
~g REgy(4
~o

Cy

n
OlI

V)

+rp+n IP
++*++

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION II
101 MARIETTASTREET, N.W.
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Report Nos.: 50-250/92-17 and 50-251/92-17

Licensee: Florida Power and Light Company
9250 West Flagler Street
Miami( Fl 33102

License No. DPR-31
and DPR-41

Docket Nos.: 50-250 and 50-251

Facility Name: Turkey Point 3 and 4
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~

~A. Gooden

Approved By:
W. Rankin, Chief D te igned
Emergency Preparedness Section
Emergency Preparedness and Radiological

Protection Branch
Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards
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Scope:

This routine, unannounced inspection involved an assessment of
the operational readiness status of the emergency preparedness
program. Specific areas reviewed were: training, independent
audits, key program changes (equipment, personnel, etc.),
maintenance of emergency response equipment and facilities,
distribution of changes to the Emergency Plan, and a review of
licensee actions in response to a previous open item involving
the audibility of the public address system.

Results:

Within the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were
identified. During the exit, the inspector discussed a potential
violation for failure to implement Section 7.1.4.1 of the
Emergency Plan rega'rding the five-year exercise plan for off-
hours exercises (Paragraph 5). The inspector also expressed
concern to the licensee regarding ineffective administrative
controls to ensure that copies of the Emergency Plan Implementing
Procedures (EPIPs) no longer considered controlled documents are
returned to site document control for dispositioning
(Paragraph 2). With the exception of the aforementioned items,

9209020084 920821
PDR ADOCK 05000250
6 PDR



~ ~ ~ ~

2

the licensee's emergency response program appears to be
maintained and implemented in a manner sufficient to protect the
health and safety of plant personnel, the public, and
environment. Management support was a program strength as
evidenced by the use, of site, personnel for the initial staffing
of the Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) to ensure timely
activation and staffing. An additional program strength noted by
the inspector was the licensee's utilization of video monitoring
capability in the Emergency Response Facilities (ERFs) for
observation of incident status updates from the Technical Support
Center (TSC) .



REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*T,
R.
S.

*G.
B.

M'.
D.
G

*V.

*M.
gM.

C.
*L,
*T.

W.
L.

*C
*A.
*F
*E

ntation
Abbatiello, Manager, Site Quality
Beagles, Assistant Nuclear Plant Supervisor
Blitchington, Supervisor, Health Physics Instrume
Casto, Corporate Emergency Preparedness
Haley, Nuclear Plant Supervisor
Hayes, Director, Nuclear Services
Henry, Supervisor, Licensed Operator Training
Hollinger, Manager, Training
Kaminskas, Manager,'perations
Kirkpatrick, Supervisor, Emergency Preparedness
Lacal, Supervisor, Plant Change Control
Mothena, Manager, Nuclear Emergency Preparedness
Mowery, Engineer, Licensing
Pearce, Plant General Manager
Plunkett, Vice President
Prevatte, Nuclear Plant Supervisor
Rodriguez, Security Shift Supervisor
Rossi, Supervisor, Quality Assurance
Taylor, Emergency Preparedness Assistant
Timmons, Supervisor, Security
Weinkam, Manager, Licensing

Other licensee employees contacted during this
inspection included engineers, operators, security
force members, technicians, and administrative
personnel.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

gW. Cline, Chief, Emergency Preparedness and Radiological
Protection Branch

*M. Janus, Reactor Engineer
QW. Rankin, Chief, Emergency Preparedness Section
QW. Sartor, Senior Radiation Specialist
*G. Schnebli, Resident Inspector

+Attended exit interview
'gParticipated in teleconference exit on August 5, 1992

Emergency Plan and Implementing Procedures (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50. 47 (b) (16), 10 CFR 50. 54 (q), and
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, this area was reviewed
to determine whether changes were made to the Plan and



EPIPs since the last routine inspection (August 1990), and
to assess the impact of these changes on the overall state
of emergency preparedness at the facility.
The inspector verified that changes to the Emergency Plan
and selected EPIPs were reviewed and approved by management
in accordance with administrative procedure (0190.86)
governing the review and approval of changes. As evidenced
by the transmittal dates, those Plan changes determined by
the licensee not a decrease in the effectiveness of the
program were distributed to the NRC within 30 days of the
approval date. Since the August 1990 inspection, four Plan
revisions (20, 21, 22, and 23) were submitted for NRC review
and approval. With one exception, each of the
aforementioned revisions were approved. The one exception
was changes incorporated as Revision 23 which at the time of
the inspection were being reviewed by the NRC Regional
Office staff to determine if changes were consistent with
NRC requirements and commitments. The distribution of
randomly selected EPIP changes to the NRC were reviewed for
verification that changes were submitted within 30 days of
the approval date. No problems were noted.

Copies of the Emergency Plan and EPIPs were audited in
the Control Room, TSC, and Operations Support Center
(OSC). The selected documents were determined to be
the current revisions. In addition to the Plan and
EPIPs, the inspector verified that current copies of
select Health Physics Procedures, the INPO Emergency
Resources Manual, Corporate Implementing Procedures,
and other reference documents were available at select
locations.
The inspector discussed w'ith a member of the licensee's
staff procedures addressing notification and
evacuation of the protected area and owner controlled
area. In addition, the inspector interviewed members of
the security staff.. Personnel demonstrated excellent
familiarity with plans, procedures, security force
instructions, and responsibilities of the security
organization in the event of a plant emergency.
However, the inspector noted during the interview with
security personnel that two documents containing EPIPs
(labelled Controlled Document g1 and Controlled

Document 013) used as a reference during the
discussions contained superseded procedures. Controlled
Document 51 was located in the Security Shift
Supervisor's office, and Controlled Document g13 was
located in the Security Library also referred to as the
Security Command Room. This potential violation for
failure to maintain controlled documents current and
up-to-date was discussed with licensee personnel with the





responsibility for implementation of the controlled
documents distribution program. Based on additional
details and a review of licensee supporting documentation,
the inspector determined that a violation had not occurred.
The referenced documents had been deleted from the
controlled distribution list due to the assigned copy
holder's failure to return the document receipt
acknowledgment letter in accordance with Administrative
Procedure 0190.86. However, the assigned copy holder failed.
to return the controlled documents to site document control.
Consequently, the inspector informed the licensee that the

'eferenceditem was not considered a violation, but due to
past problems in this area (NRC Report Nos. 50-250,251/
90-28, and 50-250,251/92-07), this item raised concern as to
the adequacy of the administrative program to ensure that
documents no longer considered controlled documents are
returned to document control and not used in response to
emergencies. In response, the licensee representative with
responsibility for controlled documents submitted a .,

procedural (Administrative Procedure 0190.86) change prior
to the inspector's exit interview. No other problems were
identified.
The inspector requested from the licensee contact
documentation for declared emergencies and Plan
implementations during the period January 1991-June 1992.
According to documentation, three event declarations
occurred: March 13, 1991, July 24, 1991, and December 10,
1991. All three events were declared as Notification of
Unsual Events (NOUE). The inspector reviewed the
documentation for the March 13, 1991 event in the areas of
event recognition, classification, and notifications. The
referenced event involved the loss of offsite power
capability to Unit 4. The inspector noted during the review
of documentation that the followup/termination message was
provided but a State Notification Message Form was not
completed by the Emergency Coordinator. When questioned
regarding the Notification Message Form the licensee contact
acknowledged that the form had not been completed. However,
the completed procedure package for the Emergency
Coordinator did reflect the times for followup/termination
message. Based on the duration of the event (95 minutes)
and the status of 'both units as defueled, the inspector
informed licensee management during the exit that this item
was not being considered as an enforcement item but warrants
management attention for followup and actions during future
events. No other problems were noted. The licensee was
both timely and correct in the event recognition and



classification. Offsite notifications were in accordance
with notification time requirements. No problems were noted
with the initial notification message form. The inspector
had no further questions in this area.

No violations or deviations were identified.
3. Emergency Facilities, Equipment, Instrumentation, and

Supplies (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8) and (9), Section IV.E of
'Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, and Section-2.0 of the
licensee's Emergency Plan, this area was inspected to
determine whether the licensee's emergency response
facilities and other essential emergency equipment,
instrumentation, and supplies were maintained in a state of
operational readiness.

Discussions were held with a licensee representative
concerning modifications to facilities, equipment, and
instrumentation since the last inspection. The inspector
toured the Control Room, TSC, and OSC, and noted that
facilities were in accordance with Section 2.0 of the
Emergency Plan. Regarding equipment and/or facility
changes, the inspector was informed by a member of the
licensee's staff as follows:

The NRC FTS 2000 system replaced the automatic ring
down system (ENS red phone) during May 1992.

An onsite medical facility. with 24 hours staffing
capability had been established outside the protected
area.

- ~ Primary security access point had been relocated.
~ Cosmetic changes were made to the status boards to

bring about consistency within each of the ERFs to
enhance the flow of information.

Computer added to the TSC for monitoring and tracking
the.'power grid levels during an accident.

Video monitoring capability available in the TSC for
transmitting to other locations (OSC, EOF, etc.) to
show TSC status boards, briefings, and other activity
taking place in the TSC.

The ERFs were noted as being maintained in an operational
mode. The licensee's TSC was a dedicated facility located
outside the Control Room envelope. The habitability
requirements for the TSC were provided via the TSC emergency



ventilation system, a dedicated air handling unit equipped
with HEPA and charcoal filters. Additional staff protection
was available via protective clothing, respirators, and
personnel monitoring equipment. The OSC under,non-emergency
conditions provides space for various other plant activities
(e.g., meetings, breakroom, etc.). The inspector reviewed
periodic test documentation for the TSC 'mergency
ventilation system to ensure that the system was
maintained i.n an operational status..In accordance with
Procedure O-OSP-301.2, the ventilation system was being
functionally tested at the prescribed frequency. On a
monthly basis, the licensee was verifying the operability of
the automatic transfer switch and the emergency ventilation .

system; and annually, a test was performed to verify thefilter train flow rate. According to documentation,
various system surveillances were being tracked via a manual
tracking system described in O-OSP-200.1 entitled "Schedule
of Plant Checks and Surveillances."

In assessing the operational status of the ERFs, the
inspector examined protective equipment, and supplies to
determine if the licensee was periodically performing
operational checks and inventories of emergency kits and
cabinets. In addition, completed checklists (Form HP-9) to-
Procedure OS-HP-90 covering the period January 1991 through
January 1992 were reviewed for verification that monthly
audits were performed of health physics equipment and
supplies. Records reviewed indicated that problems
i.dentified during audits were corrected in a timely manner.
Reference documents, emergency kits and/or cabinets, and
field team kits were inventoried, and randomly selected
equipment'was checked for operability. The selected
equipment displayed current calibration stickers and a
successful battery check was obtained. The inspector
verified that the Emergency Notification System (ENS) was

, operational from the TSC to the NRC Operations Center, and
the State Hot Ringdown (SHRD) was operational from the
Control Room to the State'Warning Point. No problems were .

noted. Transmission via both communications systems were
noted as loud and clear. From the Control Room, the
monitoring instrumentation (meteorological
parameters, main stack monito'r, reactor coolant letdown
monitors, and process monitors) for post accident
assessment and dose projection was also noted as
operational.

The licensee's management control program for the Alert
Notification System (ANS) was reviewed covering the period
July 1991 through June 1992. Documentation presented in the
form of a graph disclosed that the calendar year 1991 siren
availability results were greater than 90 percent. The test
records showed that the system was being tested at a



frequency greater than the guidance in NUREG-0654. That is,full cycle tests were conducted monthly rather than the
recommended frequency of annual. The current ANS is
comprised of a total of 41 fixed sirens within the 10 mile
emergency planning zone located in Dade and Monroe
counties.

Based on the above reviews, the licensee's surveillance
program was considered acceptable. However, one item was
discussed with the licensee for consideration as an
improvement item:

Equip emergency kits and/or cabinets with a mechanism
(radioactive check source) for checking the response of
survey instruments in the presence of radiation to provide
assurance that equipment is operational.

No violations or deviations were identified.
Organization and Management Control (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50. 47 (b) (1) and (16), Section IV.A of
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, and Section 2.0 of the
licensee's .Emergency Plan, this area was inspected to
determine the effects of any changes in the licensee's
emergency organization and/or management control systems
on the emergency preparedness program, and to verify
that any such-changes were properly factored into the

- Emergency Plan and EPIPs.

The inspector discus'sed with a member of the licensee's
staff key organizational changes since the August 1990
inspection. Key changes to the normal organization included
the reassignment of Emerg'ency Preparedness (EP) reporting
from the Operations Manager (who reports to the Plant
General Manager) to the Services Manager (who reports
directly. to the Site Vice President). The referenced change
eliminates one level of management in the reporting chain.
EP staff previously assigned as contract personnel were made

'ulltime. The aforementioned changes were considered
positive in view of the additional management attention
available to EP by virtue of the management reporting chain.
The referenced changes would not appe'ar to impact the day-
to-day program implementation of EP in that no changes were
made involving personnel assigned day-to-day responsibility.
Changes to the emergency organization included several
members of the plant staff being assigned to positions
within the EOF initial staffing. The referenced change was
made to ensure EOF activation time and staffing levels in





Table 2-2a of the Emergency Plan. For example, three key
individuals from the site were designated as backup Recovery
Managers. When training reco'rds were compared to position
assignments, no problems were noted.

Changes to the corporate office emergency preparedness staff
involved an elevation in the reporting chain for the
position Manager, Nuclear Emergency Preparedness. Since the
last inspection, one level of management was .eliminated from
the reporting chain providing more. direct involvement with
corporate management. In addition,, the EP staffing level was
reduced by one. Previous staffing included three Planners;
the current staffing is a Manager and two Planners.
Regarding changes to the offsite authorities, personnel

: changes had occurred involving the State Emergency
Management Director, and. the Manager, State Emergency
Planning. Nb changes were noted involving the offsite
support agencies (i.e. fire, medical, et.al.) .

Procedure O-ADM-042,"Emergency Preparedness Activities and
Surveillances", specifies the Emergency Preparedness
Supervisor s responsibilities, and provides guidelines for
the administrative activities and surveillance requirements
for the EP staff. As a management tracking tool to ensure
that various commitments are met, the licensee maintains a
t'racking system known as the Emergency Preparedness Action

. Scheduling System (EPASS). The inspector was informed of the
following program changes or enhancements that were
initiated or fully implemented since the last inspection:

A dedicated offsite monitoring team vehicle was
available for field monitoring purposes.

~ Plant personnel provides initial staffing of the EOF.
New procedures had been issued regarding activation and
operation of the TSC and OSC.

~ The EPIP governing Section 7.0 of the Emergency Plan
regarding maintenance of emergency preparedness was
replaced by an Emergency Preparedness Administrative
Directive (EPAD).

The responsibility for siren system maintenance and
testing was reassigned from the General Engineering
Group based at the licensee's corporate office to the
Protection and Control/Transmission Group located
onsite and elsewhere within the Florida Power and Light
system.

No violations or deviations were identified.



Training (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) and (15), Section IV.F
of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, and Section 7.2 of the
Emergency Plan, this area was inspected to determine
whether the licensee's key emergency response personnel
were properly trained and understood their emergency
responsibilities.,
The inspector reviewed Section 7.2 of the Emergency Plan and
EPIP-20201 for a description of the training program and
training procedures. In addition, selected lesson packages
and training modules were reviewed. According to a licensee
representative, periodic training reviews are performed for
verification that emergency response personnel training is
current and up to date. The results of the review are
compiled in a status report that is provided to appropriate
management for review and/or follow-up actions.

The inspector observed a licensee-conducted simulator drill
in lieu of conducting walkthrough evaluations. A cognizant
member of the licensee's staff .informed the inspector that
the scenario details for the drill were confidential and
unrehearsed. Included as evaluation items were:

Accident assessment and classification
Overall management of the accident by the Nuclear Plant
Supervisor (NPS)
Familiarity with procedures
Timely and accurate documentation, and completion, of
the emergency notification message form

Participants included an entire shift crew for the Control
Room (NPS, Assistant NPS,'eactor Control Operator,
et.al.) . Personnel'emonstrated familiarity with the use
of procedures, plant monitoring systems used in accident
recognition and assessment, and good overall management of
the accident. The event classification was in accordance
with the procedures. The plant casualty involved a steam
generator tube leak with a loss of offsite power which
resulted in a Site Area Emergency declaration.
Notification message forms were completed in a timely
manner. Notification calls to offsite authorities were
simulated by having the Control Room Communicator place the
call to an evaluator/controller in the simulator
communications cell. No problems were noted. Calls were
completed within the r'equired time regime. In response to
the event escalation, the NPS simulated a request to
chemistry for assistance in sampling, analysis, and dose
calculation. When simulated data was provided by the
controller/evaluator, the NPS reviewed the protective action
recommendation (PAR) flow chart and made the appropriate
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PARs. Following the simulator exercise, the inspector
interviewed the NPS to assess the interviewee's
familiarity with PARs based on plant conditions and dose
calculations. No problems were noted. The interviewee
demonstrated excellent familiarity with the PAR flow chart.
In addition to the simulator drill, in view of recent
changes to the NRC ENS (from automatic ringdown- to
FTS-2000), the inspector interviewed members of the Control
Room staff regarding the NRC ENS phone and procedure for
notification to the NRC Operations Center. No problems were
noted. Interviewees were aware of .the new system and the
requirement to enter the phone number for the Operations
Center.

Training records were reviewed for selected members of
the emergency organization. Training records were
chosen based on assignments to the onsite and offsite
Emergency Response Directory dated April 30, 1992.
Seventeen names were randomly selected from various
emergency positions. No problems were noted when
personnel training records were compared with position
assignments and required training modules. Offsite
support agency training was reviewed and no problems
were noted.

The'inspector discussed with the licensee contact the
current exercise program for ensuring that the major
elements of the Plan are tested every five years, including
the start of one exercise between 6:00 P.M. and 4:00 A.M.
every 5 years. The aforementioned exercise program was
discussed in Section 7.1.4.1 of the Emergency Plan. The
Emergency Preparedness Administrative Procedure Manual
(EP-AD-005) and Emergency Preparedness Administrative
Directive Manual (EP-AD-0'04) implements Section 7.1.4.1 of
the Plan. When questioned regarding the last exercise
conducted during the hours of 6:00 P.M. and 4:00 A.M., the
licensee provided documentation to show that the last NRC

graded exercise during off hours was held January 14, 1987 .

(commenced .at 6:00 P.M. and terminated at 1:00 A.M.). In
response to this item, the inspector informed the licensee
contact that based on the January 1987 exercise date, the
next off hours exercise to satisfy the five year period was
January 14, 1992. However, the calendar year 1992 exercise
was held May 1992 and commenced at 7:15 A.M. rather than
between 6:00 'P.M. and'4:00 A.M. The inspector was informed
by a member of the licensee's staff that the lack of
guidance regarding the five year rule resulted in a
misunderstanding of the due date for the next off hours NRC

graded exercise. According to the licensee's
interpretation, the next exercise starting between the hours
of 6 A.M. and 4 P.M. must be conducted prior to the end of
calendar year 1993. The inspector indicated that this
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.interpretation was not consistent with the NRC
interpretation of the starting and ending period for such
exercises. During the exit interview held on July 24, 1992
(see Paragraph 8), the licensee was informed by the
inspector that, a preliminary review of this issue would
appear to result in a potential violation for failure to
implement Section 7.1.4.1 of the Emergency Plan regarding
the conduct of exercises. On August 5, 1992, discussions
were held involving the licensee and Region II staff. Based
on the licensee commitments and additional details, a
determination was made by Regional management that a
violation had not occurred. The licensee representative
(Manager, Nuclear Emergency Preparedness) informed members
of the Regional staff that an off hours exercise would be
held prior to the end of calendar year 1992, and an
Emergency Plan revision would be submitted to clearly
reflect the exercise elements tested within a five year
period. Additionally, during the five year period, an off
hours exercise will be conducted for NRC evaluation. The
licensee was informed that based on the aforementioned
corrective actions, this item would not be considered a
violation. The corrective actions in response to this item
would be tracked as an Inspector Followup Item (IFI).
IFI 50-250, 251/92-17-01: Verify that actions are
taken to ensure the implementation of Section 7.1.4.1
of the Emergency Plan.

No violations or deviations were identified.
Independent Review/Audits (82701)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(b) (14) and 10 CFR 50.54(t),
this area was inspected to determine whether the
licensee had performed an independent review or audit
of the emergency preparedness program, and whether the
licensee had a corrective action system for
deficiencies and weaknesses identified during
exercises and drills.
According to documentation, several independent audits
were performed since the last routine inspection. The
inspector reviewed audit reports for calendar years
1990 (QAO-PTN-90-054), 1991 (QAO-PTN-91-051 and
QAS-EMP-91-2), and the most recently conducted audit for
1992 (QAS-EMP-92-2) involving the annual exercise
evaluation. In each instance, the audits appeared to meet
the regulatory requirements. Audit findings or concerns
were tracked until resolution.
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The licensee's program for followup action on audit,drill, and exercise findings was reviewed. The
licensee maintains two computerized tracking systems:
a plant-wide tracking system known as the Commitment
Tracking System (CTS), and the Emergency Preparedness
Action Scheduling System (EPASS). The inspector
reviewed a printout of the EPASS dated July 10, 1992,
and noted that the referenced system was effectively
implemented for tracking items to conclusion.

No violations or deviations were identified.
Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701)

(Open) IFI 50-250, 251/91-26-04: Review licensee's
evaluation and actions regarding audibility of,
containment public address system during outage
activities.
The inspector discussed this item for clarification
with a member of the licensee ' staf f, in addition to
plant management during'he exit interview. NRC

'nspectionReport No. 50-250, 251/91-49 incorrectly
stated that appropriate upgrades and plant
modifications would be completed during the Unit 3
refueling outage in'1992. Based on discussions with the
licensee, including licensee documentation, various
administrative controls would be implemented by
December 1992. Hardware modifications were scheduled
for installation during refueling outages. Unit 3
refueling was scheduled for start during August 1992
and Unit 4 refueling was scheduled to commence during
March 1993. Consequently, this item remains opened
pending completion of Unit 3 and Unit 4 modifications.

(Closed) Exercise Weakness 50-250, 251/92-12-02:
Overly .conservative PARs implemented because of
erroneous'eactor vessel data transmitted to the EOF.

The inspector noted during the facilities walkdown that
the status board in the TSC had been modified to
reflect Reactor vessel/Plenum level using a color-coded
scheme to distinguish between vessel head and plenum
level. In addition to the status board modifications,
modifications were made to the Emergency Response Data
Acquisition and Display System (ERDADS), and the
Safety Parameter Display System (SPDS) to reflect the
respective value. The inspector verified that training
had been provided to appropriate personnel regarding
the referenced modifications.
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The inspection scope and results were summarized on
July 24, and August 5, 1992, with those persons
indicated in Paragraph 1. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection
results listed below. Two items (detailed in
Paragraph 2) were discussed with the licensee as
inspector concerns which warrants the licensee's
attention for followup, and one item was discussed
(Para'graph 3) with licensee management for
consideration as an improvement item. The licensee
acknowledged the referenced items would be reviewed for
taking actions as appropriate. In addition, the
licensee acknowledged that details regarding the
anticipated date for completion of the plant page
system (as discussed in Paragraph 7 above) was correct.
The inspector discussed the licensee's Plan commitment
regarding the 5 year exercise Plan (as discussed in
Paragraph 5) and the lack of implementation as a
potential violation. However, on August 5, 1992, the
licensee was advised in a telephone conference that
after further management review of this matter a
violation would not be issued. Dissenting comments
were not received from the licensee. Proprietary
information is not contained in this

report.'tem

N mb r Descri tion reference

50-250/ 251/92-17-01 IFI - Verify that
actions are taken to
ensure the implementation
of Section 7.1.4.1
of the Emergency
Plan (Paragraph 5).

Licensee management was informed that two open items
from previous inspections were reviewed and one item
was considered closed (Paragraph 7).




