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Washington, DC 20555 

Ladies/Gentlemen: 

Dockets 50-266 and 50-301 
Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 
Response to Inspection Report 50-266/02-04 (DRS); 50-301/02-04, (DRS) 
Emergency Preparedness Preliminary White Finding 

Reference: Letter from J.A.Grobe (NRC) to M.E.Warner (NMC) dated April 30, 2002 

In the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) provided Nuclear Management Company, LLC 
(NMC) with the results of an inspection of the biennial Emergency Preparedness exercise conducted 
at the Point Beach Nuclear Plant (PBNP) during the week of February 11, 2002.  

In this report, two examples were identified of an inadequate critique following a graded exercise.  
Our review of these findings confirmed that our critique process is weak and that the findings are 
valid. The results of these findings and the causes will be used to improve the operation of the 
PBNP.  

While NMC concurs with the findings, we respectfully disagree with the NRC characterization of 
the significance of the findings. Based upon our assessment of the issue and guidance provided in 
the NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 0609, we believe this finding should be characterized as green.  
The basis for our assessment and the corrective actions we are taking to address the weaknesses in 
our processes are contained in Attachment 1 of this letter. Attachment 2 of this letter contains 
supporting documentation received from the State of Wisconsin.  

Completed and proposed corrective actions are identified in italics in the attachment to this letter.  
Please contact us if you have questions or further discussion is required regarding our response.  

Mark E. Warner 
Site Vice President 

Attachments 

cc: NRC Resident Inspector NRR Project Manager fro 4$ 
NRC Regional Administrator PSCW



Attachment 1

To the Letter 

From: 

ME Warner (NMC) 

To:

US NRC Document Control Desk 

Dated: 

June 27, 2002

Response to NRC Inspection Reports 50-266/02-04 (DRS) and 50-301 50-301/02-04 
Preliminary Emergency Preparedness White Finding
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NRC Finding 

"The first issue associated with the preliminary White finding was that the licensee did not 
adequately critique the initial PAR. Based on a review of the licensee's exercise scenario manual, 
Section 6 of the licensee's emergency plan, Emergency Plan Implementing Procedure (EPIP) 1.3, 
relevant guidance in Nuclear Regulatory Guide NUREG 0654 and Supplement 3 of this NUREG, 
the Environmental Protection Agency's protective action guides, and the criteria in Nuclear Energy 
Institute (NEI) publication 99-02, Revision 2, the inspectors determined that the licensee's initial 
PAR was incorrect and unanticipated per the scenario and should not be considered as a successful 
Performance Indicator (PI) opportunity. In contrast, the licensee's critique conclusion was that the 
initial PAR was a successful Performance Indicator PI opportunity." 

NMC Response 

Nuclear Management Company (NMC) concurs with this finding.  

We agree the procedure used to make the protective action recommendation (PAR) was ambiguous 
and lacked adequate guidance. Furthermore, the critique of the February 2002 exercise should have 
identified this weakness. The improvements we have taken and are planning to take to address 
these weaknesses are contained in the corrective action section.  

While we agree that the critique was weak and could be improved, we also believe the failure to 
properly critique this PAR had very low safety significance. The very low safety significance 
(green) conclusion is based on NMC's determination that the PAR made by the Dose/PAR 
Coordinator had no affect upon the simulated offsite protection actions taken by the State of 
Wisconsin. Furthermore, while the procedural guidance used to develop the PAR was weak, the 
PAR was technically correct for the given conditions.  

The initial PAR was to evacuate all sectors 0-2 miles around the plant and 2-5 miles in sectors L, M, 
N, P and Q. The minimum PAR for these conditions was to evacuate all sectors 0-2 miles around 
the plant and 2-5 miles in sectors M, N, and P. NMC contacted the State of Wisconsin to determine 
if the initial PAR compared to the minimum PAR affected the State's actions to protect the public.  
A letter dated June 7, 2002, from Mr. Edward J Gleason (State of Wisconsin) to William Yarosz 
(NMC) states: 

"The staff quickly realized, however, the difference in sectors was moot when converted to 
geographic sub-areas, as the area covered by the two recommendations were the same.  
Evacuation out to five miles in sectors M, N, and P and in L, M, N, P and Q both impact 
sub-areas 2, 5S, 5W and 5N..." 

Therefore, although the PAR was not as predicted by the scenario, it did not affect the State's 
simulated offsite protective actions. A copy of the letter is provided as Attachment 2.
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NMC has concluded the guidance provided by procedure was confusing and vague. The procedure 
did not provide clear guidance for selecting the correct downwind sectors for a PAR when using the 
computer dose assessment program. Additional procedure guidance for selection of downwind 
sectors for PARs was available in later steps of the procedure. However, these steps are only 
performed if the dose assessment program is unavailable.  

While the failure to properly critique the procedure weaknesses is a valid finding, the PAR made by 
the Dose/Par Coordinator was correct, and therefore, did not have an adverse affect on offsite 
protective actions.  

The basis for the five sector PAR is as follows.  

EPA Guidance: 

EPA 400, "Manual of Protective Action Guides and Protective Actions for Nuclear 
Incidents" (October 1991) states: 

These PAGs are expected to be used for planning purposes:.. During a real incident, 
because of characteristics of the incident and local conditions that cannot be 
anticipated, professional judgment will be required in their application....  
in some cases evacuation may be useful at projected doses below the PAGs. Each 
case will require judgments by those responsible for decisions on protective actions 
at the time of the incident.  

Class B wind stability class: 

The plume path, based on a Class 'B' atmospheric stability class, affected five downwind 
(2-5 miles) sectors verses the "typical" three downwind sectors. As shown in attachment 3, 
the plume bisected the outer sectors L and Q. This condition required careful evaluation of 
the potential dose to these areas to ensure the health and safety of the public.  

Uncertainty in current and forecasted meteorological conditions: 

Wind direction indications leading up to the point of the initial PAR were variable and 
unstable; shifting the initial exercise wind direction of 091' to 0860 at the time of the initial 
PAR. The 0860 wind direction is very close to the southern edge of sector "N", therefore, an 
additional sector, "L," was included in the PAR. Weather reports given to participants at the 
start of the exercise indicated the wind could shift from the east to the southeast (potentially 
causing the plume to move to the northwest). Therefore, sector "Q" was included in the 
PAR.
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Uncertainty in magnitude of source term: 

At the time the PAR was made, there was uncertainty in the magnitude of the source term 
since the radiation monitoring system (RMS) data for the exercise was conflicting. At one 
point prior to the initial PAR, it was reported that the containment high range radiation 
monitors indicated 3E6 R/hr. This is an indication of severe core damage and would require 
a minimum PAR to evacuate all sectors 0-5 miles and three sectors 5-10 miles downwind.  
Although this reading was determined to be erroneous prior to the initial PAR, and bounded 
the worse case source term and PAR, it contributed to the overall level of uncertainty 
regarding the source term and adequacy of a three-sector PAR.  

Uncertainty in dose projections: 

At the time the PAR was made, the simulated release from containment was unmonitored 
and uncontrolled. Although it was estimated that the core damage involved a gap release of 
fission products, based on a core uncovery time of 15-30 minutes, this type of dose 
projection involves the greatest amount of uncertainty since there is no method to accurately 
quantify the release rate, radionuclide type and amount, and the release duration. This level 
of uncertainty affected the confidence in the PAR formulated by the computer dose 
projection program. Dose projection training information based on NUREG/CR-5247 
indicates that source term uncertainty is most likely a factor of 100-1000, and at worst (for 
unmonitored releases), could be as high as 1,000,000. At the time of the initial PAR, three 
dose projections using valid best estimate inputs had been developed. The PARs developed 
from these projections were: 

1. No evacuation 
2. Evacuation 0-2 miles in all sectors and 2-5 miles in sectors N, M, and P 
3. Evacuation 0-5 miles in all sectors and 5-10 miles in sectors M, N, and P 

Based on his evaluation of these projections, the Dose/PAR Coordinator concluded the 
appropriate PAR was between PARs 2 and 3 described above.  

Initial increases in offsite radiation levels: 

At the time the PAR was made, initial reports from the field monitoring teams showed that 
the offsite radiation levels were rapidly increasing as a result of the radiological release from 
the containment building. Since the time requirement for notification of the State and 
Counties is less than 15 minutes, there was insufficient time to wait for the offsite radiation 
levels to stabilize, or to wait for the field monitoring teams to characterize the location and 
size of the radioactive plume.
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Not severe core damage: 

Since it had been determined that severe core damage had not occurred (based on the fact 
that containment high range radiation monitors were reading < 30,000 R/hr), it was 
determined that a PAR requiring evacuation of all sectors 0-5 miles and three sectors 5-10 
miles down wind was not necessary.  

EPIP 1.3: 

During development of the PAR, the Dose/PAR Coordinator reviewed EPIP 1.3, "Dose 
Assessment and Protective Action Recommendations," Step 3.3 that describes the "typical" 
PAR for 2-5 miles downwind. The EOF Manager and Emergency Director were also 
involved in the review and discussion. They concluded that the release was not "typical" 
(for the reasons stated previously), and that a five sector PAR 2-5 miles downwind was 
appropriate and was allowed by the procedure.  

Based upon the many variables used to make a PAR, the guidance provided by NUREG/CR 5247 
and the guidance provided by EPA 400, the initial PAR made during the exercise was correct and 
would have appropriately protected the health and safety of the public had this been an actual event.  
As a result, we consider the initial PAR a successful performance indicator opportunity.  

Conclusion 

The PAR to evacuate five sectors from two to five miles from the site instead of the minimum, 
typical, three sectors had no affect on the State of Wisconsin's simulated evacuation order. As 
stated previously, the geographic area the State would evacuate for a 3 sector PAR is identical to the 
area evacuated for a five sector PAR. Professional judgment exercised by the participants led them 
to conclude the appropriate PAR should include five sectors rather than the minimum three sectors 
2-5 miles down wind. Furthermore, given the number of variables in developing a PAR using dose 
assessment software and industry guidance for developing a PAR, the initial PAR was correct and 
would have appropriately protected the health and safety of the public.  

Inspection Manual Chapter 0609, Appendix B, Section 4, states: 

Another consideration is that a problem that the critique missed may have had no impact on 
the EP Cornerstone Performance Expectation. In this case, judgment maybe exercised in 
considering a less significant finding, e.g., green versus a white, or no finding.
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It further states: 

In addition to potentially skewing PI data, mistakes in these areas may affect the public 
health and safety (if the event had been actual) in that inaccurate or untimely information 
may detract from State and local public protection efforts. Judgment may be exercised if the 
critique failure is minor and would not have affected offsite protection efforts, but the 
expectation is for the licensee critique to emphasize evaluation of performance in the RSPS 
areas.  

Since the PAR provided did not detract from State and Local public protection efforts, the 
significance of this finding should be changed from white to green.  

NRC Findin2 

"The second issue associated with the preliminary White finding was that the licensee did not 
adequately critique its exercise participants' decision making on the simulated removal of 
non-essential onsite personnel, who were not members of the current shift of emergency responders, 
from the site after all onsite personnel were accounted for." 

NMC response 

NMC concurs that the evacuation of non-essential personnel was not timely and should have been 
identified by the critique. The corrective actions for this item are contained in the corrective action 
section of this letter. As stated in inspection report transmitted from NRC to NMC via letter dated 
April 30, 2002, this is not a risk significant planning standard. Therefore, failure to identify this 
weakness during the critique should be characterized as a green finding.  

Corrective Actions 

1) The exercise and drill critique process has been changed to provide a structured approach.. The 
method was less structured and did not assure that all applicable planning standards would be 
reviewed. Furthermore, it did not assure that the actions taken during the drill would be 
reviewed to determine if they met our expectations for procedure use and adherence and were 
accomplished in accordance with our training. The critique process now specifically examines 
if the procedures supporting the task are adequate or if they require skill of the craft to complete.  
The revised process provides this structure and assures the basis for meeting or not meeting a 
planning standard is documented.  

2) EPIP 1.3, "Dose Assessment and Protective Action Recommendations," has been revised to 
provide additional guidance on how to make a PAR. The specific guidance reduces the 
subjectivity from the procedure to provide for consistent and appropriate PARs.
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3) EPIP 6.1, "Assembly, Accountability, Release and Evacuation of Personnel," has been revised 
to increase the urgency in the evacuation of non-essential personnel. The procedure has been 
changed from, "evacuation and release "shall be considered" to "shall be conducted." 
Furthermore, the procedure has been streamlined to eliminate unnecessary steps that were 
delaying release or evacuation of non-essential personnel.  

4) NMC has performed a self-assessment of the EP program using internal resources. An 
additional audit will be conducted using an independent auditor.
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Attachment 2 

To the Letter 

From: 

ME Warner (NMC) 

To: 

US NRC Document Control Desk 

Dated: 

June 26, 2002 

Letter from the State of Wisconsin



STATE OF WISCONSIN \ DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AFFAIRS• 
WISCONSIN EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

24,00 WRIGHT STREET 
P.O. BOX 7865 
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53707-7865 

June 7, 2002 

Mr. William Yarosz 
KPB Emergency Preparedness 
6610 Nuclear Road 
Two Rivers, WI 54241 

Dear Mr. Yarosz: 

This is in response to your request for infdirnation regarding off-site play during the February 12, 

2002 Point Beach Radiological Emergency Preparedness exercise and more specifically, with 

regard to any impact the plant's three sector vs. five sector protective action recommendations 

made on the state's initial protective action decision-making following the declaration of a 

General Emergency.  

As you know, the state and counties consider a number of factors in making a protective action 

recommendation (PAR). These include, but are not limited to, recommendations from plant 

staff, the independent assessment from the State Radiological Coordinator (SRC), meteorological 

conditions, cause of the incident, populations affected, evacuation route status and 

seasonal/special events populations. For initial PARs, the state and counties use a default PAR 

concept. The default PAR is the initial PAR and is the more conservative of the SRC's or 

utility's recommendation. (This is usually evacuation of the area 360 degrees within two miles 

of the plant and the sub-area(s) five miies downwind.) 

Official notification of an emergency classification level or PAR change is received by the state 

and 'risk' counties via the Dial-Select telephone system. Sector references in an offsite 

notification are converted to geographic sub-areas so that the area affected may be described 

with easily understandable references to landmarks and/or political boundaries.  

During the February 12, 2002 exercise, the plant declared a General Emergency at 10:48, based 

on the loss of three fission product barriers. Official notification of the General Emergency and 

a three sector PAR to the state and "risk" counties was completed via the Dial-Select at 

approximately 11:00. The downwind sectors for this notification were M, N and P. Shortly after 

the notification, the EOF called back the state and counties on the Dial-Select and added sectors 

L and Q to the PAR. The notification containing five sectors was recorded in the State EOC logs 

as the official notification.
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Concurrently, the State Radiological 
Coordinator received detailed technical WM 

information from the EOF via commercial * 

telephone and performed an independent 

assessment of the plant recommendation. He 

quickly determined that he did not have 

sufficient technical information to -N 

recommend a PAR other than the default / 

PAR and thus made this recommendation to / 

the Officer-in-Charge (0IC) at approximately 

11:05. The SRC's assessment included C 

meteorological conditions and his 

recommendation included only sectors M, N 

and P.  

As the OIC directed coordination of PAR L1 

with the "risk" counties, operations staff 

noted the discrepancy between the number of 

sectors in the SRC and plant 

recommendations. Staff quickly realized, < 

however, the difference in sectors was moot 

when converted to geographic sub-areas, as 

the area covered by the two 

recommendations were the same. Evacuation .  
out to five miles in sectors M, N and P and in . .  

L, M, N, P and Q both impacts sub-areas 2, 

5S, 5W and 5N (see map at right.) 

Therefore, the use of the three vs. five sector protective action recommendations in the plant's 

notifications did not affect the areas covered by the protective action recommendation.  

Furthermore, due to the relatively few number of geographic sub-areas, there are relatively few 

wind directions that could result in the area covered by a three sector PAR being different from 

the area covered by a five sector PAR.  

Additionally, it is worth noting that state and "risk" county staff evaluated the Point Beach 

geographic sub-areas following the February exercise and decided to combine areas 2, 5S, 5W 

and 5N into a single sub-area. Reasons for this planning change were numerous, including low 

population density, limited PAR combinations, variable meteorological conditions, and lake 

effect meteorological conditions. While the potential for confusion caused by three vs. five 

sectors PARs was not one of the reasons for this change, this planning change does reduce the 

impact that such confusion could have on PAR decision-making.
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We at Wisconsin Emergency Management are appreciative of the strong radiological emergency 

preparedness partnership with the Point Beach Nuclear Plant. Feel free to contact us if you have 

need additional information about offsite play during the February 12, 2002 exercise.  

Sincerely, 

Edward J. Gleason 
Administrator 

"scm 

pc: Paul Schimdt, DHFS-RPS 
Dan Stefenel, DIHFS-RPS



Yarosz, William 

From: Malmberg, Stephen [MalmbS@ DMA.STATE.Wl.US] 
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2002 10:33 AM 
To: Yarosz, William 
Cc: Borchardt, Lenora 
Subject: Point Beach Exercise Letter 

This is in follow-up to our telephone conversation earlier today regarding 

last week's letter from Ed Gleason to yourself. I talked with players and 

double checked the State EOC exercise logs and agree the last paragraph 

(copied below) on page 1 is inaccurate.  

"During the February 12, 2002 exercise, the plant declared a General 

Emergency at 10:48, based on the loss of three fission product barriers.  

Official notification of the General Emergency and a three sector PAR to the 

state and "risk" counties was completed via the Dial-Select at approximately 

11:00. The downwind sectors for this notification were M, N and P. Shortly 

after the notification, the EOF called back the state and counties on the 

Dial-Select and added sectors L and Q to the PAR. The notification 

containing five sectors was recorded in the State EOC logs as the official 

notification." 

While the is logs indicate that State staff had several discussions with 

plant staff and received conflicting information about which PARs were in 

the plant recommendation, they do not document that there were two Dial 

Select calls containing conflicting informaation.  

I apologize for any confusion this mistake caused and hope :hat the rest of 

the information is helpful in your exercise follow-up activities.  

Have a nice weekend! 

Stephen C. Malmberg 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
Wisconsin Emergency Management 
2400 Wright St.  
Madison, WI 53707-7865 

608.242.3243 (work) 
608.242.3249 (fax)

1
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Attachment 3 

To the Letter 

From: 

ME Warner (NMC) 

To: 

US NRC Document Control Desk 

Dated: 

June 26, 2002

Map of B stability class
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