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SUMMARY

Inspection on January 19 and 20,1983

Areas Inspected

This routine, announced inspection involved 128 inspector-hours on site in the
area of a radiological emerger v exercise.

Results

In the area inspected, no violations or deviations were identified.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

J. Francis, V.P. Corporate Communications (GO)
J. Willi,sms, V.P. Nuclear Engineering (GO)
C. Woody, Manager Nuclear Engineering (GO)

*K. Harris, Assistant Manager Nuclear Engineering (GO)
*C. Wethy, Plant Manager
*H. Buchanan, Health Physics Supervisor
*D. Sager, Operations Supervisor
*R. Frechette, Chemistry Supervisor
*J. Walls, Quality Control Inspect'on
*P. Bailey, Emergency Planning Coordinator
*J. Maisler, Emergency Planning Engineer (GO)
H. Johnson, Emergency Planning Supervisor' (GO)
H. Paduano, Manager, Nuclear Energy Services (GO)
R. Meck, Emergency Planning Engineer (GO)
R. Spooner, Quality Assurance Supervisor

Other Organizations

R. Wilkerson, Governor's Authorized Representative, State of Florida
U. Clark, Department of Health and Rehabititative Services, State of Florida
A. Hostetter, Bureau of Disaster Preparedness, State of Florida

NRC Resident Inspector

*H. Bibb, RI

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

| The inspection scope and findings were summarized on Janaury 20, 1983, with
those persons 4.:dicated in paragraph 1 above.

3. Licensee Actior, on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected. However, the inspector reviewed actions tLken by the
| licensee on one emergency preparedness improvement item as addressed in
| FP&L's letter of March 5,1982. The status of this item is discussed in the

details of the report.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.
|

|
|

-



-
.

2

5. Exercise Scenario

The scenario for the emergency exercise was reviewed to determine that
provisions had been made to test the integrated capability and a major
portion of the basic elements existing within the licensee, state and local
emergency plans and organization as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14),
10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.F and specific criteria in NUREG 0654,
Section II.N.

The scenario was r eviewed in advance of the scheduled exercise c' ate and was
discussed with licensee representatives on January 10 and January 18, 1983.
The scenario developed for this exercise was adequate to fully exercise the
onsite and offsite emergency organizations of the licensee and provided
sufficient emergency information to the state and local government agencies
for their full participation in the exercise. _The inspector had no further
questions in this area.

6. Assigr, ment of Responsibility

This area was observed to determine that primary responsibilities for
emergency response by the licensee have been specifically established and
that adequate staff is available to respond to an emergency as required by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(1), 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV. A, and specific
crittria in NUREG 0654, Section II.A.

The inspector 5 observed that specific emergency assignments had been made
for the luasee's emergency response organization and there was adequate
staff available to respond to the simulated emergency. A previous
inspection identified the need to formally establish the responsibilities of
the Emergency Planning Coordinator (EPC). Procedure QI 1-PR/PSL-2 was
revised to establish the Health Physics Supervisor as responsible for
supervising a member of the HP Staff who serves as the EPC. The
responsibilities of the EPC are clearly stated in section 5.4.3.1 of that
procedure. The Radiological Emergency Plan (REP) was also revised to state
in sections 2.2.1 and 7.S.1 that the " responsibility for day-to-day
emergency planning coordination, at the plant, lies with the Health Physics
Supervisor and may be delegated to a member of his staff to function as the
EPC." Based on the above, the inspector follow-up item in this area
(335/82-28-01 and 389/82-37-01) is closed.

The initial response organization was augmented by designated licensee
representatives and the capability for long term or continuous staffing of
the emergency response organization was demonstrated. The inspector had no
further questions in this area.

7. Onsite Emergency Organization

The licensee's onsite emergency organizat!cn was observed to determine that
the responsibilities for emergency response are unambiguously defined, that
adequate staffing is provided to insure initial facility accident response
in key functional areas at all times, and that the interfaces are specified

.-_ _
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as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.A,
and specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.B.

The inspector observed that augmentation of the initial emergency response,
through notification of off-site personnel and corporate assistance.was
adequate. The initial and 01 site emergency organization was adequately
staffed and available to fill key functional positions. The. roles of the
emergency organization appeared to be well defined, except -in the Control
Room. The Emergency Coorainator (EC) did not delegate'many minor functions
to his staff which stood by awaiting guidance. During the course of the
exercise, he was observed to keep his own log and check-off sheets, make
PA accouncements, answer phone calls including calls for the controller
and others, and leave his station to communicate with others, including
the controller.

The licensee pointed out that the performance of the EC was adequate in that
the exercise was successfully executed. However, the inspector observed
that the involvement of the EC with minor functions caused him to delay
addressing significant emergency issues several times. In addition, there
is a real possibility that he could lose his management perspective through
this mode of operation. Based on the above information and the fact that
the same problem was identified in the previous exercise with a different
EC, the Plant Manager committed to revise applicable procedures by May 20,
1983, and suomit copies to Region II. _ The revised procedures will identify
specific functions in support of the EC and the responsibilities of these
functions. In addition, the licensee will provide training for the person-
nel who will fill these functions, where applicable. Consequently, the
insaector follow-up item in this area (335/82-06-01 and 389/82-05-01) will
reo. n open.

8. Emergency Response Support and Resources

This area was observed to determine that arrangements for requesting end
effectively using assistance resources have been made, that arrangments to,

accommodate State and local staff at the licensee's near-site Emergencyr

Operations Facility have been made, and that other organizations capable of
augmenting the planned response have been identified as required by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(3),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.A, and specific
criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.C.

State and local staff were accommodated at the near-site Emergency
Operations Facility. Licensee contact with offs'ite organizations was prompt
and assistance resources from various agencies were prepared to assist in
the simulated emergency. The inspector had no further questions in this
area.

.
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9. Emergency Classification System ,

This area was observed to determine that a standard emergency classification
and action level scheme is in use by the nuclear facility _ licensee as
required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.C, and
specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.D.

An emergency action level scheme was used to promptly identify and properly
classify the emergency and escalate to more severe emergency classes as the
simulated emergency progressed. Licensee actions in this area were
considered adequate and the inspector had no further questions.

10. Notification Methods and Procedures

This area was observed to determine that procedures had been established for
notification by the licer.see of State and local response organizations and,

emergency personnel, and that the content of initial and followup message to
response organizations has been established; and means to provide, early
notification to the populace within the plume exposure pathway have been
established as required by .10 CFR 50.47(b)(5), 10 CFR 50, Appendix E,
paragraph IV.D, and specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.E.

The inspectors observed that notification methods and procedures have been
established and were used to provide information concerning the simulated
emergency conditions to Federal, State and local response orgardzations and
to alert the licensee's augmented emergency response organizaticns. Due to
the time constraints of tnis exercise some of the State response organiza-
tion was pre positioned in the Jensen Beach area; however, the notification
procedures appeared to be timely and adequate and the inspectors had no
further questions in this area.

The prompt notification system (PNS) for alerting the public within the
plume exposure oathway was in place and operational. The system was
activated by St. Lucie and Martin Counties during this exercise to simulate
warning the public of significant events occurring at the St. Lucie site.
The inspector had no further questions in this area.

11. Emergency Communications

This area was observed to determine that provisions exist for prompt
communications among principal response organization and emergency personnel
as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.E,
and specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.F.

Communications between the licensee's emergency response organization and
off-site authorities were good. Communications between the licensee's
emergency response facilities and with the emergency organization were good
with two exceptions. The tie-line betweeri the TSC and the Control Room used
a telephone and communicator some distance from the Emergency Coordinator<

(EC). In some instances, this resulted in unnecessary repetition of
messages or the EC found it necessary to leave his station to communicate.

._ -
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It was also noted that when the EC was making emergency announcements over
the GaitronicsLpaging system, he was frequently. interrupted by other users,
indicating the need for a priority override system. (335/83-04-01 and
389/83-12-01)'

12. Public Education and Information

This area was observed to determine that information concerning the
simulated emergency was made available for dissemination to the public as
required by 10_CFR 50.47(b)(7),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.D, and
specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.G.

Information'concerning emergency actions had been distributed throughout the
10-mile Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) and was considered to be adequate.
However, a previous inspection identified the need to improve the method of
contacting transients who may be present in the EPZ during an emergency. In
addition to the siren system, the state and local' authorities arranged for
the U. S. Postal Service to deliver an emergency preparedness booklet to all

,

residences in the EPZ during December 1982. The U. S. Postal Service. '

assured the state authorities that they had reached every resident. In
addition, the licensee established 36 road signs in strategic areas where
transients could be expected to pass within the EPZ. Also, State Health
Inspectors have been delivering copies of informational posters, which bear
the same message-as the road signs, to all locations where ftod or lodging
are 'provided. The State inspectors have been mcre successful in obtaining
the cooperation of local businessmen than their trade organizations which
expressed a concern that the posters would frighten tourists from the area.
Based on the above, the inspector follow-up item in this area (335/82-28-06-
and -389/82-37-06) is closed.

Since the last exercise, FP&L has revised GO-1201, " Activation and Use of
: the Interim Emergency News Center (St. Lucie)" so that it authorizes the ENC

Supervisor to receive any services from security he may need. It was noted
during the exercise that the ENC Supervisor utilized security to issue,

badges and control access to the ENC. Consequently, the inspector follow-up
item in this area (335/82-28-03 and 389/82-37-03) is closed.

News releases and briefings by FP&L and the State appeared to be well
coordinated prior to release. However, the content of press releases
should be more carefully considered from the perspective of the press so
that questions may be anticipated and misunderstandings avoided. For
example, the first news release on the distribution of KI was unclear. It
was obvious to State, licensee and local agency staff-that the KI was issued
only to on-site personnel because the press release was issued by FP&L.
However, the press assumed KI was generally issued, and when they
finally understood that no KI was issued to the public, they raised valid
questions as to what considerations were being made for the public.
Unfortunately, these concerns were not immediately addressed. Although the
KI issues were clarified about 15 minutes later and subsequent communica-
tions were greatly enhanced through the use of a speaker phone hook-up

E
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between the EOF and ENC, other technical information, such as radiological
data, was still too limited. (335/83-04-02 and 389/83-12-02)

13. Emergency Facilities and Equipment

This area was observed to determine that adequate emergency facilities and
equipment to support an emergency response are provided and maintained as
required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.E, and
specific criteria in NUREG )654, Section II.H.

The inspector ' observed the activation, staffing and operation of the
emergency response facilities and evaluated equipment provided for emergency

_

.use during the exercise.

a. Control Room - The inspecter observed that control room personnel acted
promptly to initiate an emergency response to the simulated emergency.
Emergency procedures were readily available to the Emergency
Coordinator and the response to the simulated emergency conditio, was
prompt and effective, except as noted in paragraph 7. The inspectors
had no further questions in this area.

b. Technical Support Center (TSC) - The TSC was activated and staffed
promptly upon notification by the Emergency Coordinator of the
simulated emergency conditions leading to an Alert emergency
classification. The TSC staff appeared to be knowledegable
concerning their emergency responsibilities and TSC operations
proceeded smoothly. The TSC appeared to have adequate equipment for
the suoport of the assigned staff. The inspectors had no further
questions in this area.

c. Operations Suppot t Center (OSC) - The CSC was staffed promptly upon
acGvation by the mergency Coordinator. The in:,pector observed that
teams were formea promptly, briefed and dispatched ef ficiently.
Overall, OSC Operations were considered adequate.

d. Emergency Operations Facility (E0F) - The EOF, wh'.ch is an interim
facility located at Unit 2, was activated and staffed following the
declaration of an alert at the plant site. Although the facility is
small for the number of persons assigned, there were adequate
communications available and the facility was considered adequate as an
interim EOF.

A permanent EOF is under construction approximately 10.5 miles from the
reactor site. An inspector visited the site and found that it is 24
miles by automobile requiring about 40 mir.etes for travel at mid-day.
The inspector observed that all site gra-iing had just been completed
and actual construction sas imminent. The inspector had no further
questions in this area.

.

- - - - . ..



.
.

7

A previous inspection identified the need to improve the status boards in
the EOF and TSC. The status boards had been completely redesigned and were
kept current at.all times during the exercise resulting in excellent
availability of data to all parties en a timely basis. Based on the above,
the inspector follow-up items in this area (335/82-06-04, 389/82-05-04,

335/82-06-05 and 389/82-05-05) are closed.

The Unit 2 emergency medical and decontamination facilities were not stocked
at the time of a previous inspection. Although there is still some
construction in progress, an inspector verified that the emergency medical
and decontamination supplies specified in the REP are now in place and the
facilities could be used, if needed. Based on the above, the inspector
follow-up items in this area (389/82-62-03 and 389/82-62-04) are closed.

14. Accident Assessment

This ' area was observed to determine that adequate methods, systems and
equipment for assessing and monitoring actual or potential offsite
consequences of a radiological emergency condition are in use as required by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(9),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.B, specific criteria
in NURE3 0654, Section II.I.

The accident as(essment program includes both an enoineering assessment of
piant status and an assessment of radiological hazards to both onsite and
offsite personnel resulting from the accident. During the exercise, the
engineering accident assessment team functioned effectively in analyzing the
plant- status so as to make recommendations to the Site Emergency Manager
concerning mitigating actions to reduce damage to plant equipment, to
prevent release of radioactive materials and to terminate the emergency
condition.

Radiological assessment activities are spread over several groups. A group
in the TSC was effectively estimating the radiological impact in the plant
based on inplant monitoring and on-site measurements. Radiological effluent
data was received in the TSC. The TSC and EOF calculations were computed in
parallel and compared on a timely basis both with each other and with the
results obtained by the State of Florida. the results were also compared
with the data obtained in the EOF from the offsite monitoring groups. In
addition, direction and control of the off-site monitoring teams by the EOF
through the TSC was effective and well coordinated. Based on the above, the
inspector follow-up items in this area (335/82-06-06, 389/82-05-05,
335/82-06-08 and 389/82-05-08) are closed.

An examination of the licensee's dose assessment program revealed that dose
assessment and deployment of field monitoring teams is based on data from
the 32-foot level instrumentation on the meteorological tower. This
approach is based on the fact that the lower level wind speed is ususally
slower, leading to conservative dose estimates, and the fact that the people
needing protection are primarily at ground level. However, the release
point is s approximately 200 feet. During the exercise, the 32-foot level
instrumen:stf on yielded a wind speed of 7 mph at 27 while the 200-foot
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level instrumentation yielded wind data of-24 mph at 60*. Based on the fact
that discussions with site nersonnel revealed that even larger differentials

i can occur, -the licensee' agreed to review:the dose assessment procedure to
. determine if combining the ' tower de.ta in 'some manner may be: warrented.'

(335/83-04-03 and 389/83-12-03)

[ Ii addition to the above, the dose assessment: computer program was-'

-

. determined to use wind speed intervals'that increase with' increasing: speed
such that the last interval is 18 to 36 mph. Based on discussions with site
personnel, it was learned that the conversion constant actually used in dose;'

calculations'.is always based on the lower interval limit; i.e. ,18 mph in'

'the above example'. This suggests that the conversion factors are only valid
up to a maximum wind speed of 18 mph and that smaller. constant intervals,

'

:

!' . such as'5 mph, or actual average wind' speeds with an error factor would be
more appropriate. (335/83-04-04 and 389/83-12-04)

3

During the offsite monitoring, it was noted that the survey kits contained
i some 0-1 Rem pocket dosimeters. Procedure HP202, " Interim Offsite

Environmental Monitoring During Emergencies", specifies that the kits are
to be supplied with 0-5 Rem dosimeters. Since exposures" greater than 1 Rem3 -

'

; are possible, the lower range dosimeters should be promptly replaced.
(335/83-04-05 and 389/83-l'2-05),

r

i 15. Protective Responses

3 : This area was' observed to determine that guidelines for protective actions
1. during the emergency, consistent with Federal guidance, are developed and in
~

place,.and protective actions for emergency workers, including evacuation of
nonessential personnel, are implemented promptly- as required ~ by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(10),-and specific criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.J.

!- The inspector observed that protective actions were instituted for onsite
emergency workers whicn included periodic radiation surveys in the facility,,

i evacuation of nonessential personnel, issuance of KI to essential personnel
-and continued accountability of emergency response personnel.

! Protective action recommendations for the general public are based on a
! computer program and EPIP-3100035E, "Offsite Radiological Monitoring and
( Dose Assessement." . A review of the program and the procedure revealed that
; the resulting recommendations are based on the adult thyroid rather than the
; child thyroid as recommended in EPA 520/1-75-001. Section 2.2.2 of the
! " Bases for Accident Dose Calculations for St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plants",
i also indicates the use of adult parameters in the equation for determining
i. the projected thyroid dose and section 8.8 of the EPIP states, " Recommended

protective actions shall be based on . .. thyroid projections for adults".g

The licensee indicated that although the computer calculates adult thyroidi

! doses, child thyroid considerations have been factored in by using
compensated protective action evaluation criteria. Discussions should be,

conducted between the licensee and the state to assure this evaluation
! criteria satisfies their full intent. (335/83-04-06 and 389/83-12-06)

i

!'
.

.
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16. Radiological Exposure Control

This area was observed to determine that means for controlling radiological
exposures in an emergency are established and implemented for emergency
workers and that they include exposure guidelines consistent with EPA
recommendations as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(11), and specific criteria in
NUREG 0654, Section II.K.

The inspectors noted that radiological exposures were untrolled throughout
the exercise by issuing emergency workers supplemental dosimeters and by
periodic surveys in the emergency response facilities. Exposure guidelines
were in place for various categories of emergency actions and the inspectors
considered the exposure control program adequate.

A previous inspection identified the need to revise the HP-200 series
procedures ;o that they apply generally to the whole site. A review of the
procedures revealed -that the procedures have been revised and where

; necessary, the procedures address special circunistances for each unit
i separately. Based on the above, the inspector follow-up item in this area

(335/82-40-06 and 389/82-62-06) is closed.

17. Medical and Public Health Support I

This area was observed to determine that arrangements are made for medical
services for contaminated injured individuals as required by

| 10 CFR 50.47(b)(12),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.E, and specific
i criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.L.

| An inspector observed the licensee's response to a simulated contaminated'

injury and observed that the first aid team responded promptly and appeared
! to be familiar with techniques for handling injury involving radioactive
i contamination. The inspector accompanied the injured man in the ambulance
i and observed his teatment and management et the Lawnwood Medical Center.

The Lawnwood staff had received training prior to the exercise, a need
identified in a previous inspection, and performed skillfully. Based on the
above, the . inspector follow up item in this area (335/32-06-11 and
389/82-05-11) is closed.

The inspector noted that when a bowl was used to collect rmse water at the
Medical Center, some water from the contaminated wound splashed onto the
floor. Appropriate survey techniques and makeshift contamination control
were implemented. However, it is recommended that plotter paper be stocked
and used under the rinse arec and wherever contaminatEJ lquids are stored.
(335/83-04-07 and 389/83-12-07)

A previous inspection identified the need for a procedure to be developed
for handling radioactive waste water at the Lawnwood Medical Center.
Procedure QI 5-PR/PSL-1, " Disposing of Contaminated Radwaste at Lawnwood
Hospital" was revi".ed to specify an analytical procedure for determining if
the water is contaminated. If the activity concentration is below the lower
limit of detection (5 E-7 microcuries/ml) then the water may be discharged

. -_ _ _. - _
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through the hospital's sanitary system. However, if radioactivity is
detectable, the water will be disposed of into the Plant St. Lucie radwaste
system. Based on the above, the improvement item in this area
(335/81-13-12) is closed.

18. Exercise Critique

The licensee's critique of the emergency exercise was observed to determine
that deficiencies identified as a result of the exercise and weaknesses
noted in the licensee's emergency response organization were formally
presented to licensee management for corrective . actions as required by
10 CFR 50.47(b)(14),10 CFR 50, Appendix E, paragraph IV.E, and specific
criteria in NUREG 0654, Section II.N.

The exercise critique was conducted on January 20, 1983, shortly after the
conclusion of the exercise. Licensee management, key exercise participants
and NRC representatives were present. The licensee discussed areas of the
exercise in which items for possible improvement were identified. The
inspectors determined that the critique was comprehensive and adequately
addressed weaknesses identified in the licensee's emergency response program
during this exercise.

19. Federal Evaluation. Team Report

The report by the Federal Evaluation Team (Regional Assistance Committee
and Federal Emergency Management Agency Region IV staff) concerning the
activities of offsite agencies during the exercise will be forwarded by
separate correspondence.
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