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REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*W.

Bayne, Chemistry and Environmental Superintendent

. Casey, Systems Performance Supervisor

Farnsworth, Radwaste Supervisor
Hanes, Chemistry and Environmental Instructor
Hill, Assistant General Manager-Support

. Maddox, Senior Instructor, Technical Training

Mitchell, Health Physics Superintendent
Morey, General Manager-Nuclear

Nesbitt, Technical Manager

Powell, Operations Superintendent

Stinson. Assistant General Manager-Support
Walden, . ‘uditor

H1$?1ns voe yisor, Operations Training
Williams .ining Manager

. Wood, Chemistry Supervisor

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection included
operators, technicians, security force members, and adu."istrative
personnel.

NRC Resident Inspectors

G,
*"n

Maxwell, SR!
Morgan, RI

*Attended exit interview

Airborne Effluent Cleaning Systems (84750)

Operability and surveillance requirements for the Control Room Emergency

Ventilation Systems, the Penetration Room Filtration Systems, and the

Containment Purge Exhaust Filters are stated in TS 3/4.7.7, 3/4.7.8, and
3/4.9.14 respectively.

The inspector examined test records for the

systems and discussed the testing programs with the cognizant Systems

Performance Supervisor to determine TS and procedural compliance,
Unit 2 Containment Purge System filters, adsorbers, and

successfully tested in October 1990,

No violations or deviations were identified,

The
charcoal were
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Liguid Effluent Processing and Release (84750)

TS 3/4.11.1 states requirements for handling, surveillance, and release of
1iquid radicactive effluents., The inspector discussed the program with a
Chemistry Supervisor and reviewed nine Liquid Redwaste Release Permits for
releases conducted from July through December 1990, The releases were for
continucus releaces from the Steam Generator Blowdown System and the
Turbine Bay Sump, &nd for batch releases from the Waste Monitor Tanks,
Records also showed that total liquid waste releases for calendar year
1990 resulted in total body doses of less than 2.4 percent of the
allowable 1imits for the year, and organ doses of less than one percent
¢f the allowable limits for the year. The permits were completed in
accordance with TS and procedural requirements.

No violations or deviations were identified,
Gaseous Effluent Processing and Release (84750)

TS 3/4.11,2 states requirements for handling, surveillance, and release of
gaseous radioactive effluents. The inspector reviewed fourteen updated
ocas release permits for continuous releases from the Plant Vent, the
Containment Purge, and the Turbine Bay Vent; and 24 permits for batch
releases from the Waste Gas Decay Tanks (WGDTs). The permits showed that
releases were conducted in accordance with TS and procedural requirements,

The inspector observed prerelease sampling of a Unit 1 WGDT. The process
was conducted by a Health Physics Technician and a Chemistry Technician,
The sampling was done in accordance with Procedure FNP-1-CCP-653, Sampling
the Waste Gas Decay Tanks, Revision 1, June 19, 1990, The Health Physics
Techriician surveyed the area, unlocked the sample equipment room, surveyed
the room and applicable equipment, and resurveyed the equipment whenever
changes toock place which might have caused a change in dose rates. The
Chemistry Technicians operated the valves, and took the sample after the
required circulation period. A Chemistry Technician used a syringe to
withdraw 4 milliliters (m!) of gas, then injected it into & 15 mi vial.
The vial was placed into a rubber glove, surveyed, and taken to the count
room. The gas sample was also run through a particulate filter and silver
zeolite cartridge which were to be analyzed later. The gamma
spectroscopic anaiysis of the gas sample showed Xonon-133 to be present.
The inspector observed that the sampling and analysis had been conducted
in accerdance with procedures.

No violatiens or deviations were identified.
Solid Radwaste Handling and Storage (84750)

TS 3/4,11.3 states the requirements for solidification and packaging of
radioactive wastes. The inspector toured the radwaste solidification and
packaging facilities with the Radwaste Superviscr to verify compliance and
to assess capability. The Supervisor stated that the Solidification/
Dewatering Facility was three years old, and was used for processing
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Training (84750)

TS 6.4.1 states the requirements for a training program for the facility
staff, The inspector discussed tne Chemistry Technician training program
with the Chetristry and Environmental Instructor and reviewed a training
cutline to verify compliance, The course, Chemistry and Environmental
Fundamentals, lasted about 21 weeks, The Chemistry Supervisor stated that
the remainder of the training consisted of self-study OJT, and finally
supervised check offs. The entire program normally took about two years
for a Chemistry Technician to become fully qualified.

The 4inspector discussed the Radwaste training provided to Systems
Operators with the Supervisor, Operations Training, and reviewed the
Curriculum Guide for the program in order to verify compliance. The
curriculum included five courses in the radwaste area: Liquid and Solid
Waste, Waste Gas, and Steam Generator Blowdown under Waste Processing
Systems; and Containment Ventilation and Purge and Auxiliary Building HVAC
under the Rad Ventilation System subject area.

The inspector discussed Radwaste training provided to Technicians in the
Health Physics Radwaste Processing corganizeation with the Senior
Instructor, Technical Training, and the Radwaste Processing Supervisor to
verify compliance. The Senior Instructor stated that in basic Health
Physics Technician treining, one module, one week in length, was given
each on soiid and liquid radwaste. The module covered the various
demineralizer systems and the dewatering process in use., Further training
was provided through a one week course, conducted on site or at Chem
Nuclear. Further specialized courses were provided to individuals, who in
turn, conducted training sessions for the rest of the group.

From the discussions and review of the material provided, the inspector
determined that the training programs descrived were adequate,

Ko vicolations or deviations were identified.
Radiological Effluent Monitoring Instrumentation (84750)

TSs 3/4.3.3.10 and 3/4.3.3.11 state the operability and surveillance
requirements for liquid and gaseous effluent monitors, respectively. The
inspector reviewed calibration records for selected monitors to verify
compliance. The records showed that the Unit 2 Plant Vent Stack Monitor
was last calibrated on December 6, 1990, the Unit 1 Plant Vent Stack
Monitor was calibrated for setpoint on September 30, 1990, the Steam
Generator Blowdown Treatment Liquid Monitor was calibrated on November 23,
1990, and the Waste Disposal System Liquid Monitor was calibrated on
June 28, 1990, The systems were calibrated within 12 month intervels as
required by TS.

No violations or deviations were identified,
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Count Room (84750)

Title 10, CFR 20.201(h) states the requirements for surveys. The
inspector toured the count room, examined the equipment, checked
calibration and quality control records to verify compliance., Each of the
Unit count rooms was equipped with a Cenberra gamma spectroscopic system
connected with two HPGe detectors, Calibration records showed that each
of the four detection and measurement systems was in current calibration,
Quality Control records for Calendar Year 1990 showed that daily checks
were performed as required,

No violations or deviations were i1dentified,
Confirmatory Measurements (84750)

Pursuant to 10 CFR 20,201(b) this area was inspected tu verify the
Ticensee's ability to conduct precise and accurate measurements., Ouring
the year, the licensee was asked to analyze liquid samples provided by the
NRC containing beta-emitling nuclides. The results were provided to the
NRC and compared to NRC analytica) results (Attachment 1), Agreement was
determined using the criteria described in Attachment 2. The inspector
determined that all analyses were in agreement,

No vicolations or deviations were iuentified,
Exit Interview (84750)

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on February 7, 1991,
with those persons indicated in Paragraph 1. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings, No
dissenting comments were received from the licensee. The confirmatory
measurements program showed the licensee's effluent sampling and
analysie to be adequate. Waste handling anc release, process and effluent
radiation monitoring, filter testing, training, post accident sampling
systems, and count room measurements were adequate, Proprietary
information is not contained in this report.






ATTACHMENT 2

CRITERIA FOR COMPARISONS OF ANAL/TICAL MEASUREMENTS

This attachment provides criteria for the comparison of results of analytical
radioactivity measurements. These criteria are based on empirical
relationships which combine prior experience in comparing radiocactivity
analyses, the measurement of the statistically random process of radicactive
emission, and the accuracy needs of this program.

In these criteria, the "Comparison Ratio Limits"!' denoting agreement or
disagreement between licensee and NRC results are variable. This variability
is a function of the ratio of the NRC's analytical value relative to its
associated statistical and analytical uncertainty, referred to in this program
as "Resolution"?,

For comPar1son purposes, a ratio between the licensee's analytical value and
the NRC's analytical value is computed focr each radionuclide preseit in a given
sample. The computed ratios are then evaluated for agreement or « sagreement
based on "Resolution." The corresponding values for "Resolution" and the
"Comparison Ration Limits" are listed in the Table below. Ratio values which
are wither above or below the "Comparison Ration Limits" are considered to be
in disagreement, while ration values within or encompassed by the "Comparison
Ration Limits" are considerad to be in agreement.

TABLE

NRC Confirmatory Measurements Acceptance Criteria
Resolution vs. Comparison Ration Limits

Comparison Ration Limits

Resolution for Agreement
<4 0.4 - 2.5

4 -7 0.5+~ 2.0

8~ 15 0.6 -~ 1.66

16 - 50 0.75 - 1.33
51 - 200 0.80 - 1.25
>200 0.85 - 1.18

1Comparisin Ratio = Licensee Value
eference Value

“Resolution = NRC Reference Value
Associated Uncertainty




