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" U. S." NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION,

,

REGION.V .y , s

Report Nos. [50-275/83-25,50-323/83-18'(IE-V-579)

Docket Nos. 50-275,o50-323 License Nos. DPR-76, CPPR-69
- , g

' Licensee: Pacific Gas and Electric' Company
" . P. 0. Box,7442
' '' San Francisco, California 94120, ,

, v
~ Facility Name: 'Diablo Canyon Units.1 and 2-.

,

Inspection at: Ddablo -Canyon Sit e, San tuis Obispo County, California.

'Inspection conducted: ; July 18-22, 1983 and August 18, 1983'

h, f[/9!$3'

Inspectors: A c-

'K. Scown, Reactor Inspector, NRC Team Leader D' ate Tigned

Approved'By: /)?) h --d[t.t '4 // <;/ J-3
s' M. D. Schuster, Chief, Physical Security Ilate Signed

Licensing and Emergency Preparedness _Section,,

1 ,

N ' Summary:

~

. Routine,-announced'. annual' inspection of the licensee's emergency preparedness
-program including: emergency detection and classification, . protective action
decision' making,--notifications and-communications, changes to theiemergency
preparedness program','. shift staffing and augmentation,-knowledge and
, performance of dutiss '(t raining),, licensee audits, follow-up on appraisal

,

' fimprovement areas, and cbservation,of a contaminated victim medical drill.
The inspection involved 126 hours ~onsite by three inspectors.,

'

Results: Resultstof the inspection were discussed with licensee
.

. representatives on July 122 and August 18, 1983. No, items of noncompliance or-

deviations werealdentified.
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DETAILS+

1 ~. - Persons Contaeted'
'

*R. Patterson,-Plant Superintendent
~ *W. Fujimoto, Supervising Nuclear Generating Engineer4

*W.- Kaefer, Technical Assistant to the Plant. Manager
*W. Keyworth, Senior-Power Production Engineer
*J. Pequinot, Fire Marshall (Actingh<

.A. Dame, Training Specialist
H. Fong, Chemistry and Radiation Protection Engineer

i *T. Mack, Senior Nuclear Generation Engineer
*J. Boots, Supervisor of Chemistry and Radiation Protection
L. Collins, Shift. Foreman
D. Vosburg, Shift Foreman'

.R. Ewing, Shift Foreman
O. Cole, Shift > Foreman'

~

;R. Roos,' Shift Foreman
M. Rhodes, Shift Foreman
J. Raab, Shift Foreman
N. Liew, Shift Technical Advisor
G. Felsch, Jr., Technical Sub-Foreman
T. Blake, Emergency Planner

,
. *J. Franks, Emergency Planner

'

*R. Todaro, Security Supervisor
R. Linski, Shift' Clerk

*M. Mendonca, NkC Resident Inspector

R. Snyder, Chemistry and' Radiation Protection Forem;r.
*J. Sexton, Supervisor of Operations
*S. Fridley, General Operating Foreman
T. de Uriarte, Senior Engineer - Auditing

.
*D. Schultz, NRC Contractor Inspector
*D. Higby, NRC Contractor Inspector

- .

* Denotes those attending exit meeting.

2. Documentation

-EP G-1, Revision 3,." Accident Classification and Emergency Plana. -

-Activation." <

~ '

b. EP G-2,' Revision 3, " Establishment of the On-site Emergency
Organization."

. EP G-3' April 27, 1983, " Notification of Off-site Emergency,'c.
~ Organization."-;

d. -EP G-4, May 5,'1983,f", Personnel Accountability and Assembly."

" EPM-1, Revision 10,'EmhloyeeInjuryor' Illness"'e..

(Non-Radiological)-"r 1 .
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f. EP R-1, Revision 10, " Personnel Injury or Illness (Radiologically
Related) and/or Overexposure."

2AP B 50,. December 13,.1982, " Emergency Planning Training."g.

h. QADP - 17.1, Revision 1, " Auditor Qualification."

i. EP R-2, Revision 4, " Release of Airborne Radiological Materials."

j. EP RB-9, Revision 1, " Calculation of Release Rate and Integrated
Release."

k. AP A-51, Revision 0, " Duties and Responsibilities of the Shift
Technical Advisors."

3. Details

a. Emergency Detection and Classification

An inspector reviewed the licensee's Site Emergency Plan and
Procedures and noted that measurable and observable Emergency Action
Levels (EALS) based on in plant conditions and onsite/offsite
radiological monitoring results were consistent with NUREG-0654,
Appendix I.

The inspector reviewed Administrative Procedures, the Emergency
Plan, and Implementing Procedures to determine that there was an
individual (Emergency Coordinator) onsite at all times who has the
authority and responsibility for emergency, classification and
initiation of emergency actions. It was determined that the shift

~

foreman is this individual. In an emergency the shift foreman acts
as the " Interim Site Emergency. Coordinator" until relieved by
appropriate management personnel.

Offsite notification procedures include criteria, based on EALs, for
initiating offsite notifications and protective action
recommendations. Other procedures described and direct evacuation
of nonessential Site Personnel, and provided for general evacuation
of personnel at the Site Area or General Emergency levels.

The four classes of emergency events specified in 10 CFR 50,
Appendix E,.Part IV.C. are clearly and unambiguously defined in i
licensee's emergency procedures. All example initiating conditions
of Appendix I, NUREG-0654 were included in Table 1. A table
provided cross-reference of the emergency procedures to the

' appropriate emergency classification, and another table referenced
numerous emergency procedures applicable to reportable "Significant
Events" of 10 CFR 50.72. The classification procedure appears to be
effective for prompt and correct classifications by the licensee as
determined by interviews with Shift Foremen, except in the instance
of exceeding Technical Specifications for radioactive releases.

The inspector reviewed the State of California Nuclear Power Plant"

Emergency Response Plan dated July 1975, revised March 1981, and
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noted in paragraph III.B.1 (p. 22) that the State of California
utilizes EALs in NUREG-0654. However, it was determined that the
licensee has made-no attempt to obtain concurrence of the State as
required byLIV.B of Appendix E to 10 CFR 50. This will be examined
again in a future inspection. (83-25-01)

Also, the inspector reviewed the San Luis Obispo. County's Nuclear
Power Plant Emergency Response Plan dated December 1982 and noted
that the Emergency Action Level Classification scheme was consistent
with NUREG-0654. The inspector verified that the county had
concurred in the classification scheme by written correspondence

~ dated July 7, 1983.
.

The inspector reviewed the EALs for all events to determine that the
listed initiating conditions in the EALs were consistent in range,

- = units, and/or conversion factors with the Control Room Indication.
It was determined that Table 1, EP G-1, exceeded limits specified in
Technical Specification alarm setpoints for monitors RE14A or B,
RE28A or B, RE27, RE18, RE23, RE3, or RE16. Also, Technical
Specification's, Sections 3.11.1.1 and 3.11.2.1, snows units of dose
rate in "mr/hr." In order to convert the readings obtained in the
Control Room (Plant Vent Flow CFM, and RE-14 Plant Vent Monitor in
CPM) to mr/hr, an operator must convert CPM to-uCi/cc by graph, then
perform multiplications to determine Ci/sec releases (Appendix Z, EP
R-2),'and then utilize Appendix I " default" values to determine
release rates that correspond to escalating EALs. It was noted that
EP RB-9 was a duplication of the computation, but in a different
format, which permits a computation of the integrated release also.
During interviews, not all Shift Foremen were able to unerringly
execute the above conrersions in order to arrive at an event
classification based ca an effluent release due to the complexity of
the train of computations.

Seven of eight qualified Shift Foremen (Shift Supervisors) were
interviewed by the inspector to determine their ability to promptly
and correctly classify events in accordance with EP G-1, " Accident
Classification and Emergency Plan Activation," perform
notifications, dose assessment, and make protective action

recommendations. Three Shift Technical Advisors (STA) were able to
be interviewed along with a Shift Foreman to determine their ability
to support the Shift Foreman's decisions in accordance with " Duties
and Responsibilities of the Shift Technical Advisors," AP A-51. It

was determined that six shift foremen and the STAS possessed
adequate knowledge of and familiarity with use of the Emergency Plan
to permit them to perform effectively and in a timely fashion in the
Emergency Organization. One Shift Foreman (unaccompanied by an STA)
was found to be weak in his overall knowledge of the plan and his
detailed knowledge of the procedures and apparently would not have
been able to perform effectively as an Interim Site Emergency
Coordinator. Most Shift Foremen were found to be weak in their
ability to make protective action recommendations in accordance with
Procedure EP G-3, Table I provisions. Several Shift Foremen were
found to be weak in their knowledge of the various notification
forms -(EP G-3) as to which form was applicable. Most Shift Foremen
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were not knowledgeable of the existence of two OSCs and the function
or purpose of each.

The inspector reviewed the status of instrumentation installation
per Regulatory Guide 1.97, Rev. 2, and the ability of the licensee
to effectively use the indicators to determine core and containment
status. Licensee correspondence dated April 18, 1983, provided
response to NRR Generic Letter No. 83-33, indicating compliance with
approximately 75 percent of the Table 2 variables of Regulatory
Guide 1.97. Equipment nonavailability was cited as the reason for
incompletion of this project. However, the licensee assurred the
inspector that the installation will be completed prior to fuel
1csd. This will be reexamined during a future inspection.

-
(83-25-02)

Operators were interviewed concerning location, readout, and
function of the installed equipment. It was determined that the
operators knew the locations of the instruments, knew how to read
the instruments, and understood the instrument functions.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

.b. Protective Action Decision Making

An inspector reviewed the Emergency Plan, Implementing Procedures,
and organization charts to verify that staff and responsibility were
assigned to assess accidents and make protective action
recommendations. In the initial stages of an emergency, an Interim
Site Emergency Coordinator (Shift Foreman) is assigned
responsibility for accident assessment and protective action
decision making. The Shift Technical Advisor (STA) is tasked to
provide assistance to the Shift Foreman, but final responsibility is
clearly and unambiguously assigned to the Shift Foreman.

The inspector interviewed all but one of the Shift Foremen and two
STAS in order to evaluate the extent to which these individuals
understood their responsibilities and authorities with respect to
protective action decision making. In general, Shift Foremen had a
clear understanding of the authority and responsibility of the
Interim Site Eraergency Coordinators. They were familiar with the
proper agencies and methods of contact for offsite protective action
recommendations and the authority and responsibility of these
agencies. Shift Foremen were queried as to which of their initial
responsibilities were nondelegable and, in general, they wer2 aware
that protective action decision making is a nondelegable
responsibility of the Interim Site Emergency Coordinator. Also,
Shift Foremen and STAS were familiar with the authorities and
responsibilities of other members of the emergency organization end
with the proper method of transfer of authority during emergency
conditions.

The inspector conducted interviews using emergency scenarios with
each of the Shift Foremen and STAS interviewed to determine if the
proper protective action recommendation would be made to offsite

_ _ - .. -- - . -- .
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emergency. organizations within 15 minutes of classification of a
General Emergency. >In general, the inspector found that Shift
Foremen and STAS.were hampered in the protective action decision
making process by a lack of familiarity with emergency procedures,
as well as complicated and time-consuming methods for arriving at
Emergency Action Levels (EALs). Several Shift Foremen were unable
to arrive at the' correct protective action recommendation within
15 minutes of classifying a General Emergency.

STA's were fotnd to' be familiar with their duties and
responsibilities, especially in respect to performing offsite dose
assessments. The licensee uses a computer program termed " EARS" for
calculating offsite dose projections. Operating the EARS computer
during emergencies is the STA's responsibility. However, the STA
had~ numerous plant condition assessments to perform and it was
doubtful.that the STA could also operate the EARS computer to obtain
timely offsite dose as'sessments. Compounding this problem, the EARS
program was found to be nonuser-friendly due to several software
problems (unnecessary inputs, no recovery mechanism if a mistake is
made, and complicated conversions of instrument readings before
input to EARS). This will be reexamined during a future inspection.

(83-25-03)

The inspector verified during the interviews that personnel
responsible for protective ' action recommendations understood the
necessity to make recommendations for evacuation if there is the
possibility of core melt-down even though no release is in progress.

The inspector interviewed county personnel responsible for
protective action decision making and determined that proper
protective action criteria were in place and were consistent with
those used by the licensee. Tests of the licensee's notification
procedure verified that offsite officials could be reached during
off-shift hours. Also, county officials had a clear understanding
of the necessity to recommend evacuation for core melt-down
situations even if no release is underway.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

c. Notification and Communications

Notification

The licensee appears to have developed an effective notification
system for all parties involved; licensee on and offsite, and
corporate,. county authorities, state and federal agencies. Since
the appraisal, the licensee has improved the notification system
making it much more efficient. Currently the notification system is
continually maintained by performing notification and communication
drills on a regular (at least monthly) basis.

These drills are usually performed by different shift clerks and
operators using different scenarios each time.

.

*

k
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This drill ceth ' _esults in a cadre of personnel experienced in
performing not .ications which will benefit the licensee during an
emergency. .,e licensee's procedures appear to be consistent with
the emer .acy classification of Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654. The
procedures require notifying and activating appropriate levels of
management, corporate and plant, plus offsite agencies. Messages
relayed to personnel and agencies are developed by Shift Foreman
(Shift Supervisor) and include key words and phrases that result in
appropriate actions being taken, if necessary, by those contacted.

Communications

The licensee's communications systems have not changed since the
appraisal (re: Inspection Reports 50-275/81-33 and 50-323/81-19)
except for the addition of an antenna system in the containment and
Auxiliary Building and the addition of a new radio frequency which
can be used to communicate with the responding offsite fire
department'(California Department of Forestry). The antenna system
was installed in containment and the Auxiliary Buildings to
eliminate dead spots for radio communications. An inspector
observed radio communications tests between the control room and the
containment,and Auxiliary Buildings. The tests were performed in
several locations on different levels of each building. All tests
observed were satisfactory.

At the time of the inspection, the licensee was installing a new
radio frequency to enhance communications with the offsite fire
department. The system was scheduled for completion in the near
future. This will be examined during a future inspection.

(83-25-04)

The Prompt Notification System (PNS) has been completed and tested.
As a result of the test (summer of 1982), some sirens were added in
areas where the decibel level was inadequate. In the spring of
1983, a contract for responsibility was agreed to by the licensee
and county resulting in the activation of the PNS.

The PNS can only be activated at the county sheriff's office. At
present, the only means of activating the.PNS is through the
county's microwave system. However, at the time of the inspection,
the licensee was in the process of installing a backup means for
activating the PNS over a licensee owned microwave system.

Also, an. improvement had been implemented to reduce the time in
activating the PNS. Now the sheriff has the authority to activate
the PNS versus having to contact a county supervisor. Also,
authority to activate the PNS has been given to the sheriff's
department shift commander if he is unable to contact the sheriff or
a county supervisor within a specified time period.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

- - - ._
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d. ' Changes to the Emergency Preparedness Program

An inspector examined, on a sample basis, changes to the Emergency
' Plan and Implementing Procedures. With the exception of
-"cn-the-spot changes," all changes were reviewed by the Plant Safety
Review Committee.(PSRC) prior to implementation. On-the-spot
changes were effective immediately, but were subject to PSRC review
and approval within two yeeks. No changes to the plan or procedures
which decreased the effectiveness of the emergency program were-
identified by the inspector. All examined changes to the plan
and/or procedures had been' submitted to NRC within the required
30 day period.

The. inspector toured the Emergency Response Facilities (ERF's) to
identify any changes that could decrease their effectiveness. No
significant changes to the EOF, TSC or Control Room were identified.
The Safety Parameter Display System had been installed but was not
yet operational. The EARS computer and sof tware was operational at
the time of the inspection. The HPN and EIS telephones in the TSC
were located in the NRC office space, at t he far end of the TSC,
-remote from the operations center where the command function would
be during an emergency. Additional ENS and HPN lines need to be
installed in appropriate locations within the TSC to ensure that a
dedicated means for contacting licensee representatives is
available. This will be reexamined during a future inspection.

(83-25-05)

It was noted by the inspector that the new offsite E0F was nearing
completion and should be fully operational in the near future. This
will be examined during a future inspection. (83-25-06)

The OSC had been split into two support facilities: the Operations
Support Center and the Operational Support Center. The Operations
Support Center is located in the access control cold machine shop
area of the plant and is intended to serve as the assembly area for
maintenance and chemistry and radiation protection personnel for
immediate dispatch throughout the plant.

The Operational Support Center is located in the Security Building
lunch room and serves as the assembly area for incoming emergency
response personnel arriving from offsite. The licensee indicated
that the division of the OSC was a temporary situation pending
completion of the planned Administration building. However, the
inspector noted that there was confusion because of the similarity
of the names of the two facilities. This was evident during
interviews with operations personnel in which they indicated that to
their knowledge there was only one OSC, located in the Security
Building lunch room. This could result from the lack of proper
training of operations personnel. This will be reexamined during a
future inspection. (83-25-07)

The' licensee identified two four-wheel drive vehicles that had been
placed in operation for use during emergency situations since the

.

4
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December 7-17, 1981 appraisal. These vehicles were located onsite'

when not being used.

It was noted by the inspector that the Sentry Post Accident Sampling
(PAS) System had been installed in Unit 1, but is not yet

- operational. The interim PAS was functional at the time of the
inspection.

There have been no significant changes in the duties assigned to the>

Emergency Planning Coordinator since the December 7-17, 1981
appraisal. 'The same individual occupies this position as during the
appraisal. Two Senior Nuclear Generation Engineers with emergency
planning responsibilities, at the corporate level, had been assigned
since the appraisal. Both individuals appeared to be qualified to
perform (one is a nuclear engineer, the other a health physicist)
emergency planning functions.

There had been two significant changes in federal and local
emergency planning personnel since the appraisal. The assignment of
the position of FEMA RAC chairman had changed. In addition, the

: County Administrator had recently resigned. At the time of the
inspection, negotiations were under way to appoint a new county
administrator. The individual at the county with functional
responsibility for emergency preparedness had not changed since the
appraisal.

A review of selected controlled copies of the licensee's Emergency
Plan and Procedures, as well as an inspection of the licensee's
document control records and discussions held with county and NRC
officials, indicated that all appropriate personnel and
organizations had been sent copies of changes to the Emergency Plan
and Procedures as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(16) and NUREG-0654,
Section II, Page 5.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

[
'

e. Shift Staffing and Augumentation

Shift Staffing

| The licensee currently has an excessive number of SR0s and R0s to
! staff five shifts in accordance with Table B-1 of NUREG-0654 and
| Technical Specification Table 6.2-1 and provide a five-man fire

| brigade. The licensee has increased the number of SR0s and R0s
since the appraisal.

Augmentation

Augmentation of the staff fer an emergency was the same as described
in Section 2.2 of Inspection Reports 50-275/81-33 and 50-323/81-19,
except appropriate procedures had been revised to reflect the
current staffing of the EOF.

.
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The licensee had not verified of f shif t augmentation times or held1

call-in drills _since the appraisal. The licensee was considering
performing a call-in drill in the near future.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

f. Knowledge and Performance of Duties (Training)

An inspector reviewed the licensee's training program, including
lesson plans and selected training records, and interviewed
personnel to determine the adequacy of the program to meet the
intent of NUREG-0654, Section II.0 and Section IV.F, Appendix E, 10
CFR 50.

Required emergency plan training for the emergency organization
positions were detailed in Table 1 of AP B-50. In reviewing the
lesson plans of required emergency plan training, it was determined
that the lesson plans were general in nature, contained insufficient
detailed information, and too little time was allocated for
emergency plan training considering the importance and quantity of
material. Interviews with personnel who had attended previous
emergency plan training confirmed that instruction had been general
in the areas of event classification, notification, and protective
action recommendation. The lesson plans should support the indepth
level of expertise that is expected and required of the Shift
Foreman (Shift Supervisor) and Shift Technical Advisor (STA) in
performing protective action recommendations; i.e. , dose assessment
training that teaches specifics and details of dose assessment
procedures instead of giving a general introduction.

A review of the training records for Shift Foremen and STAS
indicated that only one Shift Foreman had completed all required
emergency plan training within the allotted time of 15 months. None
of the STAS had completed all required training. Interviews with
the Shift Foremen and STAS determined that Shift Foremen were all
weak in their ability to make protective action recommendations
correctly and in a timely fashion. This probably results from the

; fact that only one Shift Foreman had completed all the required
' emergency plan training as required in Procedure AP B-50. Another

factor could be the lack of indepth emergency pian training as
discussed above. 'One Shift Foreman was found to have completed only
one of four of the required course for meeting his requalification
requirement, and it was noted that the scheduling doct aent used to
identify training requirements omitted his shortage. (83-25-08)

A licensee audit identified emergency plan training deficiencies at
.the corporate office. 'The deficiency was that corporate personnel<

were not attending scheduled emergency plan training. It was
determined that cause for this resulted from each licensee
department having responsibility for training their own personnel.
Therefore, emergency plan training personnel had little control over
the other departments' personnel attendance. The licensee had taken
steps to correct this deficiency, since the audit, by upper level

.
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management issuing directives to the departments involved. This
will be examined during a future inspection. (83-25-09)

.

Based.on the.above discussion and observations of the inspectors
during interviews, it appeared that the licensee's Emergency Plan
Training Program,needed reevaluation to ensure that Section IV.F of
Appendix E to-10 CFR 50 was fulfilled. The licensee concurred that
a reevaluation of the training program would be performed and
necessary improvements implemented. This will be reexaminaed during

'
a future inspection. (83-25-10)

g. Licensee Audits

.An inspector examined the licensee's audit program as required in
Section 50.54(t) of 10 CFR 50 where it states, in part, that "A
nuclear power reactor licensee shall provide for the development,
revision, implementation, and maintenance of its emergency
preparedness program. To this end, the licensee shall provide for a
review of its emergency preparedness program at least every
12 months by persons who have no direct responsibility for
implementation of the emergency preparedness program. The review
shall include an evaluation for adequacy of interfaces with State
and local governments..." The licensee's corporate Quality
Assurance (QA) Department performed an Emergency Plan Audit inI

December 1982 to meet requirement 50.54(t). During the course of
the inspection, it was determined'that the corporate audit was
limited in scope and -performed by personnt:1 with no emergency
planning background. The licensee's QA Procedure QADP-17.1,
" Auditor Qualification," requires that "... Auditors selected for
quality assurance auditing assignments shall have experience or
training commensurate with the scope, complexity, or special nature
of their assignments..." review of the NRC appraisal report. Soon
thereafter, licensee The QA Department audit considered the
licensee's annual exercise as satisfying the requirement of 50.54(t)
in evaluating "... adequacy of interfaces with State and local
governments..." The auditor assumed that interfaces with State and
local governments were adequate because the State and Local
governments had participated in the annual exercise along with the
licensee. No other attempt by the auditor was made to evaluate or
verify that State and Local interface was or was not adequate.

-Duing the inspection it was determined by disscussions with local
government personnel that the licensee had adequate interface with
the State and local personnel. The licensee is currently in the
process of performing a more indepth audit of the Emergency Plan and
Procedures. This will be reexamined during a future inspection.

(83-25-11)

During the course of the inspection, licensee representatives
informed the inspector that the NRC appraisal of the licensee's
Emergency Plan was being considered by them to be an independent
audit of their Emergency Plan as required by 50.54(t). The licensee
was informed by.the inspector that it is inappropriate to consider
the NRC appraisal as an independent audit that satisfies the
50.54(t) requirement. The licensee concurred.
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h.dAppraisal Improvement Areas
' :- b ..

n~ p (1) 1The Emergency Plan _.had been revised to include. initial' manning-
' of the EOF.,(Closed)'"

,

~

(2)s'The licensee h'a'd implemented written examinations and/or handss

on; operation to ensure.that training objectives had been'

. a
'

.
performed and understood. (Closed).4

C(3)' The licensee now has two training specialists that are'

certiifie'd multi-media and . Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation .(CPR) . ,

inst'ructo rs . They are currently in the process..of training allo
s licensee sit'e personnel in multi-media first aid and one man

. (Heart Saver) CPR. This. training' meets and/or exceedsfthe<

,
_

: guidelines as set forth in II.0 of.NUREG-0654. (Closed)
<

4

As evidence'd in.the body.of this report, .: (4). 'provided additional training for the STAS in the subject of
the licensee had

*

|.
-

, dose assessment. (Closed)

(5), The licensee had provided additi'nal offsite notificationo

: training for shift clerks and had implemented some of the
' clerks recommendations to improve notifications. (Closed)

(6) (83-25-12) OSC.
'

, .

~

; (7) !The licensee reexamined the onsite medical treatment facility-
C - 'iand supplies. . Currently the licensee has contracted Emergency -

Medical Technician (EMT) services for coverage onsite when any/ -
.

; contractor-is working, presently they are working 24 hours per
#

- day. The EMT service responds to all accidents / injuries''of.
'

which they are notified about. Then, if necessary, the victim
,

1 is transported accompanied by the EMT to the Avila Gate where -

transfer-to a private ambulance is made and then transport to4
,

the hospital is completed by,the. ambulance company. Also, the
.

licensee has_sent two employees to EMT training for
- certification.

- .The. licensee. reexamined onsite first-aid supplies and added'

F J, three1 trauma kits and another resuscitator. Also,. ,

^ recommendation was made=by plant personnel to corporate that an
~

'

industrial nurse or equivalent be added to the staff and
'

,
,

;
- available duringinormal work hours. Corporate had not replied'

at the time of the inspection. Also, the licensee was in the

i process (of planningtan. Administration Building which will,

contain a new medical treatment facility. The new facility is
_

4

to.contain such equipment-as.a treadmill, spirometer, audio
test booth .examinig room and, other necessary medical supplies~

i:
i

, . and equipment to support it.' '

, -a r -

,, , ,,
~

.
The above is a significant improvement in medical treatment-

^
- ; Vsince the appraisal. 'The licensee appears to be moving in a

! direction in which they will meet Section E.4 of Appendix E to
' '
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.'10 CFR 50, some time in the future, in the broadest sense.
, .

e. ,
- (Closed)

(,

(8)~'(0 pen) .At the time.of the inspection, the same conditions.*

s 3-
existed for respiratory protection equipment as were described<

in'the Appraisal Report 50-275/83-33 and 50-323/83 _19. An
inspector discussed the respiratory program with the licensee
and was informed that the respiratory program had not been.

' implemented because of the suspension of the operating license.
(83-25-13)

.

. (9) (Open). Respiratory protection procedures had not been fully
. developed and implemented at the time of the inspection.
(83-25-14) '

(10)~.The licensee had made arrangements to call in aircraft for
radioactive plume tracking. (Closed)

1. Contaminated Victim Drill
,

An inspector observed'an onsite-to-offsite contaminated victim drillz

conducted.during the inspection by the licensee and offsite medical
agencies. .The drill was handled satisfactorily onsite and offsite.

.

The inspector noted during the drill that emphasis was being placed
on preventing the spread of radioactive contamination versus' life
saving.- 'The inspector informed the licensee that life saving steps
should take precedence over the spreading of radioactive
contamination. . The licensee, offsite medical agencies and the FEMA
observer concurred.

No items of noncompliance.or deviations were identified.
.

4. Exit Interview

The inspectors met wi.th licensee representatives _(denoted in paragraph 1).-
on July 22 and August 18, 1983. During this meeting, the-team summarized
the scope and findings, as detailed in this report of the inspection.
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