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SUMMARY

Scope:

This routine, announced inspection was conducted in the area of emergency
?reparedness. The licensee’s pro?ram was reviewed to determine whether the

icensee was maintaining a capability for emergency detection and
classification, protective action decision-making, notifications and
communications, shift staffing and augmentation, training, and dose
assessment.

Results:

The licensee’s Emergency Preparedness Program was operational and fully
capable of performing its function. Management supported the upgrade of
facility equipment such as, Emergency Warning Siren System (EUSS? Telephone
System (Paragraph 3), and Emergency Response Organization Notification Systen
(ERONS) (Paragraph 5). One Inspector Followup Item (IFI) was identif ed
concerning evacuation route signs within the protected area (Paragraph 7).
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REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted
Licensee Employees

*K. Beale, Supervisor, Emergency Services

*. Bouknight, Emergency Preparedness Specialist

*D. Caviger, General Manager, Nuclear Safety

*C. Counts, Emergency Preparedness Coordinator

*R. Fowlkes, Mana?er Nuclear Licensing

*A. Koon Jr., Nuclear Operations Department Project Coordinator
*C. McKinnez. Licensing

*R. Myers, Emergency Preparedness Specialist

*K. Nettles, General Manager, Station Support

*H., 0'Quinn, Nuclear Plant Services

*M. Quinton, General Manager, Emergency Services

*G. Taylor, General Manager, Nuclear Plant Operations

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection included
members of the emergency response organization, tra.ning staff, and
office personnel.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

*F. Cantrell, Section Chief, Division of Reactor Projects, Region Il

*W. Cline, Chief, Radiation Protection and Emergency Preparedness Branch,
Region 11

*T, farnholtz, Intern, Division of Reactor Projects

*B. Haag, Senior Resident Inspector

*Attended exit meeting

Abbreviations and Acronyms used in this report are listed in the last
paragraph.

Emergency Detection and Classification (82201)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4) and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,

Sections IV.B and IV.C and Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654, this program area

was inspected to determine if the licensee had reviewed the EALs with

State and local authorities as required, and if classification

?:ocedures had provisions for prompt and accurate classifications by the
censee.

The inspector verified that the licensee’s notification procedures
included criteria for initiation of offsite notifications and for
development of PARs. The notification procedures required that offsite
notifications be made promptly after declaration of an emergency.
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The inspector reviewed a letter dated July 30, 1992, from the State of
South Carolina Military Departmert, Emergency Preparedness Division that
stated the latest revision of EPP-001 (Revision 21) had been reviewed by
the appropriate state and local authorities. There were no comments and
all parties concurred.

Ne violations or deviations were identified.
Notification and Communication (82203)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(5) and (6) and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,
Section IV.D., this area was inspected to determine whether the licensee
was maintaining a capability for notifying and communicating (in the
event of an emergency) among its own personnel, with offsite supporting
agencies and authorities, and with the population within the EPZ.

The inspector reviewed documents indicating that the licensee had
performed the required weekly silent test, monthly growl test and annual
full actuation test. 1In 1991, the annual operability of the EWSS system
was 88.9%. The licensee informed FEMA that the EWSS did not meet the
90% operability requirement for the EWSS as stated in FEMA REP 10. The
licensee informed FEMA that they were in the process of upgrading the
EWSS with a new radio recefver actuation and feedback system. The
inspector reviewed a letter from FEMA Region IV to NRR which discussed
the Ticensee failure to meet the guidance of FEMA-REP-10 “Guide for the
fvaluation of Alert and Notification Systems for Nuclear Power Plants."
In the letter, FEMA did not require any action based on the licensee
upgrade of the system. The licensee successfully completed a full
actuation modification acceptar-e test of the EWSS on January 23, 1992,
and an annual full actuation test on June 3, 1992. The inspector
reviewed documentation that indicated since the system upgrade,
operability of the EWSS had increased to 96.3% in 1992.

The inspector discussed with the lTicensee the 75% minimum operability
criteria in EPP-022, The licensee stated that the criteria on1{ a ﬁlied
to single test and the criteria was chosen based on the original F
system operability test. The system passed the FEMA operability test if
75% of the local residence surveyed stated that they could hear the
sirens.

The inspector noted when calculating the operability factor for the
EWSS, (number of sirens that function properly divided by .he total
number of sirens), the licensee subtracted from the denominaior, the
number of sirens known to be out of service. This in affect increased
the apparent operability factor. The accepted method of calculating
siren operability was discussed with the licensee. Th» licensee stated
that the 1992 data had been recalculated, and no credit was taken for
known inoperable sirens. The Ticensee stated they will cuntinue to use
the total number of installed sirens when calculating EWSS system
operability.
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The iuspector reviewed documentation indicating satisfactory completion
of the required annual radio check to schools within the EPZ.

In response to the loss of norma! power to the telephone system, the
inspector, with the assistance of a licensee engineer, reviewed the
operation of the power supply to the EWSS radio transmitter. The
transmitter sends a radio signal to actuate the individual sirens.
Licensee drawings E-206-048 indicate that the EWSS radio transmitter
receives 1t’s power from UPS "A" which is supplied from 480V switchgear
A or B through a manual transfer switch. UPS "A" also had a battery
backup. The inspector did not identify any concerns.

The Ticensee had contracted MM and Associates to evaluate evacuation
times based on tne 1990 cen‘us., HMM and Associates will use data from
the Central Midland Committee (four counties within the EPZ) in
conjunction with the 1990 consus data. The inspector reviewed a letter
from HMM Associates (December 8, 1992) and discussed with the licensee
the scope of HMM Associates contract., The contract was to:

. survey the road system in the 10 mile EPZ

. veview the population changes from a total vehicle standpoint and
compare *his to ths current ETE

' collect 1990 cens ' : data

. survey of the schools and businesses in the EPZ

. when the demographic study is complete, compare the results to the

1983 ETE population data

The letter indicated that evaluation should be completed in the first
quarter of 1993,

The reactor trip and loss of BOP power on January 12 resulted in loss of
normal power to the telephone system and placed the teiephone system on
its backup battery power supply. The operability of the telephone
system became a concern because it is the principal means of notifying
offsite agencies of site emergency situations. Approximately twenty
minutes following the trip, the licensee made an announcement over the
paging system askiny all personnel to limit their usage of the
telephones. After approximately one hour, the battery voltage had
decreased from approximately 50VDC to 45VDC. voltage had decreased to
43VDC when normal power was restored. The telephcne system fails when
power drops to 37VDC. The Tength of time that the battery was capable
of powering the system had been reauced because of major upgrades to the
telephone system. While reviewing diagrams of the communication system,
the inspector noted that the ESSEX (microwave) telephone system shared
the same battery charger and battery power supply as the normal
relephone exchange. Also, further review revealed that the battery is
aot maintained by a periodic maintenance program. These issues were
discussed with the licensee. The licensee noted the inspector’s
comments and veferenced a communication power supply modification
package, MRF .22416 "DC Power for Telephone system". The inspector
reviewed the pickage and observed that three new battery chargers, which
were part of the modification package, had been mounted, ready for
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electrical hookug. The licensee stated that new, larger capacity
batteries were already on site and that installation of the syste.
should be completed before the outage in March. The system engineer in
charge of the modification stated that the new battery had a

1680 Ampere-hour rating and that the calculated full load of the
telephone system, as built, is approximately 100 amps. Based on the
battery 1600 Ampere-hour rating and the system load of 100 amps, this
modification would give the onsite telephone system a 16 hour backup
power supply. The system engineer stated that when the new system is
installed, a periodic maintenance program on the battery would be
implemented,

The inspector and a licensee representative toured the TSC and the EOF.
The inspector observed the placement (storage) and condition of the
procedures required in the TSC and the EOF. The inspector vorified the
placement of radio stations, telephones, dose computers, facsimile
machines, and requested the licensee to demonstrate the operability of
SPOS computer terminals. Based on the general appearance and the
operational demonstration of randomly selected equipment, the inspector
concluded that the [SC and EOF appeared to be properly maintained and in
a condition of operational readiness.

No violations or deviations were identified.
Shift Staffing and Augmentation (82205)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,

Section IV.A and IV.C, this area was inspected to determine if shift
staffing for emergencies was adequate both in numbers and in functional
capability, and whether adrinistrative and physical means were available
and maintained to augment the emergency organization in a timely manner.

The inspector reviewed the Emergency Planning Telephone Directory and
noted that it was current and was being updated quarterly as required by
the Plan. The inspector randomly selected names of emergcncy personnel
from the emergency phone directory and verified that their phone number
was correct. The inspector verified that positions identified as "#
Required for minimum staffing" in the emergency phone book were
consistent with NUREG-0654 Table B-1 and EPP-23, "Onsite Emergency
Response Center Operation.” No errors were identified.

The inspector reviewed a report of a practice Back-Up EOF activation
drill conducted on Novimber 11, 1992. The report stated that the Back-
up EOF was fully activated in 88 minutes. Although 88 minutes was
longer than the 75 minute goal, the report noted that all of the
principle personnel were in place by 75 minutes. The inspector reviewed
the 10 specific areas evaluated and the lead controller’s 16 evaluation
criteria. The inspector concluded that the licensee evaluation of the
drill was both thorough and objective. The licensee graded the drill as
satisfactory.

No violations or deviations were identified.
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Dose Calculation and Assessment (82207)

Pursuant to 10 CFR £0.47(b)(9), this area was inspected to determine
whether there was an adequate method for assessing the consequences of
an actual or potential vadiological release.

Interviews were conducted with two dose assessment supervisors, one from
the TSC and one from the EOF. Each interviewee was given EPP-005,
"Offsite Dose Calculations," Revision 17, and asked to perform an
offsite dose calculation using both the nomogram and the manual method.
The inspector then compared the two results. The interviees were then
asked to take field team data taken at 3 miles, back calculate the data
to 1 mile and make a PAR based on their calculation. The inspector did
not observe any procedural problems in performing the calculations or
making PARs based on their calculations. The inspector did note the
first interviewee incorrectly used the wrong side of the "time after
shutdown" graph (HR-4) on the whole body nomogram. The dose assessor is
to use the left side of HR-4 if data from G19 Radiation Monitor is used
and the right side of HR-4 if data from Al13/14 Radiation Monitor is
used. There was a large difference in the scaling of the two sides of
the graph. Using the wrong side of HR-4 resulted in a large error in
one of the dose assessor’s calculations.

The inspector noted that the second interviewee had completed dose
assessment retraining the day or the interview. The training covered
dose assessment methods using the nomogram. The first interviewee had
not received the retraining, but was scheduled for retraining at a later
date. The first interviewee received personal instruction from a member
of the [P staff covering the error in his calculation.

No violations or deviations were identified.
Reactor Trip and Partial Loss of Balance of Plant Power Event

On January 12, 1992, the facility experienced a partial loss of balance
of plant power and a reactor trip. The inspector observed the event
from the TSC and focused primarily on potential ciassification and
emergency preparedness issues.

The inspector concluded that no emergency action levels were exceeded,
but, noted the following three issues:

a. The concern over the battery backup power supply to the telephone
system discussed in detail in Paragraph 3.

b. The inspector exited the protected area from the TS.. While
walking through areas that had lost power, the inspector noted
three emergency lighting fixtures that failed to illumi ate. One
hall in the Auxiliary Services Building was totally dark. The
failed emergency lighting was brought to the licensee’s attention.
The 1icensee promptly repaired the failed lights and performed a
complete test of the emeyrgency lighting system in all areas that
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had lost power. The inspector observed the corrective action and
concluded that no follow-up actions were necessary.

B The inspector left the TSC and attempted to follow evacuation
signs while exiting the protected area. The inspector noted that
some of the evacuation signs in the stairwells were missirg or not
immediately recognizable. This issue was brought to the attention
of the lTicensee. The inspector and a licensee representative
walked down different areas of the control building notisg the
placement and size of the evacuation signs. The licensee agreed
that additional signs were needed. The Ticensee committed to
review evacuation routes and clearly place appropriate RED or
GREEN evacuation signs identifying evacuation routes within the
Control Building and the Aux Service Building. The licensee was
informed that the commitment to review and clearly place
appropriate RED or GREEN evacuation signs i1dentifying evacuation
routes within the Control Building and the Aux Service Building
would be tracked as an IFI.

IF1 93-02-01: Review evacuation routes and clearly place RED and
GREEN evacuation signs identifying routes within the Control
Building and the Aux Service Building.

Independent and Internal Reviews and Audits (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) and (16) and 10 CFR 50.54(t), this area
was inspected to determine whether the licensee has performed an
independent review audit of the emergency preparedness program, and
whether the licensee has a corrective action system for deficiencies and
weaknesses identified during exercises and drills.

The inspector reviewed the licensee’s independent audit report of the
Emergency Preparedness Program. The report dated March 9, 1992, stated
there were no findings issued, however, the report identified six
enhancement items that are to be responded to and tracked if needed.

The inspector concluded that the audit met the requirements of

10 CFR 50.54(t). The inspector noted from the report and from
discussion with the licensee, that they are participating in an exchange
program with other licensee’s emergency preparedness groups when
performing their independent audits.

The inspactor reviewed a EP Self Assessment Report. This is a new
program hich the licensee impiemerted to improve the quality of their
program. The report was analytical and objective and was viewed by the
inspector as a proactive step to enhancing the piogram.

Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701)
The inspector reviewed the open items from the previous inspection and

concluded the items could best be evaluated and closed during an annual
exercise inspection. No open items were closed during this inspection.






