source of the leak based on the indications received by the operators.

oW

Discuss general results including corrective actions by licensee. Briefly summarize any new
mitigating strategies identified by the licensee as a result of their reviews.
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A review of potential additional pre-planning and staging of equipment such as the Hale

pumps was underway. The relocation of some portable equipment was being evaluated
which would place the firefighting equipment in a more protected, seismically-rated area.
Supplemental protection for fire hydrants was being reviewed.

Scaffolding that could have impacted equipment that would be used for firefighting following
a seismic event was identified. Some was removed and other scaffolds required for in-
progress work was planned to be removed when the work was completed.
Communications have been distributed to groups involved in scaffold installation to prevent
this issue from recurring in the future.

Some of the floodin_ issues identified b_ the licensee resulted from the non-seismic desi_n
of the affected structures s stems and com onents and ma_ be unavailable or dama_ed
followin. a DBE. The licensee did not identif an_ new mitigating strategies to-address
flooding caused by events considered beyond DBE.

Some procedural enhancements were identified by the ficensee during the walkdowns and
tabletops and from feedback received from the inspectors. Procedure Change Requests
were initiated for all identified enhancements/clarifications and corrective actions initiated for
other issues that require correction or review.

Enclosure’




10
40A6 Meetings
On May 12, 2011, the inspectors presented the inspection results to Mr. T, Preston
Gillespie, Jr., Oconee Vice President, and other members of licensee management. The
inspectors asked the licensee whether any materials examined during the inspection
should be considered proprietary. . No proprietary information was identified.

Attachment: . Supplemental information

Enclosure



Licensee

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

KEY POINTS OF CONTACT

K. Alter, Regulatory Compliance Manager

S. Batson, Station Manager

S. Boggs, Emergency Services Coordinator

J. Bohimann, Organization Effectiveness Manager
E. Burchfield, Superintendent of Operations

D. Crowl, Emergency Services

M. Dunton, Maintenance Manager

P. Fisk, Engineering

R. Freudenberger, Regulatory Support Manager
P. Gillespie, Site Vice President

C. Hamlin, Engineering

T. King, Security Manager
B. Meixell, Regulatory Compliance Engineer
T. Patterson, Safety Assurance Manager

"Nuclear Regulatory Commission

G. Hopper, Branch Chief, DRP Branch 7, Rl

LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

The following is a list of documents reviewed during the inspection. Inclusion on this list does
not imply that the NRC inspectors reviewed the documents in their entirety but rather that
selected sections of portions of the documents were evaluated as part of the overall inspection
effort. inclusion of a document on this list does not imply NRC acceptance of the document or
any part of it, unless this is stated in the body of the inspection report.

03.01 Assess the licensee's capability to mitigate conditions that result from beyond design

basis events

- , Date or

Number Description or Title _ Revision
OP/0/A/1106/042 Hale Portable Pump Operation 002
AM/0/A/1300/089 Pumping water from LPI and HP! Pump Rooms in Case of 004

AB Fiood
PT/0/B/0120/032 Field Equipment and Procedure Surveillance 37
SP/0/1303 Security Patrol Requirements, Section 6.5, Security Patroi

Vehicle Availability for Movement of EDM Hose Trailer.
SP/0/1305 Vehicle Barrier System (VBS) Access Control and Search

Requirements

Attachment
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SP/C/1600 Security Event Response
AP/0/A/1700/046 Extensive Damage Mitigation 005
EM 5.1 Engineering Emergency Response Plan, Enclosure F,
Makeup and Monitoring of the SFP and Recovery From a
Boiling Condition and Enclosure U, Loss of SFP Level
EM.5.2 Evaluations by Station Management in the TSC - Beyond
Design Basis Mitigation Strategies
AM/0/A/1300/059 Pump - Submersible - Emergency SSF Water Supply - 008
Instaliation And Removal
AP/1-2/A/1700/035 Loss of Spent Fuel Cooling and/or Level 010
AP/3/A/1700/035 Loss of Spent Fuel Cooling and/or Level 010
RP/0/B/1000/022 Procedure For Major Site Damage Assessment And 011
Repair
AP/O/A/1700/025 SSF EOP 049
EP/1,2,3/A/1800/001B | Station Blackout 37, 39,
37
AM/0/A/1300/059 Pump -~ Submersible — Emergency — SSF Water Supply 8
AM/O/A/3009/12 A Emergency Plan for Refilling Spent Fuel Pools 006
N/A Training records for personnel assigned to the fire brigade,
Emergency Response Organization, Security force and
selected personnel in the Maintenance organization
Emergency Plan, Support agreements in-place with local fire departments,
Appendix 5 local law enforcement and offsite support agencies
03.02 Assess the licensee's capability to mitigate station blackout (SBO) conditions
- . Date or
Number Description or Title Revision
EP/1,2,3/A/1800/001B | Station Blackout 37, 39,
37
AP/1,2,3/A/1107/22 Loss of 1A
OP/0/A/1107/003 100.kV Pwr Supply 077
QOP/0/A1107/003A Furnishing Pwr to Oconee 004
OP/0/A/1107/011F Sharing Startup Transformers 009
OP/0/A/1106/027 Compressed Air - Monitor Operation of Diesel Air 104
Compressors
EM/0Q/A/1500/013 Manual Lowering of Fue! Assembly in SFP
Engineering ECCW system
Calculation 0SC-2322
Tech Spec 3.7.1 Main Steam Relief Valves -
Tech Spec 3.7.3 Main FS Control Vaives & Startup FCVx
SLC 16.10.9, AQVs Required to Support SSF During SBO
SLC 16.9.10 CC & HPI Seal Injection to RC Pumps
PT/1/A/0600/001 Periodic Instrument Surveillance 318
0SS8-0254.00-00-2026 | AFtS DBD:; section 2.1.1.3, Loss of All AC Power, Station
Blackout e
EP/1/A/1800/001B EOP Blackout 037

Attachment




OP/1,2,3/A 1102/010 | Unit Shutdown 206,196,
223
EM 5.1 Engineering Emergency Response Plan
AP/O/A/1700/025 Standby Shutdown Facility Emergency Operating
Procedure
AP/2/A/1700/022 Loss of Instrument Air 037
UFSAR Various sections applicable to this area (Section 8 and 15)
03.03 Assess the licensee’s capability to mitigate internal and external flooding events required
by station design :
- . Date or
Number Description or Title Revision
AP/1,2,3/A/1700/10 Turbine Building Flood 7,7,6
AP/1,2,3/A/1700/30 Auxiliary Building Flood 16, 16,
14
AM/0/A/1300/89 Pumping Water from LPI/HPI Rooms 004

Engineering Manual
53

Beyond Design Basis Mitigation Strategies for External
Flood Mitigation

SLC 16.9.11 Turbine Building Flood Protection Measures
SLC 16.9.11a Auxiliary Building Flood Protection Measures
SLC 16.9.21 SSF External Flood Protection

03.04 Assess the thoroughness of the licensee’s walkdowns and inspections of important
equipment needed to mitigate fire and flood events to identify the potential that the
equipment’s function could be lost during seismic events

. . Date or

Number Description or Title Revision

RP/0/B8/1000/029 Fire Brigade Response 16

SLC 16.9.11 Turbine Building Flood Protection Measures

SLC 16.9.11.a Auxiliary Building Flood Protection Measures

SLC 16.9.21 SSF External Flood Protection

SD 3216 Control of Passive Design Features 0

AP/1-2, 3/A/1700/010 | Turbine Building Flood 7,7,6

AP/1,2,3/A/1700/030 | Auxiliary Building Flood 16, 16,
14

AM/0/A/1300/89 | Pumping Water from LPI/HPI Rooms 4

EM5.3 Beyond Design Basis Mitigation Strategies for External

Flood Mitigation

SLC 16.9.1 Fire Suppression Water Supply System

SLC 16.9.2 Sprinkler and Spray Systems

SLC 16.9.3 Keowee CO2 System

SLC 16.94 Fire Hose Stations

AP/Q/A/1700/005 Earthquake 23

AP/0/A/2000/001 Keowee Hydro Station — Natural Drsaster 5

AP/0/A/1700/006 Naturai Disaster 21

Attachment




Corrective Action Program Documents

PIP 0-11-2789; IER L1-11-1, Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Caused by
Earthquake and Tsunami Assessment

PIP O-11-2808; During review of severe accident mitigation strategies following the Japan OE, it
appears that the reverse osmosis modification removed the hydrogen recombiner piping that the
SMAG document uses 1o vent the U2 RB

PIP 0-11-2925; INPO IER 11-1 required an assessment of the capability to mitigate Beyond
Design Basis Accidents. Part of this capability is the ability to plug a SFP leak per EM 5.2 Encl
1.7. (See detailed problem description). Some warehouse material could not be located during
the assessment performed on weekend of March 19, 20 2011

PIP 0O-11-2926; Documentation of the results of the review of plant readiness for SAMG

PIP O-11-2927, Documentation of the results of the review of plant readiness for loss of spent
fuel pool cooling

PIP 0-11-2928; Results of detailed walk down of Oconee Nuclear station Emergency Plan to
determine current state of readiness to address conditions beyond design basis events

PIP O-11-2931; Independent Nuclear Oversight (INOS) evaluator (ER/EN/CM evaluator)
assistance requested to support the Line Organization at ONS in the development of the site's
response associated with INPO Event Report Level 1 11-1 issued: Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Station Fuel Damage Caused by Earthquake and Tsunami.

PIP 0-11-2995; This PIP is to document all the enhancement items that have not been
previously captured in PiPs 11-2927 (Assessment of SF Cooling per INPO IER 11-1) or 11-
2926 (Assessment of SAMG per INPO IER 11-1).

PIP 0-11-3018; Some SAMG manuals were not up to date

PIP O-11-3020; Results of field walkdowns of fire protection equipment

PIP 0-11-3021; EM 5.2 (Evaluations by Station Management in the TSC - Beyond Design) Encl
1.2 (Portable Spray Strategies) Step 2.6 needs clarification

PIP 0-11-3066; Vehicles designated for movement of the Extensive Damage Mitigation (EDM)
hose trailer

PIP O-11-3142; Maintenance walkdown of the ONS Emergency Plan to assess readiness

PIP 0-11-3263; Walkdowns identified enhancements to AP/0/A/1700/025 (Standby Shutdown
Facility Emergency Operating Procedure).

PIP O-11-3266; Walkdowns identified enhancements to OP/0/A/1107/003 (100 KV Power).
PIP O-11-3269; Walkdowns identified enhancements to EOPs

PIP O-11-3410; Cabinets on CCW intake are close to CCW pumps and SSW piping

PIP O-11-3418; ltems requiring removal were noted on LPSW walkdowns

PIP 0-11-3419; Resuits of EFFM pump run

PIP 0-11-3575; AM/0/A/3009/012A (Emergency Plan for Refilling Spent Fuel Pools) drawings
do not depict current location of security fence.

PIP 0-11-4127; RP/0/B/1000/029 (Fire Brigade Response) was table top validated with
enhancements identified

PIP O-11-4285; Walkdowns and inspection were conducted of systems and components
credited for fire suppression, in response to INPO Event Report 11-1, Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Station Fuel Damage

PIP O-1104389; Long Term effectiveness of changes to the communications standards within
Operations identified during walkdowns and tabletops

PIP O-11-4411; Fire Hose Station was found partially removed from its rack

PIP O-11-4383; Valves identified where a change in torque switch seltings is needed to support
SAMG use

Attachment



ADAMS
AM
AP
BDBMS
CAP
CCwW
CFR
DBE
EDM
EFM
EM
EOF
EOP
HPI

IP.

LPI
NRC
OSAG
PIP
RB

RI
SAMG
SBO
SLC
SSC
SSF
T

TS
TSC

‘LIST OF ACRONYMS

Agency-wide Documents Access and Management System
Accident Mitigation

Abnormal Operating Procedure

Beyond Design Basis Mitigation Strategies
Corrective Action Program

circulating cooling water

Code of Federal Regulations

Design Basis Earthquake

Extensive Damage Mitigation

External Flood Mitigation

Emergency Mainienance

Emergency Operations Facility
Emergency Operating Procedure

high pressure injection

Inspection Procedure

low pressure injection

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Oconee Severe Accident Guidelines
Problem Investigation Program

Reactor Building

Resident Inspector

Severe Accident Mitigation Guideline
Station Blackout

Selected Licensee Commitment
Structures, Systems, and Components
standby shutdown facility

Temporary. Instruction

Technical Specification

Technical Support Center

Attachment
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McGee, Jim (HSGAC) <Jim_McGee@hsgac.senate.gov>

Thursday, September 20, 2012 6:16 PM

Criscione, Lawrence

RE: Update on Jocassee Dam contacts

Documents_Screening Report ML1107404821 - Adebe 9 or later.pdf

P g y--, R e ; RERETAE R

Aiso_ .ould apprecxa!e your guidance on which of the documents on this list may be worth. obtammg I've

?,; ‘highlighted:thosé that look useful, or that strike me as worth seeing. Any thoughts you have along this line
i -would be appreciated.
2
%g Thanks.
H o Jim McGee
Professional Staff/Investigations

R

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af‘faus
202-224-2627

_-Larry, _

R e R O T L ISR T

Won de mdfififhé'fOIIOWIng documents are available:

FREEE

The 1992 FERC inundation study on Oconee

The 2008-and 2010:Duke studies :

The DHS ana!ysns of the Screening Study, or its assessment
Duck-Action Plan to address issues

Was: thgre éarlier GI re: Oconee in 2006, reference a power cable?

sy

se-couple quesrions:

re.a general weakness with the FSAR’s and IPEEE documents for these plants? Or is result of the fact that
*‘most of these were developed several decades ago?

AT

Why didn't estimates of risk include earthquakes or seismic risks? See page 9 of screening study
Did NRC expand this Gl study to include the other plants? See page 21 of screening study

Thanks for your help




:&e&mﬁeﬂmﬁ& oi: Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs

202-224-2627

sam’mwsdav mberzo 2012131 PM
To: McGee, Jim (HSGAC)
Subject: Update on Jocassee Dam contacts

Jim,

Yesterday | told you the NRC's Dam safety Dfﬁcer was George Wilson. Earlier this year he turned over to Kenneth
Karwoski (301-415-2752, Kenneth Karwos ,

| spoke with George Wilson this morning (I had never met him until today). He informed me that in addition to the
Department of Homeland Security, the NRC also sent the GI 204 Screening report to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. He said that it is possible that FERC was the source of the redactions and not DHS.

This has become an issue which | cannot resolve without the assistance of a congressional staffer since it involves one
federal agency (the NRC) saying it Is redacting documents due to the concerns of two other federal agencies (FERC and
DHS).

| was told by George Wilson (the old Dam Safety Officer) that he does not have records of DHS's review from earlier in
the year, but his contact at DHS was Craig Conklin. | don’t know Craig’s phone number, but his email is

Craig.Conklin@dhs.gov.

| don't have a contact at FERC, but attached is a page out of their phone directory. | would think an appropriate contact
would be William Allerton in Washington or Wayne King in Atlanta.

What | desire to know is whether or not there is anything in Section 2.2 (pp. 5-9) of the attached screening report which
(1) mswmes needs to be withheld from the public and (2) FERC believes needs to be withheld from the public.

Mma least two other entities (the TVA and the Army Corp of Engineers) which the NRC sent to review the report,
neither of these entities would have requested redactions to section 2.2 on Jocassee Dam because this ( falls
xméer FERC. The Corp was concerned with dams along the Missouri River and the TVA with dams in the Tennessee
Valley.

| don’t know exactly what was told to Michal, but I'm under the impression that the NRC claimed the redactions to
section 2.2 were at the request of either FERC or DHS. This may be true, but | would feel more comfortable about the
redactions if | knew that DHS and FERC had been specifically contacted and asked to state which parts of section 2.2
cannot be released to the public.

Although there are certainly some merit into not broadcasting our infrastructure vulnerabilities, if you were a resident of
Oconee County, South Carolina | assume you would want to know both the security and the purely safety liabilities
which the Oconee Nuclear Station poses to you. The same is true for the residents of Nebraska and other affected

sites. Withholding a detailed drawing showing the weak areas of Jocassee Dam is one thing, withholding merely the
failure probability of that dam due to natural phenomena is something entirely different.

Larry
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From: | Criscione, Lawrence
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2012 3:06 PM
"!’s‘;\;‘ ) ‘Jim_McGee@hsgac.senate.gov'

FW: Paleofiood info
Seminarg9_Aug232011_Slides.pdf

Here's the slides from a seminar we were given on Paleofiood data from Dr. Cohn of the US Geological
Survey

From: Perkins, Richard

Sent: Friday, September 21, 2012 1:40 PM

To: Criscione, Lawrence

Subject: Paleofiood info

The Value of Paleoflood Information when Estimating Flood Risk

Dr. Timothy Cohn, U.S. Geological Survey
Presented to NRC on August 23, 2011

Slides are attached.

Still looking for bridge failure info.

Richard H. Perkins, P.E.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Division of Risk Analysis

Operating Experience and Generic Issues Branch
Phone - 301/251-7479
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Dr. Timothy Cohn

Tim Cohn serves as a hydrologist in the U.S. Geologic Survey’s Office of Surface Water
and has co-authored more than 35 papers on methods for estimating flood frequency
and other topics. His recent research has focused on use of historical and paleofiood
information to improve flood risk estimates and methods for quantifying the uncertainty
when such data are incorporated into flood frequency studies. He has also worked on
statistical procedures for identifying outliers in flood datasets.

Tim previously served as USGS Science Advisor for Hazards, where he helped
coordinate USGS programs that apply science to the challenge of reducing the Nation's
vulinerability to natural hazards.

Tim holds M.S. and Ph.D. degrees from Comell University and a B.A. from Swarthmore
College.

hn@usgs.qov

tim@ti hn.com
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