
July 12, 2002
Mr. Christopher J. Monetta, Mail Code J26
GENE EHS Manager
GE Nuclear Energy
PO Box 780
Wilmington, NC 28402-0780

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT 07200001/2002-001(DNMS) - G.E. Morris

Dear Mr. Monetta:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted on June 20-21, 2002, at your Morris
facility.  The purpose of the inspection was to determine whether activities authorized by the
license were conducted safely and in accordance with NRC requirements.   A copy of our report
of this inspection is enclosed for your information.  At the conclusion of the inspection, the
findings were discussed with Mr. J. E. Ellis of your staff.  

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report.  Within these areas, the
inspection consisted of a selective examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and observations of activities in progress. 

Within the scope of the inspection, no violations of NRC requirements were identified.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC’s "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter 
and its enclosure will be available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public
Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records (PARS) component of NRC’s
document system (ADAMS).  ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html (the Public Electronic Reading Room).

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

/RA by B. Jorgensen acting for/

Christopher G. Miller, Chief
Decommissioning Branch

Docket No. 07200001
License No. SMB-2500

Enclosure: Inspection Report 07200001/2002-001(DNMS)

See Attached Distribution

DOCUMENT NAME: G:\SEC\Decommissioning Memos-Ltrs\GE2002-001.wpd
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

General Electric Company
Morris, IL  60521 

NRC Inspection Report 07200001/2002-001(DNMS)

The inspection involved the review and observation of selected aspects of licensee
management organization and controls, fuel basin safety, radioactive waste management,
environmental protection, radiation protection, security, and changes to the facility.  

Management Organization and Controls (IP 88005) 

� The staffing requirements as outlined in the Technical Specifications were being met. 
(Section 1)

Basin Safety (IP60801)

� The licensee was maintaining safe conditions for storing fuel bundles.  (Section 2)

Radioactive Waste Management (IP 88035)

� The radioactive waste program was being managed effectively.  (Section 3)

Environmental Protection (IP 88045 and 88055)

� The environmental protection program complied with the regulatory requirements. 
(Section 4)

Radiation Protection (IP 83822)

� The licensee was effectively implementing the radiation protection program.  A 2001
independent audit was broad in scope and well documented.  (Section 5)

Security (IP 81700)

� The licensee took appropriate and timely measures to enhance the physical security
program as described in two Confirmatory Action Letters.  (Section 6)

Changes to the Facility (IP37801)

� The licensee’s facility change program was satisfactory.  Positive results were achieved
in implementing some of the changes.  (Section 7)
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DETAILS

1.0 Management Organization and Controls

a. Inspection Scope (88005)

The inspector evaluated plant staffing relative to the license.

b. Observations and Findings

The direct GE staff has been reduced through attrition to 15 personnel.  In addition,
there were two full time health physics contractor technicians as well as security officers
assigned to the site.

c. Conclusions

The staffing levels were consistent with Technical Specifications.

2.0 Spent Fuel Pool Safety

a. Scope (60801)

The inspectors evaluated the spent fuel pool storage basin (SFB) and basin safety. 
Factors considered in the evaluation included: siphon and drain protection; SFB
instrumentation, alarms and leakage detection; SFB chemistry and cleanliness control;
criticality controls; and SFB operation and power supplies.

b. Observations and Findings

The spent fuel pool storage basin is constructed of reinforced concrete and lined with
stainless steel.  There is no postulated failure that could cause a loss of water below the
top of the fuel assemblies.

The basin cooling system and filtration system are the only two systems penetrating the
basin walls.  The filtration system takes its suction from weirs at the water surface while
the cooling system takes its suction from piping penetrating the basin walls at
approximately the water surface and extending approximately four feet down.  Both
systems return water to the basin bottom through piping penetrating the basin walls,
also at the approximate water surface and entering downward.  Outside the basin, the
supply and return piping is located at its deepest approximately two feet below the water
surface.  Thus, any breakage (leakage) outside of the pool could only drain the water
down about two feet.  There is normally 13 feet of water above the fuel.  

Basin instrumentation consists of high and low level alarms, two audible criticality
alarms, and temperature indication.   In addition, the leak detection sump has high and
low level alarms.  The amount of pumpage was trended daily, and remained consistent
since the last inspection.  The licensee was performing their quarterly check of leakage
to the sump which ensures that any basin leakage is being measured by the pumpage
out of the sump.
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Water chemistry and cleanliness controls were excellent.  The monthly samples were
being sent offsite to a commercial laboratory for testing.

A variety of controls were in place to provide sufficient assurance that fuel storage will
preclude criticality.  Fuel has not been moved in the pool since 1988 and there are no
plans to move any.  The basin fuel movement crane as well as the power supply to it
have been locked.  All fuel handling equipment has been tagged out-of-service.  Site
procedures require that additional training must to be conducted prior to any future fuel
handling.  It should be noted that the license renewal application no longer contains
provisions for fuel handling or shipping.  It only contains operations and maintenance
requirements.

There were two outside electrical lines coming from two independent sources that feed
power to the site.  The standby diesel generator was being maintained to supply power
to necessary equipment in the event of a site blackout. 

There were three independent supplies of makeup water for the basin.  Normal makeup
comes from a deep well onsite through the demineralizer.  An alternate path for makeup
was available from the 50,000 gallon gravity feed water tower onsite.  In the event that
these two sources fail to supply makeup water, the licensee has emergency plans to
bring in tanker trucks.  

A significant improvement in efficiency and safety was accomplished by the removal of
the three forced draft basin cooling towers.  This eliminated the possible environmental
hazard of basin water being circulated outside the basin building, and the possibility of
any basin water leakage outside the building.  The cooling towers were replaced with a
two loop system of two chillers that cool the basin through two new heat exchangers. 
(See Section 7 for further details.)

c. Conclusion

The licensee can readily accommodate various conditions that might challenge basin
level or cooling.

3.0 Radioactive Waste Management

a. Inspection Scope (IP 88035)

The inspectors toured facilities where radioactive waste was stored and reviewed
shipping documents for several radioactive materials shipments.

b. Observations and Findings

The inspectors noted during the tours that most of the waste housed in containers on
the grounds had been shipped off-site since the last inspection.  Some waste, however,
including dry active waste as well as contaminated equipment and scaffolding remained
on site and was stored in containers or in rooms located in several of facility’s buildings. 
During the tours the inspectors noted that all of the containers housing waste were
properly marked and labeled and other areas containing waste had been appropriately
posted and controlled.
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From January 2001 to June 2002, GE Morris made 3 non-exempt radioactive materials
shipments.  The materials shipped included contaminated dry active waste (DAW),
contaminated metal and spent resin.  The inspectors reviewed the shipping documents
associated with each of the three shipments.  The three shipments included:

� May 1, 2001:  low specific activity (LSA) II shipment of spent resin

� October 16, 2001:  LSA II shipment of DAW and contaminated metal

� May 8, 1998:  LSA II shipment of contaminated materials and DAW

Each shipment arrived at the respective destination without incident.  The shipping
documents indicated that the shipments had been made in full compliance with NRC
and Department of Transportation regulations.  The inspectors also noted that the waste
in each shipment had been properly classified per 10 CFR 61 and the manifests for the
waste contained all of the required information.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s methodology for identifying the contents of
waste shipments per 10 CFR 61.  For scaling factors to determine isotopic content of
waste shipments, the licensee used the July 18, 2001, laboratory analysis of a resin
sample.  This approach was considered to be conservative by the inspectors.

c. Conclusions

The licensee's management of the radioactive waste program was consistent with the
requirements of the license.  

4.0 Environmental Protection

a. Inspection Scope (IP 88045)

The inspectors reviewed documents pertaining to the environmental protection program
and interviewed individuals directly involved with the program.

b. Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed the January 18, 2001 and January 25, 2002, letters to the NRC
reporting the results of the licensee's environmental monitoring program for 2000 and
2001 respectively.  The inspectors also reviewed selected environmental monitoring
records for 2000 and 2001.

The maximum potential radiation dose commitments to the public resulting from all
effluent releases and direct radiation from operation activities in 2000 and 2001 were
2.42E-2 millirem (mrem) and 8.55E-1 mrem respectively.  These values are well below
the limits specified in 10 CFR 20.1301 and 40 CFR 191.  During 2000 and 2001 there
were no liquid effluent releases; however, trace quantities of tritium (H-3) were found in
surface water on site and in wells. The contribution of H-3 to total station dose was
minimal, 2.42E-2 mrem and 2.5E-3 mrem respectively.
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Twelve Thermoluminescent Dosimeters measured the direct dose at the unrestricted
area boundary fenceline.  The 2000 and 2001 results indicated the mean fenceline dose
to a member of the general public was less than 1 mrem, well below the limits specified
in 10 CFR 20.1301 and 40 CFR 191.  These results also appeared reasonable based on
the activities at the site and the historical record.

c. Conclusions

The licensee’s environmental protection program was consistent with the requirements
of the regulations and the license.

5.0 Radiation Protection 

a. Inspection Scope (IP 83822)

The inspectors toured the facility, reviewed radiation protection documents and
procedures and interviewed individuals directly involved with the radiation protection
program.  

b. Observations and Findings

The inspectors noted during the tours that all radiological areas within the facility were
appropriately posted and all containers housing radioactive waste/materials were
properly marked and labeled.

The inspectors checked individual survey instruments located throughout the facility and
noted that all of the instruments had been properly and timely calibrated. 

The inspectors reviewed the exposure results for licensee and contract workers for 2001
and the first quarter of 2002.  During 2001 the three highest doses were 488, 414, and
352 millirem respectively, and total station dose for the year was 3.050 person-Rem. 
The first quarter of 2002 records indicated that doses were consistent with those for the
first quarter of 2001.  The inspectors also reviewed the 2001 and 2002 chest counter
and urinalysis results and noted that there were no contributions to any worker’s total
effective dose equivalent  from intakes of radioactive material.  Reviews of the minutes
of the 2001 and 2002 Safety Committee meetings indicated that the doses of these
workers as well as the direct exposure results of all workers were reviewed at the
meetings. 

The inspectors reviewed the 2001 independent audit of the licensee’s radiation
protection (RP) program conducted to satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR 20.1101(c). 
The inspectors noted that the audit had been comprehensive in scope and the auditor
meticulous in his examination of the areas audited.   Areas within the RP program that
had been examined included but were not limited to internal and external dosimetry,
environmental monitoring, radiological labeling and posting, and implementation of the
Environmental and Health Plan.  Even though no safety significant issues were identified
by the auditor, several proposals to improve the program administratively were
addressed in the audit report.  A review of the Safety Committee minutes indicated that
the Audit had been reviewed by the radiation safety specialist and presented to the
Safety Committee.



6

c. Conclusions

The licensee’s radiation protection program was consistent with the requirements of the
license and regulations.  The 2001 independent audit of the RP program was broad in
scope and the findings well documented.    

6.0 Security Program Implementation (IP 81700)

a. Inspection Scope

Follow-Up of Confirmatory Action Letter

The inspector verified, by review and on-site inspection, the actions described and
taken by the licensee in implementing the Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) dated
October 24, 2001, and the CAL Supplement dated November 15, 2001.

b. Observations and Findings

The inspector determined through interviews with several security officers, selected
observation of security activities, and review of appropriate records that the licensee
took actions to fully implement the CAL in accordance with described actions identified
in the CAL and CAL Supplement.  The inspector determined through a tour of security
areas that the licensee had taken additional security measures that exceeded the CAL
commitments and which significantly increased the licensee’s capability to respond to a
safeguards contingency event.

c. Conclusions

The licensee took appropriate and timely measures to address described actions in the
CALs dated October 24, 2001, and November 15, 2001, regarding specific aspects of
the physical security program.  

7.0 Changes to the Facility

a. Inspection Scope (37801)

The inspectors toured the facility and discussed changes made to the facility since the
previous inspection in May 1999.  The inspectors also  reviewed the licensee’s records
for 10 CFR 72.48 evaluations on changes to the facility.

b. Observations and Findings

The licensee’s changes to the facility involve the limited dismantlement of obsolete and
abandoned-in-place process equipment; replacement of aging equipment with new,
more efficient equipment; and removal of equipment because of contracting out of some
support functions.  Examples of these changes included:

� The 30 year old forced draft basin cooling towers were replaced with two parallel 100
ton capacity refrigeration chillers and heat exchangers.  Typically, one unit maintains
the basin water temperature, and the second unit functions as a back-up.  The new
system eliminated the risk of freezing and potential outdoor basin water spills.  In
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addition, better basin water temperature control reduced the amount of cesium
transferred to basin water, resulting in fewer filter changes.  The new system also
reduced radiation exposure at the site boundary because of basin cooler removal.

� Process Steam Room asbestos remediation and equipment removal

� South Plug Galley asbestos abatement and pipe removal

� Vent Supply Room asbestos abatement and pipe removal

� 48 Foot Level Hallway asbestos abatement and pipe removal

• UF-6 Chiller Room cleanup

• Sanitary lagoons cleanup

• New well house

Since the previous inspection, the licensee indicated that one 72.48 evaluation had been
performed in 1999 and one in 2000.  None had been performed in 2001.  These were
documented in the 72.48(b)(2) annual reports submitted to the NRC as follows:

• 1999 - Section 4.0 of the Technical Specifications (TS) required the basin water
quality to be sampled weekly.  Years of operating experience indicated that the
basin water quality remained stable since 1988, when the last fuel shipment was
received.  The water quality sampling frequency was reduced from weekly to
monthly.

• 2000 - During a planned project to remove asbestos insulation from the Process
Building inlet supply room, the building ventilation system was to be shut down to
prevent any spread of asbestos to other areas of the process building.  There
were to be no operating conditions in the plant at the time that could cause an
increase in airborne contaminants.  Both of the applicable TS conditions, that
effluent air be continuously sampled for particulates and that air tunnel vacuum of
at least 0.75 inches of water be maintained, would be met throughout the cleanup.

These records provided the basis for a determination that the changes did not involve
an unreviewed safety question.

c. Conclusions

The licensee’s efforts to clean up the facility and remove unnecessary equipment (and
associated environmental hazards) were a positive initiative.  The 72.48 evaluation
program was satisfactory.
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8.0 Exit Meeting

The inspectors presented the inspection results to members of licensee management at the
conclusion of the inspection on June 21, 2002.  The licensee acknowledged the findings
presented.  

During the course of the inspection, the licensee did not identify any of the documents reviewed
or statements or references to specific processes as proprietary.

PERSONS CONTACTED

* J. Ellis, Plant Manager
* E. Secko, Quality Assurance Manager
* R. Wright, Radiation Safety Specialist

INSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

60801: Spent Fuel Pool Safety at Permanently Shutdown Reactors
83822: Radiation Protection
81700: Security Program Implementation
88005: Management Organization and Controls
88035: Radioactive Waste Management
88045: Environmental Protection
92701: Followup on Inspector Items
37801: Safety Reviews, Design Changes, and Modifications at Permanently Shutdown

Reactors

LIST OF ACRONYMS USED

CAL Confirmatory Action Letter
DAW Dry Active Waste
H-3 Tritium
LSA Low Specific Activity
mrem millirem
RP Radiation Protection
SFB Spent Pool Storage Basin
TS Technical Specifications


