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. Li :sn i n. CIRA3LIA: I oue ss you've 211 s een copies of

(
'

4 1r. 3niezel's menaranou.7 outlining genera lly wn:t ne pur.co s e

a of :nis neecing is. !e ar= all n=neoers of the soe:iel
,

4 inouiry 3roup tna nas oeen esteolisned of ne commission to

3 r e , f. .sn e. .a- 3 7. ' <. .t <. .<-o.n .. < . . . ..

; '7 5: of us are mancers of .Tes:: 3ro u 3 wnich is ;onc=rnea

. s.i < .-in,... -,- = .ep... . .,. .-;,,,,1, . a. ., ,. = o ,. o- .- - ,.. ....,, ,
. ..-y.- .; . . .- . -..

.

per of loo:ing in:o the eleases 2n; tne conseauen:s of thoss

- eleases, w3 have looteo et the in plan'. reaiation prote;;ian
.,

is 0.c;.am.

Il i.'.e focus of tne inquir'/ is si?.ilar to na conauct?; Oy

l- I E end in aer:iculer, Al Gioson's team in tne IAE

13 investi;=tian.

1; inere is a little oit of a caperture in oroacer scope to
;

I- our inquiry in tnat ve're loo.cinc a- not only the Licens3e's

la response to the incinent, ou: the respons.e of tne .!.1^,

Il fedarel agencies, anc the stete agencies inv o lv e c.

I' In the conouct of the inquiry, the focus in ?!URE3 J600,

li which was tne IsE r= port, was casically on th= licensee

2.) response. * ,d the re sults of that report in icata tna: :her?.

=
.

Ei nert a numoer of asficiencies in the in-plan t recie tion

22 .rotection .orogram at T|d I .;
4

23 ihe purpose of tnis meeting is for us to nave some feil

24 for where T.II stands with r=spect to its raaiation orote: tion

2a propr am in relationship to One other co7.mercial qu le ar ;r'er

{0\b ,

L_. -



449.0I.2

"4 :sn : reactors ou; nere.
r s
t
'-

- Like the I AE inves tigation, our groua is %ind of resource

a limi:ed end we cion't have :na luxurv of perhaps goina out
m

o several of the pm/er clants ano ;atting a fe31 for * ere'
.

; :ne ediation protection params stana.

; \no tne purcose ;f tnis meeting is 57, in concert wi:n

/ fou, gentlemen, :st some feedosc% e.t. 7?ne ra l ci sc'rssion 23
*

: to waa; the situation is at the connercial nuclear power -

/ rea tors witn respect to raciation crotec tion.
e

1- : ;uess ina: we snoulo o is ;o ;own the tacle end inci 4ta

li wno se are an: wnat our a ffiliations are.

Il I will introcuce the memcers fron the soecial inquiry

13 grouo. My name is ?renk Miraglia, ena I am ;roup leader of

, 14 fas4 Group 3.
,

15 f3 my ri;nt is Ollie Lyn:h, fas% 3roup 3, special inquiry

la group. To his rignt is John Dienelt. Jonn is a consultant
.

1/ to One soecial in quiry group, He's an a ttorney who is

li assisting our group in lcoking et :ne radie ion raleases

19 f rom TM I .

20 fo my left is 3calomo Yaniv, memoer of Task 3roup 3, an
e

.

21 Marry North, wno is a memoer of Tes% Group 4 Task Groua 4

22 of :ne special inquiry group is focused primarily on what tne
,

23 licensee's response was curing tne course of the incicent.

24 And with tnat, way don't we go arouna the taole and each

26 of /ou gentlemen just icentify yourse lve s end your af filiation.

.

.
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'd gsn i 44. !! EEL (* I'm Lon Neely f rom Oecion I, racio.

(?
-

- sp?:ialist curreitly assignec to f1I, I?ad reciatio, s?s 1211st

; 'U . 10 3.i A (: 3L31ne Murrey, Oe: ion I/, radiation
em

a specialist.

; 'U. V E:i 3LA ','SK I : Fran% .41slewssi, Recion /,

:nief reactor re iar. ion safaty section.

- ' . 3 I 550.i: s.1 Gi, son, 7a; ion II, Oniaf 3012:.3',

.

2 sup? art sac. ion.

< 'U . GRE3ER: 500 Grecer, 73710, III, raciation
,

is soscialist and acting cnief for nc racieti:7 suppor: se: tion.

11 MR. .II7 AGLI A: As par of '.ir. 39ie:9%'s memorancum,

l_ we nac 3 proposed a7enda attached to that aemorandum. Our

lj thought is to pick a topic of f the ag:qaa, generally introduce-

14 the topic and have each of you gentiemen reiste some ofg

1; your experiences wi:h respect to tnsse various arses at the

la licenses plants enac you are familiar with in your various
.

Il regions.

IS '4R. GIS50J: Is tnis tne s a '.e agenaa es we were

le given previously?

2) MR. MIRAGLIA: Yes.
*

.

21 M.4. GI5SO:1: Frank, more specifically, what co you

'> axoec t to do with the results of this meetino. ? I assume tnaty .

23 your report will include some assessment of generi:

24 implications of T:4I.

20 But will you go so far as to recommenc, for example, :hanges

s

1913 132

.
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4.4 gsa i in :ne NdC inspection procram and tnings of this natu"sl

#
4 '1R . MIRA3LIAs I taint we woulo li'<e, if we can, :o-

cake recommendations wita r?soect to not only the .J.40'sa
m

; insp?ction Orogram, out the .!RO's licensino pro;ran on :ne

; regulations themselv3s.

; Joe coul: loo < at deficiencies an; incica:e, well, ta!

inspection sro;re, aidn't uncover 23ficiencias in :artaim.
.

3 areas. 3u one can also say that gernaps :.a 1.n sp ? c t ion

/ program was namperso oy lac.: of soe:if t:ity in the commission's,

l- rules an- regulations for pointing :o deficiencies in tnis

11 araa.

Id And if we can give the ragulations more teeth, tais is

13 something nat we are interested in anc we would like to

la face.

la ine proolem that we are facec with is tha t we have n't lookec

15 at other facilities. /fe didn't have the time, se cian't
.

I4 nave the resources.

16 And this is an attempt to try to cet some feeling for where

is IMI s tanos. Is it a cell-shapec curve out tnere witn respect

2) to tne districution of adequacy of the licensees' red
,

.

21 protection programs ?

22 Is TMI in the middle of that curve , to tne left of that,

23 cury?, or to the rigat of tne curve?

24 If we can get that out of the mee t ing, taat's a plus.

20 As part of the inquiry grouo's d- "cach, tne mare;enent of

h
D

DQ,D ~

%~

,
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i: 1 osn i che incuiry group, ir. Rogovin sqa .ir. .rangton ha7? attemptea
t -

i o es teolisa peer r3 view groups.

a ci ? have 2 peer review group in the he al t7 .cny sic s eree.,,

ine mecce rs of nat group are Mr. .ie ro ? srle r f rom Je tt ? lla,

; .ior:n west '.? cora tori a s i Jr. Jacco 3n3piro, i3rv ard

Jnt orsity; anc 1r. Clare delmeter, :01sultant here in;

t ci as n i ng :o n .
,

3 Anc in a meeting wnicn we helc vith One 09er review group

/ in mid-August, tafs group, peer review group, i.ndicated to.

IJ the management tnat 1 voulo be nel?ful if te could oet sole

il feet for how representative or non epresentative tas t .i l

12 exp?rience is with eny other power re actors.

13 And again , cecause of resources and time, >e felt tha:

14 this would oe a way of ga tting some information and f eecoa:::.
1

la It's an informal meeting. ,ie are me::ing a transcript of the

la meeting.

14 I think it would be appropriate that we would provice you

13 wita a transcript of the meeting to maki change s tha you

19 ceem necessary.

2J I don't think that we have any problem with doing that.
.

.

21 dow it will ce used really depenas upon what we gain from

s 22 this mes ing now. But we are looking basically to ge t some

23 sort of comoarative -- relative comparison o f what we have

24 noted as a result of TMI, cring it into a more generic

22 p ic tu re , if it can oe.
isv

% :'9N)*
1913.134

'
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''.:.i _ o s a 1 Ana that's the basis for :ne meeting..

, -

t
'~' 3 'W. ;lE.lSLAW5KI Crank, Osa I say something cef ore.

a le 33 in :ne ?.es ting ?
.,

a 30metning -- I have an i;ea whe: I taink tast you are

a trying to do. And I just eent to say :nis up front: I er

; a 01: Concernec :nat you are going :o formule:e opinions acout

I is t Ed cassa on <<nat you will ce ge::in; fro, us, enc in
.

3 turn, we casically nave it, at least speakin; for myself fro?

/ our ins.oectors, who are most f amiliar -- eno looking at
.

1J your agence nere, if you are going to talk ceteils of now

11 oso]ie Calicrate instruments, e; ce: era and so forth, tne

la inspectors are most f amiliar with tne detailed o.oereting

13 procedures.

14 it worries me a little bit that we as section chief s in

13 turn get our ooinions and judgments casically from the

IJ i nsoe c tors.

1. .4cw you will ge t them f rom us. You're ge tting f urther and

13 turtner cownstream from the licenses. I would just like to

19 Caution you that to me, the cest approach would be that you

20 go directly to a licensee.
,

_

21 I undarstand that you don't have the time to do that, bu:

22 again, I don't f eel that you are going to ce getting as cirect.

23 inf ormation as you could be by going the way you are.

24 'G . MIRAGLIA: I think that's a f air comment, ?renk ,

2 and I think we recognize that. An elieve in the memorencurs

Shs
D

O> ts

?'b 1913 135
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..d gsh I eitner we sint you or in tn3 memorantum Sniezek put Jut r. :

k
4 fou -- we'r? not 7oing to try to cet into tne level of as teil

a es ao they 0911 crete every veek versus every month. But is,,

4 tnere a calioration program? Do tn 3 7 imolenent that
; :alioration orogram?

a I tnink mat ve ere after more is o ?,e r al impressions as

i to va a t Ins status of tne .rograms are. I can't t ai n ': : net.

,

3 ve' a lookin; at anetnar thry conduct a ceill every monta ano

s what scenarios 00 they pick for the arill, out just some,

IJ general :haracteri:3 tion fer wh:t :ne prograas are out thers

11 as Compared to whatever extant we 03, comoere it to to what

14 we nave noti:ed at fMI.

13 I think we reco gnizec that croolem, Frank, and I think tnat

14 this is just an attempt to try and get soms casts of

la comparison, nowever relative it may ce.

la And the information and :onclusions tnat we can araw from .

1/ that information will only te as strong as tne information

19 we nave oefore us.

l/ I think we recognize that inherent weakne ss in tnst we

_
20 are not coin; a detailed examination of eaca licensee program.

_

21 And I oon't think that we would necessarily say that

22 Reactor A as compared to IMI is X percent cetter or wors3-

23 cased upon our conversations.

24 I think that we are trying to get a general impression as

20 to wnat your experience has oeen caseo upon the <noeletge you

gL .

i913 136
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''4 ,gsn i nave nad personally cy ;oin, to these reactors and One.

,

; .

'" e sno ileage tnat you nave f rom lookin; at inspection reports

,

anc results fro:n your inspe:: ors, vnet :ney report :o youJ

a as :o ehere enese ceopla stand in One ceneral framework of

a -= iation protection.

3 12. D I2.lELI: If I could :a to tnat a thought, ma/ce

e it's :ne same thou:n: aifferently s:stec. ;e can't, or at
.

: least I con't, nave, ceing oasi:sil/ an outsicer, any sense

y of now Met da or tne proolens that le t Ed seems to nave fits
,

IJ in or compares in any kinc 5f a crosJ :Sntext to other

11 ti:ensees in general.

12 It is no; the spacifics of a particular licensee or :

la particular licensees that we're interes ec in, so muen as

14 making sure, or trying to make sure, by talzing to you, tna

la the impressions that we have anc the conclusions tnat we seem

to to os heacea towards are fair.
.

1/ cas don't want to ce unculy harsn. de don' t want to o n

13 too easy. .se want to call them as we see Onea. But also,

1/ make sure that we are making a fair judgment. And in oraer

2J to ma ke a f air judgment, we have to nave a cac%grouna against
-

_

21 which to assess the performance.

22 And that osckground, hopef ully, will be supplied oy 3
.,

23 general discussion with you all, which would really oe more

24 valusole than talking, spenaing the same or greater leng:n

25 of time tal%ing to incividual inspec tors or indiviaual

k
by

3'
m%) * 1913 137 ,
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11: 10 sees cacause we're looking for the oroad ?i:tura. in....|4 _ 7 s h
.

( '

2 oroid picture is so?.ething wnica I nink you all are proceoly-

3 ostter aole to supply than other individuals who have focus 9-
,

on one or only several licensees, juet as we're focusing on,

> onl/ one licensee.

ine other coint a &3 ut that that I tnini ?.3kes you P.s the

s ection : hie fs valueole is tnat if /ou even stap 03:1 fr7".
,

5 the Licensers ana talt aoout the process of inspection and

v enforcement anc the process of the raciation protection
,

1] progr ams that are developea, one question wnich this soecial

It inquiry group nas to adcress is how c an the process os
.

l' i mpro ve d ?

13 A.7d you are talling us how things coulo ce maae ce tte r or

14 easier for I45 will be valusole and esoulo help us.

la 30 I think, again, that's something that we nead to nave

la f rom your lavel of operations rather than from the individuals.

I, M2. GI350:l: The product of your investigative

13 e fforts will be e report to the chairman, I guess, whicn will

19 incluce recommendations that he has some powe r or authori ty to

_

do something acout, I guess. And presumacly, he will20
.

21 implement the recommendations, I gue s s.

22 Is that generally it?,

23 4R. MIRAGLIA: That's fair.

24 MR. DI EN ELT Tnere may oe recommendations that he

2; doesn't nav2 power to implement. I; would nave to ce mece

h

f'4'

e a. 19i3 i38
-

.
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.. 4 ;sn i alsewhere.
,

(
'-

2 'H. MIRA3LIA: Shen;es in legislation. perne?s, eno.

3 autnority.
_

6 'G. DI5dELf It's conceivaale thet one finding woula.

; os a criticism that ne cidn't have anou:n pnwer or 37metain;

; et e level like taat. But :ertainly, wns t you su;;3 s t

i ;resumaoiy voulc ce a large par of it.
.

5 'G. MI2A3LIA: Is there an/ otner iscussion tnat

/ eny of you gentlemen want to have on that issue?,

13 (No response.)

11 dd. VIRACLIA: The first item on tne egenda is the

le management of raciation protection procram. Mithin that

13 major item, there is the area of proc edures. It is clear

1 -4 that TMI nad procedures. The proolem tney appearea to n3ve

la is tne implementation of those procedures in all asoects.

Io nithin tne process of licensing and inspection, I guess

!4 the requirement is generally on the licensee that they have

19 procedures that meet some very minimum %ind of specification.

Id Anc we would like to get the perception of each of /ou

2)
,

individuals with respect to what the experience in the fiel;
.

21 has oeen with resoect to procedures and the licensee.

22 Have the/ been developino procedures? Are they edequat e. ,

23 p roc e dure s ? And the proolems that you have in inspec tin;

24 against the procedures. g } }}g
2o I won't go arounc the taole in any particuler wa/.

hs

9x q ,

\rs
O D

xB -
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MM _;sa i 1?. 31333..: Goviously, all li:ensees do Javelop

k- 4 oro:3dures. Iney are recuired to oy technic al specific?: ions.

3 recanical spa:ifica: ions normally ref er to .iec Juiai 1.33,
,,

4 .whi:n sp?cifies in a general way the areas for whica pro:ecures

a are to 3p=L/.

o '4/ personal opinion is tna t it is approcriata to l e av e

/ oro:3 dure c37310pc. ant up to the licensee ama not to nave
1

3 procacures Jevelopeo 07 ..R: or to nave a more forms 1 3pproval

/ of aroceour3s av liRO cecausa each li:ensee .< nows cest
.

-
wnst

13 procecures ne needs.

li Also, if we form 2Lize to too great an extent, I thin %

14 he s tandardization would stifle the progress oy tha

13 licensee.

14 3o I don' t think that the system is cac. Tha t's a
.

10 personal opinion. I tnink that wnich croceauras are developed,

la it depends on a couple of things. It depends on which ones

1. the licenses f eels inclined to develop and it cepenas on

19 whi:n procedures the IE inspector tainks are needed.

IV During our pre-operational inspection progran anc the

-

ops p rograui IE inspectors r3 view physics procedures. Ano20
_

21 procaoly all of our inspection program may not call for it.

24 We r? view almost all of those .cro.cedures..

2J And if they're not acecuate for one reason or another,

24 we comment. And I would say generally, our comments ara

20 resolvec to our satis f action.
t

&wk'
@pO

6

1913 140 -
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'N gsn i > ?rhaos te neeo tors unif ormity among licensses on.

( 4 orocidores. But I woulo 'ce cautious aoout standar izing-

3 t oo 'er.
.

'4 4 . MIRA3LIA* alta resoect to the yeneral'

; 3;utrements in tne re; guise, are :nera erees taa: de could

a pernaps ce more soecifi: in aita any cevalopment of proc!aures?

. nsve ve 113530 any areas?
.

i G. GR3357: ine r3g guise s peaks la general terms

/ ano I woul; say tnat tnat is procacLy one place tnat you
,

IJ coulc ce mu:n more soecific in specifying at less: som3 of

|| tne routine procecures tha; ere n :'ied.

12 Jo vi ou sly , some procedur35 ere go ing go c e -- 3 r 3 goi7g to

13 apply : one f acili y sna not enotner because of various

14 ocera ting procedures and equipment, many different things.

la but tnere are certainly 3 core of procecures tn3c could

', ce saecified in the reg guice for rad protec tion that are

it not -- tne reg guide is rather general and that's one of tne

13 proolem areas.

19 The proolem that we find at least in procedures is if a

20 Licensee does not have a procedure, it oecome difficult in
-

.

21 soma cases to fina a regulatory requirement for them to have

22 that procedure.
.

23 f.s Al said, Reg Guide 1.33 is referenced in aanv of tne

24 teca specs. Not all tech saecs. Some tech specs ref erence

25 no requirement for procedures at all in radiation protection

i913 14i

uhtese0
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.4 _osh i rac waste ere33, 'fnich is one proolem. Thos3 t9 olo3r"

!

d teen specs sna th3y're osin; crougnt up to aate. Jat tney'

_
levin't oeen crought up to cate for all plvits.3

4 Some teca specs .nay require that procedur es may as

a imotamentaa -- tnat procecures ce d37elooed, ou' no os

> 1:013mented.

And so we mey go into a licenses and fino thdt taev h2ve.
,

S e procedura and eren't f o ll o wing it, and there mey oe no

d tecn spec recuireTent that they follow tne procedure..

ooth of them with tech spec r3quir3:ents.IJ Another oroolt1 --

II And then the tnird proclem is if they oo eferen;e una

le Reg Juide 1. 33. It is not very specifi: and you era a little

13 nard pressed at times to say that a specific procedure is

14 required by tne reg guide,

la WR. MIRAGLIA: Can you give some ex emples, 3o0, of~

to areas , perhaps, where the re; guide could oe more specific?

I4 WR . GREGER: I think it we could get hold of e

13 copy of the reg guida and take e look 6t it, we coula show

19 you p re tty e as ily -- well , I can give you one example:

2J Operation of solid rad wasta systens..
.

21 I think the reg guide is rather general in saying what types

22 of requirements -- what types of procedures are required for-

23 rad waste systems.

24 As I recall, it talks about requiring procecures f or

20 quantification with respect to solio rad weste, quant {1:ation

b1913 142 oec ,

90J ,
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M .i .g sn i f or chs amount of wastas complying with tne regulations, for
i

~ d shi: ping waste. 3';t noxnere does it say a licensee should

_,
J nave procedures for actually operating solid rad waste

4 squipmant.

; M.1. GI5503: I celi e ve -- e ll, in fact, ceck in

6 One region, one of the things that we have seneduled for next

monta is for m3 to get my group of pecole together and pool.
,

3 our experience and come up with a list of procedures ano a

/ . et-up for each procedure..

12 I celieve that such a reg guice would ce useful, altnougn

11 I am not -- I don't believe that a reg guide that develops

12 very explicit, specific pro:edure ti tles and scopes should

13 ce placed on the licensee as a regulatory requirement.

14 I think if the tning exists, that most licensees dould

to volun tarily comply.

16 Normally, I'm a pre tty strict regirlator. I sound out of
.

-

14 character, I guess , but I think -- I'm not sure that we're in

13 the oest position to come up with a comprehensive list. I

19 think that the licensee is in a better position in some cases.

20 MR. MIRAGLIA: The fact that whatever is described,

.

21 to a licensee is in the form of a reg ' guide as opposed to

22 a regulation, is this a problem area? In other words, do.

23 we meet resistance or lack of teeth in the enforcement effort

24 oecause something is specified in a regulatory guida ?

20 Now each regulatory guida has got the standard phrase, that

1913 143 te.
z ,

e teth+ h b
'

9 .
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.4M gsh I this is not necessarily a r3quiremant.'

2 However, it specifies an approacn to meeting the

3 requirements in tne reguletions._.

4 E/ery reg guide's casic -- the reason that we have tnat

3 reg guise is to demonstrate f ulfillment wien some regulatory

3 re qui re me n t. And tais woul; be dee ned, "an acceptacle way of

/ cemonstreting cor.oliance wita a particular regulation or
,

3 specification.-

i 'R . ME.15 LAW 5KI Can I address that? ?lus I want..

10 to follow up something coth 300 and Al were saying.

!! One tning about -- I suspect that tech specs var / quite

12 a bit right now. Boo was saying tnat some tech specs don't

13 even have certain requirements, de don't have as many

Ic operating plants es 3 or I, out I can say -that our tech

15 specs basically have two requirements. One requirement is that

,

a ll:ensee nave procedures consistent with the requirementsla

Ia of dart 20. And that's a very generelized tech spec

la requirement. But that in itself has a lot o f teetn.

19 And the second one is the one that makes reference to tne

2] reg guida, which in turn makes -- answers your question end.

.

21 makes the reg guide a legal requirement on a licensee since

- 22 it's referenced in tech specs and which gives us tee th.

23 dhat I want to follow up on is more along what Al was

24 talking about, and I would concur with him more than I would

2a wita Sob that as f ar as the radiation protection program goe s.

A

$ s

m&
D t)#
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gsh ! I tnink our experience is if you nave a radiation protection'"'
.

2 sup3rvisor who is anywhere near worta his weight to the

3 facility, .ney aill have th) cesic procedures necessary to

0 implement a radiation pro te: tion orogram, ca sic procedures

sucn as issuing dosimetry cevices, control contamination,;

a performanca of surveys, the casic procedures ne:essary for

i a pr:grar.
.

? I f you st art ge tting more exotic, for example, operation

s of red wasta systeo, I con't really -- I' m no t inclined to
,

\

/ 10 consicer :nat as a radiation protection procedure, out more
y

11 of 27 operational procecure.

14 And tnere I would concur in what Bob is saying. It's a

13 gra/ area where licensee may have some procedures, or he

1, may not.

15 Jut I personally feel that the situation, as it is now,

16 is essentially adecuate for the requirement that a licensee

1. hav3 procedures. I think the tech specs could De wordea a

13 little oit more clearly. For example, use the words "adheri

I s' to."

23 That is a real pivblem. If it says , "deve lop proc edure s ,"
.

.

2i and the first argument we get from the licensee, he'll say

_
22 that I don't have to adhere to it. It makes it very clear

23 if it says develop, maintain, and achere to.

24

2; \

1913 I b
v
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CR7249.02
MM ,

'rmg 1 l ! MR. NENSLAWSKI: This is act always the case,
| |

2i depending on the tech specs. !

,,

3 MR. GIBSON: I know you are not interested in NMSS

4' fuel facility procedures, but NMSS refuses to place an adherence

5 reuqirement on a fuel facility license. They only say " develop"

6 because they don't want inspectors to assure verbatim

*

7 compliance with the licensee procedures.
,

8 MR. NINSLAWSKI: The basic point I want to make |
* ;

9 is that I feel the progran as established bv NRC is essentially

10 adequate. I think the reg guide and latest revision of it

11 | is essentially adequate as far as defining the basic types of

12 | procedures. |
.,

4 1

13 | And I am myself reluctant to go into greater depths saying
i

t
14 , you need a procedure for this, you need a procedure for that,

!
i

*

15 ; you need a procedure for that. I am not that great of a

16 ; regulator where I think we have to lead a licensee around by
|

17 the hands.

18 I think if they have a staff that is anywhere halfway
,

_

19 i decent, they themselves know those types of procedures. f
|

20 , Now, we do get into problems at times where we would wish |
-

1
-

21 ! a licensee had a procedure, because we see problems in that
i i

! t

22 1 area.

,

23 ; And that's the case when I&E usually plays'it by ear. We '

'
.

I
!24 discuss it with the licensee and at least in Region 5, for the!

Aa Fewai nepoems. im. ! ; p

25 most part we are usually cooperative. In talking to some other
,

;

1913 146
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I t.

I

rmg 2 1 people from some other regions and some of these bigger,
'

i .

-

2| older utilities back more in the East, I guess at time s they
,

3' can be pretty obstinate in their negotiations. t

i

4 But I personally feel that the program as laid out isj

5 essentially.

6 MR. MIRAGLIA: With respect to procedures, there is

*

7 two distinctions that come to mind based on the discussion so
i

8 i far: |
..

;

9 That there is a requirement to have procedures. Is it !

generally the case that -- well, there is another requirement |
10

i

11 ! that there is some sort of onsite licensee comnittee that

12 reviews procedure. |

!i

13 Is it necessarily true in all cases that in development of

14 procedures, be they operational procedures versus radiationi

i

15 protection procedures, that it does require the review of

16 : radiation protection officer on the site, a licensee
!

17 requirement.

18 In other words, that the plant operations review cormnittee
,

19 { include in its quorum, so to speak, the radiation protection
.

- 20 ; officer or someone from the radiation protection program. ,
i

i
'

1

n MR. NEELY: Some tech specs do. Such as TMI, |21 '

!

22 anybody can set up a quorum. It doesn't have to be a rad

i

23: protection. i

I

|

24 ! MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that an area that'should be perhaps
Ace Facerel Reoorters, Inc. i

&

25 looked at? Is that something that -- would it be a fair ;
.

,-
i

!
t
'

i913 147-
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!

1'

1, I'
rmg 3 1| requirement that radiation protection be considered in the j

i,'

2| development of a procedure, and that a minimun quorum should !'
i

l

3| include the approval of a radiation protection office?_

4
i A good example would be the solid rad waste system.

5 MR. GIBSON: I would like to see radiation protection

6 review and approval of procedures. I am thinking of mainten-

7 ance procedures and operations procedures that involve scce

8 radiological -- acme potential radiological problem, potential
i.

1

9 for spread of contamination or receipt of more than a few
I

10 millirem, and not all licensees have this policy.

11 You know, some maintenance procedures, for example, may |

12 not be reviewed by the plant review ccmmittee at all, and
!

13 | they may be written by the maintenance department and not
!

14 ' reviewed by radiation protection at all.
i

15 And I think that whether it is done in committee or as an
1, ;|6

-

individual concurrence, I think some criteria should be
|'

i
-

17 ! established by the licensee, some radiological criteria such
|

18 that when that criteria is met, the procedure has to be |,

, ,_

l9| reviewed by the radiation protection department.
:

- 20 MR. MIRAGLIA: So my understanding is that that ist

,

i
21 i not the case in all instances, but perhaps that is an area i

22 I that could be implemented.

23 ' MR. WENSLAWSKI: I would comment on that, too,
i

24 ! I think from my experience that what you said is a good i
Ac s .oer.. neoorr.,. inc.!

,. ,

25 j point. I think probably if you talk to the chem rad supervisori

|
'

,

,
.

.
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,

|-

!

rmg 4 1 in a lot of plants, you would probably find several -- quite

|
2| a few of them somewhat irritated at times because operations j| ,

a

3 comes out with a procedure, and specifies certain things that,

4| rad protection has to do. !

!
5 They don't even know that the procedures are coming out, i

6 haven't concurred in it, and there is somewhat of a separation.
. .

7; And I personally feel if rad protection had more say in |

3> the development of procedures, and- perhaps being on the --
'

r

9 I don't know if there is a requirement, I can't think of one
i

10 of f the tcp of my head that they be on the plant reviewj

11 ' committee. Sometimes they are, I guess sometimes they are not.
.

}

12 ; But it is certainly a function that ought to be represented

13 ; in the plant review committee, and I think they ought to be
i

|

14 | more involved'in reviewing procedures and getting their comments
i

'

15 in. I think it is a cotential croblen area.

16 MR. GISSON: I think a generic problem -- of course, j,

| I

7 -
I

l' | you can say this about anybody's radiation protection program --
!

13 but I think there is a need for more preplanning of jobs.

.

19 involving radiation exposure.i

I i
,

-

20 ; And most utilities control exposure through an RW? program, .
6
!,

21 | radiation work permit program. Health physics doesn't become
|

22 | involved until the day the job is going to be done.
!,

23! Somecne comes in and says, "I am getting ready to cut out
i

24 ! this piece of pipe inside containment; I need a RN?." And
Am-FMwal Recorurs, Inc. ,

25 the technician gets about 15 minutes to plan the job. !
-

,

1913 149 :
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i _
'

\ '

rmg 5 1 He should have reviewed the procedure two months earlier |

2|| and perhaps reccmmended temporary shielding and maybe some
-

3 pref abrication of stuf f in a lower radiation area of whatever i
.

4 controls are necessary. But there is not enough of that going -

|

5 on. i

'l I

6" MR. MIRAGLIA: Mould the Reg Guide 8.8 help this at ,

.

7. all out? What do you think it still needs to be --

i
'

9, MR. GIBSON: Reg Guide 8.8, if it were required of
|.

,

'
9' licensees -- you know, there was discussion a few =cnths ago

i-

!

10 , about having each licensee develop an ALARA program and submit |
|

11 it to NRR or submit it to regions, I guess, for approval,

12 ; which would include, I guess, many of the things we will

13 f talk about today. I thought that was a good program. I

!

la | Then the program was going to legally enforceable through i

!
'

15 | the tech specs someway. And the feedback I got was -- I
I

16 believe it was Chairman Hendrie did not want to add requirements

17| to the tech specs at that time. So the thing has been tabled.

13 But one thing we might keep in mind as we discuss all of,

19 . these items as an approach, would be for us to put out a reg f .
I1

-

20 | guide to say each licensee should develop a program to keep |
!

>

21i radiation exposures as low as reasonably achievable in accordance
! :

I22 , with the guidance in Reg Guide 8.8.
0 .

23 And we could specify more specifically what things are to
i

24 | be in that program, and the progran would be submitted to !

Aa-FMwal Rmorurs, Inc. | ,

25 ' NRR for review and approval, or to NRC. I would like the region
,

i

i'
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:

rag 6 I to get a crack at it. And once approved, it is referenced by :
2,I 1

; the tech spec and is enforceable. :

3
,

MR. MIRAGLIA: In taking off from your point, from

4 the point of view of when tech specs are developed for a ,

5| facility, what input if any does the region have? Nhen do you
'

1

6 folks get involved? Do you get a licensee grant and say,

'

7: "Here is the tech specs, go and inspect"? Are you plugged

3 in earlier? Is this an area that can be incroved? i
-

t
*

|
,

9 MR. NEELY: The final draft, and then it is usually

10 too late. !

i

!

II ' MR. GREGER: That is not necessarily true in our

12 situation. We have got a lot of initial draft tech specs
! l

!
'

13 , of the most recent plants to come on the line. We have been I

i I

14 | plugged in fairly well. !

IS { But it is a great waste of our time to sit down and review j

| |

16 | draft tech specs when in all likelihood they are going to |-

;

17{ undergo massive change before they are ever implemented. We
I

13 | don't have the manpower to waste to do that.
-

! .

,

19 : The climate in NRC licensing has been such over the last
i
!

- 20 | two years that one did not know from week to week what the j
l
4

21 current tech specs model was going to look like.
'

22 , Now, maybe when the Appendix I tech specs are finalized
i

23 ; this won't be a problem any more. But that has been a problem

24 in the past. 1913 151 1

'

4asene R oorms. inc. , ,

25 I have followed Davis-Bessie, received a license a year and
.

t !

| !
;

.
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!

'rmg 7 1 a half ago, and their tech specs were changed radically one
i

2! month before they were supposed to get their cperating license.|
| |

_
3 And so I have wasted considerable amount of time reviewing '

i

4 draft tech specs. And when they came out with the new draft

5 I had a month, along with a lot of other chores at the same

'
6 time, to review the tech specs.

.

7 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is is a problem, Bob, with respect to ,

.

I

a, you having the su#ficient time and then it is not generally ;

i
-

,

9 thought about as a function of the inspector to have this

10 ! participation? |

11 , And therefore when you plan, say, your next three months,
|
,

12 if you have the luxury of looking that far ahead, you know |
l

13 | and say, "I have to have a block of time," that I know I am !
i I

14 |
I

going to be asked to take a look at these kinds of things. |!

i !
t *

15 ! In other words, if it is something you could plan for,

16 ; could the participation be more meaninful? Andisitsomething|
! !

17 | that cerhaos should be considered to get you fellows involved j
'

~

18 | early, with the understanding that this is part of your i
,

i
-

19 ; function so that there is sufficient time and resources i

i. !,

- 20 available? Is it that kind of problem?

i

21 ! MR. GREGOR: It is a bit. But I am probably of a
|

|

22 different opinion than other people on tha .
1913 152

23' I am not so sure that I would really want to waste that i

|

24 | amount of time early in the game looking at the tech specs. '

AaJews Rmxmn, lec. | t
,

25 | I would rather be able to get very quick turnaround on tech !

I
t

'

,!
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i
|i

|
'

1 i

rmg 8 1 spec changes, on needed changes that I or my people would

2 identify when they do inspections.

3 3ecause in ordez to really look at tech specs and determine
,

4 whether or not they are goed or bad, enforceable or unenforceable,
.

5' you have to go out and do an inspection, almost, with them. i
;

6' Just by icoking at them it is extremely difficult to tell if

'

there are going to be little problems creeping in.7

!

a So we go cut and we do an inspection, and we identify i

!
-

9 problems. And it literally takes years in some cases to get |
!

10 changes implemented that we would recommend.
!, .

11 MR. MURRAY: If we are talking just in the area of-

12 health physics, there isn't that much in the technical
!

13 | specificatio.ns that address health physics. You know, there i
4

!

14 i is not even half a page,

i

15 I If you are going to get into the areas of ef fluent releases,,

16 this type of thing, with the model tech specs, then there is

:

17 | a lot of review. I

|
la But you pick up any utility and look at the tech specs,

.

.

19 , and there isn't anything in there on health physics. There j

!
'

20 | 1s going to be maybe a couple of paragraphs, the canned tech-

, ,

21 ; specs that they just throw in there. But there is really.
i

|

22 ' nothing to review as far as health physics technical speci-

23 fication.

| 1913 153
24 j It isn't until we get into the area of environment effluent

i

Am Feerss Recrun, loc. '
|

25 releases that the tech specs become complicated. ,

I .

|
4
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|

| !
-

!
i

rmg 9 1 MR. LYNCH- Would it be safe to say for the tech |

2| specs for the health physics program are really implemented |
,

_
3 by the procedures that a licensee develops? |

i

4: MR. MURRAY: S ur e .

5 MR. LYNCH: This was the concept of the new tech

6 specs -- for environmental work -- had very li:tle in them

.

7 other than to say that there was a procedures document, and
I

i
a the procedures document really unplemented the program and j

.

i

9 the procedures document was first approved by NRR.
,

10 But after it was approved and became part of the license, |
| ;

11 ! then it was changed by the applicant. !
!

12 ; If we saw any problems with it, then we would tell them f
, ,

i l
13 1 not to change it, or to go back, revert to the previous programL

i

! '

14 ; But I don't know if there is an appreciation here that a |
|
I

15 |
tech spec changes a license amendment, and as a license

16 | amendment it goes through all of the rigors of what a license |
!

I

17 amendment goes through, including the possibility of a hearing.Ij
18 MR. CI3 SON: I think that we have all heard that.

_

19 many times. But it gets very frustrating, for example, at
;

i i

20 Oconee who has a tech spec requirement to go out and look at |
-

i i
i21 i the screens on the intake pipe to see if there are any fish i

| 1

i '

22 j trapped on the things, and the screens are 120 feet under |

|

23' water and they can't see them. But every day they go out and :
|
i

f,24 look over the end of the pier and they say, I don't see any
._,...e.,..~.

,

25 fish. I

i -

1913 154
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| I.

~

l

I i

rmg 10 1| And we tried for three years to get that tech spec changed j

I |
!2j and couldn't. I think that is a graphic example of what we

,

i i

_ 3' are talking about. It doesn't really have safety significance'

4 but it is frustrating for inspectors who run across this ,

5 thing on almost every inspection.
.

6- MR. MURRAY: Let me just tell you typically what

.

7 happens.
,

i

8 You go in and.you visit a licensee during the preop inspec- ,

'

I
.

9 tion. I will go in, and I know that in the tech specs they ,

i

10 are going to have the canned phrase that you are going to

11 develop tech specs to be adhered to and all this.

12 But what I typically do is I have a list, and it is something

i |
13 ' similar to what Al is talking about. That I want to sea '

i
!

14 j procedures developed to cover, you know, a lis t that I have . - --
i

15 | surveys, personnel monitoring, calibration of portable survey
i

16 , meters, calibration of portable monitors, the whole thing.
i

'
|

17 | So I will go down this list, you know, and just, "Where is
! -

la | your procedure for that, and how are the details going to be?"
,

I
~

19 An entire laundry list of procedures that I want to seei

-

20 | developed before I am satisfied to -- for them to receive an !

| |
i .

21 ; OL. !,
i

is typically the approach thatl hsl 3ak1Ji5
'

22 And that

23 You know, there is procedures and there is precedures. Youi

|

24 I can go in to one utility and they may have a page to cover a
!

Ameec.i mec,w, . ix. ! .

,

25 ! certain activity. And th e nex t one , it may be 20 pages for that
I ! .

I !

I i
:

*
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i
i

rmg 11 1| So, you know, to a cer ain degree it is a lot of -- the :
i |

'
2 inspecror is kind of under the gun to see that the procedures

3 are developed and enought details so that they cover the f

4 i activity that is addreesed. ,

5 MR. MIRAGLIA: Would an approach such as Ollie ,

6 outlined as contemplated from the environmental specifications

.

in that the broad specificacions are written in a certain7

3 performance? !
-

i

9 And one of those specifications that there is quote
:

10 unquote a procedures dccument or manual that requires approval.,
!

11 i Would that be of assistance to the inspectors, that a program |
|
.

12 ; to implement the technical specifications is specified and

13 has some approval --

14 | Knd then also coupled in the technical scecification is i

| .|
15 | a mechanism by which these procedures can be changed through |

I
i

16 , the management chain at the licensee, be helpful?
|

l i
17! MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think we have now basically have i

I ,

! l

18 that system. I think all tech specs have the basic requirement!
,

!

I~
19 | that the licensee shall have radiation protection procedures i

I,

-

20 j consistent with Part 20, and I would imagine that maybe other

21 regions could comment that all facilities have what they call |
|

22 ! radiation control manuals, which is usually the document

23 intended to implement that requirement. )9}) }bb
I ,

i

24 | What could be done, however, is something like the |
Aa-Fews amemn. inc. , ; ,

25 standardized tech specs, would make it a little bit more clear,|
|'
!

|
'

.
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i
.

i ,

rmg 12 I'| a more straight line of logic. For examplo, the off site ,
I

; !

2 | dose calculation manual as that is intended to be in the I

j
f

3 standardized tech specs for the environmental tech specs.
.

4 Make it very clear, a very clear requirement that he will!

'
5 have this manual -- which they already have.

,

6 We just had a situation in Region 5 where we cited a

'

7 licensee and he argued with us -- he hasn't formally responded --

a but we cited him.against his rad com manual based on a tech
,

9 spec requirement of Part 20. ;

10 , And he was saying, "I am not required to do that because

II I am doing what my manual says I am going about Part 20."

12 So I think if the requirement was clear, more clear that |
||

13 ; you shall have a manual to implement and you shall adhere to ;
I

~

|14 I that manual or requirements in it -- in other words, it could
j .I

15 be more formalized. |

|
16 | MR. MIRAGLIA: As I understand it, with respect to j

i

17 | radiation protection, as to post radiological ef fluent limitations
| I

13 the procedures minual and the review of the rad protection
,

, -

I9 program manual then is essentially the burden that the inspector
i
,

'
20 ! looks at, rather than the licensor or someone in NRR in this.

,

i

21 case?

22 .Y R . MURRAY: That's right. 1913 157
'

23; MR. MIRAGLIA: Would putting the responsibility
| .

I

24 | at least at the outset before a plant goes operational, that
A m e = =.i a mo m n.im. |,

25 | the broad program and some broad set of procedures to implement |

f

|
'

'
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I
'

i
|

rmg 13 l' that program has some sort of licensed approval for you folks, |
.

.

2' and hopefully that you would be involved in the development
i

3 of that -- would that be of assistance in any way?
,

4 In other words, have the requirement that he have procedures,

5 and that the first set of precedures, at least, get some
1

6 sort of sanction from NRC. And that there is a procedure

7 change -- ;;
.

t

8, MR. WENSLANS' :: It would be a basic policy change |
.

9 for NRC. i

|
10 Right now the emergency plan procedures work the same way. !

i,

11 Licensee has to submit an emergency plan, but he doesn't

i

12 submit the procedures. Ne review the procedures, and I believe
,

13 ! in operations there are very few if any operating procedures
I

14 that are reviewed.

15 So if you are talking that, I think you are talking a

16 | pretty big program. It would not just be limited to radiation
!

l'7 protection; it would be in the emergency plan, and inevitably

18 jump over to operations. So where would you stop?
,

19 MR. GIBSON: I believe that review of procedures

1

20 ; should be left with inspectors, rather than people in Nashington.-

. i
I ;

21; MR. WENSLANSKI: I agree with that. |
!

22 MR. MIRAGLIA: I was just trying to get a feel for

23 f it.
1913 158 ,

24 | MR. MURRAY: I think what Al spoke to briefly is '

Aa-Fwest Rumners, Inc. , j

25 he mentioned in Region 2 he planned to get some of his people
: -

I

t

I i

!
a
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I
!

! !

I |

rmg 14 l together and come up with a list of procedures and maybei

!

2| carry that a step further as to what the detail or the content ;
i

3 of the procedures based en the experience of the inspectors

4 in the field would be very useful. ;

5 Because ycu go from one utility to another, and there is
,

6 not a lot of uniformity within the procedures. Just rhat

.

7 they call a particular procedures. You know, like in the area
i

3 of emergency plannint now, I know there is quite a bit of |
i

,

9 effort being placed on adherence to this Reg Guide 1.101.
,

10 We are trying to get uniformity as much as possible within
,

I

11 the various licensees. |

|

12 You don't really see that within the area of health |
+

i

13 ! physics procedures. |
'

l
14 I think basically it is all there but it is not really j

;

'

15 that uniform from one licensee to another.
! i

'

16 MR. GREGOR: There may be no need for it to be j

17| there.
!

13 MR. MIRAGLIA: That was going to be my next question.
.

.
.

,

19 Is the lack of uniformity the problem? I
i
,

20 MR. GREGOR: I don't think so. Procedures, especially-

21 in rem protection area, are espcially plant specific, not just

22 plant but individual specific, depending on thefplant manager

23! and the RPM, how they want to run their problem, rather,

a: 1913 159
i program.

Aa-vumi nwomn. r c. , ;,

25 | You can probably run an HP program 20 different ways and
|
i >

i
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i

i !
l

i

rmg 15 l! still have it come out to satisfy the objectise of naintaining
1

I.

2 expcaures as low as is reasonably achievable. ,

3
.

And I would echo Al's and Frank's and 31aine's comments

4 in saying that I don't think there are procedures that are

5 plant specific can be reviewed by scme one organization or

6 group of people who is icoking at all procedures for all |

'

7 plants in the country, because they would not be that familiar
r
'

a with the workings of that particular plan *
|!.

9 I think that review has to remain at the plant, and the I

10 only person that is going to the plant to do that right now .

|!

11 are I&E inspectors. And for that reason, I think it should j

12 remain there.
, .

|
,

i

13 ' I would disagree just a little bit with, I guess, a comment

14 saying that the Reg Guide 133 may not need to be a bit more

i

15 | explicit.*

i

i

16 ' Both Blaine and Al are saying it would be a good idea to

17 come up -:ith some type of general list of rad protection

13 procedures to be used to go out and at least to start from I

|.-

19 when you look at a new licensee .a see if he has got basic

.0 : 1913 160 ;
j procedures..

,

|21 |; If we are going to come up with that list, why not put it ;

; I
. I

22 ! in the reg guide so that everyone uses it throughout all the

23 regions so the licensees know also what general procedures !
!

24 they need a little more specific than is in the reg guide '

AmJeWW Rmomn W. '
I ;

I
25 1 now.

t
'

i

l

i

f
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i i

i !
'

,

rmg 16 II Not to say that they couldn't deviate from that, not to say |
_

,
;

! i

2| that they couldn't have additional or shouldn't have additional;

_

3 procedures if they need them.

4 MR. GIBS ON: I think if it could be placed in there

5 with the understanding that it is not legally binding that they

6 meet it verbatim. But unfortunately I am not sure, with they

7| way tech specs are being written, if it is placed in there that'

i

S they will have a, procedure for XYZ, and it will include the |
!*

end 42 9 following. Then that is what they are going to have to have.

10
i

3
i
.

n |
,

!
12 | i

i'

. .
-

ia ! I
.

, i
14 , !

i
I

's

15 j

.i
16 !

.

u i
i

13 !
i, .

-

19 ' ;
-

,
'

I

20 ;. j
i .

I.

21 ! !
i i

!

22 '
:
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%ep L. i .H. GREJ52 : You can write it generally.

: .U . GI 3 5 0.4 8 I gu2ss I a7ree with you more Onan I

_
; nave indicaces. I :nins more specificity :ould be out in

tne Reg Jui;e.,

; H. s Ii..Ei f : Oo you hava autnori:y on a regional,

casts to crescriae, set for:n proceoures, in effec;

,
in;3rpretin; a Re7 Juide, su n as tne One we have oeen.

313 :u ss in g '.''

/ 1A. GI350.1: Practically speakino, we ao it.,

1. '!he:ner we nave the legal authori;y is ques:ionsole. Su;,

!! for example, in a pre op insoection where we nake a

12 sta:erent ta3t if you don't oevelop thus-anc-se proc e dure ,

13 we're not going to recommend you ce given a license , they're

12 coing to go out anc develop a procecure.

!> 'U . DIE:iEL T So, as a practi:31 alterna:ive to

13 putting nore detail in Reg Guide -- is i 133 7 -- e a c h o f
,

I. One regions coul: develop 1:s own se t of more detailed

13 Oriterie, and they nave done so.

19 MR. GREGER : Except the problem there is tna: we

2G no longer have uniformity across regions, and there's no
,

.

21 reason for one plant in one region ce required to do

.
22 something, and another in another region, no t .

23 MR. GIS50d: I say it can ce cone in one of two

24 place s, could ce done in a Reg Guide. Aayce that's the oest

23 place for it. Or it could ce in an GIE inspection guidance.

1913 162.
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kap 4: I .ie .13ve a cocumentea inspection culaance for reviewing

a pro:edures.

a tid . Op.E3Ed It ooes soecify pro:scures out tai

li:en see coi sn't .:now ane cc o f time that tasse are exce :sa4

of nin. Ana :nat's a proclim tnere.

2 i<. G I 350. . : Richt.

,
/ H. .. E ! 3 LA lE :'. ! : I thin % it would as haloful t,

9 neve a copy of tnet Rea Guios here righ: now, cecause I

loo.e d et i; in re12: 1onship to citino a licensee just lasti.

1. w e e :: . And tne mos: recent issue of it. Anc it was oret:y

11 specific as far as oroad arias go, and I'm not too sure I

l_ uncerstand what you're asking for, 30'o. If you're asking

13 f or it to go into each procedure for operating tnis and One:

la cecause it s ays , you sna ll nave perso nnel co sime try

1; oro:3dures, you snall have Onis, you shall nave that, oraken

la down pretty clearly.

le '4d . G R EG E.7 8 Okay, out if you go out and oc an

13 inspection, a pre :p inspection, and the licensee is

is supposed to nave personnel cosimetry procedures, you are

23 going to look for neutron dosimetry orocecures, something,

.

21 that gives him guidance on now to monitor for neutron

22 exposures, ceta exposures, gamma exposures, extremity.

23 exposures. You're going to look for a JA on the dosimetry

24 sqcioment, and in the OA you're going to looz for a couple

la of th'.ngs, different thinos. You're goinc t o loo.< f or en

k jg}} }6}.
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3c:uracy enact on it, you'r? going to look for soni type of4e3 Va i

e int 3rchen;3, on wnatsver type of cosimetry progran the

.
; licensee is using. I don' t think tnet amount of spec ific ity

is in it.,

> H. .lE.iS LA.|5 K ! : It doesn't No into tnet 03:311.

a 13. 3RZ352 : sut :nat's a thina evervone sr.7ula

.
i 1 00., e wnen :nsv go out, aq: wny not tell One licensee

a :ne:'s wae: tasy should oe :evelo,cino proceaures to 'est!

/ 'Ja . .1 IRA 3LIA: If I coula summarize vnat I.

IJ undarstanc :ne ciscussion to ce tnus far, is with r3soec: :o

11 pro:9dur35, I t hi n .: . ths generai conc ensus -- and you

l_ f ellows can correct .me if I'm wron; -- is that we con't want

la to ;9 t in a noce where we are specifyin7 the detailad

14 procadures and nave specifically incicating the steo-cy-staa'

la procedure tnat tne licensee must follow, cut we have in 23;

I: Guice 133 at least a set of procecures that we said you

li should nave at least these %inds of things. And tnat tnere

li is a level of cetail between the list we have now, whicn 3r1

19 perhaps broad topic areas, versus tne detail procedures, and

2) maybe these detail topic areas could have some mor:,
.

21 specificity with some relatad subtopic areas uncer each of

. 22 thes3. Am I miscnaracterizing what you've said?

23 4R. GREGER : I may have given the impression, I

24 guess, tnat I have a big proolem with the way the Reo Guice

2a is oresently written. And I guess I really don't. In most

h
e xJsv

s

D \

9
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'.< ' o ?' ' I ors::ical t?r s, I :on't nink we run into a proolen in re:

4 ?ro:3ction 3reas wita new olants, oecause, as Al said,

3 ouring tne Are oc insoe:: ions we ne/? r? a lly Oc them over-~

One tun. Ano we can almost reouire : hem to develoo anytnin;,

; '"e want, ce:3use :ney don't w:n: to :o :.nrough n? troucie

] of :." yin 7 to go oY3r our he30s -3nd ?t some7Se to cl'Me 13

. # q 0 3 C .< 3 0.in .

; So it we nave sons reasonsole renuest for e

pro:edure anc we present it during One ore op stag?s , we c an- e

I; :ypi: ally ge that proceoure implemented ano written oy the

li licinses. The only oroolems tnat we encounter in our

id region, really, are witn olcer ree: tors who nave cone

13 tarough the licensing ,orocess five, 10 years ago or more~,

_

14 ano those are the licensees that are extremely reluctant to

la oevelop, to write cown crocedures in many :ases, cecause, to

. la quote them, they developed the whole industry. They -

1. ceveloped tne procedures. There is no reason for tnem to

13 have to write the own. They know now to do everytnino.

11 The/ taught the .1RC how to ao it.

20 And so, I guess I don't really f eel tha t there's 3.
.

21 cig proclem today with the plants tnat are coming on-lini.

22 And typically, as we 7o through anc pics out these old-

23 plants and revise their teen specs, which supposedly is

21 going to ta'<e place as scon as the pressure is o f f on T'?I , I

2; nia.c this anole ,oraclen of procacuras may f all out.
1

T

lh\3-o wa ,

I913 165
'
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410 "1 i ine on2 proolen I cid en:cunter recently was wita

d oper2 tion of the solid raJ waste 3 7ai omo n t. And in tna

; situitio.- we went anead and cit?c One li ensee, anyw3y,

a mi<ing an in terpr eta: ion of our own, saying tae: :ne Ae;

s Jui;) i 33 na; a suoneaoin; :na sai: Rao nasta 3ystias, iv?-

a :nou7a it Nis mora 3:ecific and none of the specift: it3ns

. n?: :ne ?xa:: pro:t: ural re quire .en; we wer9 try in' to
,

' 110333.

/ The general heading Rao v ste Sys:=ms or 3olid Aada.

1) .ss:e Systens was :nare. T,a: mesn; 3 sai; tnat naan; you

11 ned to nave coerating proceaures for then. Ana we cion't

14 get en argum?nt. So, i t's somethin; I thin % we can wor

13 arounc.

14 %<. LY.'ICH: Let me see if I understand. prans, to
.

1; s umma riza oi sically wha t you' re s ayinc, let me see if I :en

la summa rize 3 result of that. Catching witn what Frank

It .ienslawski s a l a -- I think it was yo u -- a oo u t , if you nave

li e quali fied .va ll-motiva tsc indivi;uel at the licensse's

1/ plant that can develop these procedures and enforce them,

2) than they will work. But if you don' t nave somecody tha: is
,

.

21 well-cualified and mo tiva ted, then the system falls scart.

22 Is tnat true?,

23 VR. WEN 3LAWSKI: I wouldn't put it tnet way.

24 Ma. LYNCH: That's the clun t way o f putting it.

22 MR. WEN 5LA.iSKI: ? rom our exca ence, wnat I mean:

\
s

.9
og ^
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:30 i o say v;s in2t utilitias usually nire someone f or cr.1

: Josition of reciati:9 prote: tion enem rad supervisor. inev

.
; usually hire someocoy who hes had a sionific nt amoun of

' ; experience, a person who is usually cre tty f airly

; :no v' edge soli ana tney '<no"t vnet co stitutes an ac3:ua 3.

3a!.ttion arotection orogram. ina: Onacine.' with :nes

;ui:ance tn_ 's already in axisten:? in th? A10 Gui;e --.
.

:nar?'s more :uidance in existence, cy :ne vay, tnan jus:

9 tac; Reg Guide. I' nink ther?'s an ICRP, I can't rememoir.

10 the numoer of it, a cocument that discusses raciation

11 Jrota: tion .oro:raa, elements of a aJiation orotection
.

1: p ro nt am.

13 And there era other docunants that discuss
14 elements of the radiation protection program. And wnst L ao

la saying is I celieve these people that ere usually
la %nowlecgeaole enougn in ordir to ta.ce tne cocuments and put
1/ to;3ther a f airly decent program -- where tne proJ13ms mign
1? arisa is wnin you start fin 2-tunina things. .or examp11,

I/ like 300 is talking acout operation of a rac waste system.
. 23 dothing is that clearly. cefinec that you sna ll nave

21 .arocedures, you snall have these procedures for coer2 tion of
.

24 a solidification system. It doesn't go in to that level of.

23 de ta i l .

24 '/R. LYJCH: But tne success of tne program see7s
2a to -

M ,(%t)i

O
Sw $0

Dk '
-
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D o '4 & h. - 3.i 3L A .35 I t inat's true. '"h 2 0 you 3310 13
*

2 aest: ally tr11.

a !?. LY.ilis -- r s / o l v e 1&o u t tne competence of tn!
-.

incivicual taet vas ocsically in nar;e.

> 4.. ;E.i SL.U 5 KI : iaat woulu ce t ru e for anytnin-

) you ;alk acaut, :ne succ e ss o f ...C mi r.t revolv2 doout On?

connissior.ers tn97selv33.,

,

: G. J I J30.l I :nink you may se ov?rsinclifying

it. thouch. 1ost 'Jtilitie s n3va a 12rce enou7n H? staff so-
.

I; even if you neve a sorry auy at the top you ocul; still 03:

li ;ood proc edura s out at an H? staff.

1. .R. GR333R I think what .: rant was sayina, if you

13 nave a good H?, ne's going to ensur3 tnet taese procedur?s

I, are well-wri tten ana cover che program. If you don't have a

1; Jood H?, then in oroer f or tnat program to f unction well,

13 the .1RC may have to play a more active role in requirino the

li licenses to develoo the neeoed procedur3s.

I? 'G . LY:CH: So, in this 0;s e, we neeo a good MA in

1/ Charge of une plant's program, and a good inspector, or

2) ootn.
.

.

21 .JR. 3REGER: I'm saying if you've got a cad H? in

22 char;e of the program it means tnat the IE inspector's coin;.,

2J to nave to do a lot more work to point out to tne licensee

24 exactly what procedures he needs an: to mate sure h? hes

25 them. So even if the H? isn't that ;reet, tne croce;ures

,

k'
JM

'9
o .
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::a p 'f' I ar2 cnere sna he can't viols:e th?S.

e ' f :< . L Y.IC.M : It's a taam.

J H. YA.iIV: On that question, what is yo'ir
.,

4 3x?arience .tita regard to tne type of oecole that heac tne

n? arocram at the verious utilities? '1 hat %ind of 3e0013;

> st+ .nsre?

/ '9. 4 E.I3 L .15 X I : I can soaa k to r3oien it/e One,

s eestist and quickas cacaus? we procaoly have One f3 west.

Utnar tnan m.ay'e region four, we have a oo ut the same. ,h> c.

13 nav? no oroolems at all witn any of the people in Cnaroe of

11 One radiation protection procrams at our plants. .ie neo a

la proolem at Tro jan wna rein a utility chose to replace tha

13 aragram cecause of a fairly significant overexposure.

~

14 However, that was not necessarily tne f ault of the

15 incividual. I think, for ragion five anyway, tnat tney are

IL pretty good people. That's why I made that statement in the

il first place. I can't talk across tne coard for all

13 utilities, out the people I run across, the'r have got some

il pre tty snarp people, period.

23 MR. MIRAGLIA: We are getting into an area that
.

21 7095 if one assume s that there era procedures and the--

. 22 pro:edures are adequate, the next step is in the

23 imple mentation of tnose procedures. Ar_ 'nat gets to tas

24 rad protection personnel at 'he fasici! numcer one. Ana
<

nuace r two is the utility managemer :' \ 2 s2St!;uce
20 r towar;s rac

h#
s ,

9
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.a at least Frank has incicated taat tne redkap Et i protic. ion. 4

,

'
'

pro. action supervis7rs, if I can term them taat, at thea
,

.2 re7!on five facilities are cenerally qualified peopl+.
._s

Ine next thing is, what is th9 ettituce of tne.
,

; util. ties 7373;e1930 to these peop19?

) Ji. G I SSO.. : I celieve that adnerence to

i pro:9 Cures is a proolem 7enerically. I celieve tnat an/
.

- ac;rass've inspector can go to any plant in tnis country anc

> come cack with a launcry list of examples wnere they're not
.

10 aca? ring to tneir iP procecures.

11 i?. GREGER: I disagree. It _epenos on how

12 strongly the incivioual IE inspectors have oeen enforcing

13 como11ance with licensing procecures in t he past. Anc ! can

14 ~ 7179 you, I thins, in our region, half of our licensees, and

13 say if /ou went tnrough you'd have a tough time coming up

la with any ri7nificant discrepancies in implementation

1. procedures.

li I can also say on the other half, you coula

1/ procebly do just wha t you've s aid. You procably could come

20 up wi th a cig list.
_

21 M.4 . GI350:l I guess we differ in numoer. You're
.

2- saying 50 percent and I'm saying 100 percent. Sut I believe
.

23 you could, for example, go into the counting room, take the

24 technician wno is operating a piece of equipment and go get

2; the p recedure that ne is supposecly f ollowing, and finc,

\,y h'C
~ s

e t sa
% ,

]913 1709 1
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(20 M4 I iey, there was so.ne s tep in taere ne cion't do, or sidn':
(

2 tollow.

-- 3 .4ayos tne procedure was screwso up anc .1eyoe One

4 step was a cioiculous s:sp.

; 1.4 . NEELY: You're talking aoout de tails i steps.

3 G. GI350d: 5tep cy ste?, vercatim complianca

.tita i? pro:ecures, and I don' t cell e ve it's ceing a3ne.. .

2 dut 5.syos I'm wrong, cecause it's oeen a wnile since I

/ inspectec. onen I was insosc ting I felt that was tne case.-

13 'H . N EELY: Most of tne lic ensees I nin% core or

il less are require 3 to put the "shalls" in. They out the

14 requirement. witn tne "snoulds" where they don't get into

13 tha; position.

14 MR. GIB50J That was going to be my nex point.

la This is a two-edge sword. If you strictly enforce vercatim

la compliance with procedures the licensee will take all the

li strong words out of the procecures so tnat they are no

19 longer requirenents. We have seen tnat ha.open. I guess

!) anyoody here has prooably seen it haopen one place or

- 2) anotner.
.

21 MR. NEELY: I think the position we take is, as

22 long as they meet Part 20 and beve the "shalls" in the rign;-

23 place, if they want to put the "shoulds" in, as long as the

24 progr am is working, then we don't have a proolem wita it,

Zo oecause what will happen, like you say, they will just ta%?

K
u

c \.
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;ca p 'U, I all -- all "shoulds" in all procecures, and they're not

J enforcesole ana .ceople won't follow them.

a 4R. GRE35.<: Mayce tney snoul; nave some of tne

4 "snoulas" in proceCures.

> in. 3I55ait Rignt. Mayce there should ce some

a "snoulds," cut I ouess I have the feeling snat the

pro:ecures era not achered to as strictly as tney should ce ,.
,

i ana :nat is in part cue to tne fact that procedures are not

. / as we ll-written as tasy should ce.

1 '4R . .. EELY: Inat's a mane;ement discipline at tne

11 sica. You take some facilities, the management will -- you

12 were talking aoout a good radiation nanager. He deve lops

13 his program. It also depends on his site manager. If he

14 coe sn ' t wan t any non-compliance, he's going to dilute tho s e

la procedures and put the care minimum in. So he Ocesn' t ge t

la c itsa . But if he's a strong raciation protection manager,

il ne's going to insist that that procedure be there like it

13 is, to make sure that personnel have protection.

1/ We have some plants wnere we have had to go ba:k

_
2J in there and request they rewrite their procedures cecause

.

21 they just vent through after we hac an inspection and maos

. 22 some citations, and took all the "sne lls" out and put

23 " shou lds" in.

24 MR. MIRA3LIA* Viha t can we do, the n -- I gue ss

2; we're saying, casically, even if you have a goou prograo,

3>
9

i

s-
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.< a p ~4 1 ;00; proce;;res, and gooc reciation protection o ffi er or
f *
\

2 suotrvisor, what assistance can we give hi7 in interaction

_
J witn his mene;ecen ? Are cur procedures anc renuir3ments

.aernaps too f ocused in areas that p3rhaps are not important'

Oc safety?s

In otner vo ros, wnat recuirements shoulc neve Onea

"snllis" versus wni:n ones snould neve tne "snoulas"? Is.
,

3 our program aefined well enouch for us ;o recognize tha; are

. / the important requirements, versus vnat are the level of

13 ce: ails ths;. if they dia daviete, tould not n ev e

li s i tni fi cant import?

14 '12. NEELY: I woula li'<e to go cac:: to Reg Guide.

13 133 cgain. There are two versions of that. There is tne

la ' 71 version and tnere is the '73. .i o w , most of the older

I; plan;s go Nith the 1971 requirement, and those procedure s in

la their rac protection -- there's hardly enytning in there, .

Il and i t's up to the inspector to cetarmine how he is going to

13 spoly it or inspect against it.

1/ And if he's a new inspector and he's not strong.

.
2J he's not going to go very f ar. But now, with the 'i3

-

21 revision which region or.e put a lot of time into, putting e

22 oroac area of procedures of air sampling calicration, froa.

23 there we can now -- it's up to the inspector, tnrough his

21 training and o ffice working, he can nov develop th?

25 pro:ecures you're talking aoout, this 1 = ting, to get tna

c4 s y,

q, 30 \51 ,
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tap ch i spa:ific calicration for th? porteol3 survey meters, the

2 :enstent air monitors, tne ano1? occ / co unt e r -- out now, et

j least we have another Rag Juide tne; expands further on '20

protection, Nnere at most, cefore, it 'es reelly ouilt for.

a oceretions.

; U. '{ IRA 3LI.2: Is this oe:ause tne sucse:ueo:

/ revision nas sone sor of gr antf atn?r :leuse in 1:?,

i 44. N EE' Y: .io , i: Just ex?anos on the types of_

- / pro:soures as a ai'nimua you should neve. It doesn't, like

1) on tne ! ? 'il acition, I thinc it hed r adia tion work pe rmits,

li r esp i ra tory oro tec tion --

12 12. ''IEN 5 LA.1S X I : Jader raciation protection, I

13 think it only had four cescriptions, two or three dere

la cescriptions -- the new one is more detailea.

15 MR . N EELY: The '73 expenced it in all areas, rao

13 waste and all of them.

14 |JR . MIRAGLIA: The point I was trying to ge t to,

13 Don, was tne Reg Juide 133, Reg 1, if that's the case that

1) was i ssued in ' 73, why isn't that applied to the old ones?

. 20 Was that grendfathered? Was that previous 1971 superceded?
.

21 MR . GREGER : The tech specs haven't ceen changed.

. 22 MR. GI350N: The tech spec ref e rence s, the Reg

23 Guios by date --

24 MR . N EELY: You have to go oe:k en get a teca

lo spe: changa.
s

b,1

e \s
? -

*
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kap ?U i .L. MIRA3LIA: Mos is tae: change institutec?

das the regulatory staff here in Aasnington, One licensing:

_
3 stett, seid o.ey, me de some determination tnst it saoul: os

4 occ<fittea an: notified licensees for sucatttinn an

; emelament to Oneir technical specift:etions, or is taet the

) <t e y it is 'iorced and oein7 nandled -- One OJraen oeing

pl e ed on :na inspe: tor tc sey, Hey, he aces have Onis
,

,

i discrepancy, anc co you, in your in;ervisws wita msnagement

/ then sugge st , Mey, you shoul; get your :ech specs change ?.

13 *!h a t is tne mecnanism there?

11 'U. GIB30J de triec the: very taing at furkey

12 ?oint and Oney told us to stuff it.

IJ MR . GRi3 ER : fhere's no reason why they woulan't.

14 MR. WENSLAWSXI: tou're never goin g to fino e

la licensee wno's going to volunteer to change his te:h specs

la to something more restrictive,

li MR. MIRAGLIA: So, it would then seem to me tne

13 next recourse would ce perhaps for IiE to write to licenses s

1/ saying, Me feel this program is deficient in these areas,

.
23 and in order for us to improve the program, you should

-

21 d ir e c t --

. 24 MR. WENSLAWS KI Then you are ge tting bac'< to

23 some:hing we discussed cefore. I think you'll procaoly fina

24 the concensus in IE, a feeling that i t woula ce a weste of

2a time knowing that. It woula take litera lly years, if ever,

t,
s

t

\9
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219 33 is

;*3 - i seein7 tnat tech spec 90tuelly : hance;. The .cr32:h we''

f

'

4 usually take is to si ;own with taa 11: 37399 and tru to

.
2 r i es o n '11 :n 71 n , cedger .im into it, if you tant to St.y 30.

! (4. GI550J: inat caange voula not ce issuea

; cec ause of .ist let:2r. I :aula write tae: lettar ine

no:nin; .tou d naca9,.2

'R. G25322: I erraa., ,

4

0 4:. '!! 2 AGLI A : Evan if you mede the casa : net, for

3 xamole -- I will use you e3 an example, A1. 3ut we could
,

/

is s dy , I 2.n ; en protection s'foervisar in region tarea ame I

16 nava ;one out and my inspectors heva come to me and

12 indi:ated tnat IG out of the 12 plents that we are

13 responsiale for all have tnis old R37 Guide, and we are

14 naving proolems with the programs of these things. And I

l; sit down and write a letter to I&E ne scauarters, seying --

13 and I'm not doing in on a plan, I'm doing it at 10 of my

li 12.

13 MR. 3I350N: Rignt, anc :ne answer would come s e c .:

le from I15 headauarters that we have discusse this with .;P9

.

and they agree that next time there's reason to change a2J
.

21 tecn spec, unis it: ,111 os considered.

2'
.

MR. WEN 5 LA iS KI 3cr the same reason that Ollie

23 was jus t tal'<ing aoout oefore, a tech spec Onange is a

2e license amendment. You have to go tnrough the wnols thi n ;,

22 and people are not going to --
s
b\

m
9 ,

.

'S 1913 176
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24v 03 15

%;. " i .i2 . '! IRA 3LIA: So i t's a esour:3. ..e ' ll :-e t :n ,

\

; it wnen we e around to it, :inc of thing, cecause of ce

/..
; ninpo wer s,; resources.

. .: .i . 'I.iA3LI A: You :an just cite :na: acou:4

; nu1cre_s of :ninas 'vitnin t3ch sos;'s, no just this.

; li. 3RE3EA: dov :ninas neve cot:?, T.uch tors 3

.
- Jaall te:n sp?C neng3, for09 ause if :nere's a v3rv.

3 instance chaq ing tna eference to tne seg Guice, I Suess

e the licensee nas to initiata and th3y have to oay money to,

I. co it. I: Decomes extrenelf Oiffi; ult to convince t7e5 :0

11 aake any Cadngs anatsoever ii tneir teca s.ae:3.

l_ 'li . MIRAGLIA: I don't :<no w how long e ach of you

13 f ellows nave oeen in I&E, but at one time tae- rea son there

11 were technical specificaticam, technical specifications were

la developed in tne early years and provided for a change of

d= 3 la teca specs tnat was less formal than it is now. And there

14 vas a change to tne regulations back in '7A or '75, that

l' said th at any change to the technicel spe c i f ica t i ons is cn

ly amendment to the license. And wa got into the

- 20 administrative procadure for changing tech specs oefore it
.

21 was a less formal kind of taing.

3;

23
5
6

24

2;

fk
Ng

,

.
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!
t-4 mte le,

'Y' 1 MR. GREGER: I don't know how far back your
_

w

2 experience goes, but is there a discernible difference in timei

,
3i as to how the thing worked before versus the way it works now

i

4 since the advent of that rule change in '73 to '74? I don't
!

,

5 know i f any of you can speak to that.

6- MR. GREGER: We can see the difference just since
.

7: the requirement has been imposed for a fee for every change. '

i !
I8i Two years ago, licensees were much less reluctant to make a
|-

!

9 tech spec change than they are today.

10 , MR. GIESON: I can see that change. And also, as !
! !

i i
II ! our licensees gain experience in dealing with the regulators, |

i i

12 they are not quite as quick to take our recommendations, I

13 |; think, and stick their head in a noose for a more stringent
i

14 ! regulatory requirement.
!
i

IS | MR. NEELY: We had one licensee a couple of years
I i

16 ; ago that their procedures were in such had shape, the types '

I7 of procedures just weren't there to have an adequate rad

. 13 | protection program. We had to issue an immediate action
|

-

i

letter and then we had to actually sit down with them and fU
!

.

-

20 | discuss what type of procedures they had to put in their !
,,

21 ' program, and we had to make up a list so we would have some- !

!

22 thing to talk from. And they turned up writing 100 procedures

23! based on our discussions with them.
i

24 But if we wait for the tech specs to get a change
Am4Must Remnen. Inc. ; ,

25 and we have a program that was deteriorated and we needed |,

1913 178 i
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i
i

i some immediate action, I guess I&E had to step out and actually --

!
2 you know, we don't tell people how to run their programs, but

3; we were in a situation where we had to.
I

4, MR. MIRAGLIA: In other words, you had to get to
'

5 the aint where you had to at least document for your manage-

6 ment that this step was necessary.
.

7; MR. NEELY: Yes.
I

3i MR. GIESCN: We have two immediate action letters i
;-

I

9 on procedures outstanding at the moment, as a matter of fact.

10 ' One we had a problem with the licensee that generally was not f

i
11 adhering to procedures, not ccming very close to adherence.

12 ! So we put out a lettar requiring him to establish an internal I

l
|

13 } audit program to ensure adherence.
,

!

14 | And then we had another case where procedures were !

i

15 inadequate at Crystal River. These were effluent control

16 ! procedures. i
'

i
! 1

17{ MR. WENELAWSKI: Can I just jump back to something |
}

. 13 | you asked about before? I don't believe we ever did discuss
I -

19 it, about management support of radiation protection programs.
I

~
20 This really is pretty much a generic issue of production ;

i

!
'

21 versus an overhead type of function. Thereisnogettingaway|
22 ; from it. I don't think there is any getting away from the ,

i

23 ' fact that most management views the health physics program
i

24 as a necessary function. they support to the extent they have ;
. _ , . . . . . . . . . ,

to.

|

|

|
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1 I think most of the radiation protection type
-

2 people would prefer more support from management and the

3 operation type people. After all, while they are in the .
,_

4, business of generating electricity and they are being slowed

5 down by the health physics function, and naturally the health

6 physics function takes an air as far as, let's expedite this

.

7 job, let's get it done, you're holding us up.

3 I don't think there's any clear answer to that

9 question. There is always going to be that overhead type

10 situation in health physics functions and overhead type

i
11 ! situations. It's something that has to be lived with. I '

!

12 ! think the ALARA program as called for in the Reg Guide states !

I
i

13 { there shall be a management commitment to an ALARA program, |
\

i

14 | and that's about as close as I think we can.really get to it, ;

! i

1
15 , is to require or at least have it in the guida ' hat management

!

16 has a commitment to the program. And how well they really |

!

17 commit to it in actuality is something else.
!

I I

13 ; MR. MIRAGLIA: I thiak in the last few days o#
'

i
- i

! j -
19 last week we conducted some depositions of the radiation '

!. i

- 20 personnel up at Three Mile Island, and we have heard that ,

!

21 story, that management at TMI perhaps reviewed -- viewed the 1

|

22 , radiation protection program as operations oriented -- I

mean, the management was operations oriented, and as a result
23|

24 I some viewed the program of radiation protection as a necessary

nnvems nnnem. \re | ,

25 ! evil.!
i

1913 180
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i i

!

l
_

Is that something that would be a generic kind of

!

2
! thing throughout the indu stry?

3* MR. WENSLAWSKI: I can talk from having worked in-_

4 the Navy program, a nd I thi n '< '. ha 3 the same background I do.

5 When you have a production aspect and you have this side

6. group, radiation protection, ccsing on trying to provide
.

7 adequate protection at the same time , it slows down the pro-

3
*

, duction. And there is a heavy pressure to not slow down the
!

9 production, let's get back into the operation type function.

10 '
And I think you find in the Navy that Admiral Rickover has

,

i -

11 ' |' enough influence and he really puts the -- he makes it known
,
,

12 I
i

that the radiation protection function shall have priority.
'

:
I3 !However, in the civilian industry that philosophy

l

I# is not as strong. Well, it's hard to cut it in words. I

! !
15 don't want to give the impression that management is turning

|

16 I their backs to it, because that's certainly not the case, i

I7 either. But their number one priority really_is, keep it on

i :

. I6 | the line. }9}) }Ol |--
| -

I9 '
MR. GREGER: You make a good point, Frank. You

t

-

20 ; are saying, one, that electric utilities, nuclear power
i

utilities, are electric power production oriented, and there- !21

22 | fore they view the rad protection as a necessary evil. Then
i

23 you talk about the nuclear Navy, wnen in essence it's really
!

24 the same situation, where rad protection is still a necessary ,

Aasme.i mmomn. inc. , ,

25 evil in the nuclear Navy. The name of the game there is to

:
,
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!

i
i

I get the repair work done or whatever has to be done, and again
2 you have to put up with rad protection.

3 That exists anyplace except in a research

4 situation, I believe, or anyplace that you're trying to do
5 anything at all in, you have some radiation hazards. The

6 difference is how strong of an influence is exerted in the
.

7 nuclear Navy program, at least from Rickover, in the nuclear

3, power utilities,.either from management or from the NRC; how
.

9I strong an influence is exerted to stress rad protection. I
i

10 think we have seen a big difference in our region, at least,
.

II
in the last few years.

12 I&E has beceme much more aggressive in the rad -

1

13 : protection areas over the last two, three, four years, and [l -

1

I4 ! the utilities have gotten the message: If they don't stress
'

'

15 ,
.,

rad protection, thev are coing to end up losing in the long
! ,

16 ! run, because they' re going to be required to slow down

I7 i production, to do major changes to the rad protection program. '

i
i

r i

. IB : And because of that, at least in our region, we see a great
-

'

i

19 j deal of improvement in the utility management, in their views '

1

- 20 of the importance of rad protection. }gj3 }82 |

21 MR. MIRAGLIA: How can we as a regulatory agency ,

i

22 | foster this in management? The Rickover -- should we do it

23 as a regulatory via enforcement or licensing?
i

2# | MR. GIBSON: I believe it is the whole regulatory
Aa4Weral Reporuts, inc.

4

25 i process. I think NRC has to provide the incentive. That's

i

! '
.
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-

I where the incentive has to come from, and we do it through
|

<~

2j an aggrensive inspection program and through stricter regulatory

3| requirements._

- 4 I would like to comment that this is one area, whilei

:
i

5 I agree it's a generic r 'oblem, I believe TMI is to the left

6 of the cell curve on this. I think they were more heavily

.

7; influenced by operations than most plants are. That's my
[

3 opinion. |,

. .

;

9' MR. NEELY: I support that. '

10 MR. GREGER: It depends upon the strength, in many

11 cases , of the RPM at the plant. i

!
i

12 ' MR. NEELY: If the RPM is strong and the plant f
I

13 manager has a lot of trust in him, the RPM can also keep getting

la back on the line as fast as he can, then he is going to follow ,
15 his advice. But if the HP staff, the health physics staff,

'

I,

'
I16 has always been put down as holding up the jobs, so what they

17 f do is, the operations people step out in front of the health
!

!

,
18 physics group and try to do things on their own, and they get

.

,

! .

19 | in trouble.
! t

20 MR. MIRAGLIA: Why don't we take a break at this ;-

!

i
;

21 1 point? I

1913 183 !i

22 I (Recess.)
|

23 ! MR. MIRAGLI A: I think maybe we ought to leave the
i
i

24
Ace Federal Rooorters. Inc. j

management area right now and maybe get back to it tomorrow.
;
e i

25 There are more general impressions that cerhaos you fellows
.

i
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,

I would like to relay on the management. But let's get into
i

2 certain areas that we could perhaps focus on a little better,.

i

3 The next item on the agenda is the training. I think if you

4| fellows have read NUREG 0600, the indication that the TMI

5 training program -- perhaps in the days of Unit 1, they did

6: have some sort of basic radiation training, and there has .

.

7 been a general deterioration in the training program at TMI.

3 And I think what.we would like to do is elicit from each of ;
,

9 you what , 1.r experience has been at the other utilities
.

10 with respect to training.
.

!II Is this problem of staffing such that training gets
!

12 short shrift at the utilities with respect to -- let's start

13 I with basic radiation protection programs. What's your view
!.

I4 | of the training programs that are in place at the various
! '

15 | utilities within the regions? |
|

!16 MR MURRAY: Let me comment on Region IV. I'll lead
I

17 off on this,
i

-
18 When I do an inspection and I am looking at the area

: -

19 ' of radiological training, I am looking at basically two
I i

20 separate areas. First of all, I want to look at general* *

,

21 employee training. This is the training that's given to ,

22 anybody that comes in the plant, l9}b kb4'

23 I And then, secondly, I'll be looking at the detailed,

!24 training that the health physics staff people will receive.

Am FMeat ReporMn, Inc. ,

25 | for just health physics activities or their duties and
i

i

i



.

58i

mte 8 I
,

.

4

1 responsibilities. ;I think tha. it will probably go without
- i

i

2| saying that every plant you go into, the training programs
i

3
_

are going to be set up diff=rently. We will have some where

4 ! they may try to accomplish all the training through lectures

5 and a guide; others, they will supplement lectures with films

6, that they have purchased from people that are in the business

-

7 or maxing training films.
: i

8i There is a recuirement in 10 CFR 19.12 that talks
|i,

.

9 about training, and that is about the only thing that has an

10 inspector that you have to work with as f ar as a hard and fast ;

il I requirement. And I look at that pretty much in detail to

12 ! ensure that their training program complies with 10 CFR 19.12.
I

!i

13 | When it gets into the area of training of the health physics !
!

I4 | staff, I notice that this varies quite a bit from utility to
i

15 utility.

16 | But one of the basic things that I look at here is, ,

i

17 if they are bringing in somebody new, as part of their training

18
_

program, that the health physics supervisors will acknowledge j

i -
:

19 I that this individual can perform or is familiar with the i

l l

20 | various procedures, the health physics precedures. So !.

l !

21 | normally what it will be is a checkoff list. He may have a j
i i

22 | list of 20 procedures, and you go down through and the health

23) physics supervisor will sign off that he has reviewed this
,

24 ! procedure with the health physics technician and in his
'

ACo-FWeral Aecorters, Inc. i *

25 j opinion the tech is competent and understands this particular ,

,

1913 i85
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!

I procedure.

.
'

2 That is normally due training as far as the health

3 physics staff. This sometimes is supplemented with formal

4' classroom instruction. But basically, in Region IV that is

i

5 the craining program. It falls into two general categories:

6 general employee training that everyone gets, and the more
.

7- detailed health physics training for the members of the health

8, physics staff.
*

!
i

9 MR. GIBSON: I would like to say that I think NRC

10 , hasn't come close to really requiring or providing training
I

11 ! to the ccamercial industry, the degree of training that I |
i

12 would like to see. That's my opinion. |
B

i
13 I think that if it were not for the Navy, the

,

,
j

i

14 | commercial industry would be in sad shape. It h as relied to

15 |i a large extent on the Navy's training program. .!

16 We have some regulatory requirements, which |
1

'
17 Blaine just cited. But in fact, a utility can meet those

.
18 requirements by just going through the numbers. We haven't

t

!19 provided or required, because I was -- well, okay, we haven't
: ;

20 ; required training. |
*

I'1
:

21 | I believe a utility can meet the NRC training ,

i ,

! i

22 ' requirements and still not provide very meaningful instruction
i

I23 to radiation protection people. I don' t think they are quite

24 | as bad off when it comes to training radiation workers,
Am FMerst Reocrters, lm:. ' ,

25 | radiation protection people. You knew, the utility.can cover

I 1913 186
'
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1

1 all the required bases and HP techs still are not provided
!

,

2| much in the way of meaningful training.
t

3 I would like to see NRC, one way or another, substan .
!

4' tially upgrade the training of radiation protection people.

5 There are a number of opcions to be considered. One of the

6 options that's under consideration by Standards is to certify
.

7 HP people, for NRC to certify or to require the American Board!

3 of Health Physics to certify.
.

, ;
i

9 An option that hasn't been talked about too much

10 ' which I think has a great deal of merit is for NRC to provide f
I .

11 1 l
! the training, to establish a school, which could include a j
'

i

I2 || simulator for operator training and the like, and it could be !
| I

13 I a school that is at no cost to the agency. It could be !
,

! I
I4

j required for training, with the tuition paid by the utility.
i,

15 | But I would like either that or it could be some commercially,
i

16 ' some training through some college or university set up in !

I7 | accordance with NRC specifications.
i

I8
_

But I would like to see us do a great deal core to
-

provide radiation protection training to health physics people
i !

20 ; in the industry. !.

1,
'

2I || MR. MIRAGLIA: Can I take it, then, based on your |
! >

22 ! comments, A1, that basically what you have seen or what we
i

23 1 have seen at TMI is probably not atypical with respect to
,

24 |

Aa Fewc summn. ire. '
training?

-
'

-

25 MR. GIBSON: I think that's fair to say. '.
'

1913 187
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1 MR. MIRAGLIA: So with respect to a bell-shaped
i

2| curve as far as industr,y goes, would TMI be in the middle of
|

3 the curve?.

I

4 MR. GREGER: I don't think so. From what I have 1

5 seen, TMI is far down on the bad side of the training curve,

6 at least with rad protection technician training. I'm not .

.

7, that familiar with what they did with respect to 19.12 training
!

3, requirements. j,

.
,

,

9 MR. NEELY: From what review I have done of the
,
.

10 | training program at Three Mile Island, I feel that they --
.

!i

and these are preliminary findings. They did not meet their !II

I2 FSAR commitments, nor did they meet their tech specs.

13 | MR. GIBSON: In effect, they didn' t do any training .
I

Id MR. NEELY: It wasn't started, in fact, until last
i

.i

15 '
year. They built a new procedure and that procedure hasn't i

!
,

16 even been accomplished. |
,

17 MR. GIBSON: Right, they haven' t followed that one
!

l
18

.
yet. ;

.

I9 ; MR. GREGER: There was a good point brought up
i

20 i by both Blaine and A1. What are the training requirements.

I21 NRC has? We have 19.12.!

!

22 |; MR. WENS LAWS KI : There's a new reg guide that just

23 came out, a draft proposed reg guide.

24 I MR. GREGER: So now we have 19.12 and we may have
AmJMwel Recrurs, lm:.

,

25 a reference to N18-1. Those are the on y .'ng at we have

:

,
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1| that I know of that require any training whatsoevet . 19.12
,

~
|

2 | doesn't require retraining of people, doesn't require qualifi-

3 cation testing. All it requires is that you inform people
p,

4 of certain specific items before they go into restricted

5 areas.

6 MR. GIESON: There's a new reg guide out on train-

.

7. ing workers which I haven't studied too carefully. But it

8, looked like it's pretty Jood.
,

i,

9 MR. WENSLAWSKI: That's the one I was talking about.

10 MR. MURRAY: It came out last week or the week before.
!

Il MR. WENSLAWSKI: It's out for comment.

12 , Can I just give my opinion of training? I'll break
i,_.

13 | it down, what you call basic radiation protection training forf
!i

Id i employees in general. Again, to echo what's already been said,!
.

15 | 19.12 is the basic guidance that everybody follows. There is 1
i

16 | a new reg guide that ccmes out that looks like it will really

17 ! be a help in that area. |
|

|
| -

'
18 | I think generally you can get an idea in the regions j

I ; -

19 | how well the training to employees is by the number of allega- '
! i

20 , tions or inquiries you get from employees. You get a call j
,

21 | during an inspection or a call in the of fice from an employee

22 who doesn't -- you can tell they really don't understand the

23 ! program just by the types of questions they ask about my
i

24 | exposure to this, is this a problem, they told me I had this.
Ac.J.w. neconm. inc. !

25 I Moreso in temporary employees who work for a short period ;

1913 189
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1 of time, and they don't get their report of exposure and ;
'

i,

2| bicassay results, and they're asking questions. |
'

3 But that, at least in the experience of Region V, i

)

4 are isolated calls. We don't get too many of them, I think,
,

!

5 which speaks fairly well for the training program. |
,

6 I think the training program at licensees is usually .

.

pretty well structured for general employee training. It is |7

i

8 pretty well laid out exactly what they will do, and it's .

|
* i

9 fairly easy to inspect against what they are doing. The l

'

10 training for radiation protection technicians is sc=ething

11 ' else again.

12! That, I think, is going -- if you went from one

13 plant to another throughout the country, it's going to be
:

14 ' customed to the needs of the plant. I think as a general

'
15 rule most utilities try to hire experienced technicians. And

i

16 ' as they already said, a big source of experienced people is
I

i'

17 ' the naval reactors program. |

18 I think beyond that what training is given is going
,

I.
-

19 j to be peculiar to the needs of that utility. Some of them
' !

20 - might provide some kind of structured training program |I
-

|

21 required of people to gc through so many hours of classroom
i

22 ' training, have a certain amount of on-the-job type training.
!

23j But I think that's really what it really comes down to -- a

I '

24 lot of on-the-job training.
I;

Am FWeral Rmorars, lm. '
25 I think one thing we found out from an experience

1913 190 :
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i

l' at Trojan -- and I think this is probably generally true -- i

|t

2| that there is not a whole lot of training in the area of |
|
|

3
'

systems, reactor systems, such as a technician going down to !
-

4
cover some job on some system and he really doesn't under- t

5 stand the system, how it operates, what its function is.
i

6 And this resulted at Trojan where some people were

,I
*

,

'; exposed to a fuel transfer tube and they didn't realize it

8 !was a fuel transfer tube, and a result of that -- one thing.
l

9 PG&E is doing there, or did, was to develop a training course

I
more in the reactor systems itself, so that technicians are

I

11 t

familiar with the hardware. And I think that's an area that ;

12 -
might be generically lacking.,

I

13
MR. MIRAGLIA: Is there any effort to get that on

!

14 | a generic basis?
I

15 ''

*

MR. WENSLAWSKI: I'm not aware of any.

MR. MURRAY: One thing you have to realize, when

17 '
you go to a licensee or a utility and you talk about training

!

I0 and the reactor, the first thing that comes to mind with-

.

19
them is reactor training of licensed people. Training of ;

-
. 1

20 I non-licensed ceople, unless it's stressed, just doesn't exist. j
'

I
21 i

'

i You know, typically, you're going to have a. training coordi- 1

!

'22 ;
nator and maybe one or two assistants at a plant. Andi

i

usually the training ccordinator is going to be a licensec
i.

}hl3 lhlSRO.
AaJWers6 Aeponers, W. .

, ,

25 l '

j And unless they have somebody in the training group
I !,

i

.
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-

!

l
i

'I| that maybe has come up through health physics and got into i
!'

'

2! the training group, that the training for health physics is
l

going to be kind of weak at the utility. And there's just i-
3

4 not much -- that's not just cnly in the area of health physics,

5, but maintenance, INC, all of those: not much time and effort
!

6 devoted to training. t

.

7 MR. GIBSON: When the investigation team finished

3 with TMI, we felt there was a need to substantially upgrade |
, ,

|
;9I training. But when we tried to enforce that through the
l

10 iregulatory requirements, we couldn't find anything that was
i

11 ''

of much use to us.e4

12'
!

I

13 !

\
-

14

15 |
i

l i

16 i ,

'
I

i

17j
i

18 !
|-

19

I20 i
-

!
'

i .

21 | I
! I

22 1

!

23!
- !

l !
24 ;r

'

Acefwwat Rmoners, inc,1 -

, j

23 :.

1913 192 :
,

!

.



66-

294 05 01

pv MM i MR. GREGER: In Region III, out of 13 reac tors
(

2 we've procaoly got one or two as bad as TMI. I think on the

3 average they're ce tter than TMI. But if you look at the

4 ones that we even consider good, they may implement their

5 training program of rad protection technicians now in many

6 ways. One plant may send people away to courses. Another

7 plant may have f ormal instruction wnere they take people off
,

3 the job and sit them in a classroom situation with their

9 oldes t direc tors End teach them. Another plent may do it by
,

10 Just on-the- job training. And with the dif f erent me thods

il you can still come up with different success ratios.

12 A good plant may pursue one , all, or maybe none of

13 those methods to come up with a well-trained radiation

14 prote ction s taf f .. but there are no real hard and fast

lo requi rements , no real hard and f ast guidance. Maybe this

16 new reg guide has one.

Ii MR. WEN 5LAdSKI: That's just for general

13 employees. There's nothing anywhere that describes the

19 training necessary for a technician. I think -- what's the

20 guide on qualification? ANSI 18-1. That talks a little bit
,

_

21 about qualification, years of experience. But as f ar as

22 anything -- everything is --
,

23 MR. GREGER: There's no guidance that tal'<s aoo ut

24 subject type of material rad protection technician may be

26 exposed to.

.
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qv MM i MR. LYNCH: How aoout practical factors test?
!

2 MR. GIBSON: No, it doesn't require it. de ll,

3 it's not alweys -- not often done.

4 MR. GREGER: It may be done. Depends upon the

5 plent.

6 MR. N EELY: Some of the plants won't even issu3

i examination cecause of the unions.
.

3 MR. LYNCH: Is that a big proolem?

,
9 MR. GREGER: Yes.

10 MR. GISSON: I would really like to see NRC do

11 something tnat is maybe a change in its proce ss in some way,

12 mayce in this area. Maybe licensing HP tecns similar to the

13 10 CFR 55 requirements is an option. And I would certainly

14 like to see NRC do something other than send it to committee

15 for 15 years of study. I don't see why we couldn't come to

16 some decision and do something within a year.
.

17 MR. YANIV: When you advocate licensing, it's

IS obvious you advocate the managers, the supervisory. But are

19 ycu thinking all the way down?

20 MR. GISSON: I was thinking of the technicians at
*

.

21 the working level.

22 MR. MIRAGLI A: You could have diff erent words.
.

23 Like you have senior and just operator.

24 MR. YANIV: You would advoc ate that NRC license

26 down to the junior technician?

,
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pv VM ! MR. GISSON: That's my initial reaction, out I
,

2 can't want to come across strong recommending a particular

3 alternative. I think there's more tnan one way to get,_

4 there. One way is to license individ uals . Another way is

5 to require very sp ecific training anc examination, either

5 training provided br the NRC or training specified oy the

7 NRC and provided oy someone else. Another way would oe to
.

S recognize a certification by some independent group, which I

d think is the weaker alternative.
.

10 MR. N EELY I think as f er' as Region I training

11 programs, Part 19 is pretty much what the inspec tor -- how

12 he in spects against it and what he can get out of that

13 program. If he feels, well, they are meeting their bare

14 minimum, and he knows he hasn't got too much to work with,
*

13 that's what you're going to go away with. If he sees , we ll,

16 they've missed a certain topic out of part 19, then he would

Ie make the citation or whatever he would have to do to get

la management's attention.

19 A lot of the Part 19 training is only specific to

20 the plant wnile it's operating. It doesn't speak to when
*

-

21 the plant goes into maintenance or refueling, whether the

22 house s are really there, as far as ALARA and these type of
.

23 considerations should be applied.

24 The rad protection staff and the power plants, we

25 have one facility where the tech spec ditrFt even require a

,
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9t MM i training program f or techs, so they went on for years, and
( *

2 subsequently we have nad to take strong enforcement against

,
3 taa line licensee, since the rad protection program was

a similar to Three Mile Island. You looked at the total

: program, ano that's what it was: tn3 technic iens cian't

5 know how to do their Joot tney didn't know how to follow up

/ procedures cecause tney weren't trained in the proceoures.
.

3 MR. MIRAGLIAs On the whole, Jon, Region I, you

_

aculd say TMI is no t that atypical, then?/

10 MR. NEELY: They are at the bo t tom in scale. The y

11 are -- there's one other plant that is similar to their

12 condi tion s they have part of the same system.

13 MR. DIENELT The same system being Met Ed?

14 MR . N EELY: Yes.

15 VR. MIRAGLIA: You mean it's in the GPU system?

15 MR . N EELY: Yes.

I MR. MIRAGLIA: One point that you raised --

13 thers's a couple vi other points that I would like to get to

19 -- but one point you raised is the problem with unions. Is

20 this a significant problem in all the regions regarding
-

.

21 unions as f ar as training?

22 MR. GISSON: I have seen it at Duke Power. They
.

23 tried to set up a program of A, 3, and C technicians t and

24 when a technician passed his qualification exam, he could

23 advance to the next step, which meant mo r e p ay. And the

!

.
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pv '4M i unions bloc':ed tna t for some reas'n.

2 MR. MIRACLIA: At TMI is the union a proble.n wi th

,,
3 respect to training, and is training being weak?

i MR. NEELY: Not TMI. The technicians,

5 essantially, tney want tne training, cut it's Just not caing

6 provided -- I mean, the tima. Management has set up the

i sc.uduling, how tasy're going to do i t, cut it just hasn't
'

.

3 -- the lastist procedure which covered training hasn't oeen

) implemented. There has been one out of 22 cases where

10 there's four entries mace on his training form.

11 TMI doesn't have a program for training the techs

12 in crocedures. We still see it today happening out there.

13 The procedure come s in -- I was following up on an

14 immediate-action letter, and the procedure ends up in tha

15 file, and some of the technicians didn't even see it. So

16 how do you expect them to implement it?

Ie They are not required to sign o ff on a sheet that

13 the/ re ad it, they understand it. The main innovations

19 coming through.

20 MR. GREGER: That's poor management.
-

.

21 VR. NEELY: That's right. Most plants have that,

.

22, whera your procedures are part of your initial training that

23 you read all the procedures, you sign off, revisions coming

24 through. It's built in. Again, that's the inspection

25 program to make sure that's all there.

1913 197
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pv MV i MR. MIRAGLIA: I have two questions in mind with
.

2 respect to TWI, and I would like to find out how typical TMI

3 is to the rest of the commercial sec tor out there. At TMI,

4 as I unde,rstand it, the casic responsibility for training,

5 not only the general employee training, but also the

5 training of their own technicians, f ell upon the

7 responsioiltty of tne rad protection department, as opposed
.

3 to naving some group within the training department

9 i mple me nt tne program. In other words, have some resources
.

10 available at which the training would be followed in the

il normal activities.

12 MR . N EELY: The training program at Three Vile

13 Island is that there is a training coordinator.

14 Ess en tially, what he does is maintain the recoros and

15 compu ter printouts when they are supposed to requal or

16 things like this. But it's the rad protection supervisor's

is responsibility to make sure that his people are trained in

la accordance with their tech specs , F5AR, whatever.

19 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is this typical for r.11 the

20 utilities in Region I?
*

.

21 MR. NEELY: No, there are some utilities in Region

22 I whe re the training department sets up t.[.e criteria and
23 schedules the training, but it's approved by plant

2; management through the rad protection department. They're

25 not going to make up their can training programs. But tne

4

.
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pv T4 1 rad p rotect'.on department just makes sure the people get

2 there. There's.a two-year retraining program. Then their

3 names ccT.e out on the computer, and the training department
~,

4 takes ove r. .

5 V1, LYNCH: Does that work cetter?

3 'AR . N EELY: Yes.

/ '4 R . LYNCH: It's effective?
,

3 MR. NEELY: Yes. ,Vhat happens, the rad protection

_ > supsevisor is so 1nvolvec in the plant and the program

10 cecause of t:'e needs of the operations staff that he is

Il responding to those things and these others are peripheral

12 du tie s .

13 MR. MIRAGLIA: What's the majority of the

14 utilities' approach to training in Region I? Is it through
_

is the training department usually?

16 MR . N EELY: I would say at least 50 percent of

14 them go through the training department.

IS MR. GREGER: For scheduling or training?

Il MR. NEELY: Even for training, they may pull their

20 rad protection man out to do the course.
,

.

21 MR. GREGER : I would say that's typical for Region

,
22 III. I can't speak in ce rtainty, cut I f eel that in most

23 cases the training department is used as schedulers, provide

24 classrooms, maybe come up with a list of topics that should

25 be : overed oy the rad protection people in retraining. But

'

i913.I99
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p v._ VM i for the most part, retraining and initial training of ras

2 protection techs is handled by the rad protection groups

,
3 themselves, and I don't nece ssarily s ee a pro blem with it.

4 It can ce done extremely e fficiently, assuming the rac

d protection group themselves wants to do a good Joo. T..e red

a prote ction manager.

s 12. MIRAGLIA: I tnink we c an agree basically
.

3 thers is no firm requirements tnat outline some minimum

.

acceptacle requirements for training.9

10 MR. GIBSON: Of red protec tion.

11 MR. MIRAGLIA: Of rad protection people. That's

12 numce r one. I guess you have several alternatives just now

13 the management can implement their training program.

14 42. GIBSON: I, for one, woula again like to say I

is woulon' t wan t to see this problem solveo with a couple of

16 sentences acded to a tech spec or a new reg guide

17 developed. I think we woulo. need more positive action tnan

13 that.

l9 MR. MIRAGLIA: With respect to the alternatives we

20 spoke of, either certifying or approving a coccercial
. .

21 f acility to do this, or NRC actually being involved in tne

22 licensing similar to what we do for operators.
.

23 MR. GIBSON: Right. Or NRC actually providing the

24 training, cet up en NRC schcol, and mayce send not only

25 utility people but we can train some new inspectors there.

1913;200
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p v. 'N I We are also relying on the navy for training inspectors, and

2 we are drawing from the industry, that is short on qualified

3 people already..-

4 MR. N EELY: I think you can take :nat one step

a f urtne r, 000, cecause a lot o f the pl ants cec ause of demancs

a put on them ay regulatory agencies are having to go outside

for acditional staffing. You may have e plan: that has 20.
.

3 tecnnicians that are f ully trained out oecause of new

9 regulatory protection requirements anc these other

10 associated programs they go outside to tne rent-a-tech

11 companies, so now tasy br ing the ir ce nt-a-tec hs wno, the

12 onl/ experience they have is what they gain f rom going from

13 plant to plant, and it's not really a program training.

14 So, you've to tie those into it es well, because

15 during re f ueling those are your ciggest problem areas.

15 '4R. GI3 SON: Right. And a person is considerec
.

,

l/ qua li fied if he has the right numoer of years of experience

13 and that could be years of cad experience that perpetuates

19 i tsel f.

20 MR. NEELY: That's right. During a fueling, if
-

-

21 you come out with, say, a lot of noncompliance and the

22 p rogr am, the station or licensee, has had a good enforcement

23 histo ry and you stanc back and look at why that happened,

24 it's usually because of the contractor that came in and

20 supplied the services , the type of training they got when

1913 201 >
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PV MM i the/ came on, and their experiences.

2 VR. MIRAGLIA: And the regulatory program is not

,
3 such that you can expect some minimum training of

4 contr ac ting personnel, eithe r.

3 MR. N EELY: It's not. The inspector nas to really

6 anforce that when he goes out for his pre-re f ueling or

wnativer, sna: kind of training are you going to provide,.
.

3 wna; are their qualifications. The ANSI standard is not

> really clear on the qualifications. What's the responsiole

13 position. You know the tecnician is in a responsicle

!! positioni dos s that mean he's going to stop the jobs or ne's

12 going to write R/IPs? It's not really crystal clear, and

13 it's up to the inspector how far he can take that program.

14 MR. MURR AY: In this section here, Frank, are you

15 mainly addrassing the training for the health physics staff

13 or the training of general input?

Il MR. MIRAGLIA: I think that's the f ocus of wha t

13 we' e interested in, the rad protection tecnnicians.

19 WR LYNCH: It was accidental that I used the wora

23 "ba si c train ing. " However, I am glad you guys picked up on
-

-

21 " basic" as well, cecause 10 CFR 19 training is also

22 important, and I didn't put that in there because we're

23 concantrating on rad protection. But it is important, and I

24 should have.

25 MR. GIBSON: Rad protection people are sadly

,
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pv MM 1 lacking in casic training on internal dosimetry and

2 shielding and bicassays and all of that.

3 MR. LYNCH: Tha t's what I meant. But the other ne

4 is important, too, and it slipped my mind.

5 'U . YAN ! '/ * You are suggesting es one alternative

5 an is tealisnment of en NRC school or something like tnat,

4 that it would even ce used to trein NRC staff. How would
.

3 you fit into tnis general scheduling, in your mind, the

.

existing academic programs which are at various levels, f rom>

12 community co llege level all the way to doctorate ?

11 'G . GI 350N : I think vhat we need is not an

12 acaJamic environment. I think wnat we need is instruction

13 oy people who are in touch with the practical reality of

14 what's going on in the power plants. We don't need people

15 wno teach from a textbock wno have not worked in a power

15 plant. We need people who can say when you work on a

17 control rod drive on a BWR you are likely to get water in

13 your face wnen yud remove tnis component or that. .fe need

19 people -- instructors are going to ce hard to come by, too

20 -- bu t you need people who not only have good understanding
-

-

21 of basic health physics principles and the current

22 regulatory guidance, but who also understand what's
.

23 happening in power plants and can te practical in their

24 ins tr uc tion , and I don't think very many colleges and

23 universities right now have that kind of talent av ail a bl e .

.
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py MM i MR. YANIV: But how is that cifferent, let's say,

2 f rom a nuclear engineer that's being trainec in a

3 uni 7? rsity?
,.

4 MR. GIS50N: A nuclear engineer wno's being

5 trained in :alculus and heat transfer in a reactor cold

a wat?r and in 'rench and English composition, and what we

i n eec is scme tning clos 2r to nuts-anc-bolts training.
.

3 'JR . L YNOM: Vccational training.

/ MR. GIBS 0d Right.

13 MR. LYNCH: Hands-on.

11 MR . N EELY: Semecody who can relate to the actual

12 prcolems.

13 MR. YANIV: They are quite recent, but there are

14 f our year he sith physics bachelor-level training.

la MR . GI350N: Yes. Right. And I tnink some of

15 that training is good --

14 MR. GREGER: We're talking technicians.

13 MR . Y AN IV: He mentioned also inspectors.

19 MR. GISSON: I think - you know, I don't want to

20 discount the value of an academic education, but I think we
-

-

21 need that plus we need the practical aspects of running the

22 HP program. de need, for example, I think, to instruct the
.

23 students from the reg guides, you know, Reg Guide 1.109,

24 when you release 1000 curies per second out the stack wna t

25 kinc of dose is being produced out here, what is chi over 0,

1913 204 '
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pv !.tM i anyway?

2 MR. YANIV: So, for an inspecttr, you would take a

3 guy who got out of college, whether it was a bachelor's or a

4 master's degree in health pnysics, and put him through a

a kino of inta rnship of six months to a year.

a MR. WENSLAM5 KI : The people you're talking ecout,

the m.a jor it/ usually nave e cacnelor's or '.a s ter's cegre3.4
,

3 viha t they a:tually nave -- the ma jority of them would be

,
9 navy career techniclans.

13 MR. YANIV: I was not talking rignt now scout

!! te cnn ic ians i I was talking acout supervisory position or NRC

|2 inspector.

13 MR . N EELY: NRC inspec tors , if they come out with

14 degrees, like in our o ffice, we have several that are

15 int?rns and they serve as interns for one or two years under

16 supervision - not supervision, but guidance of a senior

1/ inspector.

13 MR. GI3 SON: Yes. Kind on ins truction that an NRC

19 inspector in turn needs is instruction on how is an HP

20
,

program managed in a power reactor, what kind of procedures
.

21 are necessary to run a good program, what are the NRC

22 regulatory requirements, and what do the reg guides s ay.
,

23 This kind of thing. You know, it could be part of the

24 schoo l, as well.

25 VR. LYNCH: A casic que stion here that Shlomo
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py T4 I open3d the door on that I would like to s ee if we can get an
'

2 answe r here. In your experience dealing with the

3 t e cnn ic ians in various utilities ano health physics s taff,
,

4 how effective has the training been from :ne academic

5 a va il aciliti es ? . low , there a re certa in. c ourses that are'

6 o ff ered oy c ertain colleges in certain city college s. Ho w

# e f f ec tive is that in provioing well-traineo people versus
.

3 the navy's program where we seem to ce ge tting the prime

> sour:e of well-qualified' technicians?
.

13 VR. MURRAY: First of all, there is no t that many

!! courses, academic courses, available tha t you can send -- a

12 utili ty company can send a technician to, I don't tnink.

13 Usually, at a utility you are going to find the person

14 that's probaoly the most academically qualified is procaoly

13 heading up the chemistry and health physics program.

15 I know, in Region IV, I have stressed training,

1/ and usually they will try to set up some type of a formal

13 training program with the chemistry and health physic s

19 supervisor as a lecturer. But usually what happens is that

20 he nas so much to do that he just cannot devote the time anc
-

.

21 e.f fo r t to get an organized class set up and give the

22 training, cring his people in to sit in the classroom and
.

23 give the training.

24 No w , as I perceive things in the area of nealth

25 physics, for it to ge t better there is going to have to ce

i
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py MM i pressure placed on the utility. There they have a training

2 program that is similar to tneir licensing tr aining

_ 3 program. It's required training.

4 I know, in a couple of cl ants in Region IV, wne n

5 positions have Ocme open in the treining department, that I

5 nava encoura ged tnem to. get one of neir gooc health pnysics

a tecas and put him in the training cep artment, wnere it is
.

3 stressed as f ar as health pnysics treining. But it's very

y cifficult just to, first of all, find tne people at the
,

) plant that can take the time to give formal training ano,
i

# 11 secondly, to get the technicians to come in to sit down to

12 two or three hours of formal training. It's very dif ficult<

13 unless the requirement is put on the licensee that you have

14 to do it.
.

15

15
.

Il

13

12

20
m

_

21

22
.

23

24

25

i
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tac iv I MR. N EELY: The last few years we've had at least
(

2 three plants in Region I do escalated enforcement. '4 e ' v e

3 requested that they place their technicians in training_

4 programs, and this has ceen done oy consultants comin in on

5 a 30 cay procrem anc with people that have hands-on

5 experience, instructors, as well es a certain amount of

I 3CaoemiO cac korcund.
.

3 'J R . LYNCH: Has that been effective.

9 1R. NEELY: Yes. That's the Pilgrim station,
,

10 Oyster Creek, and Incien ?oint. Those are three plants that

!! have gone into extensive technician training programs cy

12 consultants, and they give a guy enough spectrum that I

13 think he can -- for some people, it's retraining. But most

la of them, they are learning things tnet they didn't know

15 acout, and it goes under regulations as well as doing their

16 jo b. And in those plants this is not -- the leacing
.

17 plants -- we're now lcoking at pre oos -- cefore they get

13 their license, out the other plants, it's not there.

19 MR. MIRAGLIA: With respect to training, I get the

20 impression from looking at TMI that the emphasis was on
-

_

21 maintaining training records ano documenting that certain

22 training was given. The bulk of it, as was cuoted, was
.

23 on-the-job training, and there appeared to be a lack of

24 quality assurance check as to what the adequacy of their

25 training was, what the course content was, what principles
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moc .N I and fundamentals were covered. Is this a proolem?
(

2 MR. GISSuift This is a croolen.
'
-

3 VR. MIRAGLIA: It was a proolen at TMI.
,.,

4 MR. GIBS 0?ls What you are seeing here is what you

5 will see if you will look at an I&E inspection results. It

$ appears that we are emphasizin; occumentation, when in fact

7 it's the document tna t's about the only tangiole evidence we
.

8 have that the program isn't workinc richt. It's hard to

9 ouild an enforcement case, saying that management is not
.

10 committed to a good training program. It's harc to cuild a

il case that tne instructor cicn't cover all of the things he

12 was supposed to cover in class. It's easier to say the

13 reccrd is incomplete.

14 VR. GREGER: I think that's a good point. In this

15 case in particular, I think the proolem is accentuated

16 cecause there are no hard and fast requirements f'or

17 particular types of training. So if I go in to do an

IS inspection, I want to see a training program in e ff ec t, and

19 I want to see some evidence that they have conducted

20 training for the technicians. But beyond that, I am a bit
-

-

21 in the dark as to exactly what type of training the techs

22 should get, so in most cases I stop after seeing that tney
.

23 do maintain records, and I can look and see they have

24 conducted training once a week, every single week of the

25 year. And my assumption is, that if they have conducted
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agc 's.t I this amount of training, hopefully they're going to talk
,,
'

2 aoout something they should ce talking acout and instructing

3 the people.

4 MR. VIRAGLIA: I guess the point I was cettin to

5 is cesides having soecific recuirements for training end

6 specifying certain minimum requirements for training, would

7 it also ce important tnat there be a requirement for soma
.

3 auditing by the licensee, pernaps --

9 MR. flEELY: It's required in tne tech specs of
.

12 most plants that they audit.

Il MR. GREGER: If they have procedures that require

12 traininh, they have requirements to audit the implementation

13 of those procedures.

14 MR. MIRAGLIA: At TMI, that oidn't seem to ce the

15 case. And what I'm trying to get at -- is, again, that a

16 typical kind of situation or, again, is your experience

17 varied? Is this an area that can be improved upon, either

13 via recuirements or enforcement?

19 MR. GREGER: Were there specific train.

20 requirements at TMI?
-

-

21 MR. NEELY: At TMI, in fact, I have been pursuing

22 that area. The tech specs require that the sta tion -- the
.

23 entire station staff -- their qualifications and training be

24 audited once a year. Tha t ha sn' t -- I can't find any

25 records at Three Mile Island that that's been done in the

i913 210
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mgc of I last two years. Now there may oe some documents somewhere
(

2 we can't get our hands on, but to this date, they can't show

3 us any evidence where they met their tech scecs.

4 MR. DIENELT '# hat do they say in resconse to any

5 cuestions that you ask aoout where the documents are?

$ VR. N EELY: / dell, they'll tell ynu to ao talk to

7 sc-end-so or some occy els e. Right now, we've just put that
.

3 on the osckourner, cecause right now there are more serious

9 thincs going on out there.
.

10 Eut that was part of my recuest when we were asked to

11 submit comments to tne starting up of Unit 1, that all this
'

12 training be done prior to startup and that they get their

13 audit program in order.

14 MR. DIENELT As you understand it, that wasn't

15 done. They didn't do their training prior --

16 MR. NEELY: 'de reversed an immediate action issued
.

17 July 18 that they implement a OA program, and part of that

13 program is to cover training. And that program is supposed

19 to be implemented by the end of this month.

20 .4R. MIR AGLI A: Is that the kinc of tech spec,
-

-

21 though -- that's a spec at TMI and would ce a spec at the

22 other facilities?
.

23 VR. N EELY: In most plants it's there.

24 MR. GIBSON: No, I don't think so. What we have

25 pushed for in time s past without a great deal of success is

/

1913 211 .
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mac:.iM i to include raciation protection under the aoolicacility of
(

2 the site OA plan, and if it is under the CA plan, then

3 audits of it are recuireo ano training of the people is,.

, requirec and documentation of a lot of things is requirec.4

5 Anc maintenance of the survey equipment and such is

6 required, and we have a creat deal -- I think it formalizes

7 and strengthens programs.
.

S Unfortunetely, NRR has not considered radiation

9 protec tion to be a.recuired item on the O List, which means
,

10 it is not safety-relateo, and some licensees have, on their

11 own initiative, included i t, but most have not. I think if

12 radiation protection programs were included on the Q List,

13 we would see some improvement in several of the areas we're

14 talking about today, including auditing.

15 Nearly all the tech specs in Region I I read say

16 cualifications, staffing, and training of the entire staff
.

17 once a year.

Is MR. GIBSON: Okay. I'm not familiar with it.

19 MR. GREGER: I'm not familiar either. A specific

20 requirement to audit those requirements?
-

.

21 MR. NEELY: Yes. It's like the port committee --

22 not the port, the corporate comes in and does it.
,

.

23 MR. MURRAY: That's a pretty much standard tech

24 spec.

25 MR. LYNCH: I see we 1cok at the documentation to

1913 212 .
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mac fd I see whether or not the training has occurred, and the
[

2 occumentation that says what the traininc oucht to oe, what
~~

,
3 is the curriculum, et cetera. Is there any lookinc at the

4 performance as a result of that training? Is there any way
,

5 to co that?

6 MR. GISSON: Not in our existing program. The re 's

7 nothing estaolished for that.
.

8 '4R. LYNCH: A new program?

9 MR. GI3 SON: Yes. Inspectors could go out with a
.

10 list of auestions. You could give inspectors 2000 cuestions

11 with instructions to ask 50 of them during each inspection

12 or something like that.

13 MR. LYNCH: Would that be of utility?

'

14 MR. GISSON: What do you do when they give you the

15 wrong answers?

16 MR. WE.'4SLAdSKI: I can't help thinking of the
.

17 radiography industry in everything that we're talking aoout

18 here. I don't know if you're familiar with that, but there

19 NRC has pretty well made out very clearly to licensees and

23 applicants for licenses what the training requirements are
.

_

21 for the radi'grapher and the radiographer's assistant.

22 Thereto, there has been a lot of discussion in the past
.

23 about consideration given to such things like Al mentioned

24 qualifying radiographers - perhaps giving them some kinc of

25 examination, and that idea has been rejected in the past.

.
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mqcMM i MR. LYNCH: Why?
! .

2 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I reall/ don't know why. Perhaos

._
3 eecause it would ce an administrative nightmare for NRC.

4 MR. LYNCH: Are there other programs that use

5 on-the-spot cuestioning or examina . ion?

6 'f R . MENSLAWSKI: That's an area where I celieve

7 there is en-the-soot cuestioning of any radiocrsphy during
.

9 radiography inspections, where an inspector will cuestion a

9 radiographer regarding various ascects of the operation and
,

13 try to ge t a f eel for how well the guy is trained. It is

li done.

12 VR. LYNCH: Is it cone in any other " nuclear"

13 industry -- naval or otherwise?

14 MR. GIB5ON: We, in our inspection programs, do

15 question radiation workers, de say, "Do you know what your

16 2xposure limit is? Show me that you know how to read your

17 pocket dosimeter. What is your accumulated dose for this

IS quarter? Had anytody brief ed you 'cefore you went in to do

19 this joo."

20 MR. LYNCH: How about the radiation protection
*

-

21 staff? Do they know how to use the instruments, et cetera?

22 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think that arises, to some
.

23 degree. You really can't avoid going on an inspection,

24 talking to people, without questions of that nature coming

25 up, where the inspector starts getting a feel for the

1913 214
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mgc MM i qualifications of the person he is talkino to. Certainly, I

-- 2 think, across the board, if an inspector is inclined to

3
-

think that the guy he is talking to doesn't know what he's

4 ta lking about , he's going to pursue a line of questions witn

5 that guy, intenced to find out how we ll the guy is

6 cualified. I think that's inherent' in the way inspectors do

7 cusiness.
.

3 MR. GREGER: I would agree. But tycica lly we

9 talked to very few of the total complement of rad protection
.

10 technicians at a plant, and the ones you do talk to are

li probably the more senior technicians, because they are the

12 ones who are able to answer your questions.

13 MR. LYNCH: How about on the backshif t?

14 MR. GREGER: Again, you'll prooably have one of

15 the more senior technicians on the backshift. procaoly my

16 biggest question in this whole area is, I don't think I know

17 f rom my plants how much the rad technicians really do know,

19 because we have never been in the position of goinc out and

19 across the board to all the rad protection technicians,

20 asking them a series of questions which would allow us to
-

-

21 know how competent they are to conduc t their jobs.

22 MR. WENSLAWSKI Let me just make the point I
.

23 wanted to make aoout radiography. If you guys are somewhere

24 going to be making recommendations about training, I would

25 suggest that you get in touch with NMSS, because that has

1913 215 >
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macMM i been -- t''.e questions we are talking about here, that whole
t

-

2 arena has been discussea specifically for years in the area

3 of radiography, and I don't think we should o off iny

4 different directions, cecause radiation exposure is

5 radiation exposure, and radiography is whether it's in the

6 nucle ar power reactor. Anc the issues that have been raised

7 on nuclear training qualifications, how do you know their
.

3 cualificatinns?

9 de've been down that same road before in radiocraphy. To
.

10 ny knowledge, the answers haven't been bad. The over

11 exposures keep on occurring. The point I want to make is

12 that I think you ought to touch asse with NMSS and maybe

13 talk with some of those people -- how radiographers are

14 h a nd .'. e d .

15 MR. NEELY In Region I, there is one area where

16 we do. Ne question rad protection type people, and that's

17 on the oackshifts where their tech specs require that they

19 have a person cualified in rad protec tion procedures. You

19 take the plants the. do not have 24 coverage. Now the

20 auxiliary operators or -- there was a bulleting put out some
-

.

21 time ago telling the licensees what they have to be trained

22 in to meet that requirement for persons qualified in rad
.

23 protection procedures.

24 As part of the inspection effort, the inspectors go cut

25 in the wee hours of the morning or late at night and cc on

,
.

1913 216
-

,



90

7249 06 10

mgc 4M ! the oack shifts and inspect and then actually determine how
/

2 the people cemonstrate that they can meet that particular

3
_

tech spec, by taking a survey meter and making surveys.

4 posting areas, taking air samples, calculating the air

5 sample, this type of thina.

6 If we find a situation where they can't meet it, then you

7 go to the shift supervisor. You call the plant manacer, and
.

5 you request that they get into compliance. Either they have

9 to bring a rad protection man in from home, or there are
.

10 other actions to take -- or ask them to bring the reactor

11 cown , wna te ve r.

12 MR. MURRAY: In Region IV, one of the things in

13 my inspection program that I've always insisted on is that

14 they're ce some documentation that the health physics

15 technician is familiar and understands the procecure, the

16 health physics procecure, and this usually takes the form --
.

17 you bring somebody in off the street so to speak, and he

IS goes through the easy procedures, and when his supervisor

19 feels he's competent in that area, then he will acknowledge

20 this by -- he'll have a list of procedures, and off on the
*

.

21 side he'll say, he's competent to do this.

22 One of the things I normally do is I'll tell the health
.

23 physics supervisor, "I'm going to ce talking to a couple of

24 your people. First of all. I want to see your training

25 records. Okay, this guy, his records indicate that he is --

3913 217- ,
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mgc CA 1 that you've signed off on his for Procedures I through 10."

2 So I'll oick out one of those procedures and bring the HP

_
3 tech in and mayce some calculations of fl.cc, how you take an

4 air samole, how you do the calculatior down to how you

5 prescrice for respiratory protection devices.

6 That's one of the thincs that I look at. In this whole

7 area, you know, as Al and 500 and Frank have mentioned.
.

B there's nothing really that specific. I think in a lot of

9 cases it coils down to what the individual inspector
.

10 requires of the licensee.

11 I would personally rather see it take the training --

12 mayce be an appendage of the operator training. You know.

13 you have some hard and fast requirements there for licensed

14 operators at the plant. Why c an't you do this in the area

15 of health physics also?

16 MR. LYNCH: So you advocate licensing of HP techs,
.

17 too?

19 VR. MURRAY: Something similar. I think what

19 you're going to find is there's been a lot of time and

20 e f fort devoted to thi s establishing the operator -- this
. -

21 requal program. Why couldn't you have some thing similar to

22 that in the area of health physics, because I think that's
.

23 the route they would go. You've already got the training

24 coordinator. The only thing is is that all their time and

25 effort is spent on operations. If you had somebody on the

,

i913 218
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,30c T! I training staff that was a healthy chsyicist, then you could

2 accomplish the same thing in the area of health physics.

_
3 VR. '4IRAGLI A: That is the situation out there

4 with respect to requalification and retraininc?

5 VR. "UpRAY: On operators?

6 MR. MIRAGLIA: On red protection.

7 MR. GI550,1: There is a requirement referencej ov,
.

9 was it Rec Guice 1.3? What is it? ANS I 18.1 ? A:!5 I 1 .1,

9 which is referenced oy one of the Reg guides. ,1he t is it,
.

13 1.1, which lists about eight topics that the " operating

11 organization is to be retrained in." It coes not specify

12 frequency for the retraining.

13 If you do a Philadelphia lawyer's review to determine who

I4 the operating organization is, we can come to the conclusion

15 that it does include radiation protection people. 300 it's

16 a pretty weak recuirement, because it can be met by an
.

17 instructor standing up and in 30 minutes time covering the

19 ten topics once every find years.

19 Now we did cite TMI for not meeting that because they

20 hadn't done anything, but what I am saying is, any utility
.

.

21 can meet that requirement with minimal effort and no

22 meaningful training.
.

23 MR. GREGER: I think typically, though, you will

24 find most utilities will conduct some sort of retraining on

25 a continuous basis, trying to cover certai, topics once a

191 219 ;_
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macAM i year, mayce once every two years at the very most.
,

2 MR. WENSLAWSKI: So what you're saying is, TMI

3 would be an atypical situation?._

4 MR. GREGER: For not havin; conducted any training

5 at all, I don't think anyons would coubt they're atypical in

6 tnat s i tua ti on . The proolem is amoncst other plants, there

7 is a great ce 31 of nonuniformity as to what training is
.

S given bec.3use, again, there are no real hard and fast

? requirements. -

,

10 MR. flEELY: Some utilities have very good ones.

Il Some have extensive pretraining programs and requals. It

12 all depends whether they come out on the navy program, and

13 the RPM is pushing that, or it's an old utility.

14 MR.. GREGER: I guess one problem, if in fact the

15 NRC does go to the point of licensing rad protection techs,

16 which is being discussed a great deel and which probably is

17 beneficial, one has to determine how many rad protection

18 techs you need -- obviously how many need to be licensed.

19 They don't all have to be licensed. So you have to

20 have people in training. There are probably different
.

.

21 degrees of licensing that are necessary. And that's the

22 same problem we run into when we go out to try to enforce,
,

23 let's say, experience requirements of ANSI N 18.1.

24 It talks about responsible technicians must have so much

25 training. What's a responsiole technician? Unfortunately.

1913 220
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, oc MM i that's not defined anyplace.m

2 MR. NEELY Does it all have to be 18.1 cualified,

3 or just half of tnem?,_

4 MR. LYNCH: You inoicated another interesting

5 thing -- tha t the plants you are having trouble with are old

6 licanses. What's going to happen eipht, nine years from now

7 when the plants that are newly licensed becone cid licenses?
.

9 MR. N EELY It's not goint to happen as lona as we

9 get sone Reg Guides and regulations that you don't have to
,

10 cell up the legal people and have them interpret for you,

!! that the inspector can enforce against it. You're no t

12 sitting out there in management meetings listening to their

13 position. Then you're back and forth inspection reports are

14 unresolved items.

15 4R. GISSON: I do think, though, that we can sit

16 here and predict that licensees have become less cooperative
.

17 as they gain experience in dealing with us. And I think

18 based on that we can anticipate that they're going to be

19 less cooperative ten years from now than they are right now.

20 MR. LYNCH: Unless what is done?
.

_

21 MR. WENSLAWSKI r This situation is different in

22 that ten years ago essentially there was no guidance. I
.

23 don't even believe that a licensee had to describe anything

24 in his SAR aoout radiation protection ten years ago. Now

25 there is an enormous amount that he is on the heck for.

_

'

1913 221 ,

.



95
'249 06 15 -

lac 4M ! It's in nis SAR, and he is comnitted to it. And there is
t
''

2 that diff erence we have to recognize.

3 '4R. GISSO:J I think the resentment and lack of

4 cooperation comes from the fact they believe they're ceing

5 overregulated, and beceuse of that, they resist any

6 additions! requirements being placed on them.

7
.

8
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1 MR. GREGER: Let me add, I think I agree totally

1

2 with what's being said. I don't think we ' re going to haveg
.I
H

3 I the croblem that we have with old plants now, because again,

4 the old plants, you didn't have the requirements and you're

S, trying to impose requirements on them, and they say: We've

6 operated for X number of years this way and we've never had
!

7i a croblem; why in the world do we have to do scmething-

|

3 different?
.

.

9 '

q I don't agree so much with A1. I don't see, at
,1

10 j least oc the extent I seem to get the impression from you,

11 that plants in our region, in my Region III, are becoming !
i

12 difficult to deal with because they become more experienced !

13 , in dealing with us.
! -

14 , I think they have become reluctant to accept dic-
! |

15 tated positions without logic and reason behind it. I agree f
i

16 with that. You can no longer go into a plant and say: This !

!
1

17 is what you should do, and have them run of.: and do it. Now '
i ,

i

i
'IS they are saying, why, tell us why. One, tell us why wej

I _
.

19 should do it to have a better program; and maybe, if they're !

!

20 a little difficult,1they'll say, and also tell us what would
,

i

21; force us to do it. |

22 |! 1913 223 '

But most of the plants, if you nave a good reason
i

23 for your request, unless it's a great imposition on them,

24
Ace-Faceral Reporters, Inc. |'

will go along with it, even though there is not a hard and
'

25 | fast requirement, regulatory requirement, that he do so.
#

: , -

i

I ,

.
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l And the reason for this is not necessarily altruistic on their ',

( . t.
. 2'

|
part. They know that even though there may not be a hard and

3 !

i fast requirement, there are other things that we can do that''

#' would cause them trouble in the long run, whether it's with

5 state rate commissions or whatever.

6' Cur opinion is sought after. It appears in too
,

.

7
q many r .'. aces for them to totally ignore us, if we have a valid ,
o

3 basis for requesting them to do something. So I don't see
,

i

9 the reluctance amongst our plants, as long as we come up with,

,

10
that valid reason for doing something. ;,

i
11 i

MR. GIBSON: Well, I agree with you to an extent. i

|
12 |

1 I guess what I'm saying is that a more experienced licensee i

I
i

13 >' is less inclined to make a commitment to take some additional
i

14 4
action. But I think we are saying the same thing: The more

,

i
~

15 ; experienced licensee says, show me, and show me -- like we |
| |

16 '
|have one licensee I can think of where, at the interview, the

17'
|i plant manager just says two words. He says: Show me the

.

I3 !
I

requirement, show me the requirement. And we don't get much
-

,

19 '
of a commitment out of him unless we can show him a require- ,

'
,

''O ment.*

4 1913 224
21 ! And that's because I think he feels he has been

I.
22 ratcheted to the point where he is doing a lot of things that

,

23 are not required.
l24 ' l-

MR. MIRAGLIA: I think that identifies something we '

Aa4www Recomri. inc. , j ,
25 might want to save until tomorrow, and I'll just threw it out |,

| |
: i
,
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'
|
I .

li on the table. We might want to discuss it now or not. You !

, ,,

( - 2 ii can get your thoughts together through the evening. ,

3' Are there requirements that we have imposed upon
,~ ,

4, licensees that shouldn't be there and that are diluting the
!

5 efforts to focus on important aspects of safety and radio-
)
i

6| logical protection? That is just a rhetorical question.
I

- 7t You mentioned something, Don, that I would like to
4

+

3 foll0W "p on. It's on the back shift. I''s not necessarily '

'

!.

a radiation protection person who has responsibility on that9

to shift, but someone who meets some sort of minimum criteria
,

|

_ 11 as being trained in radiation protection. Is that a normal j
l

12 Situation at facilities? Does it vary? What are our require- !

| |
| |

13 i ments with respect to radiation protection personnel on site, j

! i
l i

14 minimum requirements, et cetera'
ii

I
15 Is that varied? Is there a standard tech spec on

i
i

16 , that? |i

!

17 ' MR. NEELY: It's a standard tech spec that they have

I

18 ' _a person qualified with rad tech spec procedures on site when j

-
-

=
19 ' fuel is in the reactor. That's pretty standard, from all I

, ;
,

have seen. |20 ,
.

21 I could probably'think of three or four utilities i

| |

22 | just off the top of my head in Region I that do not have |
i

23; shift coverage 24 hours a day by radiation protection staff
,

1 ,

24 ' members, that after 5:00 o' clock or 4:30, when they leave the
r

Aa FMwel Reporters, lec. { f

25 | site, it becomes the coerations eersonnel responsibility to '

I !
l

! !

k 1913 225
-

.

. . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



99
mte 4

. ,

I
i

lj meet that tech spec requirement for radiological conditions |
/~ ;

,

i i j

2| at that plant. -

I

3,.
.

MR. MIRAGLIA: Is there usually an auxiliary operator
,

4, in that function?
I

5, MR. NEELY: It can be, because the licensed operator
!

6 is already burdened with the fire protection aspects, and

*

7 their own operating and controlling. Usually they will train
1

i
3 some auxiliary operators who are already moving around at the

,

. |
*

9 plant, to provide that function. And most of the plants have

10 generated procedures specific to meet that requirement. It's

11 ' kiad of a simple procedure here. Just plug in numbers and
, i

|12 : here's how you do your example calculations. You get this
,

' i

13 | result, then you're going to have to call for on-site assis-

14 ! tance.
!

i

15 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that pretty much standard through-
!

.

,
'

16 | out the regions?

17' MR. GREGER: I know of only one plant that uses I

!

13 , auxiliary operators to meet that requirement. The only
I.

19 reason they do is the auxiliary operator has gone through the

20 rad protection group for a year's time before he becomes an,

21 | auxiliary operator. Other than that, there may be one or two
i

22 , other plants that use non-rad protection people to staff the
!

22| off-shift hours. But they use shift supervisors as that
i
; ;

24 individual. j
aa Fmma neoomn. cx. |

25 i MR. NEELY: Several in Region I, they train the |'
i.

!

! !
'

t

! 1913 226' '
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1
_

aux operators. Well, Indian Point 3, for instance, they put

'

'2i the people through like a month training program, what they
,

3f~ call self-monitoring; and that 's how they 're meeti:ig their

4 tech specs. -

5' MR. MIRAGLIA: How about Region V, Frank?
I

6| MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think they're more inclined to
'

!

7j use licensed ocerators. I'm not aware of any Aos that are
~

3

3]1 doing that functi.on. You always, at least I do, have this |
.

q
,

9 uneasy feeling that the facilities take the approach: Well,
.

|10 | a licensed operator, by virtue of what they are doing, are
!

II I required to know as much as anybody qualified in radiation

12 j protection, which is generally true, except they are not

13 : functioning in that area on a day to day basis, and they
,

i

14 | just can't perform in that area as well as the person who is

15 functioning in that area.
!,

16 ! I always feel uneasy that they have a licensed
,

!

17| operator, that if some kind of emergency arose he is not going
i
I .

18 | to be able to do the same job as if there was a tech there |,

19 ! who works in the area day-in and day-out. He's not going to !
>

20 be able to find the equipment. He's not going to.be able to.

i ,

21 ; operate the air sampler. Although the system is set up that

22 way, I feel uneasy about it myself. ]9}3 227
-

i

23I MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that true in Region IV?

24 i MR. MURRAY: Region IV is about 50-50. 50 percent
A&feve6 Remrtus, Inc. | i

i is

25 i of the plants have HP coverage around the clock, 50 percent :

-
i

! !
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11 it usually is al. auxiliary operator.
'

(~ |

i '\- 2, I agree p,retty much with Frank, with what he's ;
'

\
3

I saying, i

4: MR. MIRAGLIA: So you are saying on the order of-
'l
i

5j minimum requirerent of having rad protection personnel around

6 shift coverage? Is that minimum type requirement with the
.

7 presumption that this rad protection guy is going to h ave an

1
3 adequate training. program which is audited and qualifications

,

. 1

!

9 and all the other things that we have discussed thus far?

10
1 MR. NEELY: Right now there's no requirement to have !

,

I them around the clock, okay, fully-trained rad protection
,

I2 staff. ||

I3 MR. MIRAGLIA: How about the other aspect that! .

I# seemed to be the case at TMI, is that their rad protection j
t

15 | staff was on the order of -- I think nominally it's supposed
I
,

16 ; to be 24, but they had about 21 or 22. I don't know the |
,

I7! accuracy of those numbers, but they were split between units. i
I I

I8 i
I

Is that a common practice at multi-station facilities, and,
-

19 -
the technicians are rotated between the units on some sort :,

I-

20 ! of shift schedule? !.

21 | MR. GREGER: You mean assigned solely to one unit |
|

22 ! as opposed to others?
I.

23 | MR. MIRAGLIA: A rad protection department which had

2# f X number of people, and the technicians could be i.- Unit 1
Am4Mwat R ummes, t mc. ,

|'
25 j this week, Unit 2 the following week. 1913 228 -

.,

,

i

i

.
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,

I i
'

i.

l| MR. GREGOR: Or on the same date, wherever their
/^ i !

( ! *

- 2
i duties took them. !
| !

i

-
3 MR. MIRAGLIA: Yes. Is that a common practice?

4 MR. NEELY: We have one plant in Region I that'a i;

5] contrary, Millstone. They have two HP staffs, for Unit 1,
1

6 Unit 2.

. ,i

'{ MR. MIRAGLIA: That's because thay're two differen:

3 types of facilities.
i

;.

9 MR. NEELY: One's a PWR, one's a ENR. So there's

10
.

a foreman and his staff on one unit. They have round-shift
,

4 '

Il coverage on each unit.

12 - MR. MIRAGLIA: For_ multi-unit stations, that's !
i |

13 essentially duplicate plants or replicate plants, do you !
i I

I4 think that situation works better than, say, at Millstone? I
!

15 Millstone sort of makes sense to have that kind of thing.

16 ; But there's no mandatory requirement.
i

17 i MR. NEELY: Essentially, that technician, he's un !

l

18 | duty to do some routine surveys and maybe do some chemistry, |
t

,
.

!

I9 | and they are not staffed to handle any maintenance activities
,

,

20 of this type on the back shifts. So take two or three i.

i
i

21 technicians for each unit, as long as they can meet all their j
!

22 tech specs and there aren't any problems, it's pretty hard to '

23! tell them that they should have X number for this unit and
!

'
,

24 | X for this unit. 1913 229Aa4Wersi Recmners, lec. '
|

25 | '

MR. YANIV: Is it also a practice that they rotate

!

I

I
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I
'

i ,

I

I| the technicians within the chemistry and health physics :
. 1

,

I
-

2( department? !

'
I

3 MR. NEELY: There are some plants that do that. '

-

!

4 We try to discourage it because we found that most programs

5! were more effective in Region I with separate chemistry
,

6
'

department over here and for health physics, because he's

*
7i not acting as a health physics technician for six months and

1, '

3 then he's over six months later as a chemistry tech, and he ;
i

9 can't really get involved in his work and he doesn't have ,

10 , the same priorities as the man that's a full-time HP tech.

11 That's what we experienced.

MR. GREGER: There are tradeoffs. I think that's |I2
I

~ I

a very good observation. . |I3

1#
1 I think the plants that do--unless it's a union
!

15 ' problem, the plants that do have rotations between the HP

16 and the chemistry groups do it primarily to provide for

17 excess personnel for refueling outages, so that when they go
i

18 i down for outages it frees up their chemistry people and they
I .

-

I9 can perform HP functions, and they don't have to bring in I

l.

20 : outside people to perform HP functions. That's good to a |.

|

21 certain extent, because that allows you to use a person
i
'

22 ' familiar with their plant to perform HP duties, instead of
l,

23 hiring scmeone from the outside, who may not be familiar with
1913 230 |4 your plant, who may not know all the problems.'

.
;

,4asen.i nemnvi. ine. ,

So again, I think there's a tradeoff. There's !**5 '*
'

.

:
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,

i '

I !

l
-_

probably good and bad to it. '

|
( .

;
-

2[ MR. GIBSON: TVA has an organization which I think -

'
i

3' is maybe bad in this tegard, in that chemistry does not fall-

4 under the health physics supervisor, which I'm not sure -- in
i !

5 fact, I know the person analyzing the sample doesn't always

6 appreciate the significance of the sample.

* 7i MR. NEELY: They should be under the RPM. TVA !

!
'

3; facilities are not. They go up different chains to the plant ,
i

. <

9 manager. '

10 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I can think of a specific instance,
,

II site kind of problems that arise b'y rotating people. We had

12 a case where the utility rotated between health physics,
,

!

13 ! primary chemistry and secondary chemistry. And the way the
i

14 | system was set up, they do six months in each area. And they
1

15 | had one technician -- in secondary chemistry they do environ- ~
16 mental monitoring -- who had to read out the TLD results from

I7 environmental monitoring.

13 Well, the photomultiplier on the TLD wasn't working '
-

.

19 correctly and was giving false readings. But he had been
,

i|20 | trained on this instrument. But it had been over a year and,

\

21 ' a half since he had even seen it. Yet now he is in this !
!

22 function and he had to read it. He didn't recognize--where
,

23 someone who had been working with it daily would have recog-
|
1

- 24 nized right away, he didn't recognize it wasn't working i

Aase.re Remnm. w. I
'

25 - properly. jgj} }}j
!

i
t
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'
_

1 As a result, he read and annealed all the TLDs and

'

2 lost a whole quarter's worth of environmental TLD data -- a |
\

3 direct result of this rotating to the different functions and i
'_ ,

I i
4 being rusty when you come back to one. |

| 1

5 MR. NEELY: We have had some plants where even the

6 consultants that are in this business of providing services .

!
+

7; in health physics have reccmmended that some of the utilities -

i
'

8 in Unit 1 be sepa. rate organizations under one radiation pro- !
I-

i 1

9 tection manager, the chemistry supervisor on one side with i
;

10 all his technicians and the health physics supervisor; but

11 | they all recort to the one person responsible for the radia-

i i

12 ' tion protection program.
;

i

13 i Sut I agree with Bob in this, there's some good with
i

|

Id the other, having the people rotate once in a while or having

.i

IS ' them cross-train.
'

|

16 MR. WENS LAWSKI : It certainly is to the licensee's

17 advantage, that's clear.

18 : MR. GREGER: It may be an advantage to the HP program i
_

; .

19 as a whole, again, not to have to bring somebody's who's

20 totally unfamiliar with the plant in an outage..

21 MR. MIRAGLIA: Would it be fair to say that during :,

! !

i

22 | outages, that che inspecting activity goes up?

1913 23223 MR. NEELf: Pardon? .

24 ' MR. MIRAG LIA: The inspection activity goes up? i

Ac.J cere A comrs. inc. .

25 | MR. NEELY: Yes. The module is different, for one
i

!

l
>
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I thing. Plus, if the licensee is going to have problems, it's
,

|
/

1 i )

2| going to be during that refueling or maintenance activity.
'

i |
-

3 '
Thst's when they start opening m systems. And you've got

!

4i maybe 200 or 300 more personnel on site that are not familiar

5 with nuclear power plants, and you have got to look a little I
,

:

6 closer at the program. ;

|s

7; MR. MIRAGLIA: What about the rad protection people

3: at te facility? Is their training program directed more

9! towards the normal operation, power generation phase, or do
!

.

i
10 they -- you said something that led me to believe that perhaps j

I11 ' there is less significance rather than more being placed on
|

12 times of high maintenance outage kinds of things. Is that a
|

13 f deficiency in training programs generally?
i

Id MR. GIBSON: I don't think you can make very many !

15 general comments about training programs for radiation protec- i

I

16 '
.

tion people, because each program is a little different, and
i !

most of them aren't worth very much. That's my judgment. !'
; ,' :

,

!

. I8 | Maybe some other people have different opinions.
i | -

MR. GREGER: Plus the basic training you give an
,

- 20
i HP for operational type mattars carries over to maintenance

,

i

21 activities, also. It's a similar type of training and skills

22 that are used. It's just the problems are many times greater

23 in a refueling outage or any other type of maintenance outage.

2# MR. WENSLAWSKI: It's more of the olanninc---
Ace-Federal Repor'ers, loc. ' ~

,

'5 | MR. MIRAGLIA: I was thinking in terms of planning.
* *

,

t

! l
i,

1913 233 i
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i

Il Is that before an outage, do they perhaps go back to their
. !

( !

2| rad techs to get them ready?

3i MR. NEELY: You're talking in specific to rad techs i-

|.

4' or general employees? i
.

i

g '
ii
l
'

MR. MIRAGLIA: Both.-

i

6' MR. NEELY: Some of the plants are going to video-
. ,

! tape training. It costs them a lot of money to develop those !7

3
! tapes, but they can have an individual training coordinator
!-

9 push a button and have a classroom full cf people. Then he
.

t

10 can get up during intermission and answer some questions.

11 ! That's the one that I was talking about, that doesn't change.

12 That is for any employee coming on the site.
,

I3 | Now, to get something specific, they have to develop
t

i

Id ! that for that particular : refueling. If they know they have
i

15 | got high iodine concentrations in their primary ccolant,
!

16 ! lthey're going to have some problems there, then some of the
a
i

17 ! plants train, because they're going to spect those problems, |,

t ,

i I

18

|and thev train the radiation techs to look out for those..

|
'

19 ' But that's an area that is not well defined. !
!

-

20 | MR. GREGER: I can answer the question. Probably |
i

21 most utilities do train their HP techs specifically prior to |
|

'2 outages, and the reason they do it is their own self-interest.*

t

'3 If they knew they're going to have problems, they want the'

.

24

a.oonm.me.|
people to be able to handle them, because if not they're

Ac..s.o er ,
-

+

'S
! going to extend their outage period densiderably because of'

,

9 1913 214
1

-,
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i

l that, and it's going to cost them bucks. So if they are a
|.

2l wel'.-run organization, whether they are HP-oriented or power- 1

Ii

3 ! oriented, they're still going to train them at that time. |
,

!

4 If they're not a well-run organization, they're not going to

S train them.
,

I

6 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that generally true, what he just
.

7 said? j

8 MR. NEELY: I can only speak for Region I.
.

9 MR. MIRAGLIA: Well, that's what I'm trying to get,

10 is the flavor here.,

t

II
.

MR. NEELY: We're going through some escalated

12
; enforcement on one of the licensees where they went into an

13 outage unprepared, with high iodine concentrations.

I

I4 | MR. GREGER: I'm not saying it doesn't happen. I'm
:

IS ' saying if the management of the overall plant is not good,
i

16 that may very well fall thrcugh.

17 MR. GIBSON: As far as I know, Region II licensees

.
18 | are not training technicians prior to outages. But there is

i
~

!

some uncertainty on my knowledge. Some of that could be going !19

. I

on, but I'm not aware of it. 1913 235 !, 20
, ,

j

21 | MR. WENSLAWSKI: I would say as a general rule, it |

22 I depends on what you classify, quote, as " training." As a
!

23 general rule in licensees going into an outage, he's got some!

24 special difficult task or a number of them that he will give
Aa-rece Remnus, ine. j,

2S i that task soccial consideration in planning, and radiation
: ,

! i
i i

! !
6

9
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I
1 i protection people will be involved in that planning. Now, if I

[ ! |
2| you want to call that training, you can call it training. Or

,
! .

I

,

3' you can call it planning. But that does occur. !
l

4 As Bob said, for his own self-interest, the guy {,

i
)

5 knows that he's going to be working inside a reactor vessel,
,

6' removing vibration monitor ; or something. He knows he has
, ,

7 to give the job a lot of thought. And I would say as a general:
i

8 rule, that goes on.

9 I would not say as a general rule, prior to refuelingq
!

!10 , everybody sits dcwn and reviews all procedures and all that
l

, .

II ' stuf f, because that doesn' t happen. But if there's special

12 | work going to be going on, significant tasks, difficult work,-
;

13 ! then certainly they give it due consideration -- not as much
i

14 | so, again, as the Navy program does. But they may not be
,

j
F using -- they might use mockups or they might not use mockups. |

i
'

16 MR. GREGER: I would say in my experience, mockups, '

ii

:
17 if it's a significant job, mockups are almost alway,s used, if |

913 23618 i they are possible to come by.
|

,

4
-

,

I9 MR. NEELY: The Region I policy is that the refuelingI

- 20 ; inspection is broken down 4ato two visits. One is prior to j

21! the refueling, a couple of weeks, 'hree weeks. You go out f
!

22 ! and sit down with the licensee and go through his plans for
'

i

23 the outage as far as equipment, manpower, who he's going to |,

! - ;

24 use to: support his health physics staf f, what type of work '

Am Feerst R morters. Inc. ! . +I .25 ,
| are they going to do, are they going to make steam generator ;

i

,
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i
1 entries, remind them about certain type of surveys they have '

f

|'
2 to make in there, are they going to make them. Kind of get a j

!

-
3* feeling, are they prepared to come down. j

i

4
i Then you come back in two or three weeks later, or i

!

5 a particular segment of the refueling that you want to lock

5 ] at.
!

Say it's steam generator entries. That's when you I

:
,

7: actually get into your inspection. !

3 But that's the way Region I has been handling it in
I.

f

9 the past, make a couple, two visits, and prepare the licensee.

10 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that part of the inspection rules1

|
that might be followed throughout all regions? |

Il

t

12 | MR. NEELY : It doesn' t say that if you do that --
,

i

13 : it doesn't say that you do that, but if you look at the mcdule,
I

la i the content is there. How you break it done -is kind of a

15 ! regional thing.

16 MR. GREGER: It's true, the module only requires |
|

17| the utility, some time during an outage -- as a matte" of I

!

18 | fact, in our region it's an interpretation we've made. We,

i

19 go every other outage rather than every outage. I think that's,

i
. 20 a regional interpretation. |

.

i
i

21 I MR. WENSLAWSKI: I believe so. I don't believe |i

1

22 that's what the module says.i

.I
23 ' MR. GIESON: I believe there is some flexibility in ,

!

24 ; the module.
Aaew.,o a memn. ine. . !

I
,

25 ; MR. GREGER: Do ycu guys go every refueling outage?
i

!
;
i

i i
i

I !

]913 237
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1 MR. GIBSON: We try to. But if we miss one every
4

1

2, now and then, we still feel we have satisfied the program. !

! i3' We try to go. On a few occasions, we have gone prior to the j
i

a outage. But usually we go during the outage only. I

i
5 MR. GRIGER: One trip? i

!

6 MR. GIBSON: One week. !

7 MR. GRIGER: A whole week?
i

l
3 MR. GIBSON: Oh, the whole week, and I try to send .

|
-

9 more than one inspector, if I can. |
i

10 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that true in IV, too? |
*

|

11 MR. MURRAY: Yes. In IV, I have carried it a little
:

12 bit further as far as outages. I have requested the health

i

_ 13 ; physics supervisor to do some kind of a law study. If you
'

/

14 have a job, before you get started on the job, that you 1coki

I

f
15 | at it in enough detail to come up with some projected dose j

!
l

1-6 of what you think the job will entail. '

:

17| I think this has encouraged the health physics staff !
l

18 i to get more involved in what's going on, to where they can.,

I i-

19 ' really try to get a figure on how much exposure would be
!

- 20 , in' lved in a particular maintenance activity. But as far

21 | as inspections before or after, it all depends on what's going |
22 on. If it's a rather easy outage, you may make only one trii.

l23~ Some outages, like on BWRs , when they ' re doing that

24 ! sparger repair work, you might go there two or three times
AwFeeral Remners. let

j A

25 during an outage. So I interpret the module to be flexible | ,

i

! l913 238 1
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i

.

'I enough that an inspector does whatever he thinks is necessary
i
ii

2| to accomplish a good inspection program.

I l

3 MR. GIBSON: On this area of steam generate- |
!'

e-7 4' replacement, we out orobably 20 man-weeks in on an on-site.

:

6 .

.

7
i
!

8 . |
'

i

? !
!
,

10 j
,.

11 | |
.

I

12
I
i

13 i

i

la i

15
;

!

16 ) |
!
i

17

la '
.

_

19 ,

. 20 !
I i
'

|
21 i

i,

i

22 l <

23'
,

:

24 | '

Ac.Jecere aecorters, inc.1 !

1913 23-9 *
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_

ka o '.Gi i VR. MIRAGLIA: Witn respect to the develt pment of
( *

2 the inspection modules, were you fellows ..wolve d in tha t ?

. 3 VR. GISSON: It's oeen some time, out as I recall,

- 4 we did have an opportunity to comment on it. We usually do.

a MR. MENSLANSKI I think I would feel free to

o comme nt at any time on any module , if we felt there was a

e n eea to change a mocule, modify it er do anything, we.

6 certainly have freedom to just go in ano telephone in. So,

> talking aoout it,'I don't think there are any problems.

10 there.

11 MR. GREGER: I think modules are general enough

12 that they allow us to do what we've always oeen doing.

13 MR. NEELY: As long as you meet tnose.

I4 MR. GREGER : The reactor people f elt they had a

15 lot o f proolems wnen the modules came out, oat we didn't

16 nave that kind of proolem.

Il MR. MIRAGLIA: Are there periodic meetings during

19 the cours.e of the year, or schedule meetings 'cetween -- I

19 don't know, say, section chief s or branch chiefs at some

2G 1evel ?.

_

21 MR. GIBSON: Yes, there are counterpart meetings

,
22 once a year or so.

23 MR. MIRAGLIA: So you get a flavor for what otner

24 folks are going relative to certain inspection models?

25 MR. GIBSON: I would say so , yes.

^

1913 240
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V ap T4 1 MR. MIRAGLIA: Do you have any more on training,
i

2 Ollie?
,

3 MR. LYNCH: ilo . Other tnan drills.
,-

4 MR. MIRAGLIA: We can take that up uncer

5 emergency, can't you think? Mhy can' t we ta ke a break?

6 (Jhereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the mee ting was

,

ad jo u rn ed , to resume at 1 : 00 p . m . tnis same day.)e

S

2
.

10

ll

12

13

14

I;

16

is

IS

19

20,
,

_

21

22
. .

23

24

25

1913 241 .
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ka p MM 1 AFTERNOON SESS IC' 4
,

2 ( 1815 p.m. )

3 MR. MIRAGLIA: I guess we are ready.

4 MR . LYNCH: The nex. sucjec t I think we ought to.

5 treat is personnel co sime try. Ano se may be tempted to lin<

3 personnel dosimetry with personnel exposure and

contemination experience, but what we have got set up fore
,

3 personnel dosimetry is basically the systems that the

9 licensees use and how they use them. At TVI, I think you.

10 will recall there were a lot of proolems witn the personnel

11 dosimetry during the emergency that revealed problems prior

12 to the emergency.

13 I think we would like to see how the other

14 utilities fare in the lines of personnel dosimetry, how the

15 systems they use, the controls they had with them, the

16 control of the dosimeters that they used themselves, et

il cetera. Can we have some -- what say you as f ar as

13 perso rnel dosime try? Frank? From region five?

19 MR. WENSLAWSKI: de ll, I think across the ocard,

20 licensees contrac t personnel cosimetry, they don't do it,

.

21 themselves.

,

MR. LYNCH: What kind of do sime try?22

23 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think it's all TLD now.

24 MR . LYNCH: Extremities as well as whole oody?

25 MR. WE'ISLVdS KI: Yes.

1913 2A2
.
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kap MM i MR. GIS50N: TVA, last time I looked into it,

2 which was aoout a year and a half ago, was still using film

3 an that's the only licensee I know o f . They may have

4 since --

a MR. YANIV: Jo they contrac t it, or do they do

6 their own?

/ MR. G!350N: They do their own.
.

3 MR. NEELY: Indian Point ao the ir own.

9 MR. LYNCH: Con trac t , or their own?
,

10 MR. N EELY: Contrect.

11 MR. YANIV: Who ao they contrac t?

12 MR. N EELY: Landauer. I think Millstone is

13 switc hing cack , cecause I think they had problems.

14 MR. YANIV: They nad their own, and they're

15 switching oack to Landauer?

16 MR. NEELY: No, they had Yankee Services doing

17 theirs.

13 MR. LYNCH: What kind of TLD whole oody badges do

19 they have, in general?

20 MR. NEELY: Harshaw.
*

.

21 MR. LYNCH: The same kind they had at TMI?

22 MR. N EELY: Yes.
.

23 MR. LYNCH: Same cadge?

24 MR. NEELY: At. Millstone. It wasn't the problem

25 with the badges thems elves. It was just the program, the

'
.

1913 243
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kaphN 1 service they were getting.

~

2 MR. YANIV: What's your frequency of exchange?

3 MR. GREGER: Biwea kly or mon.hly.

4 MR. NEELY: Depending on whetne r they were in an

5 outage.

5 MR. YANIV: Their routine is a month?

. 4 MR. GREJER: It might be cimonthly.

5 MR. LYNCH: How aoout the wee.<ly or monthly

> reporting of thesi? How do they use their dosimetry for.

10 persornel control, personnel exposure con tro l ?

11 '4R . WENSLAWSKI I think most of them us' pocket

12 dosimeters and keep the daily tao baseo on that. And they

13 control the exposures cased on pocket dosimeter results,

14 rathe r than -- then it's just once a month they get the,

15 q uo t e , "lega l re sults u back? I thin'< as f ar as our

16 licensees are concerned, and probably all licensees have

17 administrative exposure limits that are somewhat below NRC

13 limits, which require certain approvals in order to go

19 above , and it would probably vary from one plant to the

20 next. Just who that approval comes from -- and it usually.

_

21 goes in a higher management f unction -- the higher you go,

,
22 the closer you get to the 3000 millirem reporter limit. The

23 higner the level of management approval, nece ssarily.

24 MR. LYNCH: How did they contol to those limits?

25 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think they would procaoly vary

1913 244 4
- .
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kap Et i f rom one utility to the next. I think some of them, like
<
' 2 5an Onofre, has a computer program that they are using to

3 keep track of daily exposures. As a matter of fact, San

4 Onofre even has their own TLD system that they use in

a a ddi t ion to the ir " legal TLJ" sys tem, in addition to the

o pocke t dosime te rs, and they proce ss these TLDs the way they

,
4 would -- as if it were a legal badge.

S MR. MIRAGLIA: On a weekly basis?

9 MR. WENGLAWS KI It would vary, ospending. If
,

10 i t's a ho t joo, they woulc process them daily, just to make

11 sure the TL0s and tne pocket dosimeters are not showing too

12 wide of a variation, and they're not going to get caught by

13 surprise.

14 MR. YANIV: What ends up on form five?

15 MR. WENSLAMS KI The exposure as reported oy their

16 vendor.

17 MR. LYNCH: Does their vendor read the TLDs at the

18 plant, or have them sent away?

19 MR. WENSLAWSKI: They send them away. I think

20 this is some times a problem in getting the results promptly
,

.

21 cack, although all of them usually have arrangements that if

22 they are somewhat aoove limits, they would get a call on
.

23 them right away. Or if they need a cadge processed

24 e spec ially , they can usually get it done, but chen it

25 usually takes a day or two, in any event.

4

1913 245

4



119

1249 G8 07

kapNN i I'm not sure, I have no icea what the proolems
!

2 were at Three Mile Island with dosime try, so I can't make

. 3 any comparisons to what happened there.

4 MR. LYNCH: Al?

5 MR. GIB50i Region two, wi th che exception of

6 TVA, everycocy uses TLD. Duke ?ower does their own TLD

. I proc e ssing. Carolina Power & Light Oces their own. The

3 other utilities concract it out. Ebe rline ano Telecyne, I

9 guess , go t the bus ine ss that I'm aware of. TLD badges are.

10 e xcna nged conthly, ge ne rally. Pocket dosimeters are used in

11 oetween. Mo s t licensees use a computer printout of some

12 sort to keep track of quarterly dose based on the TLD enc

13 dose since the last TLD reaoing, based on the pocket

14 chamoer.

15 MR . LYNCH: How of ten do they upda te it?

16 MR. GISSON: As of ten as shif tly, during an

ie outage. But I don't think that's routinely the case. I

13 guess I don't know enough to answer that generally. I know

19 at Oconee they do it shif tly, but I suspect others don't do

20 it that of ten..

.

2l MR. GREGER : Region three has a combination of

22 film badges, all of which are read of f cy vendors. TLD,
.

23 some of which are read off by vendors, some of which are

24 read out in the plants. Those are the two principal -- in
,

26 fact, the only means used for legal personnel monitoring.

i913 246 ,
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kaphN 1 In addition, plants may put on their own TLDs

2 which they read out in the plant. Or if they don't use

3 that, they will use pencil dosimeters to read out in the
,

4 plant. Reacout frequencies very depending upon the job.

5 ?or the permanent recorcs , ciweekly or montaly, for tne TLD

5 readout in-plant, it can be on the Joo, daily, weekly,

cepending upon the activitias going on.s,

S MR. LYNCH: How co they con, trol da ily exposure for
9 admin istrative purpose s, by printout?.

10 MR. GREGER: Pencil dosime ters, wnich may oe a

11 compu ter printout or it may not be. It may just be a

12 hand-computed form.

13 MR. LYNCH: Would the individual have that, or

14 would they nave that at the HP station?

15 MR. GREGER: Individuals typically will not get

16 their daily results. The MPs would normally have them. In

17 some situations, in an outage , the doses may be tabulated at

IS the end of a shif t, and available to the supervisors at the

19 ceginning of the next shift. In fact, it may be printed up

20 ar d distriouted to the entire plant management on a daily.

_

21 basis.

.
22 Typically, the exposures, the daily exposures are

23 not available to the *ndivicual himself. Although, in some.

24 cases they may be. They are typically tnere for a planning

25 t ool by the supervisory personnel. If en incivicual is

'
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ka p 'AM i approaching a predetermined flagging limit, then another
(

2 notification or special notification goes out. In this

3 case, the individual himself may very well ce notified and

4 cold he is approaching a limi t. It may not ce NRC limit, it

5 may oe just strictly an administrative limit.

6 MR. YANIV: Could you addre ss the quality control

on personal cosimetry in those utilities tha t do it4
,

S themselves?

9 MR. NEELY: Quality control is built into the,

10 program on a procedural basis. They define frequency when

11 they will " spike the badges" ano send them o f f to the

12 vencor. And t hey do i t , maybe, on a quarterly casis. Some

13 do it -- more of them on a ye arly casis, and then they

14 compa re them.

15 VR. YANIV: On the specific data, in those

15 utilities that do their own personal dosimetry --

17 MR. GISSON: In tne case of Carolina Power &

13 Lignt, they have two operating stations where they have a

19 separate facility at their corporate office, where they send

20 their TLDs f or processing. And the stations do send spiked
,

.

21 badges in. I'm not sure what the frequency is on that. The

-

same way with Duke Power. Duke has three units at Oconee22

23 and then McGuire, which is acout to s tart up . Plus anotner

24 unit under construction. And they have cuilt a separate

25 train ing f ac ility, and at that f acility they out TLD rescing

s
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kapVN 1 equipment, and use it. Su rry , I recall, since I spoke, coes
1

2 their own. They do their own on site. I don't know for

3 sure, but I suspect that most utilities do spike cadges for
,

4 p roc e ssing. On the area where we of course f ound problems

5 ct EMI, it may os a generic problem. Is quality control and-

6 loading the holders -- if the chips a re not put in the

I nolcer prope rly, I am not sure tnat proolem would ever ce.

3 detected, wnich could result in underesponse to low energy

) gamma or beta exposure..

10 It is not too cif ficult to get that card with the

!! chips on it in upside-down, which could caus e tnat proble m.

12 MR. LYNCH: In the badge?

13 MR. GIBSON: Yes.

14 MR. LYNCH: But not in the reader?

Io
*

'td . G I SS ON : In tne badge holder. And I don't.

16 know if quality control checks that are used to identify
.

Ie that kind of a problem -- another quality control are a where

IS we've had problems at a couple of plants is people wearing

19 the wrong badges, which we don't generally cecome aware of

20 that, unless there is a real high exposure, that they have
,

.

21 troucle resolving.

22 MR. LYNCH: You me an wrong badge or -- cy wrong
.

23 type, or somecody else's badge?

24 MR. GIBSON: Somecody else's ba dge. And this is

25 an area where there are some methods that are ce tter than

i
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kapNN I others for preventing that.

2 MR. YANIV: Like a picture on the cadge?

3 MR. GIBSON: Picture on the ' cadge, or have an

4 assigned person to hand out the badges to each individual,

5 ratner tnan a help yourself thing.

5 MR. LYNCH: How acout -- one of the things at TMI

. 7 that was very apparent was that there was no single

3 incividual who had the responsibility of personnel

9 dosimetry. It was'a thing where any of the radiation.

10 protection staff could handle tne reader, anu in fa:t, meny

11 of them were cycled through so that each one got some

12 e xp e r ie nc e , out there could have been a long period of time

13 be tween the time they operated the unit.

14 Is that a prevalent technique ?

15 MR. N EELY: No, that comes again with, I think,

16 for the plants that Al identified, there's not that many

1i utilities in the country that do their own badge service.

la Now, in region one we have one plant that has duplicate

19 badges by di ff erent vendors. And they re ad the one badge

20 on-site along with their pocket dosimeter, and that is done.

.

21 on a daily casis. And that's what they use as some thing

_
22 much cetter than their pocket dosimeter, that they can rely

23 on. But they still send their other badge of f to the third

24 party or the vendor for legal purposes. And then they oring

25 those bacge results and compare and they've already se:

,
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kap %M i their calioration so that they've got a fucge factor cuilt
i

2 into one, to make sure that they don't ever overexpose.

3 So those people do read their own cadges, but

4 those are snat's called second line cefense on cadge.

5 MR. LYNCH: Anything else?

6 MR. GISSON: There is a cuality control check that

7 Don has pressed for T'.t! that will icentify e lot of.

3 proolems. And that is a routine comparison of ;ocket

9 dosimeter totals tb TLD results which can be done by.

10 computer. If you're putting the stuf f in the compute r, the

11 computer can flag discrepancies for inves tigation.

12 Some people do that, and some don' t.

13 MR . N EELY: Since the accident, that is one area

14 that I&E has looked at. Three Mile Island and cosimeters.

10 And we have f ound many, many problems in the dosime te r

16 progr am that were there before the accident. I'm probacly

li most aware. I know what you're talking about anc in what

IS areas. A bou t every 30 days a new technician would run that

19 TLD machine, and in f act, people -- he'c read his own

20 cadge..

_

21 MR. LYNCH: As I recall, several people read their

22 own cadges. One of the things that popped up in our
.

23 e valu ation o f TMI -- and I just wonder -- and it was alludeo

24 that it could be a problem in other areas. During tne lest

25 outage, and perhaps other outages, a large number of pocket

>

\9\3 25\



125
249 08 13

kapMM i chamoers, like on the order of 600, disappeared over the

2 period of time.

3 MR. NEELY: You're talking about self-readers?

4 MR. LYNCH: Yes. Pocket enamoe rs. A lot of

5 them. And it was alluded tnat that is a common thing, in

6 indus try right now. Is that true?

/ MR. N EELY: I think it depe nds on -- it napoens at
.

S some utilitie s. I wouldn't s ay it's a ge neric problem.

9 I've oeen at a couple of plants where I have heard they have.

10 gone -- in one outage they went through a six-month outage,

11 and they went through 340, 000 of pocket oosimeters. It was

12 because of their controls, again.

13 Now, some plants, you drop all your dosimetry and

'

14 you e xchanga your identification cadges right at the guard

15 house wnen you leave. Some plants don't have a set-up like

16 that, so a man can walk off the site with a souvenir.

Ie MR . MURR AY : I think that was the case at TMI.

IS They were just indiscriminately giving out pocket dosimeters

19 and there was no record of who they were given to, or the

20 people that received them were not given instructions to,

_

21 turn them. in.

22 MR. LYNCH: That brings the question about the
-

23 utility of a pocket chamber, if when they don't recover it,

24 how are they going to get it read?

25 MR . N EELY: The program should be implemented sucn

m
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kapMM i that if a man has a reading on -- he is issued a dosimeter

2 and ne's worked in a controlled area the day before, some of

3 the plants in region one -- in f act, most of the m -- if you

4 don't have a reading for that day tnen you can't get oack in

5 there th' next day, unless you nave some pcc ket oosimeters

6 that will snow up.

J MR. GREGEls Control was a little oit loose at
,

3 TMI. It may still oe, in tnat when you went into an area

9 and you cama out you recorded your own pencil dosimeter,

10 cose. It may be true of some plants in our region, but

11 typic ally that's not the case. You turn in your pencil
.

12 cosimeter to someone. They read it for you.

13 VR. YANIV: Is that something that an NRC

la inspector can instruct the utility on, how to do it?

15 MR. GREGER: Yo u c an , but there's no regulatory

16 requirement to back you up. They don't even have to wear a

ie pencil dosimeter, as long as they have one method of

13 de tarmining person al exposure. They meet the regulations.

19 MR. LYNCH: And they don't exceed the personal

20 exposure limits.
,

_

21 MR. NEELY: That's a licensing control tna t the y

22 cuilt in.
-

23 MR. GIBSON: I think the f ac t that dosimeters were

24 lost does not necessarily mean that they were not properly

25 reac. They could have been read and the result recorded and

i913 253
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,k a p T4 i a person just carriec it home.

2 MR. GREGER: Ac tua lly, it got to a point after a

3 wnile where you didn't want to turn a dosime ter in, because-

4 there may not be another one availaole wnen you wanted to go

5 cack in. So people were recording their doses, but were

6 nanging on to the cosimeter. Just cecause they knew they'd

I ce going bac k into an area and they cidn't want to ha ss13-

3 around waiting for someone to find a dosimeter for them.

> MR. LYNCH: What kind of people were these? Were-

la they Health Physics technicians and operators or were tney

16 -- ouring an outage, were tney Rent-a-techs?

12 VR. GREGER: I'm talking scout TMI in particular.

13 MR . N EELY : You're not talking about only pocket

14 dosimeters. TLDs, too.

15 MR. LYNCH: I don't douct that, bu t we're trying

16 to figure out how -- TMI, during the emergency, is a unique

la situation. We recognize that. Prior to the emergency taere

13 were certain aspects of the personnel dosimetry program that

19 bear close inspection. But with the rest of the industry,

20 we are trying to feel how they are be hav ing..

.

21 MR. NEELY: Let me speak to something. A lot of

_
22 - the plants in region one, is that a lot of them assign a

23 cosimeter to the individual by number. And it's got lace ls

24 on it for color-coding, to know that it's due for

la calicration -- if it's yellow, it's due --

'
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kap W4 i VR. LYNCH: pocket chamcer or TLD?

(
2 MR. NEELY: Sel f-r e ade rs , TLDs . Now, they control

,
3 those, if a man -- and then they have those on a computer

4 printout every day and they may also give him a small card,

a liks a savings account, and it shows how much exposure ne

5 can have. And ne takes that fr07 control point to control

point during octages, and keeps logging his dosimetry4.

S readings. Those are the plants that are prooably further

/ ahead than most of them, and that way they exercise full.

10 control, you might say. They have gone to the extreme. But

11 most of them assign a dosime ter, a pocke t dosime ter, and

12 plant employees aren't the o f f ender. It's usually tne

13 contractor people that come in.

14 MR. MURRAY: I think in most plants you're going

to to find if they enter a restricted area, or an area where

16 there's a ho t Joo going on, when they leave that area the
.

17 results on their pocket dosimeter are recorded. Now, it may

13 be in certain plants when they leave a restricted area, they

19 leave the pocket dosimeters with a guard or with an dp

20 tech. In that case there is not the proolem of the missing,

.

21 dosimeters.

.

In other plants, they may record, their results,22

23 but then they just keep the dosimeter with them. Maybe they

24 put it in a board over by the guars gate or up where their

25 o ffic e is , cut once they have recorced that result, then

_

&
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'43 p NN I they' re f res to take the dosimeter wherever they want.
(

2 Sut I.think that there is -- that most utilities

3 nave a pretty good handle on it, once they've worked on a

that those results from the poc ket4 hot job, ' hey come out.
--

5 cosimeter are already recorced. No'<i , after that time, you

6 know, the person might just take the dosimeter with him,

7 take it nome, or whatever happens to it. But I can't tnink.

3 it's a case that they go in and work and leave that area,

9 and the results are not recorded af ter they have worked on a.

10 Joo.

11

'

12

-

13

'

14
.

15

16

it

13

19

20,

.

21

.
22

23

24

2:
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acc ?Gt i MR. WEN 5LAWSKI: I think if tnat was any kind ;f

2 significant problem, it would really be showing up in

3 overexposures, that people were not recording daily

4 dosimeter re scings. I don't view that as a proolem.

o MR. GREJER: I think we're really overplayin; it

5 too, cecause they are used for planning purposes only.

I They're not usec for compliance with the regula: ions..

3 MR. NEELY: They're estimates, anc they're locked

9 at cy licens ees as' es timates..

10 MR. WEN 3 LAWS KI: If dosimeters are missing, it's

11 simply a case of a guy saying, "This is a neat little

12 device."

13 MR. GIS50N: The University of Michigan is

14 carrying out a TLD/2A program that some of you may know of

15 where they are sending out exposed TLDs to a number of

16 utilities that are participating in the program, and they

17 are sending re sults back. And a lot of people are having

IS troucle meeting the criteria that have ceen established.

19 de considered in Region II using this as an inspection

. 20 t echn ique . NBS agreed that they could expose some TLDs f or
.

21 us. We were going to take four or five out during a routine

,
22 inspection and have a licensee read them. But when we

23 looked a little more closely, we couldn't fino out what to

24 co wi th the results we got because, I gue ss, there are no

20 unive rsally accepted performance criteria or acceptance

9
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mac T4 I criteria.
(

2 MR. YAJI V: There's a draf t health physics

3 s t and ard.

4 MR. GI350N That's wnat :ne University of

5 Michigan is using, and I gue ss results today show they may

6 not ce reasonacle.

/ 4R. YANIV: So there's a cr af t health pnysics,

5 standaro.

9 MR. MURRAY: I think it all depends on what you.

13 are 1 coking -- I think if you are looking gamma exposures ,

11 say, f rom 250 kel up to 50 me V, there's usually pre tty good

12 agreement on that study. But you ge t into the mixec gammas,

13 low e nergy gammas mixed with betas, and then ycu throw in

14 the complicated f actor of neutrons, you know these vendors

15 or even indivicual users are having a hard time complying

16 with the established criteria.

Ie MR. YANIV: You mentioned neutrons. I think we

13 should discuss in a f ew words what they are using for

il neutrons basically.

20 MR. MURRAY: This came up a few years ago. Maybe
,

.

21 one o f the plants in my region want to identify this. But I

22 think by and large we asked them to demonstrate that they
_

23 coulc ccmply with Reg Guide 8.14 is what it amounts to. I

24 think the plants that are using NTA film -- I know in my

25 region -- have switched from there to TLD because of the

i

1913 258
-



132
249 09 03

acc ).N I proolems we identified in the Reg Guides.
(

2 MR. GREGER: Again Reg Guide 9.14 isn't

3 enforceaole.

4 MR. MURRAY: It's not, out I think the most -- I

5 didn't have any proolems with the people in the region once

5 they were aware of the problem. They said, "Sure. You will

e s wi tc h. You tell us what you want us to do." -- is usually.

3 what it coils cown to.

9 MR. GREGER: We didn't have the same agreement ea.

10 this particular point. de have people that are still ' sing

11 metnods tnat con't inf orm tne Reg Guide. de identi.y them

12 to Headquarters in oral reports, ano we haven't heard from

13 them.

14 MR . N EELY: In Region I, we have them all turn to

is Reg Guide 1.4

16 MR. WENSLANSKI I think in Region V for neutron

17 monitoring, I think they all use TLDs or film. I think the

13 numoe rs the/ actually used are calculateo based on

19 measurements using a rem meter and occupancy times -- is

.] what they actually use for exposures because the dosimetry.

_

21 results they get back are never -- they know, in fact, that

,

22 they must have gotten more exposures. They must be

23 unreported.

24 MR. GISSON: The same in Region II. The re m ma te r

23 is te ing used, and an integrated ren meter is the ide al
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mcc T4 I so lut ion. As long as tne person carries it with.him, he has
/ .

2 an integrated dose indicateo when he comes out.

3 MR. WENSLAMSKI: One thing to keep in mind -- tha t
,

a neutron exposures are not tha t much of a proolem, and

5 c on:a inmen entries don't occur every day curing coeration.

5 '4R. LYNCH: Okay. Can I jus t as'< ',ne que s tion?

As I can see it, many utilities use different kinds of4,

3 dosimetry, aifferenc controls on day to day expo sures, to

> control those limits. Some use cards. Some use printouts..

10 They generally use the pocket chamcer for control. That's

!! not required.

12 In genersi, their perf ormance is s atis f actory. Is tnet

13 true?

14 (Nodding o f heads. )

15 And you haven't seen them. And then some of the proolems

l$ that we have seen at TMI like many operators operating the

il e qu ip me nt , reading interchangeable flip-ficp badges --

13 MR. NEELY: The only ones that do that are the --

19 VR. LYNCH: Harshaw?

20 MR. N EELY: No, they have the -- Harshaw readers
.

21 are Teledyne -- are doing on-site as preliminary indication

.

rather than primary, and that the primary always goes22

23 off-site untouches, and that is the result. They come

24 cac.< -- I'll give you an example. They use the Marshaw and

25 Eberline units. The Eberline is what they call their legal

1913 260 ,
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mcc'M i record unless there is a discrepancy.
(

2 VR. LYNCH: The thin one?

3 MR. NEELY: Yes. It's a small one. Now the

4 Harsnaw are read on-site on a daily casis. When a guy

j finishes a shif t, he crops it in a cox, and they have a 24

6 hour coverage of pecple that read tnem out on automatic TLD

I readers, anc they print out a document every morning showing.

3 his exposure cy that bacge plus his pocke t oosime ter, what

9 he is authorized for that oay, the next day, or the rest of.

13 the cuarter. And it shows the cumulative of his TLJ from

11 the Eberline plus the Marshaw. And when the y ge t -- at the

12 end of the quarter or when they get some results back and

13 there's a large discrepancy between the harshaw and the

14 Eberline, then they do an evaluation to see whether they

13 should upgrade the record they have, if it's lower, and

16 assign him a higner dose.

Il MR. LYNCH: About how many people are we talking

IS about for transactions? At TMI they reached numbers like

19 7000. I don't think on a routine basis, we would ce

20 talki ng --
.

21 MR. NEELY: Several nundred.

.
22 MR. LYNCH: A month?

23 MR . N EELY: During an outage. If you're talking

24 a bout secondary syste m, it could be a couple of hundred a

25 cay cecause it's an outage condition. You want them reaa

s
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mocMM i out -- in an operational plent, you're talking mayce 50

2 people or 100 people that are actually in controlled areas.

3 MR. LYNCH: Same with you folks?

4 MR. GRE3ER: It runs a gamu t. Some small

5 plant s -- La 0ross e , Sig Rock Point -- even en outags, you

5 may oe talking 100 cacges tcps. Cresden -- in a period

a where they've got twc plants down, you may ce talking ICCO.,

3 MR. LYNCH: A month or a cay?

> MR. ORIGER : Well, 1000 cadges , cepending f rom.

10 when they want to read them out, they'd oe reading them out

!! typic ally ci-weekly. But tney may nave 1000 pencil

12 dosimeters to read out.

13 MR. GISSON: I have to agree with Bob -- up to

14 1000, maybe a little bit more.

15 MR. WENSLAWSKI We don't have any operating dual

16 units. I would say up to several hundred during an outage.

17 Norma lly, tnere may oe 100 or so.

13 MR. MURRAY: Yes, atout the same.

19 MR. LYNCH: Where would we rate TMI on the bell

20 curve as f ar as personnel dosimetry practices are
,

.

21 concerned?

22 MR . N EELY: They are below average.
.

23 MR . LYNCH: Prior to the accident?

24 MR. NEELY: Looking tack, they are low down.

25 MR . VIRA 0LIA: How did TMI compare to, say,

'
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mocMN I Oyste r Creek which is GPU. Do they have similar pro' lemsc
t -

2 thers? Similar systems?

3 MR. N EELY Oyster Creek shares the same computer

4 sys te m ou t o f the Reacing office, end it's done with the rem

5 system. Sack in October, we hed some minor proolems with

5 dosimetry, cut there was nothing serious. In fact, we

I inve s tiga ted. They may have nao a couple of small -- but,

3 casic ally their procedure is working. But they took it one

> step further. They usec the card system I was talking.

10 about.

11 MR. MIRAGLIA: So they didn't have quite the

12 same -- even though they were the same utility, they dicn't

13 hava quite the same system of dosimetry control?

14 MR . N EELY Their calibrations were done --

15 42. MURRAY: I thought one of the prcelems with

16 TMI -- when I was up there, I spent some tiae looking at

Ii their personnel dosimetry system. But I thought it was in

13 the area of 3C that they were only caliorating, I celieve at

11 one point, at 200 mr. The plants in my region have their

20 own in-house personnel monitoring systems. I've seen them.

_

21 calibrate from aoout to mr clear up to 40, 50 r.

,

22 Also we pre tty much require the plants in Region IV to

23 participate in some off-site CC program like Satte11e out of

24 Washington. I didn't think that TMI really had a very good

25 OC program with their in-house TLD system.

1913 263-
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mqc NN i Ma , N ggly: From our review of the TMI program
,

2 cased on the information availaole, they did not do their

3 annual calibration and quarterly caliorations on their

4 devices. We have sent cadges off to our national laos,

a tneir badges, and our results show that the cosimetry

5 cevices are, in fact, adequate. They re spond.

I MR . GI3 SON: D:d you ever send the personnel,

3 cadgas?

9 MR. NEELY: That's the ones I'm talking aoout. de.

10 pullad like 30 cadges, sent them to Idaho and had them

11 spiked, and the numce rs aren't --

12 MR. LYNCH: Who raad those cadges?

13 MR. NEELY: We put them or. their readers af ter

14 they were all calibrated, and they were all spiked and se t

15 up at Idaho Test Laos.

16 MR . LYNCH: Alan, were you going to say something?

17 MR. GISSON: Yes. I suspect that TMI is to the

13 lef t of the hump on the curve.

19 MR. LYNCH: Left, meaning icw?

20 MR. GISSON: Low. But also I would hasten to add
.

_

21 that I don't have a lot of confidence in my level of

22 knowledge of the performance of other people. For example,
.

23 we don't do vendor inspections, and a lot of people are

24 relying on vendors for proc 3ssing.

25 MR. LYNCH: Why don't we?

1913 264
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moc MM i MR. GIBSON: They are not a lic ensee of ours, and

2 I gue ss we naven' t come to grips with the legal issue.

3 WR. LYNCH: If they are really a contractor to the

4 licensee and therefore might be covered?

o MR. GIBSON: I don' t know why we don't.

3 MR. MENS LAWSKI: There has been a lot of

e discussion. Along those lines, I was talking to Soo.

3 Alexander 1sst week in Stancards. He told me in a few

9 weeks , nowever soch that is, they will oe issuing a notice.

10 of proposed rulemaking that will require licensees to have

!! film badge or dosimetry services from a certified company,

12 and then the re will be a program of certification.

13 This study that Al was talking ecout with the University

14 of Michigan is the precursor to that to find out jus t how

is good companies can perform, although it didn't turn out too

I6 well. Apparently Standards is going to proc eed witn the

17 notice of proposed rulemaking to require licensees to

13 participate with certifiec vendors, and that would somewhat

19 take care of this program of inspecting vendors in that they

20 would have to have certified programs..

_

21 of course, that would be s everal years down the road

,
22 cefore that will ever be adopted.

?3 WR GISSON: The thing that makes me a little

24 uneasy is tnat I celieve there coulo be CC problems out

25 there that we are not aware of. Me cecome aware of proolen

i913 265
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mcc MM i when a cacge indicates an overexposure whien can be caused

2 by a numcer of f actors. But when a cadge reads 50 mr off

3 f rom the reel doe s, probably NRO is not aware of it. The re

a could be a lot of tha t stuff out there that I don't have a

5 lot of confidence tnat we know of.

5 :4ayce otner people here f eel diff erently.

MR. N EZLY: Just prior to the a ccioent, we. 4

3 resconded to one f acility that reported a discrepancy in the

9 dosime try -- the p'oc ke t do sime ter versus our film badge --.

10 and they wanted to assign the pocket dosimeter in lieu of

11 their legal device. We had proclems with that f acility

12 cefore, so we went up and reviewed their report and looked

13 into their program, and in many instances in their program

14 they had large discrepancies between pocket dosimeter

15 readings and their film badge, and always went with the f ilm

16 badge whether it was low or high.

17 In.this particular one, there was an over exposure

13 involved, and we made a citation for an overexposure end

19 again brought their attention that they have to evaluate

20 when they have got large discrepancies, and they have to.

.

21 determine wnat the criteria is.

,
22 MR. YANIV: Was the discrepancy random or one

23 direc tion ?

24 MR. NEELY: Oh, no. In fact, the people that were

25 wor.<ing on this particular Job that had the badges that were

1913 266
,

,



140

'249 09 !!

mac T4 I nign, over a six month period, two of the individuals , it

2 was repetitive that they had discrepancies in their pocket

3 dosimeter v2 rsus the film badges. Whether it was tne places

a wnere they wore them togethar, we don't know. But it sho we d

5 tnese particular indivicuals -- whether it was a disc ipline

6 proolem, we don't kn o w -- ou t it's :he licensees

responsioility to nandle those pr0olems.- ,

5 MR. YANIV: What re ad higner -- the dosime ters or

9 the --.

10 MR. N EELY: I think tne film cadges were like 36C0

!! milli re m, and they wanted to assign the pocket dosimeter

12 1200. So we looked at RWPs and surveys that they were

13 working with, areas that they entered, and the doses were

14 there. They could have gotten those exposures because of

15 the levels they were working with.

16 MR. GISSON: de do have examples where the pocket

1/ dosimeter ha s read low. There has been a common belief that

13 pocke t dosime te rs always read high, dut at Surry they did

19 quite a f ew tests, and we reviewed the te sts and found

20 pocke t dosime ter, when it's in error, is usually on the high.

_

21 side but not always, which was interesting to me.

.
22 MR. N::7Y de took it one step further. We

23 selec ted poc ket dosimeters at random out of their issue

24 racts , had them spike d and then read them. And we found out

25 o f, s ay, 10 dosimeters, we found a couple of them that

1913 267
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accNN 1 failed the calioration, so that added.

2 MR. LYNCH: How often are those calibrated?

3 WR . N EEL Y: Some times never. There's no

4 requirement. Sometimes it's three montas. Some do it a

a year.

5 MR. MURRAY: There is a Reg Guide out -- I celieve

4 it's 3.4 -- t h a t talts aoout every six months.,

3 MR. MENS LU4 SKI I think :here's an ANSI standard

9 on :alculating pocket dosimeters..

13 MR. LYNCH: Do you check against that?

11 MR. WEN 5 LA'MSKI : There's no clout. The bes t you

12 can do is say if they're not calibrating or not calibrating

13 oy tne standard, you question them, "Why aren't you, and how

14 do you justify wnat you're doing?" But there is really no

15 : lout. You can't force them if they want to argue the

16 point, and say no,

il MR. MURRAY: in my region, I celieve by and large

13 they adopt the recommendations in the Reg Guide. I think at

19 TMI they were response testing the pocket dosimeters there

20 e ve ry six months. I remember looking at that portion of the,

.

21 progr am. They do a respc7se test and then a drif t test. I

22 think most of the licensees in Region I'/, at least every six
.

23 montns, they re sponse test.

24 MR . GR EG ER : I would echo that for Region III.

25 Mayce one a year insteac of six months, but they are all

i913 268 .
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mn c MM i doing testing of pencil dosimeters.

2 MR. LYNCH: Did anybody every check them as they

3 c ome in?

- 4 MR. GREGER : Inspe c tions ?

5 MR. VURRAY: They have to do it --

6 MR. LYNCH: Check them as they are re:eived for

the first time..
,

3 VR. NEELY: Oh, they spike them before they put

. > them in service Ves.

10 MR. LYNCH: I think we have coverso personnel

11 cosimetry pre tty well . Does anybody have any question on

12 that? Shlomo?

13 MR. YANIV: I'm just curious now the dosime ters

14 read low? Could it ce an energy response questior, low

15 energy?

16 MR. GISSON: I don't know why they read low.

Ie MR. YANIV: I can think o? a hundred reasons wny a

la dosimeter would read high.

19 MR. LYNCH: I think that's a problem we're not

20 going to solve here.,

.

21 MR. WENSLAWSKI Let me add just one more thing to

22 this topic -- something Al said that Region II is talking
,

23 about -- the possibility of exposing licensee badges and

24 seeing how well they compare on the results. I&E has a task

25 force now, Independent Measurements Task Force, and that is

1913 269 .
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ac c '.H I one of the items ceing considered cy the task force.

2 although we are f aced with the same proolem that Regicn II

3 is faced with. So you ao that, and then wha t do you take as

4 en acceptance criteria if the results aren't in good

5 comparison?

6 WR. MIRAGLIA: Ju.i t independent measurements

. 7 dire:ted at TLJs in the envir onment or in plant personnel?

3 MR. WE.1SL AM5 KI ?srsonnel TLDs. It is under

> study right now cy the task ' force, and I really oon't know

10 wnetner or not it would ce aaopted or not. Quite a cit

!! cepends on this perf ormance criteria that is currently in

12 existence in the draf t ANS I s tandard, how tha t is going to

13 change, and how this notice of proposed rulenaking is going

14 to come down the pike and all these things.

15 Sut it's ceing considered again. It's been considered in

16 the past. It's being considered again as a possible

11 inspection activity.

15 MR. MURRAY: There isn't any reason why a licensee

19 can't have just as go)d a personnel monitoring program as if

20 they send them of f to some o f f-site vendor. I really have,

.

21 more confidence in enat the utilities in my region who have

22 their own in-house dosimetry system. I can go in there,
,

23 Look at the QC program, can tell how the sys tem's

24 calicrated. You can work with the licensees to set up a

25 gooc, sound calioration program. You know, if-they just

1913 270 ,
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mcc MM i sent them off-site to whoever it may ce - you know, they
t

2 ship them off -- we have no idea what ta.kes place at the end

3 of the line.

4 Just because a licensee has th-ir own in-house system, I

5 don't think that i t's any less -- :, most cases, I would

5 just as scon see that.

. / MR. LYNCH: Are these systems for in-house -- are

3 they N35 traceacle?

. / MR. MURRAY: The two that I have have their own

10 in-ho use sys te m. They are not N3S tr aceacle , out they have

11 a con tract with Sa tte11e Northwe st, which was involved also

12 with this me asurement study, where they are calibrating the

13 system in-house using their sources. They are also spiking

14 or having -- sending off blank TLDs to Battelle. Battelle

io spike s them, sends it cack, and they read them o ff. So they

16 have a pretty good handle on the CC program.

Ie I don't think the MBS has a program estaolished in this

13 area that I am aware of.

19 MR. LYNCH: I was thinking of calibration sour:ss,

20 for example.
,

.

21 VR. MURRAY: Oh, the source s are all traceaole to

22 N35.
.

inere are me:ers calibrated cy Victoreen, which is

23 directly traceable to NBS, so in a rounc acaut way they are

24 traceable to NBS. They are not sucmitting clank TLJs to N33

25 to os spiked and then sent oack. But I really feel more

i913 271
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mcc T4 1 confident if I can go in and look at a licensee's program

2 and see how their 00 program is set up. I have mora

3 confidence in chose numoers, I think, than somecedy just

i sencing them off so they can get them bac k.

6 MR. LYNCH: You folks are in general egreement

6 that you're relatively confident in the cosimetry programs

. I witnin the region?

3 '4R . GREGER : /li th, perhaps, tne exception of

. > e xtre mity mo ni tori'ng.

10 MR . N EELY: Yes, extremity monitoring.
,

11 '4R . LYNCH: Tell us about extremity monitoring.

12

13
,

M
14

'

15

16
.

17

IS

19

20,

21

22
.

24

25
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1i MR. LYNCH: Normally chips, TLD chips, finger rings,
i i

2. band-aids, et cetera. |
! l

3 MR. NEELY: Ankle badges? I

e

4 uR. LYNCH: What kind of criteria do the various
:

5 utilities use for requiring extremity monitoring?

6 MR. NEELY: It varies. It's dependent on the rad

7 protection form and whoever was writing the RDP. A lot of
|
:

3 it is not spelled out in criteria. A lot of them use the .

|-

9 five- co-one ratio, you knew, gamma to extremity, as the point

10 where they make a decision whether they should apply extremity -

;

I.

monitoring. !11

!

12 : MR. GREGER: Typically, theyeitheruseafive-to-one!
13 rule or else they leave it totally up to the discretion of

14 | the rad protector, with no written rules down.
i

15 MR. LYNCH: Is that true in Region V?

16 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I would say more of the latter.

i

17 | MR. LYNCH: Individual discretion? |
|

|<

18 |
. MR. WENSLAWSKI: Right, of the HP people. *

!.i

!I9 MR. GIBSON: It varies. I'm trying to think of the

20 new change, Part 20, on 25 percent. Are you guys familiar |
.

21 with that change, that you have to have previous exposure

22 | history records if you're going to get more than 25 percent?

s2-3U 23 20.21 limit, would that apply to extremities as well?

24 , MR. NEELY: Through our inspection efforts we found,
Aasens Amen ,s. w. |.

,

: >

25 ; especially in the last two years where we've looked close at
.

| 1913 273 i
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!
l'

1 steam generator entries, things like this, as far as extremity
I

|
2; dosage, where the licensee in some cases haven't evaluated j

i

3 whether they need it or not, and as a result of our aggressive
4

4 efforts they have started putting extremity badges on people
i

S going into steam generators that are coming into contact with

6 tube sheets.

7 In the case of Three Mile Island, during the days

a of the accident, that wasn't even considered, when people were i
-

i
.

9 walking across floors that were highly contaminated, that

10 people didn't even consider the dose to the lower extremities.
,

!

Il ' MR. LYNCH: This 25 percent, if you looked at a I
I
i

12:, licensee giving, say, up to 3 rem per quarter, and 25 percent
1

13 is what of the allowed exposure to an extremity, an extremity

14 | exposure? 18-3/47 With the whole body exposure alone, you
i

15 are pretty much up to 25 percent. It doesn't take much more.
i

16 ' MR. NEELY: It all depends on how large the source j
t

17 is. |
!

18 ! MR. LYNCH: Oh, yes..
I

-

,

19 ' MR. NEELY: That's a consideration. That's a judgment,
\,

,

20 ' factor. And maybe it's a beta dose. You never get a whole j.

i !
i i

21 , body dose compared to extremity. |

!

22 | MR. GREGER: Not many people go up to the limit

i

23 of the whole body, so it isn' t very frequent that you can say,
,

i

!

24 ' because of whole body exposures you're automatically up to .

Aa.swww %xnm. ine. ; j ,

25 25 percent of extremities. '

,

! 1913 274 ;
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Ij MR. LYNCH: I didn't say that. But I agree with |
!

l

2
j you, you wouldn't. But if you were allowing people up to

|
t

3 almos: a quarterly limit, if they are in contact with a source i,.

4 in any way or close proximity with the hands, just a factor
,

5 of two is enough --

'
6 MR. NEELY : They could have a shield in front of

.

7 them, too.

B MR. MIRAGLIA: Would it be fair to say that, |_

t

9 basically, in the routine operations, that there is infrequent

10 use of extremity monitoring in the day-to-day operations? j
,

}

II Extremity monitoring is more associated with significant !

I
i

12 | maintenance or outage periods? |
1

1
13 ' MR. NEELY: Yes. '

I4 MR. MURRAY: Yes.
I
'

4

IS | MR. GREGER: Definitely. There probably is no !
I i

16 routine extremity monitoring.

17 ! MR. MIRAGLIA: So it's conceivable there's little !
t '

i

18 ', experience out in some of these -- like say at TMI, were.

I : -
|19 there any occasions for them previously to have extremitv I

.

20 monitoring? j
.

i

21 MR. NEELY: They were citing it for refueling it i

!

22 before.

23 MR. GIBSON: But they didn't have extremity devices
'

;

24 available , did they? They didn't have finger rings or anything
Am FMetal Rumners. Inc. ! | ;

i913 275 |.25 | like that?
,

i ;

! 6

'
!
'

I
i



149
i

mee 4 I !
'

!
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Ii i
! like that? :

,

; I

2| MR. NEELY: The citation says it's fair to make '

i

|3 surveys to determine -- ,

,

4 MR. GIBSON: h5 e.t the accident occurred, I don't

5 think they had the devices available.

6 MR. MIRAGLIA: That's what I was thinking of,.a
-

7 period -- like during the course of reading the interviews,
:
,

3
-

some of them didn' t even know what you were talking about. .

i
i

9 MR. GREGER: That's an exception. I don't think
,

10 that's tv.e.ical of plants. I think the majority of av. o.lants
,

!

have extremity devices available and have used them on occa- i11

,

12 sion. |
;

r
13 MR. NEELY: The other thing with extremity T.cnitoring,

i i
t j

14 when you talk about reading dosimetry on site, extremities, j<
,

, ,

-!

15 except for the ankle badges and finger badges, are all sent
I 1

!

1| ' off site. And the reason is they don't have capabilities to6
,

17 j read them on site, such as Three Mile Island. The turn-around
! l

. 18 i time is -- !
| i -

MR. LYNCH: Okay. Let's shift to personnel exposure !19

!l

20 and contamination experience, as opposed to dosimetry. Try !
.

I
i

21 contamination experience as a start. ;

i -

22 ' What kind of experiences do the utilities in your I

t

23 regions have in the way of contamination? For example, how
i

24 often do they have it? What is the nature of the contamination?
Aa Fwwal Rmorrers, inc. , t

2S i How do they handle decontamination? Do they have medical i

! 1913 276 i
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|'i

I| personnel available, either on call or on the spot, when they |
, ,

i
$ I |

2
! are handling severe cases, et cetera? 4

3 Can you give us any feelings on this? '

# MR. GISSON: Are you talking about contamination on

5 people?

6 MR. LYNCH: Personnel contamination.
.

7 MR. NEELY: External?

3
,

MR. LYNCH: Yes. -

Y MR. GISSCN: I ddr.k at rest facilities , during outages,

IO
personnel contamination is fairly common. I would say that i

11 i

during on outage skin contamination is probably found a few i

12 times per day at most facilities. It is not anywhere near
i

I3 the magnitude of the amount of contamination that was found
I
,

I#
at TM!. '

I .!

15
;We're talking generally something that is just a

ii

16 ! few thousand DPM, something that would not register, a tenth
I7 of a millirem per hour, for example. And at TMI we were :

-
I3 reading over 100 millirem per hour in some cases.

I i ,
lo ' i

'

MR. LYNCH: What was the nature of the contamination
20.

out at TMI? '

!

2I MR. GIBSON: I would say small areas on the skin, |
!

2 ''
people removing contaminated clothing, brushing it against

23
their arms or legs or forehead or something like that.

24 '
Personal clothing is contaminated. Shoes are contaminated

Aas==.i mewn.,s. !re. , t

'S -

quite often.*

. .

1913 277 i
l i

f



151
I

mte6 '

ii
.

1

|'

l|
i MR. LYNCH: What's the nature of the radionuclides? i

1

,

2| MR. GIESON: Activation products: cobalt, iron, !

:,

3 manganese, all those things that are in reactor coolant.-
,

4 MR. LYNCH: Easily removable?

5 MR. GIESCN: Scap and water takes it off, I would

6 say, 90 percent of the time. There are occasions in Region II
.

7 where people have been sent home with measurable contamination
i

3 on them, because .it could not be washed off. I can think of i
!

9 a few cases.

10 Like, for example, once a guy put his hand down in
,

the refueling pool for some reason, and they couldn't clean it !Il

!

12 up. There have been other cases where contamination couldn't j

13 , be removed.
t

I4 , I would say, no: being accustomed to high levels of |
j 1

,

15 contamination, most utilities are ill-equipped to rapidly .|
1

16 i assess dose commitment for skin contamination. I don't think
'

I
!

17 | that's something unique to TMI, although TMI did such a !

! |

- 16 | miserable job that they may be worse off than most. But most !

! j-

19 | utilities I don't think have pre-established methods of !

.!

20 j assessing dose from skin contamination. !
.

'
i

21 : MR. LYNCH: Do they rely on outside consultants? j
4 ;

! !

22 ! MR. GIESCN: When I think back in Region II |
i
|

23' experience, I don't remember a case where an outside consultant,
;

!,4 '

I was called in right off-hand. I do remember a case where'

Am-Femi a mom,s. im. ; ,

25 ! Surry did not evaluate it and we cited them for not evaluating
| :

-

'
I
i
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i !

I a skin exposure case. And I think it's because it never i

'

2 ,| occurred to them that the man might have received a signifi-

i

3 cant skin dose.
'

4 I think that skin contamination is not used as

5 cften as it should be used as an indicator of the adequacy

6 of the contamination control program. I think records should
.

7 be maintained of each skin contamination case, and some

!

3 amount of evaluation should be done to find out how the person
.

9 became contaminated, and scme corrective action taken; that

10 the record should be reviewed periodically by an HP superviser,:

11 so he knows how well the contamination control program is
.

12 working. |
|
'

13 MR. LYNCH: You mean like a critique after a

i

14 contamination incident?

d
15 MR. GISSON: What I'm really thinking is like a i

i-
i

,

management information system, to say you had 14 cases of !16 !

,

17 j skin contamination last week. {
;

,

thinkalsothecritiquewouldbeusefulinfinding|_ 18 I

; i-
- i

19 ' out how the man became contaminated and taking corrective '

i

20 action. j-

i

!

21 , MR. LYNCH: Do you see con-con bags used in j

22 - industry? |

.

23.. MR. GISSCN: No, they're not used. Maybe some

!
24 rare exceptions. There are some exceptions. I know of some

Aasee,c Recon.n. w. , ,

25 i exceptions. They're used in the Navy, and that's where people !
'

i

I
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ii

I I

II get the idea.
'

i ,

- |
l i2I During the Surry steam generator outage, Surry i

! i

3 built what is likened to a sail loft at a nuclear shipyard.
.

)

4' As a matter of fact, they brought in herculite and plastic

'
5 heat-sealing machines, and they manufactured glove bags and

<

6 tents and all of this stuff. And they did not have much
_

7 success with it.
,

i
3 They fo.und that the work was slowed down to the

. |-
_

9 extent that people were picking up higher radiation exposures.

10 They weren't used to working in these things. And as the |

II ' outage progressed, they began to do away with them.
i

12 I think it was the right decision at Surry, because |
|

13 ! the containment was already so contaminated that it was just :

I

14 ! as contaminated outside the bag as it was inside in some !

15 , cases.

16 ' So they don' t even use drapes in all cases under --

17 they do in some cases. |
| !

I3 MR. YANIV: Is it correct that they do not go beyond '

!-,

,

I9 soap and water in cases -- !,

20 MR. GIBSCN: I don't want to say that generally. |.

21 , Soap and water usually takes it off. They may have other
I

22 ' cleaners available, but I don't know. Maybe some other people

1913 28023 here know.

i
24 MR. MURRAZ: There is all kinds of off the shelf '

A* * mere Recomn. im:. : ,

*S I, decantamination, decontaminating lotions or soap that can be |
d

|
i
f I

i !
>,

t
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1 purchased. ,

!
I
- |2' MR. G[BSON: But I don't know if they are being '

!

!

3 purchased or not.
!

4 MR. MURRAY: In Regicn IV, I would say most all of j
i

a, them have some type of decontamination soap that was purchased
i

6 specifically for that, with that in mind.
-

7 MR. NEELY: I;think the radiological health handbook

I

3, outlines steps and different types of methods they can apply. !
-

I
i

9 I would hope that most of the healtl. physicists in the country i!

10 would know that information is available.
,

ll ! MR. GREGER: I don't see this as a big problem in

i

12 j Region III. For at e , everybody typically preplans for

! i

13 j personnel contamination incidents, because it dces occur
I

la ! quite frequently. It is stressed in the emergency planning

i

15 ; inspections, because of major incidents. They do have enoug
i
!

16 , experience with routine personal contaminations that they i
i

i
17 know how to handle them.

18 | Now, they don't typically get involved in massive i.

!-!

19 personal contamination problems, and it is quite atypical
I

'

20 i that they would have to go beyond soap and water, although on.

21 ! occasion, once a year, once every couple of years, a typical <

|
' 1

22 | plant may have a situation where they either have to send a
!

23; guy home with some contamination and let the skin slough off
i

24 ! or they may have' to apply a solution to try to remove some of |
Aas.e m seconen, ine. !

25 | the dead skin themselves.
,

,
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!

I Rarely have I -- in fact, I don't know that I've j

i

2f everrunintoasituationwhereamedical--medicalassistancef
3| has been brought in. !

,

4 MR. LYNCH: Why would that be? Because it just

5 doesn't happen or that nobody thought about it? i

|

6 MR. GREGER: Because there doesn't appear to be a
.

7 need for it. I'll take that back. There was one case thac I
'

i

i
9 do recall. An individual had a contaminated particle in his

,
,

9 eye. ;

10 ' If it's a situation where they believe they need j
'

i

II ! medical expertise, I think that typically medical expertise is f
12 ' sought out. And this again, I would go back and say, is

13 because of the preplanning with respect to personnel contami-

Id nation, because of emergency planning requirements.i

.

IS MR. LYNCH: Maybe this is too much detail, but would

16 you have any idea whether or not that medical personnel or

I,!
,

I/j those medical personnel had any experience in radiological
i

18 , procedures? ,,

!-,

19
i MR. GREGER: Typically, if they are going to bring !

!

20 , an individual with any amount of contamination to a medical |.

. I
21' institution, they're going to bring it to the medical institu- i

;
!

22 ' tion that they have made arrangements with for their emergency

23 I plan. And I'm not sure this is the case, but if I were them
,

!
,4 ,

! I would bring them to the doctor that I had made arrangements'

Aa semi amenen. ine. ' !,
I25 with and had discussed basic radiation protection.

l
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i

l

i
I You obviously don't want to bring him to a medical .

,

!

2! individual who is going to overreact totally to the radiation |
!

'

3; aspects and not take care of the medical problem of the-

i t

4 individual.t

t

5 MR. LYNCH: Do you ever check to see what the

6 backgrounds of these medical people are that have been assigned
.

7 this problem? |
,.

3 MR. GREGER: I may beg off. I think the answer is |,
,. ..

t
'

9 yes. I haven't lcoked at a- emergency planning module for

10 quite acme time. But when I did, we did look and talked to ,

1

:

II : physicians who were designated for emercencv Olannin;, and i

'
i

12 talked to them about thei experience, their kncwledge and |,

,

!I

13 | training in rad protection, yes.
I

Id || MR. LYNCH: Is that true around the t able? |
. i' "
i

15 i MR. NEELY: I can't speak to that, since our region |
| |

16 is set up differently than the ether regions. In Region II,
i

17 your section covers the emergency planning.

18 MR. MURRAY: In the area of emergency planning, therej-

i ~
I9 is a statement in there that usually in their emergency plan, !

|
'

20 '

that the physician, the off-site physician, has to receive j.

training. Thereuused to be -- I guess it's still in effect -- |21
i

i
s '

22 ' a course at Oak Ridge. It was either a one or a two-week
I

23 i course, and what would happen is that the utility would pay

24 : the local physician's expenses to go down to Oak Ridge and |
:

Aasecei snemn. ine. | i,
25 ' Igo through this one or two-week course.

1913 283 '
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!
1 I know in Region IV all the physicians at the

lI

2 j, off-site hospitals have gone through this course, and that ' s |
d

3; one of the items they touch on in the course, is skin decon- ;
i

4 tamination. '

5 But I believe when the emergency plan goes through

6 NRR for review, that they insist that that statement is in
_

7' there, that the physician has to receive a certain amount of
I

8' training. j
.

.

.

!

9 MR. LYNCH: Okay. How about personnel exposure?

10 , MR. MIRGAGLIA: Before we leave contamination i

11 : exposure, A1, what you said leads me to believe there is no

12 requirements that they maintain records of personnel contami-
,

13 ' nation unless they exceed --
.

14 MR. GIESON: Part 20 recuires records of exoosure |
i I

15 | to radioactive material, I believe is the way it's worded. j
F

,

, -

16 Is that right, Don?
i ,

17 {|
'

MR. NEELY: That's the way we enforce it. j

i -

18 ! MR. GIESON: I'm not sure -- I know for several,
i

! i -

19 ! years -- in fact, I don't know that Region II has eve- i

! l

20 ' enforced that. We may be inconsistent in that: i.
.

|

21 MR. GREGER: For contamination? I913 284 !
l |

,

22 MR. GISSON: For contamination. But I think
!

23 , Region I has enforced it. But I have talked to our licensees
t

2I! and encouraged them to keep records, and as far as I know they
A&FwwM Remmn Inc. ;

'

y
I

'

25 : are all documenting it to some extent now. But I'm not --

I
!

'
.

-

i

! '
i
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i

1; I don't think we have enforced it as Region I has.

I
('

2 MR. MIRAGLI A : I was trying to determine whether I
i

3 there was sona sort of trip point, perhaps, where they would |
!

4' maintain records, but not necessarily notify NRC. -

|
,

I

5 MR. NEELI: There's no notification on it.

6 MR MIRAGLIA: It's not like an overexposure, when
.

7 you get hema ycu dccument, and you can do it as long as you want;
!

3, but if you come to this point, you have to notify NRC. It's
_

. ,

|
9 not that the analogue doesn't exist?

i

10 ' MR. GIBSON: We wanted it documented for two reasons:
i
l

11 i One is to provide licensee management with the feedback; the j
i
'

12 : other thing was to give us an auditable record, so we'd know

I t
13 , how good they were doing. And for the second reason, they |

14 | didn't want to keep the records.
!

15 ! MR. NEELY: The other thing is, when they have
i

i

16 , identified a man who has received contamination, the next
i
,

l' ! question we have: What did he go home with? Was it nondetec- '
7

I

|

18 tiole when you released him? So we said, show us your evalua-
,

! _

19 I tion or it or, if there was contamination, what dose did he
I .

I i

receive during that period he had the contamination? i

i,

21 So in Reg.on I that document supports their |
! e

i

22 ; evaluation. Any more, the licensees in Region I, most of them
i

23 I are putting it into procedure. They actually have a diagram
i

'

24 ! of an individual and they mark location of contamination, and

Aasen i neoomn. tne. | |

25 | then they track him as they decon him or whatever. !,

| I
! I

1

|
'
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|

1 MR. LYNCH: How consistent or timely are these ;j
f . i

2 reports made of individual contaminations? |
3 MR. NEELY: Usually they are right away if they're-

,

4 of any significance. Sometimes -- it all depends on their

5 work. For refueling, it might take weeks. In the case of
,

6 Three Mile Island, some of these smaller amounts of contani-
-

e

7 - nation that have happened in the last month, we still haven't

3; received the reports from the licensee, mainly because they j .
1 I

-

9 ihave got their attention directed to things more severe at

10 the time, and they are limited on manpower. I

1

II ! MR. MIRAGLIA: Has I&E received contamination,

12 ''
i

personnel contamination reports, say, on the individuals that !
i

|

I3 ! took a primary sample?
|t

i I

Id ! MR. NEELY: Those repor':s came in as overexposures |
t !

15 ' i
f to NRC regulations, and we have received those reports. !
i i

16
i MR. LYNCH: Do they treat contamination separately?
! I

17 ! MR. NEELY: No. !
!

18 ! MR. LYNCH: Did thev treat it at all? !.

I -

-

19 i MR. NEELY: They treated it as a skin dose. And I !

20 daink there was three individuals they finally ended up with. i
,

MR. YANIV: Let's talk about internal contamination. |2I
1

22 | MR. MURRAY: I can discuss what setup they have

23 ! in Region IV. Usually, it is determined through whole body
i

24 I '

counting. Each of the reactors have their own whole bodv
ACS-Ffceret R eporters, Inc. ! ^

j

'S | counting systems, and depending on the work characteristics'

!-

l >
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1 of the individual involved, they are whole body counted at

t i

2| various frequencies.

3 Normally, everyone in the plant is whole body counted'
.

! .

i

4' annually; other pecple that visit controlled areas more fre-

5 quencly, such as operations, health physics, maintenance,

6 are whole body counted semi-annually, or quarterly, or .

.

7 typically, at the end of an outage. i

a Whole b.ody counting is also supplemented with a
.

-

9 bioassay. This is, you know, like at Fort St. Vrain, where
!

!
'

10 , they have a tritium problem there, they rely more heavily on
; e

11 ! bicassays than whole bcdy countings. But I think the basic

12 tool is whole body counting, and this is supplemen*ed by

13 ! urine analyses and bicassays.. .0
i

14 ' |

15 ,
I
l

! |
. i

I I

17 |
18 :|-

i

| -

19 -

!
l

20 , ;
,

i

21
I !

'
I

22 i i

23

24 : !
!

AceJederal Recoriers, Inc, '
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MM gsh i MR. MURRAY: Like I saic, in Region 4, each

*

2 licensee have tneir own whole body counting system. So they

3 can't have to wait for Helgeson to bring their truck in

4 once a year or every six months.

O MR. GI550N: In Region 2, they all nave their own

o ocay counters. Nobody is using bioa ssay now. Surry usec

7 it, out t hey dro pped it .
_

5 Also, I thin.< it is genera lly true at power reactors that

v respira tors are pyt on at such low air concsn tration tha t
.

_

IC there is little need to keep track of 'tPC hours.

Il MR. LYNCH: How do they non-bica ssay for tri tium?

12 Or ao they have a proolem wi th it?

13 MR. GIBSON: There's just no t enough airborne

14 tritium to be a problem.

15 Airborne tritium coesn't reach MPC concentrations, period.

lo I don't know of a case where it ever nas. I remember at

17 Oconee wnere they lost a reac tor coolant pump seal at 100

lo percent power and filled the containment up with steam.

19 They we re below MPC on tri tium.

20 MR. NEELY: I think over the last several years, most
.

21 of the facilities in Region I have gone to whole body counting
~

22 for incividuals f or their first visit on-site mainly during
'

23 ref uelings as a baseline because they don't want to take

24 credit if a guy got something at another utility. And this

25 is tneir baseline. Then they count them when they leave, or

.

1913 288
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MM gsh I a s needed during the outtage. And f o r t ne plants tha t ha ve

2 respiratory protec tion programs tha t they're taking protection

3 factors for, they do that to support their re spiratory

4 protection program.

5 MR. LfSCH: Bob?

o MR. GREGER: I was trying to think -- I con't oelieve

7 tna there are any facilities lef t in Region 3 tnat can't
.

c have their own installed whole 'cocy counter. There may oe

y one or two at One,very, very mo st. Sometimes they may share
.

10 a whole body counter witn another f acility in the region.

11 Kewanee Point Beach, a whole bocy count. There's Big Rock

12 Point. Palisades, I believe, sharc whole body counters.

13 Sun they have tnem available, so if they have en incident,

14 they can count someone right away without having to fight

15 for Helgeson, come around three weeks later to count.

lo W nole body counting, typically in Region 3 is used

17 certainly primarily to de termine any internal exposures.

IS Rarely, bioassays are used.

19 Routinely and le ss rarely if there is a suspected uptake.

20 But in either case, it is a secondary method of determining
,

21 internal exposures to whole body counting.
~

22 I would echo Al's commen ts with respect to actual exposures
s

23 to airborne concentrations and racioactive material. I think

24 any time we s.ee high whole body count results, we can almost

25 in avery single case track it back to an incident where the

,

1913 289
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MM g sh I indivicual either ingestec some material or had a problem with
,

2 wearing a mask anc it didn't fit him, or he wasn't wearing

3 a mask wnen he should have oeen wearing mask.

4 Anc an incicent occurred that he cidn't have a mask on.

5 aut if an individual is wearing a respirator and t he

o re spirator fi ts reasonacly we ll, he will never run in to a

7 proole.T with an internal exposure.
_

c MR. YM;IV: How good are tne quality con trol with

y regard to identification of racionuclides, cetermina tion and
.

10 conversion to a cose?

Il MR. GR EGE.R : Essentially, they all use -- one

12 exception. In my region, they all use a contractor to do

13 t ha t work for them, either a contractor to do it for them on

14 each incividual whole body count, or else one who has set up

15 a program for tnem.

lo MR. EdLGESON: Dan has transf erred out to the west

17 coast anc he does the analysis in most cases.

la RMC has a computer program which they set up, which RMC

19 sets up and then the site itself can just plug in --

20 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I don't believe that any of this
.

21 is transferred to dose , a s you say. There's no reason to do
-

22 t ha t .
.

23 MR. YANIV: Why no t?

24 MR. GREGER: There are no regulations -- I gue ss

25 that is true, tha t regula tien s don' t require that you include

1913 290 -
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Ma gsh I internal dose to external cose at this time.

' 2 In fact, the way the regula tions are irritten, they are

3 'tri tten in terms of exposure to airoorne concentrations rather
-

4 than any internal cosage.

5 MR. GI550d: ?ie have --

o MR. LfMCH: 7 hat does produce the same --

7 .VR. GIS50N: Som.eone could take the numbers and run
-

c a dose out, out the licens ee coesn't oo it.

v HR. Lf NCH: MP C gi ve s you w ha t ? 5 rem?
.

10 MR. GREGER: No. Only if you have been exposed to

11 the point wnere you are in equiliorium of an M.JC over-exposure

12 of a short half-lif e materials compared to a long half-lif e

13 material leaking to a totally diff erent internal cose.

14 MR. GISSON: We have a phantom that was made by

15 Icano Falls that we ccrried around to all of our licensees

16 which contained cobalt and cesium, as I recall, and wha t it is

17 is a stack of three-quarter inch plywood sheets about so

lo thick with planchet sources planted in the center sheet and

19 we coula unbolt it and switch the sources around. And we

20 got pre tty close agreement on tha t.
.

21 MR. NEELY: The whole body counter-inspec tion ef fort
-

22 is also like the TLD wi tn the vendors. If they are not
.

23 licensees, we can't get at them unless they are on-si te.

24 And we found problems with the people when they had the

25 uni ts on-si te .

1913 291
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MM g sn i MR. GISSO:l FIe aid check Helgeson out with our

2 p ha n ton a t T.A I . ?!e took tne phantoa to 8 power reactors,'

3 2 naticnal laos, and then we go t whoever was up there at

4 TMI.

o MR. L(NCH: r:ow cid they come out?

o MR. GIS30!!: They all cas3 out pre tty close. I can't

7 reme=cer the perc e n tag e , but it was close enough.
_

c MR. LINCH: How cid they handle internal exposure

9 f roa non-innalec dose s if they ingest it?
.

,

IC MR. GIBS 0!1: Vlell, some licensees are using the

11 coun ter tha t scans the whole bcdy. But I would say at least

12 as many are using a chair model wnich r as a detector -- I

I2 don't believe it has a GI detector, one on the enest and one

14 on One thyroid, typic a lly .

15 MR. LYNCH: They're lcoking predominantly at

to inhaled.

17 MR. GREGOR: In our region, almost everybody has a

lo whole body counter that looks at the entire body. I have only

IV one licensee with a chair-type. They treat ingestion the

20 same way they treat inhalation regulations today. They don't
.

21 distinguish between the two.
~

22 If you ingest it, you can't ingest more than you're allowed
.

23 by the regulations to inhale.

24 (ou had askec a question earlier and this brings up a good

25 point. If tnere are any regula tions or rules that we would

1913 292 .
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MM gsh I impose upon licensees, that may not be extremely meaningful.

! 2 And this is certainly one of them and the case is brought to

3 pcin t by your earlier question.
,.

4 If en indivicual is exposec to 520 MPC hours of iodina 121,

5 the cose that is received to an organ is significan tly

o different than if an indivicual is exposec to 500 M?C hours

7 of cobalt 60 because_cobal 60 M?C is based u pon exposure for
_

50 years and it will take many years to get to equilibrium;c

Y whereas, in iodin.e, you're in equilibrium. Essentially,
.

10 rignt away, you're very sick.

11 And so the actual -- the way the regulation is written ,

12 the actual cose is of secondary importance when, in fact,

13 that is of primary importance.

14 So we are in a position of enforcing a regulation which

15 does not place the importance upon the actual physical harm

lo to the individual.
.

17 Many licensees will counter when we come by and say, you

~

le have exceeded, let's say, not the 520 MPC hours because that's

19 rarely, if ever, exceeded, but the 40 MPC hour control measure

20 for cobalt 60 and they'll calculate dose and they'll say,
.

21 tha t's 5 millirem whole body dose , anc you are ge tting all
~

22 excitec about it.
.

23 And our only retort is, unfortunately, yes, tha t's the way

24 the regulations are wri tten.

25 MR. YAN IV: It will take a while, but the regulations

>
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MM gsh I are about to be changed.

I 2* MR. GREGER: They should be.

3 MR. GISSON: M he n ?
-

4 MR. YANIV: There will soon be a note in the

5 Federal Register with their intent to redo Part 20.

6 MR . LY N CH : Any other questions on internal exposure?

7
_

Let's go off tne recorc.

c (Rccess.)

Y MR. LYNCH: Continuing on with personnel exposure.
.

10 By region, wnat kind of personnel exposures have you

11 experienced from the various utilities?

12 By tnat I mean what kind of exposures to the varicus

13 utilities do the various utilities experience. routinely and

14 say, during ou ttages?

15 MR. NEELY: Exposures to whole body?

Io MR. LYNCH: Whol e body.

17 MR. NEELY: In exce ss of limits?

IS MR. LYNCH: In general, if you can say that

19 excessive limits.

20 MR. NEELY: We have had some cases over the last
.

21 few years. In Region I , we have had some whole body doses
~

22 in excess of quarterly limits. 1976, Indian Point, w he re the
.

23 individual went underneath the ve ssel and received a 10 rem

24 e x po sure .

25 We have had a f ew incidents where they just went over 3 rem

i913 294
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MM gsh I on some occasions in diff erent power plants.

2 MR. LYNCH: What are the causes of these?

3 MR. NEELY: Usually, i t's maybe sometime s the man

4 had - you know, he had one (inaudible) process and tha t

5 record wasn't includeo in to the system, a string of problems,

o some cases where they made some entries into the reac tor

7 buildings during ref uellings and baoge results come back over
.

a 3C00.

Y Some times they . couldn' t explain them.
,

.

10 MR. LYNCH: Or the pocket chambers didn't con trol

11 them.

12 MR. NEELY: one was -- one badge came back reading

13 22 rem and the pocke t dosime ter, I think, showed 200 or 3C0.

14 And they tried to claim that it was contamination on the

15 badge.

16 Sut again, here is another individual has excess to

17 extremely high radiation levels and they were cited f or the

18 overexposure because they could. 't prove that he didn't

19 get i t.

20 I woulc say the number of them is anywhere from maybe 5
.

21 to 10 over the last three, four years whole body.
~

22 MR . LYN CH : Are they increasing or decreasing?
.

23 MR. NEELY: They are decreasing. The utilities in

24 Region I are very conscious. The ones that do happen are

25 un f o r tuna te . But usually, it's a one-sho t t hi ng . It wasn't

i913 295
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MM gsn I a breakdown in the controls. I think the utilities are

! 2 ge t ing a better handle on it. They are also exercising

3 be tter controls by cu tting them off at, say, 2200 or 2C00

4 millirems.

5 Most u tili tie s have that control . A lot of them read

6 badges at specific levels and they restrict the people for

7 antry until they read their badges out.
-

d So they are ye tting a be tter control this way. It delays

9 their work, but I .think i t's improving.
,

.

10 MR. LYI;CH: Slaine?

11 MR. MURRAY: There has never been an overexposure

12 in Region 4 in a reactor facility. I think as far as
~

13 routine maintenance, they keep a pre tty good handle on what's

14 going en and usually, their administrative limits are quite

15 a bit below the NRC limits.

To So, you know, when they get around 20 to 100 to 2500

17 millirem, they usually pull somebody out. Their in-plant

IS administrative limits usually restrict them to about 2500

IV millirem.

20 I think most generally, most of the overexposures occur,
.

21 you know, associa ted wi th some accident or somebody doing
-

22 some thing that they weren't supposed to be involved with.
'

23 We just ha v en' t had that problem in Region a yet.

24 I think as f ar as routine outtages, you know, there just

25 hasn't been any problem so far. You might say that a t

i
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/M gsh i Ft. St. Vrain, I believe, t he re the ma ximum e xpo sure that has

* 2 ever occurred has been something like 120 milliren per year.

3 I would say V5 percent of the TLDs read le ss than the

4 minimal detec tacle level.

5 NR. GISSON: Tha t says some thing.

6 VR. MURRAY: For gas reactors.

7 .V R . Gi ? 50.'! : it sure doe s.
.

o MR. MURRAY: 3ut they co their surveys witn the.T

v with a micro arm m.e ter. EVut I think they had one pe rson
-

.

10 w ho had 120 millirem and the next one was like 80. And then

11 he third highe st wa s like 53.

*

12 MR. LYN CH: Bob?

13 MR. GREGER : There have been very f ew overexposures

14 in Region 3 in the last several years. The ones that have

15 occurred have occurr~ed f o r two reasons: Either the daily

16 accumulated exposures of indivicuals have snown that an

17 individual had, say, a couple of hundred millirem to go.

13 They put him into a job expec ting to expose him maybe only to

19 100 millirem and he came out, f or some unknown rea son, whether

20 actual cr an instrument problem, slightly over the limit.
.

21 So the exposures nets case would be just slightly over
~

22 3 rem.
'

23 The other causes of overexposure s have been people going

24 underneath the core in pWRs with the in-core thimbles removed

25 whicn has occurrec at least two time s, if not three times, in

,
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MM gsh I t he la s t few years. And those exposures can range from

2 slight overexposures to aa ssive overexposures purely by luck,'

3 depending upon how lon g the guy is in there.

4 MR. MIRAGLIA: I s this direc tly attributable to the

5 amount of in-service inspection required?

c MR. GREGER: This is an accicent situaticn. The guy

_

goes in withcut realizing what the radiation fields are,7

c Sc tnose are really the two si tuations we get overexposures,

9 either slightly over because of some problem in keeping track ,

,

10 or an accident situation puts him over quite a bit.

11 Typically, the exposures have oeen diminishing, I would

12 say, within our plants. It is rare that an individual gets

13 over 5 rem a year. Most plants try to keep a 5 rem a year

14 limit on individuals even though they don't have to, al though

15 in a typical plant, you may find ou t of several hundred

16 individuals over the year, maybe only 5 or 10 may exceed 2

17 or 3 rem in a year.

15 Typically, exposures are f airly low.

19 MR. LYNCH: Al?

20 MR. GISSON: In Region 2, we have had just a f ew
,

21 cases where an individual would receive more than 3 rem.
-

22 Probably since our first reac tor started in 1972, I would
,

.

23 say maybe four cases of exposure between 3 and 4 rem at

24 reactors.

25 And ju st recently, we had a 10 rem exposure at Surry, wnere

i
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MM gsh I the shif t supervisor, operations shif t supervisor entered

I
2 the area under the core with the thimble withdrawn and

3 this was an example where it was strictly tne indivicual's

4 fault. He enterea without an RWp, without reviewing survey

5 results, ignoring po stin g s, ,co s tec levels. He asked a f riend

6 wha; was the rauiation level anc the f rienc quoted him the

7 levels f or the o ther unit, wnica was shut cown.
.

o Neil, we cia have a case whera a guy liec abou t his age.

9 He was 17 years old, saic he was 13, and got more than 500
.

,

10 millirem.

:1 ,ie had a case where a bacge came back reading a li ttle over

12 3 rem. Anc the company celle vec tha t the indivicual

13 deliberately exposed his bacge when he was not wearing it, but

14 couldn't prove it. So they a ssigned him dose.

15 Overex;o sures are pretty rare, I gue ss is wha t we're saying

16 MR. LYNCH: Are they going down, rate-wise?

17 MR. GIBSO:l: They have never really been very high

16 in our region. I would say i t's rare that anyone gets over

IV 5 rem a year. It's not so rare tha t people get up to 3 rem

20 a quarter. They ge t be tween 25 and 3,000 millirem' a quarter
.

21 during an cuttage.
~

22 MR. LINCH: Frank?
,

23 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I'm surprised to hear that

24 overexposure s are so rare.

25 MR. GIBSON: We ha ve a pre tty tight program.

,
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MM gsh I ( Laugh te r. )

! 2 MR. .ENSLAa5::I : 7te've had a f ew overexposures in

3 Region S. I woulan't say a lot. There's the Tro jan is the

4 most famous one. I don' t think tha t I cave to go into t ha t .

5 fcu probably hearc about tnat. ?ie nad a cou ple re cen tly --

o recently being within t he last couple of years at Rancro

7 Seco. Cne of them was e case where, when we were talking
.

c earlier ebou: cosime ters, there was e clerical error and

v some 7CC millirea.where the pocke t do sim.e try expo sure was
,

.

10 not entered into tne guy's weekly log of exposure.

11 As a result. Oney allowed him to con;inue on up in nis

12 e x po sur e .

13 As a result of t ha t , he went over the quarterly limit.

14 Later on, they founo that they had misplaced his dosime ter

15 cara.

10 t hey had another one where it was a welder cutting out a

17 filter. He was working behinc a specially built led shield

'\ le and when he cut through the first pipe, the filter kind of
.-

19 f ell over, which forced him, in oroer to make his second cut,

20 to come to lean around the lead shield more in order to
.

21 reach the cu t. And he was working in about 15R field.
-

22 So he got overexpo sed.
.

23

24

25
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ak gsh I |aP. . WE:io LAW SK I : That's about it as far as recent

t 2 overexposure goes. If you go be-k furtner in history, my

3 recollec;1on is not ena: -- well, although we've had some,
,

4 I celieve. San Onof re nec some years cack that Harry coulo

o procaoly fill me in on, anc procably Humoold: going cack to

o the early cays of operation of the se two olce r plents.

'i As rar as normal exposures gc, I oon't :hink i t's tco
.

: uncommen ror our licens ee s to push the timi of 3 rem.

They usually have tight acministrative control, so when they
'

y

.

10 get up around 2CCO, they are keeping real close tabs. And

il when they get to maybe 20C0 or 2700, they'll call 1: quits,

12 just in case t he re is a cifference in pocket dosimeter to

13 It.u re s ul t.

14 Bu t this, again, mostly occurs curing an outtage. I think

15 Ian-rem wise compared to some man-rems I've s een , where some

lo of cne steam generator work has been going on, it hac been

17 pretty low, generally le ss than 100 man-rem a year as comparec

le to some of tnem, you see. Except f or, we've had some hign

lv man-rem exposure s a t Humooldt where they hac been doing some

20 work.
.

21 shis is a f ew years back. They haven't cone anything up
~

22 there in the last year or two since they're not operating.
.

23 They had some high man-rem exposures when they were working

24 in :he reactor vessel.

25 o the r than t ha t, we haven't seen any. That's 1500 man-ren
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:44 gsn 1 exposures or anything li.<e t na t , wner e tnere's real hign

i 2 level steam generator work going on.

a ;M . Lt.NCH: On ene se overaxposures, co you normally
..-

4 f ' .1 a tha t tneir re porting is timely?

5 |a. i.dn5LA.5.(I: tes. We ci ted Trojan. One of the

o items at non-compliance there was Onet tney id not

7 immeciately re cor t it. And one of tne exposures wes in
.

c ex:e ss or 25 rem. :ie gul a t i or. s require immecia te re;crting.
> I forget now long it wa s, 10 nours or sometning, before

.

10 we four.o out aoout it. But caey c'id no t oelieve it was a

il 20-rem e xpo su re. Tnat's why they cid not report it

12 immeciately.

13 It was 25 rem exposure s that we citeo them and they didn't
14 argue. 14cw they reoort wnen they're required to. We have

I: geo -- on anytning, on :nat with all our licensees, if

to it's a 30-day report, we'll get a call on it the next day
17 ano they'll le t us know wha t's happenec, wha t's going on, and
to tell us a report is coming in.

19 That's standard operating procecure, almost no ma tter wha t
20 it is, raciation protec tion or anything.,

.

21 MR. NEELY: I can't recall a time when they haven' t -

22 in our region.
.

23 VR. WENSLAWSKI: I was going to say I imagine th at
24 it's that way in all the regions. They don't try to kee p
25 anytning back.

kk\ '
,,

9
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;4 gsn i MR. GISSON: I t's tna way with reactors. NFS is

( 2 anotner story. Iney wait until the last minute to tell us

3 accu; it. Sun I co think it may be an example wnere the
B

4 regutation nas no: .<ept pace wi tn our de sire to 1:now

5 information. ,ie obviously all sent to .<now immedia tely if

o 3 rem is receivec. And yet, they are not requirec by tne

i regulation to tell us until 30 cays later.
.

: MR. iiEEL( A lot of them in Region I, just for

information purposes, will notify the resicent inspec tor, ory

.

10 make a call to us and give us preliminary inf o rma tion that

11 we've got an o ccasion, tna we've go; e badge in exce ss of

12 3 rem.

13 Ne've got : nose instances.

14 MR. GIESON: ?le get those, too. I ccn't ha v e a

15 proolem la pe rformance. Sun it's not requirec. It's

lo volun ta ry.

17 MR. NEELf Iha t's r ight.

Ic MR. GISSON: Except for NFS.

19 MR. LINCH: Any other questions?

2G MR. MIRAGLIA: You would say generally, then, Don,
.

21 for your region, even for TMI prior to the accident, that
-

22 chis long perioc cf overexposure reports coming in on a
.

23 timely basis?

24 MR. NEELY: Yes, except for Three Mile Island because

25 of the --
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.a gsn i MR. MIRAULIA: Suosequen t to tne incident, yes.

2 MR. tidELY: io my knoaledge, I can't recall any

3 that we nave hac to ,1ve a cita tion f or or call enem up and
-

4 say, ne y , w ne r e ' s .ne report for whole bocy exposure in

5 excess of 3 rea.

o MR. GIS50;it de cic give Vepco a citation for

7 a delayeo report on t ha t 10 ren o verex oosure. I can't r e.T.eab e r
-

if tnat was a wri tten reocrt or verbal. I believe it was

y a written report ;ha t came in af ter 30 days.
.

10 MR. ;iEEL1 : I'm tal.<ing about 30-cay re.corts. I'm

11 not tal.<ing abou t 24 ho ur .

12 MR. GIS50d I guess the 10 rem would have been a

13 24-hour re por t. fhat's probably what they were laid on.

14 MR. NEELY: fes.

Ib MR. MIRAGLIA: I gue ss we go to the next topic,

lo which is instrumentation, both portable anc Jixed

17 ins trumen ta tion.

Id I gue ss one area that we can look a t is the portable

19 ins trumen ta tion. I guess you are all aware of the experience

20 at TMI, is that curing the course of the incident, they
.

21 d idn ' t have many instruments available for use in re sponse
~

22 to the incident, primarily because they were just coming out
.

23 or an ou ttage.

24 As NuREG 0600 points out -- I don' t know if NUREG 0600

25 poin ts ou t, but Al Gibson pointed out in his briefing to us,
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MM gsn i I gue ss , that tnere are no requiraments for minimum numoer of

k 2 in strumen ts .

3 What would be a normal complement, no specific guidance

4 for different types of instrumentation?

: MR. OI 550:i Ene ?SAR coes contain some co?mitments

o on taat. But in One case of T.9I, the commitments were so

7 general t na t eney were of little use. At other facilities
.

c that I'm familiar with, c mmitment is for -- i f a ll tney dia

v was mee t the commi tment , they woulc not have enough
.

10 instrumentation.

11 .V R . NEELY: The instrumentation, I believe, becau se

12 it's not wri tten cown, that you have to have 15 iron
,

13 chamoers, is really an inspector's judgment. If t ha t

14 f acility is adequately su pplied with raciation monitors for

15 in strumen ta ti on , that goes for air samples as well as --

lo MR. MIRAGLIA: Let me just ask the question basically

17 witn respect to your experience in Region 1. Ha s the type and

18 numcer of serviceable, portable instrumentation oeen a

19 problem in Region I, generally?

20 MR. NEELY: Normally, in most of the plants in
.

21 Region 1, they have sufficien t instrumentation in the plants
-

22 and they maintain it in a manner that it's usable.
.

23 That way, one of the plants we wen t through last October

24 t ha t had a similar situation as Three Mile Island -- that was

25 Oyster Creek. Their instrumen tation in the notice of violations
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Met gsh I le tter tha t was transmitted , the notice of viola tions reque sted

'
2 that they improve their T.aintenance and calibration of.

3 radia tion monitoring instrumen ts.

4 MR. MIRAGLIA: This is GPU again, so it's the same

5 kinc of problem of maint.aining caliora tion and ge tting timely

o maintenance.

7 MR. . NEE LY : Instruments we dent in acout a 6-month
.

c perico. We made two or three inspections ano i t's documen ted

v in inspection reports, our concerns with their raciation
.

10 monitoring instrumentation not working. Equipment tha t wa s

11 out of service.

12 But overall, in Region 1, for what we can enforce, it's

13 i n g ooc --

14 MR. MIRAGLIA: How about types of instrumenta tion?

15 Are the utilities generally, sa y , in Region I? Do they

16 have a suitable number of beta gamma neutron?

17 MR. NEELY: Ye s. W hen they dcc.' t have i t , they have

18 to restrict their activities, and when that ha ppe n s , the

19 management makes a decision to orcer some more in s trumen ta ti o n

20 because it's got work stoppage.
.

21 Sut I think they could have more, but we don't have the
~

22 tools to say, you have got to have i t, unle ss it's an
.

23 emergency problem.

24 I don't think a lo t of utilitie s have the back-up

25 instrumenta tion f or another emergency.

1913 306 ,
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MM gsh 1 MR. LtNCH: Have you ever run into a case where

( 2 waivers have been granted for entries into radiation areas

3 because they aidn't have tne proper instruments?
.

4 MR. NEELY: dign radiation areas?

5 MR. LINCH: Just say radiation areas.

o MR. NEEL( Not to my knowledge. There is no

7 requirement as long as the area has been surveyec. Eut now if
-

o it's a nigh radiation area ano there's a requiremen t that

v they carry a dose-ra ting hand cevice, there is no waiver unle ss
,

.

10 they provide health pnysics e scort or continuous coverage, or

il scaa thing like tha t.

12 MR . LY N CH : I'm not saying a waiver f rom the NRC.

13 MR. NEELY: I don't know of any. Eut if I were

14 aware of it, it would be a sizable si tuation, most likely.

15 MR. GREGER: This is probably the one area that was

16 have talked about so f ar, but I would feel the least

17 comfortable in in saying that my region would not suffer the

la same problem in the case of an accident like TMI suffered

IV be cau se I know in many instances --

20 MR. MIRACLIA: '/l ha t I was trying to do, Bob, was to
.

21 distinguish between the accident situation and the normal
-

22 kind, based on my understanding of wnat was seen in Three
.

23 Mile Island was that there appeared, when you look at what's

24 b een done , the inspection reports, I&E's report, our efforts

25 going back through the records, there a ppeared to be a

'

1913 307
.



181

12Wr.!2.6 -

:.ii,t gsh I continuing nistory of untimely maintenance, lots of

2 instrurt.ents out of repair f or long periods of time with

3 ap;3rently management, or at least some level of management's
-

awereness.-

5 Ye;, it was a continuing kino of proolem.

o 50 wnile it exis:ed during the accident and perhaps limi ted

7 :neir resp nsa, it was nere before.
.

50 I gue ss .my que s tion s are : Is that kind of thing navinga

y the suitaole type .of instrumen ta tion, ge::ing timely repair
.

.

10 end maintenance, :eeping them in cali'cration, that kind of

11 chronic kinc of problem that appear to be in existence at

12 T.b l prior to the acciden; kino of a typical kind of pa ttern

13 that ycu would see in tne utility say in Region 3?

14 T ha t's pa r t 1.

15 Then the a ccicen t thing is another situation. I was just

to rying to focus on that general problem.
.

17 MR. GREGER: I was going to base my statments on

lo my coservations en a numoer of occasions that plants in

19 my region have nad problems wi th -- now I hate to say

20 adequate numbers of survey meters because there is no real

21 definition of wna r's adequa te.
_

22 They had enough survey instruments at the time to concuct
.

23 wha tever operations had to be conducted or else they didn't

24 conduct : hem.

25 There was a situation at one plant where they did not have

,
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gsh I a nautron survey metar on-site that was calibrated. A. . . . . .

.

2 con:ainment entry was callec for by prececure. The con:ainmen

3 entry requirec a neutron survey. They didn't mcKe the

4 con;ainment entry in :nis situation.

5 It involves a lo: nore than just :na; because there were

o pec;1e an one sice saying, make it, and people on the other

7 side saying, acn'; make i t.
.

z Eut :ne bot:cm line was that tney :idn'; make the en try

y cecause of the proolea wi th lack of survey instruments.
,

.

I; I :hink of :no proble.T with turn-o ve r ;ine , tu rn-a ro und

11 ;ime wi:n survey ins;rumen:s f or calibration in my region

12 i s unif ormly peor. I; takes a long time and much longer than

13 an;icipa:ed by licensees in many cases to get survey

1, instruments back out and cack in, either for repair or

la calicra:icn.

16 I wculc assume tha: would be e problem tnat's typical

17 every place because it's the vendors that are hciding up the-

16 turn-around.

Iv MR. LINCH: They send thea out?

20 MR. GREGER: In many cases, they send instruments
.

21 off for calibration, yes.
-

22 MR. GISSON: Most of our licensees do their own.
.

23 MR. NEELY: So co ours.

24 MR. WENSLAWSKI I think ours do as well.

25 MR. MIRAGLIA: Mcw acout main tenance ? On-site as well?
_
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"9 gsh i |.;R . GIE SO.i t (e s.

2 'fR. .AIRAGLI A: Is tna experience in 2 similar to.

3 w ha Sco was saying, or would it be different?

4 MR. GI5 SON: I'm no: aware of a problem in 2. I'm

5 nc: saying :nat it coasn'; exist, but I don't :nink 1;

o exists.

7 A relatea problem :nat we nave nao is we nave noted 3;
.

e D.o cif f eren; reac tors ano are doing their own calibration

hi gner racia: ion exposure s for he technician assigneo to doy
,

.

10 One cal; ora:1ons.

11 in one case, tne guy received a ren las; year and he cidn't
.

12 do a single thing excep: calibrate instruments. In looking

13 in to i t , he was stancing in :he field holding the instrument,

la an dd technician, and that's an interesting proclen.

15
~

There's a new ANSI s tandard on call' oration of instruments

lo wnic h adore sse s tha t.

17 MR. lyt.CH: No remote-handled equipment, then?

le MR. GIBSON: Right. But I'm not aware of a problem.

in 5, .: rank?Iv MR. MIRAGLIA: How acout in 3 --

20 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I'm not aware of any specific
.

21 proolems. The overex posure that occurred at Trojan was a
~

22 f aul;y instrument partly contributed to that situa: ion. Su:
.

23 it was not really as a re sult of any major program problem.

24 As f ar as I am aware, licensees generally have enougn

20 equipmen; f or normal operations and out ages tha tney can ,

.
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gsn i nanale ther...

2 Jalloration is ;sually a problem of sor.e sorts in Una t

i,r.en you bring instruments in off cne line, you .<now, it;

crea;es problems.-

3 au; for One T.C s : ,J e r t . I ;nink they all hdV9 cCCputerized

o sys;:as tne: /.ee p t ra ck o f waa instrumenta:icn is due for

7 Calibra: 1cn.
.

: Anc ! think it :nere is any proble.? areas there, it m. i g n t

be in wna; consti t.u te s an acequate calibration. I con't
,

-

.

1; celieve that tnere is tco much in :ne way of guidance tnere.

11 iase 15 diffarant ins;rumen ts, cif f eran canufacturers,

Ic diff3 rent ranges. Oney moni tor dif f erent ty pe s of instruments.

13 And it's kind of now up o :ne licensee who happens to do

14 the calibration as to the type of calibra tion :na t they'll

15 :o.

Io I think enat that mignt be a problem. They could

17 callorate it, bu t what ac;ually constitutes -- if you actually

to get involvec in it, wha ; cons ti tu te s a calibration? You

19 might finc out all kinds of things.

20 MR. MIRAGLIA: The requirements state tnat
.

21 instruments shoulc be calibratea pernaps with some frequency.
-

22 Eut notning nece ssarily indicates tne type of sources that
.

23 shoulc be used, what kind of energy spec trums, how many

24 points per scale , wha t's a cce ptable.

25 '4R. GI550N: This new AN51 s:ancara adcre sse s tha

/
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1 gsh I all very specifically. I:'s a geco stancara if it were

2 er.f o r ce cbl e .

3 'i.:. 1I n AULI A: inicn means it woulo have to be

4 2co.c t ac in our re;uia ory ;rocess by a re; guice of sace sort.

O G. GI 5 0::.. : fes.

o JA . Ni:Lt Zne 0:ner :ning a ssociated witn it, once

't Oney caliere:e ;he instruments, they are .cu; in :o u se . Then
.

the prcoler i s no a of ten oc tney check than prior ta use or

wna; ranges ao they cneck?
,

v
.

iC I T.een if :ney're going en just normal surveying. :nat's

11 one :ning. 3ut if :ney're going to extremely nigh radiation

12 fielos, they don' t ha ve t he sources out at the plants

13 available to check the higher ranges of the instrumen t.

14 .'4R . GI S 5CN : ?le have founc problems on contamination

15 survey instruments. iis founJ -- I know at two plants we

lo criticized tnem f or no t having enough instruments ^ to survey

17 for contamination witn surveys of peopl e leaving contaminate 0

lo areas.

19 Also, at twc different f acilitie s, we founc :nat tnere

20 was an error in their calibration of the friskers, the MP
.

21 210 probes. They were of f by a f ac tor of about 2 in a
-

22 non-conservative direction because of an error on the source
,

.

23 they were using to source-c heck hese instruments.

24 MR. MIRAGLIA: I see you allow po in t s .

20 MR. LYN CH: So they were using an arm meter cetec tor

6
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gsn 1 e x ?o sur e .,

2 :.!R . GI E 50.i t an tasse instrumen;s, you use a

a ;1enchette source. It's a count per ninute.

..t d . L iG -i: 9 2 J.-

.

: 'U. OI5:0 ': : er. 'na we carried our source out

;' eu ;c c r.e c k the response of :neir instruments anc noted r

7 aiscre.r.ancy when ws i co.u c in to i t. In one case, I guess it
.

c .<es an energy response proclem. 3ut in tne other case. an

Ebertine source was mersec areng that they were using.v

.

10 |/R. ?!I.. AULI A: M o's abou; your re gion?

!! Ud. auhdAt: Region 4, they all s eem to have

ic ecequate inventory of instruments to do, you know, routine,

13 cay-to-cay work. As f ar as calibration, I can'; really see

la that as a problem as far as gamma calibration.

15 The caly instruments where calibration had been a problem

to has been our neutron calicra tion where , typically, a licensee

17 isn't going to nave a neutron source, anc they end up

le sending it of:-site and ge: ing it calibratec.

19 T ha t some time s can be slow turn-arounc time.

20 Sut typically, to calibrate a gamma survey meter, they
-

21 all do it in-house anc it doesn't take that long to calibrate.
-

22 MR. MIRAGLIA: How about maintenance?
.

.

23 MR. MURRAY: Maintenance -- the easy maintenance, :ney

24 will have their electronics techs look into it. If there is

25 anything very in volved , it usually re sults in tha t in s trumen
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~2h I being sent ca c k to ..- vencer for repair..

2 *

3

,

h

h

-

b

y

e

V

11

le

13ier
*

|4
4

~

"
15

to

17

to

IV

2C
'

21
_

22

-

23

24

25

1913 314 .

.



CR 7249 188
IMELTIER

t-13 mte 1
1i MR. MIRAGLIA: Has the fact that there is no minimum

i

2 requirements specified for instrumentation as far as availa-j

!

3 bility numbers, et cetera, been a problem? Would you like to

4 see something like that?

5 MR. GIBSCN: I wouldn't.

6 MR , MIRAGLIA: Or would you prefer that there be

,.

7| some attention paid as to what's in the FSAR, to make sure
4

3 there's some consistency of approact?

? MR. GISSCN: I would prefer to see something, maybe

10 some reference to the ANSI standard or something equivalent,

11 to callibration, and maybe a requirement that they have :

12 capability for -- I don't know if we need anything beyond what
,

13 I we've got. We could ask for alpha, beta, gamma, a survey

14 - capability, but everybody's got it.
.1

15 MR. NEELY: I think the burden is back on the !
,

16 licensee. If an insp1ctor has been on site, he sees a job

17 going on or they know themselves they have to do surveys, !j
' |

18 that their work is going to come to a stcp if they haven't ;
,

got the instrumentation. So it'screally to their advantage I19

_
20 to keep that stuff maintained. ,

21 MR. MIRAGLIA: How about requirements requiring i

i

22 ' maintenance there? Anything that can be done there to improve

123 ' the situation?
,

4
'4 MR. MURRAY: I don't really see anything. That

A>FWe,al R go,tgrt, loc.
,

!25 ! would be difficult, I think, to put your finger on.
*

' 1913 315 .

.
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i

1| MR. MIRAGLIA: Let me ask another question regarding '

I t

i ,

2 maintenance. At the various regions, at the various facilities;
, .

I
.

3' is there usually the maintenance -- instrument maintenance
: 8

4 shop, the same shop that does all the instrument maintenance

5 for the facility, including operational kinds of things, or
I

6 do some health physics department have to call on their own
'

'

7 maintenance type facility?

8 Does that vary; Like TMI apparently went through ,

!

9 an instrument maintenance shop that responded to all instrument

10 maintenance for the station, and therefore, when the requests ,

;

came in, they got perhaps a lower priority of attention kind |11

12 of thing. |
.

,

I

13 | Is that a common kind of thing?' i

:
,

14 ! MR. NEELY: If there's a problem in maintenance,
! I

15 ' it's usually the operations type instrumentation that comes
i 1

16 ' first. And the HP will come, or all of a sudden they will |
i

,!
i

17 ' know they've got to make an entry into an area. Then somebody |
! i

18 |
in upper or lower management will make a decision to put |

|-
19 priorities the other way. i

i'
i

20 But if the supervisor of anti-C instrument control i6

. i i
i i

!21 is getting pressure from somebody else to get an instrument on
I

i i

22 ' line, whether it's for effluents or whatever, that's where he's

f

23; going to put his priorities.
: !

2d MR. MIRAGLIA: So in that sen.=e, it may be a gener;ci

Aa FMera6 Receners, inc. .

problem; is that fair? ]g]} }}6 |'25

i ;

I ,

! i

i
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i i

i i
i

1| MR. NEELY: It's on a plant by plant basis, I think. I
i

2f $R. WENSLAWSKI: I can recall one time at Rancho Seco|-
,

;
'

-.
3 where much of the instrumentation that they have to callibrate

4, is not directly safety-related, has a lcwer priority, and they

5 had a backlog of some 600 callibrations. And that didn't in

6 any way interfere with instrument radiation protection --
.

7, radiation survey instruments as far as priority, because they

a maintained them right on.
,

. i

9 Yet our operating people, our operating reactor
.

10 inspectors, were on top of them, trying to get them to build
i

11 up that -- get away with the backlog. It took them about a'

12 year to finally catch up. So I don't know if you can really {
|

13 - say that, because there is so much of balance of plant instru- |
'

i

14 ! mentation has a fairly low priority associated with d' " hey |
i
t

I

15 | have to callibrate just about everything under the sun.

i

16 : MR. NEELY: I guess the point I'm making, it all
,

i i

17 |i depends on what plant, when they place the priorities, whether !
l 1

'

18 |i they fall out of the mode -- I don't think it s a big problem |
, -

|

19 : but it's there.
i

l

20
,

MR. GIBSON: I don't think it's a problem that i

think you've got bigger problems '21 | deserves too much priority. I

i

22 to reccmmend solutions for. If we're going to make improve-i

23 i ments on requirements in this area, I would prefer to see our

24 attention placed on requiring something more specific in the f
4 = s e n e Repo m n.ine.; ,

25 | way of callibration and response checks and this kind of thing.,
I

! i913 517 !
!

.
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|

I| MR. MIRAGLIA: I guess you would all generally concur '
i .

2 on that?
.

3 MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think diere might be one more area--

!i

4; on that issue. I see you have on here "!ssue Control." That i

5 is something that has always bothered me a little bit, as to

6 exactly how, for instruments used at different plants -- and
-

,.

I'd like to hear the other regions address tha: -- al.s that'

8 some licensee might just place instruments at various locations ;
- !

throughout the plant, and people take them as they want. I9

10 Other licensees might want to have closer control over them |,

i

11 ;' by their radiation protection people.

12 , To me, I seem to have the impressien that's a |

I3 | fairly lack of uniformity in the industry in that area as to
!

Id | how instruments are issued to people and who does the surveys !

I

IS
,

and how can you assure that the people who are using the
i

16 ! instruments -- this is kind of getting into training -- that
,

they know that what they're going to interpret, can interpret |I7

I8 the readings.
,

r _

i ,

19 - i

I'd just like to kind of hear hcw I, II, and III, |,

|

20
. maybe IV, too, primarily how they control the issue or the

,,

$] ' . ,
; instruments. !

'

t

22 MR. GREGER: An9 body that's done this , that does a
i

23| survey that's going to be used by scmeone else, has to be !

24
! qualified some way or another to make the survey. He is a

Aasmus n mmn. ine. ,

25 rad protection man, typically, or in a rare instance he is ,

,

i
;

! 1913 318 j
i

-
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'

|

I
1 '

someone, an operator or an \0, who specifically should be

2i -

| qualified to make that survey.
!

So from that standpoint, I think -- I agree there i'''

4| ishould be some control over who can take a survey instrument

(
to do a survey that's going to be used by someone else. But'

5 'j on the other hand, I think the survey instruments have to be
- o

available for anyone who wants one. Any operator in the plant
i

O'
.

that wants to pick up a survey instrument for his own purposes,,

9 to check on radiation levels, that instrument should be

'

available to him to do so, whether it's available at a central

11
location and he has to check it out, which may be a little

!

12 : |
more cumbersome than if it's available in the plant someplace,.

, |
13 I and he can pick it up more conveniently.

i
i

i

14
I'd rather see him pick this instrument up and use,

i

15 i
it himself and perhaps lose a very slight amount of centrol j

!16 '
-

on who's got the instrument, than for him to go and do his |
,

17 i
'

I job without paying any attention to the existing radiation i
i

|

18 |Ilevels. j.*

19 ' I

MR. LYNCH: Have any of you ever experienced utilitiesi

*

:

-
'O'

indicating they have lost instruments, say through trash |,
-

t

21
| compactors and things like that?

,

during outages.}9j 3 3) 9 'MR. NEELY: Yes, I have,

23 i
j MR. LYNCH: How does that happen? |
!

24 !
MR. NEELY: Thev'll lay them dcwn on a box, or the -

Ac.J.e., i neoor en inc. -
|

l25
cleanup crew comes through, or they just happen to get -- | .

!

!

i :
i i
e
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i

l' they're laid on a bunch of plastic on the floor, maybe some-
.s

2 1 body rolls it up. |
|

3i MR. LYNCH: Doesn't notice the weight change. ,

4 MR. NEELY: No.
|

5 MR. GREGER: I think that has to be unccmmon,
,

h

'
6 though.

.

7 MR. NEELY: It's not something that happens every
I
t

S day, ji

-
-

{
'

9 MR. GREGER: Of course, they lost all sorts of masks

10 and respirators at TMI-2 that supposedly went to the compactor. .
;

II MR. GISSON: Lost something over a million dollars
.

12 ' worth of tools at Surry over a period of a year and a half or

I3 | so. They suspect -- they fired a. number of people over it.
!

14 But they suspected they were going out in waste drums and 6t

I,i
,

15 | being perhaps unloaded along the way. |
!

'

16 MR. NEELY: One licensee claimed he lost a |<

17 ! teleticker. How do you lose a big instrument like that? |
I

18 MR. GIESON: Region II lost five Z-tech survey
,

i ,-
,i9 ,

i instruments. !
i !

20 KR. LYNCH: At the region? i
;,

i

4

21 MR. GIBSON: That was at TMI. 1913 320 |
1

22 | MR. NEELY: We've got quite a collection of those.

. 23| As far as Region I control on instruments, it varies '

| i
, ,

24 | from plant to plant. Some of them, they're under lock and key.
Aa. semi nmomn. ix. ,. ,

.,

25 : They've got a central control point, say the HP of fice, and j
.

;

I

! 4
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i !

I they issue them so they can retrieve them n case they don't i
I

'

\

2| bring them back when they come around for callibration, they i
i t

4

3 know where it's at. i
--

i

4 For high rad entries, they want to make sure the |

.

5 person assigned that instrument knows how to use it. So
:
'

6 they more or less train him on the spJt. Or they will assign
.

7 one to the control rocm er to the aux operators. Usually

t

3 most of them in the region will have control over where they ;
'

. ;

7 are at. Ihere's a few that are floaters.

10 , MF. MIRAGLIA: TMI's practice was j ust to have them |

II | 1

out there. !

I2 MR. NEELY: So I understand.
I

,

13 ,! MR. LYNCH: Come by and pick one up. |
|

Id .
!

|How about Region IV, Blaine?
,

15 MR. MURRAY: By and large, most of the main body

16 | of the inventerv is keot at the health physics c::1ce.
i :

17| Somebody wants to use an instrument, they come by and ask the |
| |

18 j health physicist for the instrument. Like Don said, there !

i !-,

I I

19 ! is also cases, you know, particularly during outages, there '

I
i ,

20
_

may be -- they may leave a couple down at the entry into the |
'

21 | drywell, cr in containment PWRs they will leave a supply of ;

i913 321 :
,r| survey meters there.*

!

23! But for routine normal operations, they are normally *

i

24 | kept at the health physics office.
Ace v cn Reconen. tne.

i *

25 MR. MIRAGLIA: Frank, we'll give you an opportunity j
|

| |
',

|
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|

1 to tell us about Region V. You just told us you'd like to |
r

i 2| hear about everybody else. |

3 MR. WENSLAWSKI: That's why, because I really don't !

a see a uniform method of control in licensees. Kind of each
i

3 vary. I guess there's nothing wrong with that. I just some-

,

6 times have feelings that it may be inconvenient sometimes,

7 because of the control over survey meters, for a person to do*

3 a survey and surveys may not be getting done all the time, '

i.

9 specifically, with the requirement in tech specs that says
,

10 the entry into a high radiation area shall have a continuous
,

11 reading dose rate meter. And we are not there all the time, ,

I

i

12 obviously. j
l

l
13 But I have a very sneaky feeling that if we were, i

l i

i |
14 or if perhaps we had resident inspectors check it, I don't j

I i
i

15 ' know, but we would probably find that many of these entries

!

16 : or personnel are not carrying radiation survey meters. They're,
! I

17| going on, oh, I've been through this area six times this week, |
i ,

| t

18 | I know what the radiation levels are, I'm not going to get an !'
\ .

'

19 ; instrument, I'm not going to go through the hassle of going
,

, .
'

i

20 all the way over to point X to check one out.
'

-
!
>

21 ! MR. MIRAGLIA: One of the things I tried to do in
i

22 | getting prepped to meet with you fellows is I asked the

i

23; compurer to spit out t' 776 summaries for six selected
I

24 facilities in each of the regions. And man, that's a ccmmon
;

Ac.-;.e., .. m .oo<ter,. i x. '

25 ! one, the one that you are just pointing out, the' failure of |'
'

i

|
'

l9}3 b |,

.
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| .

I an entry into a high-radiation area wasn't preceded by a

2; survey or carrying a reading. That was one that seemed to be !
e
I

3 a pretty consistent --
,,

4 MR. GIBSON: It's easily enforceable. ,

5, MR. MIRAGLIA: Most of them are.
I

6 MR. NEELY: I found that T.ost of the operations
.

7 inspections of health physics during power outage -- we
i

8 selected some ion. chambers at random off the shelf at the I
.

i*
I

9 physics office, and they were PIK-6 type. And we asked the '

I10 , technicians who issued them out how they determined whether

Il they were operating or not. And he put a small check source

12 ' on them to get a response. He didn't have any acceptance
!

I3 i criteria. He was just icoking for a response.
t

Id ! So we asked him what if it was real, real low on the
i

15 | scale. He wouldn't take it out of service. So we asked him

16 to put it on the callibrator. We put this particular instru-

17 ment on the callibrator and it responded on the first reading, !
I l

IB ! up to 1,000 millirem. But when it switched to the R range, I

i
-

l9 | it didn't rescond.
:

-

1

20 ' So we went back and pulled some more off the shelf.

i i

21 and found several others that didn't respond, either, on the |
!

|22 high range.
,

i

23 MR. GIPSON: We have observed that same thing.
i

2d MR. NEELY: We called the manufacturer, and
AaJWwal Reporters,1N. !

.

25 apparently it was an electronic problem in that particular '

.

|
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i

lj time frame, that those instruments were put out to the
- i 1I

|
,

s dU 2; utility. j

3 So we had to immediately call to take them out of i

i

I
a, service. And then as we went along, we found out they could n' t .

5, even callibrate with the procedures they had. So one thing
i

6 led to another. That's why I'm bringing up the check sources,
.

7 whether they go to the higher ranges. But this is the instru-

8 ment that was being provided to people ror going into the |.

i !,

9 high radiation area. '

!

10 MR. LYNCH: Any overexposures occur during that I

!
i

Il time?

12 , MR. NEELY: No.
i

i

13 MR. MIRAGLIA: How about with respect to the fixed !
i

l

14 instrumentation in the facility? Are there problems with |

|
15 that area, radiation-wise, or is it in-plant in-process!

16 instrumentation, with respect to maintenance? |
!

17 | MR. WENSLAWSKI: We had some real problems at i

18 Rancho Seco on callibration of those monitors, because they
*

i .

19 ' require going ~into containment, because they require entering
'

i
.

20 , containment and doing callibration. And the INC techs refused i

,

'

|
21 to do it. They said it's not for them to go in there and do j

i i

22 i it in operation in order to callibrate them. They said you
,

23 L should have scheduled it during a shutdown period.
!
,

24 ; And licensee says, I can't schedule my shutdowns, |
AcsJeceral Repo,ters, Inc. ,

25 | other than refuelings . But that was just an old thing that
i 4

! |

1' 1913 324
i
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I
'

li the union up there really picked up on and really caused a

\
2|

~

fuss. I think that's something, though, that can be designed ;

3 around.

4 MR. NEELY: Several of the plants in Region I, ,

;

5' they're not required by tech specs to callibrate them on a

6 specified frequency.
.

7' MR. MURRAY: Area =cnitors?
,

8 MR. GIBSON: We accept just comparing the area j ,

. -

9 monitor reading with the portable survey meter held in rhe |

!

10 same vicinity as a ~ robe. I
;

i 1
11

MR. MIRAGLIA: Is this an area that can be improved? l.

12 ; MR. GISSON: I don't have any problem with require-
4

I3 ments. Maybe the other regions do. |
|

Id | MR. GREGER: I don't, either. I think you can
i

15 ; probably go in any pla:.t in our region and find at least cne ,

! !

16 ' area monitor wasn't functioning. They seem to be quite !
i,

I7 ' susceptible to operational problems.

I8 | MR. NEELY: They serve a useful purpose. They
,

I .-
119

j should be set up on a frequency. Whether three months is the

number, I don't know. Maybe since it's not really the control i20
,

I

i
21 | ling factor -- |

22 ! MR. WENSLAWSKI: I think six months is what's in
!

,

'
23: the standard tech specs.

1

24 ' '

Ace-Fedef44 AeCorters, Inc. | MR. GREGER: I don't know of too many tech specs
,

i i !

25 ! that don't have a requirement.for tech specs. |
,. ,

.

!

W 1913 325 i
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!

I MR. NEELY: I know of two plants.i

I
i

2 MR. MIRAGLIA: With respect to -- you know, we've ;

i

3 talked about the general experience. Let's get into the !
!

4- accident situation. At TMI, that pointed to certain defi-
:

5 ciencies. They didn't have enough instrumentation. They had
'

,

6 four emergency kits, and one kit wasn't fully equipped. The
.

7 second kit had one instrument that became inoperable shortly !

3 after it was put into service. So effectively they had four ; ,

i*

9 emergency kits. !

10 And the instrumentation in those kits -- well, I
i

i t

11 1

essentially, they had two useful ones. !
l

12 MR. GISSON: Frank, you raised an interesting point
|!

13 I that had escaped me. We're talking about whether or not !
I

Id facilities have enough instrumentation for routine operations.
, .i

15 I had forgotten that TMI had an accident. Should we require !
!

| ,

{16 | licensees to maintain a low level limit of certain instrumen-

17' tation, to be prepared for an emergency.
I i

18
j MR. MIRAGLIA: The point I was driving at now was,,

1
-

", you knew, at TMI it said it had four emergency kits. Is there i
l

20 '-

some minimum specification that we talk. to in terms of what,

21 |
1

should be in an emergency kit. ,

12 MR. NORTH: I think, Frank, you can' t overlook the
b
9,3, cossibility that a licensee relies not only on his emergency'

24
Ace-f ederal Reports,1, Inc. ; ,' ,kit, but he relies on his normal stock of instruments in the

,

,e!' event of an emergencv. *

! 1913 326
-
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;
.

I MR. MIRAGLIA: That's what I'm saying. We have to !n ,

!2| couple these two things now and say, at TMI it told us some-
: i

3 thing or it should tell us scmething, and looking at emergency !

4' - kits, emergency supplies, what should be available on-site or '

5 in close proximity to the site.
,

6 MR. NEELY: That's the comment I was making before.
.

7; I'm not sure whether they have enough out there. I was talking
'

i

3 about emergency kits . We are looking at one thing to suppor;
.

9 the plant activity during the cperation and refueling. 3ut

10 '

what happens -- is there enough there?
;

II MR. LYNCH: Probably, if TMI didn't have the huge

12 backlog of portable survey instruments being repaired at the,

I3 time of the accident, there's a good chance it would have had

iId
; sufficient instruments to last the few days -- a couple of
i

15 i days,
i

16 | You know, an instrument has a certain lifetime in
>

17| the field and it has a certain callibration period or repair
!

13 | period, which is usually like a week sometimes, because you,
i -

19 can only callibrate so many instruments so fast, with that
,

!
,

20 facility, if the facility is available; that one of the things |;,

! '

21| that might be thought about in an emergency response is t'e
!

22 | planned replacement of instruments from other utilitier. It

23 ! wasn't planned so much from TMI, but the other utilities did
i

24 | certainly just in and help. 1913 327 !
Aase rai nnenen. ine.

,

25 MR. MIRAL \: We've touched on two areas. First
i

'

!

'
I
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i

I ei all, the ones I wanted to elicit your cocments on are the |
r' | |
\ i21 emergency kits themselves and what's the experience out there. '

l
3 '

J At TMI they had four kits.-

# MR. LYNCH: They were for off-site. '

i

5 MR. MIRAGLIA: They were for off-site. And also,

6 they had as part of their plan, as Harry points out, they would
.

7 contemplate to use their normal site complement to also assisc

8j in responding to.the emergency. !
. a

-

9] To cet to Al's coint there, should there be some, at

10 all times, X number of instruments in a state of repair such |

l

j ,' i that one can respond; and then also to look at what's available!

12 ; for the emergency response off-site.

I3 MR. GIBSON : There's no question but what there

I# | should be. I don't think anybody can argue that. At TMI |

15 ! there was a shortage of instruments, and that could occur
!

16 ) somewhere else. I guess then the question becomes, what should;

II f NRC do about it? Should we issue guidance or should we issue |
P

18 [ requirements? Probably guidance, I would say.,

-

19
: MR. LYNCH: In the same vein, for off-site, at |'

,

20 | TMI they didn't have any transportation plans for of f-site and |,

i
'

2I : they relied on helicopters that they had to call in and |
|

'

22 vehicles that they had to commandeer. And it might be prudent,
l'
-

23 ,i as long as you are specifying instruments, you might also,

e-1 24 | think about vehicles with radio communications.
-

Amem 3.i nnenm. ine. I- 1

i 1
2S | i

i

i

l
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mac MM ! MR. MIRAGLIA: But in trying to look .s t wha t's
t

2 availacle out in the field at the other utilities and what

3 is the experience with emergency kits and are they kept in-.

4 repair, is the inventory of types of instrument, type s of

5 materials, in otner words, generally consistent? Does it

6 vary? Do we have any specific set of re quiremen ts ?

/ MR. MURRAY: You'r e going to find it veries from
,

3 plant to plant. Now this same sucject has oeen discusseci !

O can rememcer at 1sast two or three other counterpart
s

10 meetings. I think there are certain -- it's just not a case

!! of survey meters, ou t it's everything: respirators,

12 clotning, air sampler s, the whole gamut. Wha t i s the

13 minimum inventory that should ce maintained? As far as I

14 know, the re isn't any guidance out.

15 I don't know how NRR handles it when an applicant suomits

16 their emergency clan, but ''m sure when they look at it,

Ie they' re goir.g to require that they have certain items in

18 these kits. But as far as I know, taere isn' t any Reg Guide

19 or guidance out as to what the kits should consist of.

20 I have licensees -- maybe they'll have three emergency
-

_

21 kits, and they may nave an inventory of 15 ion chamoer rate

22 meters. You go to the next one, and they may have one in
.
' 23 each one for a total of three.

24 It varies a lot what is kept in their emergency kits. I

23 know some of them rotate the instruments out. They use them

}hk ,
,

.
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m.gc T4 I in ene plant. Iney put ther in the kits back in the plant.

2 Otha rs say, no, tnat's for tne kits anc that's it. They

3 do n' t move f rom those ki ts. Me want to make sure they're
,

4 Rept there.

> 30 it Just varies. But i t's not just survey me ters.

o I t's the whole -- a l l the supplies and equipment that is

7 maintaineo in the kits.
.

3 MR. MIRAGLIA: Same thing witn maintenance of an

9 instrument. They .had an ap.3a rent hi s tory -- apparently they
,

10 nad ceen cited for an instrument ceing inoperaole tnree or

il four months cefore the incident or maybe even longer, and on

12 the cay of the incident, thet instrument was still not

13 repaired and caliorated.

14 MR. GISSON: That's rignt. Also, as you mentioned

to earlier, the Region I inspec tion reports had identified a

16 proclem on slow maintenance previously. And it's

17 interesting that when we discussed our investigation

13 findings with Jack Irvine and Bob Arnold, both of them had

b) oeen aware that this had oeen a continuing problem, which

20 indicates to me that it must have ceen a f airly serious
-

-

21 proolem to have come to their attention. So --

22 MR. LYNCH You look at some of tneir -- the
"

23 audits, and you will find notations by people --

24 MR . GIBSON: Bob Arnold automatically began to

23 debate the findings with us, like he did every fincing.

1913 330
.

.
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mce !N I Then Jack Irvine said something to the ef f ec t that, "Oh,
(
''-

2 Bob, you know this has been a chronic proolem ever since

3 we've been nere. We don't have much defense on that one. ",.

4 So they went on to the next one, which led me to believe

c nat it really had oeen a pro olem that they were aware of.

6 MR . NEELY: dell, it's still a problem there. de

ned a situation the other day wnere they have low volume aire
,

3 samplers in the auxiliary building. There are six of

/ them. They are permanent locations where they sample
,

10 diff e rent elevations. The samplers that were on the motors,

11 stic4ers on the motors were overdue for calibration oy as

12 mucn as 45 cays. I asked why they hadn't been replaced;

13 they didn't have any backup motors to put on them, so they

14 Just lef t taem out of calibration -- overdue for

15 calioration.

16 We told them to take them out of service, one at a time,
.

Il calibrate tne m, and put them cack in. But the proolem

18 hasn't gone away.

19 VR. MURRAY: Just a point in pa ssing that comes to

20 mind. When I was un at TMI -- earlier we talked about they
-

-

21 had an emergency situation that they could cring in

22 instruments from other licensees. I remember one time when
.

23 I was in the aux building at TMI, and they had four or five

24 instruments out on the table that they were using to

23 estaclish dose rates in the aux building. I jotted down the

'

1913 331
&

F

O



205249 14 04

mccia i serial numcers, and when I got out of there. I went aoout
's

2 trying to track down the calioration h'. story of those

3 meters, and no one knew. You know, they came in from.

4 o f f-s ite. lo one was ever acle to estaolisa that tnose

5 meters were ever calibrated.

5 VR. MIRAGLIA: So any type of response or plan

e that would consider that kind of ning would have some sort
,

6 of disciplined approach cesices cringing the meter, oringing

/ its c alioration history, e t c e tera. -

,.

10 VR. MURRAY: These were tne meters that were under

11 neavy use there in the aux cuilding. They c ome cut --

12 MR. LYNCH: No checks or sign of issue or anytning

13 like that?

14 MR. MURRAY: They don't know where the instrumant

15 came from to cegin with. It came from of f-site someplace.

16 It wasn't their instrument.

Il MR. LYNCH: And they weren't concerned aoout its

13 calibration either.

19 MR. MURRAY: dell, you know, I jus t -- it was just

20 one of the many things that probaoly happened during the
-

-

21 accident. They were just happy to get the instruments, and

22 the f act that the calibration records hadn't been verified

23 was procably overlooked.

24 MR. MIRAGLIA: Wha t is a typical -- if there is

25 such a thing -- say for a two unit station, complement of --
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mgc!.N ! how many emergency kits and general characterization of the

2 cont 3nts of that kit for a two unit s tation as opposed to --

_

3 well, I'm saying my reference point is TMI with three kits

4 witn, I guess, one iodine catecting instrument and, I guess,

5 just a survey meter.

6 MR. GIBSON: Sut only one kit was required, by the

s way.
.

3 MR. MIRAGLIA: With One uncerstending that there's

> no specified minimum and there's no guidance that we have
e

l' issued witn respect to these kinds of things , bu t wnat

11 typically would one expect to find?

12 MR. MURRAY: I'd s ay, typic ally, you'd expe ct to

13 find a kit in the control room. In the control room, I

14 would say you would want three or four ion chamoer rate

15 meters, zero to 25 r per hour or some thing like that, five

16 or six respirators , NICs, maps, all these types of things

17 and also a kit at the o ff-site emergency control center.

13 And this is probaoly where you're going to find most of your

19 emergency equipment maintained -- would be in that kit

20 thers.
-

-

21 MR. MIRAGLIA: Whe n you say o f f-si t e --

22 MR. MURRAY: I imagine at IMI it was the visitors'

23 c e n,te r. Then another kit at an alternate off-site emergency

24 control center in case the primary c e nte r -- that's where

25 the plume happened to be, and you coulcn't se t up there.
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nncxM i Sut I'd s ay a minimum of three kits, and they would all

2 ce - you know, I would think pretty much the same inventory

3 supplies and equipment in all three kits with procaoly the,_

4 ciggest inventory :naintainec at the primary off-site

5 emergency control center.

3 'M . MIRAGLIA: Is that some thing you would see or

I would expect to s ee in Region I'/, Sl a ine ?
,

3 '(R . MURR AY s Tha t's tne way we'r e s et up there, so.

d that's wnat I base my experience on. -

10 WR. MIRAGLIA: How aoout Region V, Frank?

11 MR. nEN5LAn5 kit ine only two unit site w3 have is

12 Diaolo, and I haven't had acc ess to that to inspect it for a

13 few months, so I don't know. North Diaolo happens to have

14 emergency kits. There are more than three, cut there are

15 three principal locations -- one n site, and because of the

16 particular geographic location. There is a mountain range

17 between the populous area and tho site, and i t's acce ssicle

13 f rom botn ends only. They have kits loca ted at each end of

11 the range along the road, and people responding to an

20
-

emergency can obtain instruments at either of these
-

21 locations.

22 However, the inventory of instruments, as I recall, is

23 pretty small. It's a couple of ion chamoers and a couple of

24 GMs, some thing like that, an air sample and some anti-Cs,

25 and something like that. They don't have a large inventory
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mgc V.M i of off-site instruments.
I
'

2 MR. MIRAGLIA: Co they aave capacility for

3 detec ting iodine.

4 MR. NORTH: Yes, tney do, out they don't have a

a scian tific -- tney use a charc. cal cartrioge, and they carry

a a compressea Jir cattle to olow tne cutole gases off witr..

I dhen I go cack, I'm going to have some other ideas. But I
.

3 think tnat the idea of having kits out is somewhat dependent

/ on tne geography of the sits. I tnink tnat to say Diablo

10 crocably is all right with casically three locations for

il kits, out if you nave something like Three Mile Island, ne

12 may want them located at th3 cardinal points of the compass

13 away f rom the site, something like tnis, so that p e o. )1 e

14 responding f rom off-site can pick them up as they come in

la ratner than to have them just at a couple of locations

16 o f f-s ite.

17 MR. WENS LAMSK!: I can give you Rancho Seco

13 o n- s i t e . I have some insight on wnst they have currently

IV on-s t te . They have three locations on-site where they store

20 emergency gaar. One is at the control room, and one is in
-

21 their administration building, and one is in a warehouse

22 on-site. The equipment in these site s -- tha t is maybe two

'
23 to three survey instruments, one air sampler, and maybe f our

24 or five Scott air packs at each site, and then the usual

22 array of emergency gear for NIC clothing, tha t type of
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m c c %'.( l stuff. But they don't have five or six or ten instruments
(

2 at each one of these locations -- Jus t a couple, and they're

3 preoared for on-site. They're not really ga ared for,_

4 o f f-s ite bec ause they have oeen tola that tney don't havs

a responsioilities off-site. Traditionally, that's wnst

o utilities nave oeen told. The :oun:les and the sta s

I rescond and do tne o f f-site monitcring. Ine utility stays
,

3 on-site.

> So I think you will find that most utilities don't have a -

10 cig cache of emergency instrumentation standing by, prepereo

11 to go out off-site in five ciffer?nt directions at onca

12 cecause they're not planning on doing tha t.

13 MR. MURRAY: When I say o ff-site emergency control

14 cente r, that would 'oe the control center the licensee would

15 ce using for entry into the plant tnat you would normally

16 loca*,e outside of the restricted area of plants, like a

14 visitors' center, a guard gate, or something like tnat.

13 VR. GIBS 0ti: I don' t thin k I have anything to ada

19 to wnat's already been said. What's oeen said is typical of

20 our region, too.
'

.

21 VR. GREGER: I would agree . Our section doesn't

22 look at emergency planning, out i nould agree that it sounds
'

23 logical to have a minimum of thre e di fferent locations. ile

24 do require primary and alternate off-site command posts, and

25 those would certainly be locations where you would went at

s
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mqc MM 1 least one other set in the control room. / Jell, procaoly in
!

.' ~
2 the control room because tha t point is designed to Oe

3 m a nn e d.

4 MR. MIRAGLIA: Don, how aoout Region I? Are they

a all typical of wna: was at TMI more or less?

6 '4R . N EELY: I can't really say. Jur inspection

I program is set up at the regional office tne same a.s Region
.

3 III. That's covered by another section chie f , and our

> responsioilities aren't really there, so I couldn't get to
.

13 the individual responsicle to that ar ea to ge t some

11 inf ormation for this mee ting.

l> WR. GIBSON: One thing we didn't talk aoout is the

13 count ing room.

14 MR. MIRAGLIA: I was going to talk about that

15 next.

16 MR. GIBSON: Okay.

I4 MR. MIRACLIA: One of the things that happened at

la TM I --

19 MR. NORTH: Are you getting into that right now?

20 MR. MIRAGLIA: ffe can quit for the day.
-

-

21 VR. NORTH: I had another question in the area.

22 S ince _ this is emergency planning instrumentation, I have

' 23 gathered tnat the complement of instruments varies oath in

24 kind and in quantity as well as capacilities for sampling

Za f or iodine or airoorne particulates, whatever.
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ms: VN I Do you have any feelings concerning a standard emergency
i
s

2 kit, either as to the type of instruments contained, the

3 quantity of instruments , the type of airoorne sampling-

4 eouip ment , something that would be specifiea?

5 Md. WENSLAWSKI: There's one area that I :nink

5 should De standardized, Harry, that isn't, and that's tna

capacility of monitoring for iodine. You :alk aoout wha:.
,

3 diaolo has proposeo, and I have always challengeo Ranch

> Seco's me thod of just taking charcoal sampling and putting

10 in HP 210 on it and saying it's all iocine. I just don't

11 thinz it's very accur ate.

la MR. NORTH: I think Fort St. Vrain estaoli'shed

13 that, cidn't they?

14 MR. GISSON: Yes. That's e.ff ec tive ly what TMI

15 did.

15 MR. WSNSLAdSKI I think that's something that

il nesos attention. How in the field, undar field conoitions,

IS is a gcod acceptacle way of monitoring radio-iodine and know

19 whether you have radio-iodine ?

20 MR. MURRAY: I think that was one of the items
*

-

21 identified in this Le ssons Learned Task ?orce -- tnat tnere

22 were, you know, rignt now tnere isn't any acceptable means

i
23 of monitoring for iodine by field survey teams or stack

24 monitors. And that was identified as an item that needs to

25 ce followed up on.
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7.oc .N I MR. GI330!!: That's one of the things that we

2 identified in our le sscas 13 arneo for stack monitors. 43

3 cion't discuss stack monitors eitner. It applies to

4 environmental monitoring. You're right, Slsine, that is a

a gen 3ric proolem. I douct if there's any licensee that has a

5 9000 solution to field environmental iodine measurements in
7 the presence of hign level gas toncentra tions.

3 MR. MU rat: Unless you nave a Jelly syst3m.

9 MR. MIRAGLIA: That was going to lead me to th?

10 topic that A1 just pointed out. Perhaps the system.wculd

it have responded be tter had tney not also, coincident dita all

12 the things going on, lost tna t tested are a.

13 MR. GIBSON: Even so, that require s that you take

14 a sample back to some other location for counting. It would

15 ce mdre desirable to come up with a measurement right on the

16 spot.

Ii MR. LYNCH: DOE did feel -- I think they had four

13 portable spectrometers, very portable , as a kind of a test.

19 And one comment I got from them is they wish they had more

20 of those, and they wish they made more use of the ones tney
.

.

21 hac there because that was very quick to determine wnat the

22 isotopes were. And they were portacle units, suitcase size.

'

23 MR. NORTH: I ran across an advertising cluro that

24 gava essentially no information, cut Stud'/ik has reporteo

25 they have developed a field iodine monitor. It's der;7n3d

i913 339 ,



213'249 14 12

mnc MN I for response to emergencies. Has anybody seen anything
! .

2 acout it, heard anything about it?

3 MR. GIB50N: I think even if tnere are a f ew such

4 things adver tised, I believe it would ce appropriate to

a recommend tnat NRC sponsor research on the suoject and come

o out witn some guidance to tne industry.

7 MR. MUDRAY: That was adore ssed in thet Lassons
.

3 L e a rn e d Ta s.< F o rc e . That was one of the areas where thef

9 wanted NRC to specifically evaluate what's a -- as an off
r

10 tne shelf item and what should be done in developing

11 acceptacle systems f or iodine monitoring. I don't know what

12 their timetable is, out it was identified.

13 MR. MIRAGLIA: ?lhy don' t we just cover the

14 counting room question, and then we'll adjourn for the day.

15 '41 tn re sp ec t to tne counting room at TMI, they lost all.

it on-site capacility to perform any meaningful analytical

II mea su remen ts . And I guess IMI is Jnique in that they had

IS the incident o ccurring in 2 and the sample lines for Unit 2

19 ceing in sample 1. Do they just have one counting room, or

20 co they have two counting rooms?
. .

21 MR. GIBSON: They had two counting rooms, out the

22 system in tne other room never worked.

*

23 MR. MIRAGLIA: That's right. They never se t it

24 up. And is it reasonable to say that either within the

20 design of a f acility or in emergency response and planning

'
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Ta c X'd i that some sort of counting system os availacle waiting for
(

2 potentially contamina ted areas -- is that stretching things

3 or is tnat a reasonsole kind of thing?

4 Md. WEN 5 LAW 5KI It's some thing in the osck of my

a minc.

5 '11. LYNCH: How is it with the other facilities?

4 Are they all going to 09 in the same boat if they all hac a
.

3 TMI-type =c:ident?

? MR. WEN 3LAWSKI: That's wna t I was going to say.
.

10 It's some thing that's oeen in the oac k of my mind long

li ce fo r e TM I . Is there likelihooc of a licensee ceing sole to

12 use his counting room in the event of a ma jor nuclear

13 accident? I f eel the likelihooc is about 210. He's going

14 to cramp it up in two seconds flat.

15 We have one f acility -- I don't re ally know about the

16 rest o f t he m -- bu t I know we have one facility on our own

14 witnout any urging by the ragional o f fice that has se t up a

IS bac.<up counting lao with an Army lac tha t happens to oe 25

19 miles away as part of.their emergency plan. That's Rancno

20 Seco. They've done this years ago.
. .

21 MR. GREGER: Whose equipment?

22 MR. WENSLAWSKI: It's the Army's equipmen t. It's
,

23 an Army ma jor radioac tive calibration f ac ility. They don't'

24 have a jelly vetector, but they do have sodium iodide

23 detec tors, and it's cetter than nothing. They have a leo

,
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m ic .%M i there , and they made arrangaments with tnea years ago to
(
,

2 service them.
.

3 MR . MIRAGLIA: In general, in Region V - y0u

a con' t have that many multi-unit stations.

5 MR. /IEN5LAviS KI: as don't have any operating.

6 VR. MIRAGLIA: 'iculd ea:n station have its ownt

Ocun:ing room, or do some multi-uni- stations --e

3

9

10
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13

14

la
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/.a pd4 1 MR. Il0 rim: Ji n o ha s e single aux building, and
f
i 2 two uni ts, and one coun ting room.

J MR. MJh.<Af: Raciochemistry hancles both units.
.-

4 MR. Gd:GER: TMI cay be tne only racility in the

5 coun;ry With two Counti.y rcoms.

o Md. ?idELY : The r. 's two licensees.

7 MR. URcGER: ne have at least one f acili ty wi ta
.

O two counting rocas.

> VR. MIRAGLIA: So, it wa s uncommon in that it old

10 have two counting rooms?

Il MR. Gl3500 is s.

Ik MR. MIRAGLIA: It was unf ortunate that one

'3 coun ting room, tnat tney had some limited access to --

14 MR. GIBSON: I con't think we should lose sight of

15 practicality, either. . Let's keep in mind that by the end of

to the day, NRC's mooile van was on-site, and shortly thereater
'

17 B&W was there. Now, I'm not sure that tney could mobilize,

la even if they hac a mobile lab parked at their corocrate

19 office. They may not ce able to respond much f as ter than

20 that.
~

21 MR . NOR Td s But I think tha t you had some thing
-

22 working f or you :nere, tha t would not pertain --

* 23 MR. MIRAGLIA: Le t me ask the que stion now many

24 of the regions -- I think I know what the answer is but let

25 me ask the question. Region I has how many mobile
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k a p.. c, I lacoratories?
(
~

2 MR. NdELf: One.

3 14R. 4IRAGLIA: One, rou use it for both
.

4 safeguarcs, as well, or do you have a safeguards van and a

o radiological van?

o VR. NEELt: Radiological van, there's only one.

i Anc i t ws at .ti .l s ton e at the time,

e 16. 4IRACLIA: iow about Region II?

Md. GISSON: de have only one, plus saf eguarcs. I7

*

10 am not sure tne saf eguarcs woulo be very useful, but it

il mignt 'e usaole.c

12 MR. MIRAGLIA: How aoout Region III?

13 MR. GddOEd We have one, at tne time -- I'm no t

ic really up on this.

15 MR. MIRAGLIA: Is that saf eguards or radiological?
Io MR. GREGER: As far as I know, it's used for bo th

17 purposes at the present time. They're talking about getting
i a second one.

IV MR. nENSLAWSKI: They're ge tting another one.

20 MR. GREGER: f e s, we are ge tting another one. We
~

21 don' t have i t at the present time. ~

22 MR. MIRAGLIA: Region IV doesn't nave any?
23 MR. MURRAf No.-

24 MR. MIRAGLIA2 Region V coesn't have any?
25 .MR. AENGLAW5KI: That's correct.

,

9
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< a p.; ... 1 '42. |WRd AY : "le're getting one. It's oeen

2 oudgeteo.

3 MR. .GliSL A,idK I : IV and / are supposecly going to
_

4 oe ge tting a van, one region before the o ther , sJ coo secly,

o cecause there's only money -- if there is money in a

o supplementive budget, it's only enougn for one region.

7 MR. !WRAAY: Let me make a connent on counting

a rooms. I can naink of two reactors in Region I '/ w ne r e --

one's a F/,'R, where tne coun ting rcom is loca ted in the auxy
,

' 10 ouilcing. On numerous occasions where they've nad

11 racioactive releases into the aux builoing -- we're not

14 tal.<ing something like T;.tI, but just a spill. The

13 cackground in tnere gets so high that they have to evacua te

14 the counting roor.. Here's a counting room stuck right in

15 amongst -- I think it's right next door to tne gas decay

lo tanks and right next door to the -- down the hallway to the

17 liquid storage tank.

lo Bu t, you know, it's just ocor de sign. If they had

Iv a proolem the re , not a oig problem, just a small problem

20 where they have to get in and Lse their Jelly system, they

~

21 couldn't do i t. The same thing exists at Ft. S t. Vrain.
-

22 There the counting room is rignt in the reactor builcing.

23 They have releases in there i they have to ge t out of the

24 counting room, let it cool of f for half a day, and get back

25 cown. Iney've just had small problems. Those two
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re pit.. I facilities, they woula not be able to use the counting
/

2 TCom.'

3 MR. WihSLAWSKI: It doe sn ' t take much to knock a

counting room out. At Rancno 3eco, they hac a leaking valve4

o in tneir sampie rcom, wnich is the same roca around the

o corner Irca enere they nac their Jelly. But just a drio in

~i tnat syste. .cu t their jelly out of service. and they scent a
s

e couple of cays trying to track cown tne source of airborn

y contamination in that part of the aux building, cecause the

IC leek was so small. But it doesn't take very much to put

11 these systems out of service. This was in a hood, whicn hao

12 nege cive pre ssure a s well .

13 MR. MIRAGLIA: I gue ss we hearc f rom Region I?

14 MR. NEELY Right. Region I i s pre tty much --

15 they have one counter.

10 MR. MIRAGLIA: Lo you have anything else on

17 instrtuentation?
'

Ic MR. NORTH: No.

ly MR. MIRACLIA: It would be a good point to acjourn

20 the mee ting. It's been a long day. I thank the court
* ~

2l reporter.

22 Tomorrow morning, 9 :00 o' clock, no t in this reoc,

23 we'll be in the Phillips Building, ?-422, which is the

24 fourth ficor of the il story builcing. You go in the main

25 entrance of the Phillips Building, take the elevator uo to,

s
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' .a c .'.1 1 t he r ou'r ta f l Co r .t

/
2 (,i ne r e u pe n , at 4800 P a., ne hearing sas,

; acjournec. .0 . S '. ". 2* 9200 a.m. the following aay, in the
.

- -- - -

-

4 Phillips Euilcing.)
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