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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

DOCKET 50-255 - LICENSE DPR-20 - PALISADES PLANT - REPLY TO NOTICE OF -
- VIOLATION 255/91024 02(DRP) - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLAN

"NRC Tetter dated ‘December 27, 1991, transmitted routdne safety inspection
report 50-255/91024(DRP) and a Not1ce of Violation regarding failure to
provide a written evaluation and basis, as required by Appendix B (the
Environmental Protection Plan) to the Palisades Operating License, for the
determination that a chemical additive to control Zebra mussels coqu be added

"to the service water system without involving an unreviewed environmental .
question. The attachment to this letter provides our reply to that violation.

In correction of a typographical error and.with the concurrence of the NRC
Senior Resident Inspector the word "increase" in the phrase "...increase in
EPP effectiveness...” in the last paragraph of the violation has been changed
to “decrease."
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Gerald B Slade -
General Manager

(o AdminTstrator,-Region ITI, USNRC -
-~ NRC Resident Inspector - Palisades
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- VIOLATION 255/91024-02(DRP)

_ CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY

To the best of my knowledge, 1nformat1on and be11ef the contents of th1s

’ » submittal are truthfu1 and complete. -

%“QW

David P Hoffman, Vice Rhgident
Nuclear Operat1ons

Sworn and .subscribed to before me th1s(9’7 day of [l&huuth&xx .1992.

Le QM«’NWW o S  [SEAL]
LeAnn Morse Notary " PUb]iC L N : . _ )

Van Buren County, Michigan
My commission expires

EeANN MORSE, NOTARY PUBLIC
VAN BUREN CCUNTY, STATE OF MICHIGAN
MY COMiAISSION E‘(P’RES 06-06-94
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REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
_Violation 255/91024-02 (DRP)

VIOLATION

" The Palisades Operating License at paragraph 2.C.(2},ArequireS-cohpIiance to
- the Environmenta7 Protection Plan contained in Appendix B of the license.

Section 3.1 of Appendix B requ1res a written evaluation which provides the
bases for determination that a change, test, or experiment does not involve an
unreviewed environmental question nor const1tute a decrease in the

 effectiveness of the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP).

Contrary to the above, the licensee concluded that a chem1ca7 additive could -

be added to the serv1ce ‘water system to kill zebra mussels, with no decrease

-Tn EPP effectiveness. ~This conclusion did not include a written eva7uat1on

with a basis stating why the additive did not 7nvolve an unrevrewed
environmental quest1on

REASON FOR THE VIOLATION

As described in LER 91-020, dated December 13, 1991, the violation was
caused by a procedural inadequacy. Prior to-February 1987, Palisades
Administrative Procedure (AP) 4.22, "Nonradiological Environmental
Program,” required completion, by the Palisades Chemistry Department,- of a
written evaluation and basis for the assessment of the involvement of an
unreviewed environmental question (UEQ). In February 1987, that
requirement was improperly deleted from AP 4.22 and the responsibility for
determination of involving an UEQ was transferred to the corporate-:
environmental department. The corporate environmental department has .
expertise in comp11ance with local, state, and federal environmental laws.
The personne] in that department are not trained to be knowledgeable in
the plant’s nuclear regulatory comp11ance requirements. Although the
projects forwarded for their determination of the involvement of UEQs
during the period from February 1987 to December 1991 were evaluated, the
corporate environmental department did not perform a written evaluation to
document the basis for the evaluation as requ1red by Append1x B to the
Palisades 0perat1ng License.

CORRECTIVE STEPS THAT HAVE BEEN TAKEN AND THE RESULTS THAT HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED.

1. The processing of Env1ronmenta1 Impact Reviews (which require the
"~ determination of the 1nvo]vement of an UEQ) was suspended until
AP 4.22 was revised.

2. AP 4.22 was revised on December 10, 1991 and now 1nc1udes steps which

- ensure the UEQ evaluation requirements of Appendix B are met when
determining the involvement of an UEQ. AP 4.22 now requires the
Palisades Chemistry Department to provide a written evaluation which
provides the basis for the determination that the change, test, or
experiment does not involve ar UEQ '

3. A corrective action document has been 1n1t1ated which requires the
Palisades Chemistry Department to review all UEQ determinations
performed between February 1987 and December 1991. This review is
'scheduled for completion before July 1, 1992.




THE

CORRECTIVE STEPS THAT WILL BE TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER VfOLATIONS :

A]though the written basis for determ1n1ng there is no decrease in the

- effectiveness of the EPP is not the subJect -of this violation, AP 4.22

will again be revised to ensure there is a written evaluation which .
prov1des the basis for the determ1nat1on that the effect1veness of the EPP
is. not decreased.

THE

DATE NHEN'FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE'ACHIEVED‘

Revision of AP 4.22 to ensure the required process of determining the

creation of an UEQ was comp]eted on December 10, 1991. Full compliance

has been achieved. The revision to AP 4.22 which will ensure the

~performance of a written evaluation that provides the basis of the
~ determination of no decrease in the effectiveness of the EPP w111 be

comp]eted by February 27, 1992






