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JUN 13 1989

Docket No. 50-263 

Northern States Power Company 
ATTN: Mr. C. E. Larson 

Vice President, Nuclear 
Generation 

414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

Gentlemen: 

This refers to your letter dated April 14, 1989, in response to the violations 
identified in Monticello Inspection 'Report No. 50-263/89004(DRSS). In your 
response, you admit that Violation 2 occurred as stated in the Notice of 
Violation (Notice), but deny Violation 1. After consideration of your 
response, we have concluded, for the reasons given in the Appendix, that 
Violation 1 occurred as stated in the Notice. Accordingly, please resubmit 
your response to the Notice to this office within thirty days of the date of 
this letter, including for Violation 1: (1) the corrective actions that have 
been taken and the results achieved; (2) the corrective actions that will be 
taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date when full compliance will 
be achieved. In addition, after further review, we determined that 
Violation 1 was more properly classified at Severity Level V; our records will 
be revised to reflect this reclassification. Consideration may be given to 
extending your response time for good cause shown.  

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of 
this letter, the enclosure, and your response to this letter will be placed 
in the NRC Public Document Room.  

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not 
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget 
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.  

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

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY C. E. NOREUUS 

Charles E. Norelius, Director 
PrDR A22C)O 05'--63 Division of Radiation Safety 

R PDC and Safeguards 

Enclosure: As stated 

See Attached Distribution \ 
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Gill/jaw Snell Essi i J Grobe Greger 
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Distribution 

cc w/enclosure: 
W. A. Shamla, Plant Manager 
DCD/DCB (RIDS) 
Licensing Fee Management Branch 
Resident Inspector, RIII Monticello 
Resident Inspector, RIII Prairie 

Island 
John W. Ferman, Ph.D., 

Nuclear Engineer, MPCA



APPENDIX 

On March 15, 1989, a Notice of Violation (Notice) was issued for violations 
identified at Monticello Nuclear Generating Station during an NRC inspection 
(Inspection Report No. 50-263/89004(DRSS)). Northern States Power Company 
responded to the Notice on April 14, 1989. In its response, the licensee 
admits that Violation 2 occurred as stated, but denies that Violation 1 
occurred as stated in the Notice. The NRC staff's evaluation and 
conclusions regarding the licensee's arguments follow: 

Restatement of Violation 1 

1. Technical Specification 6.7.A.4 requires, in part, that the Semiannual 
Radioactive Effluent Release Reports include the identification of 
unplanned releases from the site of radioactive materials in gaseous 
effluents and include a summary of radioactive gaseous effluents as 
specified in Appendix B to Regulatory Guide 1.21, Revision 1, June 1974.  
Sections A.5 and A.6 of the aforementioned appendix specify, in part, the 
identification of batch and abnormal (unplanned or uncontrolled) gaseous 
releases, respectively.  

a. Contrary to the above, the Semiannual Radioactive Effluent Release 
Report for the period from January I1 through June 30, 1988, did not 
identify an abnormal (unplanned) gaseous release which-occurred on 
May 31, 1988, and did not identify containment purge/vent batch 
releaseswhich eccurred during the reporting period.  

b. Contrary to the above, the Semiannual Radioactive Effluent Release 
Reports for 1987 did not identify containment purge/vent batch 
releases which occurred during the reporting periods.  

Summary of Licensee's Response to Violation 1 

The licensee denies the violation because it contends that: (1) Regulatory 
Guide 1.21 allows licensees to choose either a batch-or continuous release 
monitoring program and since the Monticello Nuclear Generating Station has 
chosen a continuous release monitoring program, containment purge/vent 
releases should not be classified as batch releases, and (2) the May 31, 
1988 gaseous release should not be considered an abnormal release since 
the release did not exceed the station's Notification of Unusual Event 
classification level.  

NRC Evaluation of Licensee's Response 

The NRC staff maintains its position that containment purge/vent releases 
should be classified as batch releases and that the May 31, 1988 gaseous 
release should be classified as an abnormal release. As discussed in 
Inspection Report No. 50-263/89004 (DRSS), it appears that the licensee should 
better define abnormal releases and develop a more formal and stringent batch 
release program for containment purge/vent releases.



The licensee's present criteria for defining abnormal releases is 
inappropriate because it is based on an emergency action level (EAL) condition 
which establishes a minimum release for emergency planning implementation 
purposes. Regulatory Guide 1.21 defines an abnormal release as an unplanned 
or uncontrolled release; the criteria for EALs are independent of and 
unrelated to this regulatory definition. It appears that the licensee's 
Monticello station should develop an abnormal release classification criterion 
which is an acceptable expansion of the regulatory definition similar to that 
recently developed by the licensee's Prairie Island station (see Inspection 
Reports No. 50-282/89009(DRSS); 50-306/89009(DRSS)). Based on the regulatory 
definition of abnormal releases, the NRC staff concludes that the licensee was 
required to report the May 31, 1988 gaseous release as an abnormal release in 
the Semiannual Radioactive Effluent Release Report for the first half of 1988.  

Regulatory Guide 1.21 specifies that, in addition to continuous monitoring of 
effluents, licensees should also perform an analysis of a representative sample 
of each planned batch release prior to discharge to determine the identity and 
quantity of the principle radionuclides released, pursuant to Sections 20.106 
and 20.201 of 10 CFR Part 20. The licensee's pre-release sampling and analysis 
of containment purge/vent releases appear to meet the intent of these batch 
release regulatory specifications; however, the licensee has been classifying 
these intermittent releases as continuous releases (which are evaluated for 
radiological consequences in accordance with the short-term release acceptance 
criteria specified in the Monticello Offsite Dose Calculation Manual).  
Contrary to the licensee's present policy, Section A.1.b of Appendix A to 
Regulatory Guide 1.21 cl&ssifies such intermittent releases as batch releases.  
Not only must the licensee report the containment purge/vent releases as batch 
releases in the semiannual radioactive effluent release reports, but it also 
should develop a more formal and stringent batch release program to better 
assure compliance with 10 CFR Part 20 (see Section 5 of Inspection Report 
No. 50-263/89004(DRSS) regarding this programmatic weakness).  

Based on the above evaluation, the NRC staff concludes that Violation 1 
occurred as stated in the Notice of Violation.
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