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I- Statements Not in Direct Compliance With the Model ﬁITS

No.

RADIOLOGICAL EFFLUENT TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (RETS) REVIEW
FOR THE PRAIRIE ISLAND NUCLEAR GENERATINC “LANT UMITS 182 .°-

The licensee statements where clarification is required are listed
below in the order of the model RETS:

NUREG 0472

Prairie Island
RETS Tomment s

15 al

Definitions
1.31

-A
[ +¥]

ple 3.3-12

Table 3.3-12

Table 3.3-12

Definition X. The word "homogjeneous®™ is excluded

(T.S. 1=7) from the definition of solidification.
Is an approved process control program
being followed such that a homcieneous
solid is being produced?

2.A.1.c The requirement that both reactors
be in hot shutdoem within 6 hours and
cold shutdown within 30 hours is some-
what more conservative than the action
statements required by NUREG 0472.

3.9-1 There is no gress activity monitor
with an automatic temmination of
release function on the turbine building
sumps effluent line. 1Is there a reason
for not monitoring this release point?

3.9-1 Table 3.9-1 states that the monitors

and samplers will be cperable during
releases. Is there & potential for
uncontrolled relezses from the monitored
release points iT the monitors are not
in operation? An unplanned and unmoni=-
tored release wouwld violate this
specification.

3.9-] There is no gross activity monitor in

the service water system effluent line.
Is there a reasom for not monitoring
this release poiak?



Prairie Island

e

{0, NUREG 0472 RETS Comments
2’ -

6 Table 3.3-12 3.9-1 No radicactivity recorders are listed.
These instruments are reuuired only
when the alarm/trip setpoint is based
or a recorder-camtroller.

7 Table 3.3-12  3.9-] Can 1t be shown <the 24 hour sampling

Notation Notation requirement is &s conservative as the
No. 30 No. 3 8 hour requirement stated 1n the
modei?

e Table 4.3-12 4.17-1 A monthly source check on the 1iquid
radwaste effluemt line is considered
as being less camservative than the
model which recmi s source checks
prior to each release.

9 Teble 4.3-12 4.17-1 The channel chetk requirement for the
steam generator blowdown effluent line
composite sampie flow monitor has not
been addresseds

10 Table 4.2-12  4.17-1 The expanded deFinition of channel
Notatien calibration as 3isted in the model
has not been adéressed.
1 Taeble 3.3-13 3.9-2 The waste gas holdup system does nct

) t‘

i

c

-3

-

SR

be

have an associated monitoring system

reauired b

- ' Yy
- ~J

- -~
t5e medel. Alternatives
oe acceptebie if tne system can

shown to be zdequately mecnitored

and regulated, so that uncontrolled
reieases cannot occur.

gen monitors caly, with 2 minimum

”"Qrub]P channeis, are stated as

meetino

or
of

ds

the hycrogen (2) and hydrogen

oxygzen (2) monitoring requirements

the model.
As oxygen is used as the limiting
component For the catalytic
reaction im the recombiner, s
there adeguate assurance that
oxygen infeakage into downstream
portions cf the system will not
produce an explosive mixture
(i.e., is @ positive pressure
maintained in the system at all
times)?
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NUREG 0472

Prairie Island
RETS

@

Comem:s_ ‘s

12 (cont'd)

13

15

16

20

Table 3.3-13

Table 3.3-13

Table 3.3-13

Table 3.3-13

Table 3.3-13

Table 4.3-13

Table 4.3-13
Notation

Table 3.9-2

Table 3.9-2

Table 2.9-2

Table 3.9-2

O
ct
ct @

Tab] e 30 9'2

Table 3.9%2
‘Notation

b. Is there more than one oxygen
sampling location {i.€¢s, other
than the recombiner), such that
other locations in the system
will be monitored?

The condenser evacuaticn system
monitoring requirements have not been
met other than a nuhle gas monitor on
the air ejector. Does the air ejector
vent to a monitored exhaust system or
is there a justifiable reason fur not
monitoring the system?

The vent header systom is not statec
as being monitored es is required by
the model.

Exhaust flow rate monitors are not
listed for the gaseous effluent rel. ase
points. Is there assurance that
releases are conservatively estimatad
using the design ¥iow rates?

Is there an uimonitored yaseous release
point for the steam generator blowdown -
vent such thet meniteoring should be
ramilrad?

Can it be shown that the radwaste

building exhaust irea cannot receive
enou "H radicactive material such *.aat

ic terminztion ¢f the r”"sﬂ

would be requirea?
The channel calibraticn method for
the waste gas system hydrogen/oxygen
monitoring systes. has not Leen
ddressed /i.e., _the specific
compositicn of the :tandards).

The source check requirement for
periodic releases (i.e., containment
purge and waste gas system) is

prior to each release rather than
monthly.

The application of “if provided" in
the channel functional test definitions
is not clear.



A

Comment s

7 Al I urveiilance requirement for the
analysi + composited beta—and alpha
e post-release calculation
ses in accordance with
1isted.

ther clarification of the plant's
of Sb in the Lower Limit of
i (LLD) definition may be

on
red.

tion of @ "batch release®™ is

3

4.-1_11 ot -

recuires that corrective
:;ken *in the remainder
ving the subse~-
a. be listed in
perzuzant to

"

s D e O N o

OO0
W

=

)

- T

he 14 quid radwaste
em when the projected
r 31 days would
nole 2ody or 0.2
is regcuired

Y - -

em
torage tg1x samp

-131 on continuous samples

nowing continuous mon1*or-
ases, gress beta, and

the effluent release points
ejector vents). No LLD
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. 4
Prairie Island
{Cs NUREG 0472 RETS ° Comment s
3N Table 4.11-2 Table 4.17-4 No statement requiring aralysis of
Notation b Notation grab samples following startups, -
shutdowns, and 13 percent power changes
is listed. _ :

31 Table 4.11-2 Table 4.17-4 No requirement for daily tritium

Notation ¢ Notation sampling during periods the refueling -
cana1 is flooded.

32 Table 4.11-2 Table 4.17-4 No statement has been made that

Notation d Notation requires weekly particulate and iodine
sample cn effluent release points, with
an 2nalysis withim 48 hours.

33 Table 4.11-2 Table 4.17-4 There is no stated requirenent for

Notation e Notation weekly tritium grab samples on the
spent fuel pool effluent release point.

34 3.11.2.2.b 3.9.B.2.a No provision nas been made for reducing
the dose design objectives based on
(a) predicted nable gas releases from
the turbine Suilding or (b) expected
public occupancy within the site
boundary.

35 3.11.2.2 3.9.B.2.b No statement requiring that corrective

iction a actions be cdefined "during the remainder
of the calendar quarter and during the
subsequent three quarters.”

36 3.11.2.3 3.9.B.3.b No statemaent requiring that corrective

Action a =c"‘~ns be defined “during the remamder
of the ::.e':::r goarter a'*:’. during the
oS .43“5: nree C&JarberSo

37 | 1.2.3 4.17.8.3.b The GALE code assumption that 0.67
curies/year/plant is released may be
an allowed assumption, but may be
conservative. .

38 3.11.2.4 3.9.B.4.a No statement is iisted that requires
operation of the wentilation exhaust
treatment system if the projected doses
from the site whem averaged over 31
days would exceed 0.3 mrem to any organ.

39 4.11.2.4.2 4.17.8.4 No requirement is stated for testing

the gaseous radwaste treatment systems
at least .every 92 days.



Yi0ielod o NnATS
\WWKEG US/C

Cocmments

3.11.2.5.4 : No statement regmriring that the oxygen -
Action b level be reduced to € 2% within one

hour. Forty-eicat hours is proposed.

statement eﬂunrlng that the quantity

material presant in the tank be
ermined every 24 hours when radio-
ive materials are being added.

*
3

in accordance with a PCP
ion of the existence of a

- &

tor sol dification.

B 11 e |
q { <
sl inve il

s made that one represent
ci:zn from at least every
f each type of wet radio-
shall be taken.

t spac1nan3 tor
‘ter the original

- Tvro
« 11K - -

reaundant

.:‘.r borne radioiodine

is 1isted for airborne
samples that requires a
ic ana]ys1s when the gross--. ..
ty is > 10 times the yearly ©
rol samples.




Comments

s P »
. " Q9 s 3
the river water sample, 39"O(Q) is
For clarification _purposes
tium should be indicated.

equires a report on
land use census within
than as soon as prac-

Ne requirement is made to report the
corrective actions taken when the
interlaboratory comparison program
indicates measurement problems.

The Unit Review Group (Operations
Committee) is responsible for review
functions rather than implementation.

5 must be reviewed on an
the radio-
monitoring, the

» Guide 4.15)
addressed.

b . . . £ - \NDRC
oe submitie rOr NRU

er than reviewe.

no section is listed that states
the evaluation requirements for
major changes to radicactive waste
treatment systems.




No.

OFF-SITE DOSE CALCULATION (ODCM) QUESTIONS FTR THE

PRAIRIC

Req. Document

!SLAND NUCLZAR GENERATING PLANT e

ODCM Section

N

NUREG-0133

NUREG-0133

NUREG-0133

NUREG-0133

2.3'3

3.1.1

3.3-3

(&8

The equetion for C.R. should be
present and the =nits for effic‘lenqy
def1ned.

The site specific value for the
mixing effect winen operating in a
recycle mode is 0. How was this
value determinec?®

The term 730/D' Zas been removed from

the equation showm in NUREG 0133 which
is consistent with use of the receiving
water for drink3=g waiLesr purposes.

The calculatiomad methodology or
determining alarm/ti ip setpoints for
radioiodines and particulates on
gaseous effluent moniters is not
presented.

There is a typoezaphical error in the

term 2017 x 10° s shown. The minus
sign on the expera=ntial is missing,

shou]d be 3.17 x 30°°.

; snd e Az ead e +hn <Amepn f2mdap
-y R - -Se T \_.a il T wev e e ww

or each identiT5ed radionuclide i,
athway j, age c>oup &, and organ ks

with units of mz mrem/yr per C1/s or

aren/yr per yCif=. Were the NUREG-
in calculating the values of Rijak?-



RADICLOGICAL EFFLUENT TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (RETS) REVIEH
FOR THE MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT
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[« Statements Not in Direct Compliance With the Model RETS. — _ _ ek

The licensee statements where clarification is required are listed

below in the orde~ of the model RETS:

Monticeilo
NO. NUREG 0472 RETS

Comments

‘ ].0 e

2 3e347.11 4.8.A

3 3.3.7.11 4.8.A (2)

5 fable 3.3.7.1i1%] Table 3.8.1

The following defimitions were not
included in the RETS submittal:

« Channel calibration

Channel check

.- Channel functional test

Dose equivalem:i I-131

e. (Gaseous Radwastie Treatment System
fo Ventilution Exhaust Treatment
System

oo o
- v

NoO applicabilitj statement is shown
that requires the specification to be
applicable “*at all times."

No action statement is shown that
statez "that if the alarm/trip
setpoints are less c:mservatwe than
required, then relezses shoulcd be
discontinued ur the channel ceclared
inoperable.®

n

Does the liquid recraste monitor prce-
vide for automatic Termination of the

' release as well as the alarm?

Is the Component Ccoling Water
Effluent line monitored?



)
Monticelln

RFETCS
— o

Cocmments

.
icactivity recorders arez
These instruments need to be
only when the alarm/trip set-
based on a recorder-

outside liquid tanks

jui tank level indicating
devices?

The plant recuirement that liquid
radwaste discharges will be discon-
tinued if the monitoring channel is
inoperable is more conservative than
the model.

tion requirements for the
mal and liquid radwaste
ow monitors is more
» Than required by th

il

3s not defined.

ition of channel
listed in the

addvroacend
aClressSedle.

cy recuairements of 3 months
to a release as conservative
- wWiiich

reguires a

1.., a

2 months).

ion stutement is shown that
“that if the alarm/“rip

ts are less conservative than
, then releases should be

nued or the channel declared
inoperable.” g
aterent

nt is shown that requires
VS 30N

oring instrumantation
rdance with the ODCM.

1t
in acco




NO.

NUREG 0472

Monticello
RETS

&

Comments=’

i6

17

19

22

Table 3.3.7.12-1

Table 3.3.7.12-1

Teble 3

3.7']2"]

Tab]e 303.70]2‘]

.....

Tab]e 3«3-7.]2']
Notation 126

Table 3.8.2

Table 3.8.2

Table 3.8.2

Table 3.8.2

Table 3.8.2

Is the plant requirement -that the
condenser air ejector aoble gas
monitors and Gydrogen monitors be in
operation during power operation only,
as conservative as the "at all ‘imes
medel requirement?

No particulate or iodine samplers

are shown to e associated with the
main condenser exhaust. Can it be
shown that these releases are
monitored at another point (i.e., the
plant stack)?

Redundant hydrogem monitors on the
two recombiner trains are stated as
meeting the explosive gas monitoring
requirement. Do each of the monitors
have redunda=mt cperating channels?

Are all systems addressed in the
model RETS released via release
points monitored with particulate
and iodine samplers and also sample
and stack flow instruments?

-y

NN ved
del reguires

oE L.a.."'......-.. every 4 hou
the submittal allows eig
estimates.

‘ | e e S o +ha
: '
cile SYe 1T QuSuae LiiQe LT

reactor reach nct standby in 30
minutes 1f the concenser air ejector
nodble gas monitor is inoperable is
nore censervative than RETS notation
123. It appears that this require-
ment is the result of another
technical specification.

The plant recuirement that operation
of the compressed storage subsystem
be terminated if hydrogen monitoring
capability is lost does not appear
te meet the RETS requirement of 14 -

. days operaticn with one channel or to

hot standby within 6 hours with two -
chrannels inoperable.



in.,

23

24

26

27

¢8

30

31

32

NUREG 0472

Monticello
RETS

&

Tommunts

Tab]e 4.3.70]2']
Tdb]e 4.3.7.]2‘]
Tab]e 403.70]2'1

Tab]e 4.3.7.12']

Tab]e 4.3.70]2‘]

Table 4.3.7.12-1

4.11.1.3

Table 4.11-1

Table 4.11-1

Table 4.11-1"
footnote d

Table 4.8.2

Table 4.8.2

Table 4.8.2

Table 4.8.2

Table 4.8.2

Table 4.8.2

F‘:Qure 305-

-

Table 4.8.3

Table 4.3.3

Table 4.8.3
footnote b

o P~
The expanded definitiofs of sensor
check, chann=3 calibration, and
channel funcZ3onal test have not
been addressad.
The channel dseck for particu'late
and iodine samplers has not been
included in e surveiilance require-
mernt.Se ,

The calibration of stack flow rate
monitors has =mot Leem addressed.

The model recmrires that channel
calibrations be performed quarterly
whereas the gdant specifies "once
each cperatimm cycle." This is
less conserwative 2s the operating
cycle is ncramlly 12 months.

For calibrat3on of the hydrogen
monitors, time volume percents of
hydrogen and axygen are not specified.

Channel functional test:' are to be
performed moesthly rather than
quarterly.

B —-Ar‘ -{\’ - :";"rt'!’ —\‘
gILEEZSEe an >

o“"osxted se=ples afad the collection
of liquids frmm continuous discharge
'omts have mot been addressed (i.e.,
) continucus velezse points).
The figures ==ould probably be placed
in the QDCM r=ther than the technical
specificaticns. (This figure is
shown in sevesral sections.)
Are continuows releases not
addressed bezmuse the plant has no
liquid cunti=mous releases?

The P-32 analysis requirement has
been eliminated.

The mixing technique for sampling

" batch releasas should be a method

described im The ODCM as requ'lred
by the modele -
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NUREG 0472

Monticello
RETS

&

Comments

4

37

41

42

3.11.1.2
Action a

$siiele3e2

3.1%.1.4

Table 4.11-2

Table 4.11-2

-t
abe wwsd
M

.
B Mo

I
O .
*

4.11.2.3

3.8.A.2.b

4.8.A.3

3.8.A.4

Table 4.8.4

Table 4.8.4

4.8.B.3

No statement is inclndéﬁ that
requires the defined corrective
actions to reduce “"the cumulative
dose to within 3 mrem total body
and 10 mrem to any organ for the
remainder of the calendar year."

The requ.rement that the liquid
radwaste treatment equipment be
demonstrated operable every 92 days
has not been addressed.

Are there outside permanent tanks
that should have a € 10 curie
capacity?

Are there waste gas storage tanks
such that momitoring should be
required?

The model RETS reguires that grab
samples be taken of the containment
purge following 152 thermal power
changes. This assumes that the
containment may be purged when the
reactor is operating.

The footnote does not state the
anglysis pericds after sampling
required by the model or the 15%
thermal power change requirements.

No statement is made wH1Ph recu1“es

g » I Sl .
weexkly Lritius S&ass i3 u- téken A.uu

the s:ent fuel pool wventilation

Q\h‘ SO

The action statement does not state
that releases must be reduced so as

to limit the cumulative dose rate -
for the remainder of the calendar

year to 10 mrad gamma and 20 mrad
beta.

Dose calculations are to be calculated
cumulatively for the current calendar

_ guarter and calendar year.



43

44

45

47

58

50

51

52

NUREG 0472

Monticello
RETS

g,

Tomments

3.11.2.4

4.11.2.4

4.11.2.5

4.11.2.6.

3.11.2.7

w
it
N
-

~no
-

o

4.11.3.1

4.11.3.2

3.11.4

3.8.B.4

4.8.8.4

3.8.B. .

3.8.B.5

(9%
{x
-
o
o

- " 9

4.8.C.1

4.8.C.1

‘

3.8.D.6

" discussed in the model.

: o e
No statement is made that requires a -
report to be f¥iled with tie Commission
if the gaseous radwastTe treatment
system is inoperable For more than 7
days. i ML < L

The requiremest that the gasecus
radwaste treatment system be ux
demonstrated operable every 92 days
has not been addressed.

The ventﬂat'inn exhaust treatmernt
system was not addressed in the
submittal.

The plant states that hydrogen
moaitoring will be dime only “during
power operaticm.® Is this as
consérvative as requiring monitoring
at all times?

The model RETS Timitation on noble
gas releases (beta and/or gamma)
have not been directly addressed.
Also the requirements the release
rate is limited at the air ejector
rather thzn following a 30 minute
delay. s this as conservative?

The submittal did not state that
all venting or purging is to be
suspended if the purge is not done

through The standby waste gas

There is no recuirement €)r a report
to the Comnission if the solid rad-
waste system is inoperable for more
than 31 days.

No requirement is stated that the
solid radwaste system be demonstrated
operabtle at least once every 92 days.

The plant response on verification
of sample solidification should be.
developed in more detail, as .

The model requires a-30-day -reporting =
requirement rather than 90 as speci-
fied in the submittal.



Monticello
No. ~ NUREG 0472 RETS
53 3.12.1.6 4.15.B
54 3.12.1.6 4.15.A
57 Table 3.12.1 Table 4.15.1
2 Table 2.12-1 Table 4,15.,1
0 Table 3.12-1 Table 4.15
61 Table 3.12-1 Table 4.15
Notation a Notation a
62 3.12.2 4,15.8

l

7

Cmnts s
—

The requirememt for filing a report
with the Commission when the sum of
the ratios cf the concentrations of
environmental samples divided by the
limit value 3s > 1.0 is aut stated.
No statement is made that a report
will be filed if the potential )
annual dose 2o an individual is equal
tc or greates than the calendar year
limits specified in the model for
gases and iiguids. _

The airborne radioiodine samples

are not specified 2s being analyzed
weekly. The weekly gamma analysis

is more cons=rvative than RETS.

Only %7 TLD Jocations are specified
whereas 40 aye required.

No tritium amalysis of composited
river water samples every 52 days
is listed.

Only one dricking water sample is
identifed whereas two samples are
uyired. Also it is assumed that

a gamma scan analysis includes 1-13]
on the compesited samples.

- e » ,
Te the choreline sediment sample
¢ an semian- '-‘1‘“ v-d i e M
4.8 -4 -C-'..\..A -G l; co e Q

analysis periormed?

On milk samplies a gamma isotopic
analysis is mequired on each sample
and is the amalysis frequency the same
as the collection frequency. -

A portion of the exponent_ial term
has been le¥t out of tne LLD
calculations

If an elevated release point is used,

all 500 ft2 sardens within 3 miles
must be idemtified.
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3

0

.
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-
/

2

Corments . -

.

-2
~

-
'

2

2

The submittal does not requ1*e fi 11ng
a report within 30 days <if a sample
location is found which yields a
larger calculated dose than those
specified in the current land use
census. : —

The interlaboratory comparison must
be approved by the Commmission.

Insufficient information is provided
to review the functions of the Unit
Review Group (i.e., the plant
operating committee and the Company
Nuclear Pevxew and Aud1t Group.
rocadures covering the Qua]ity
nce Program are 2ot covered.

No statement is made requiring the
Annual Report to be iz the format of

g. Guide 4.8. Does the report
contain a map and a sizmmary of the
radiolog 1fa1 monitoring program as
s;e:iffsd?

]
n
-

w

Q, = i
0w

e

2
<
<

~4 €=

v

0 M =<

-

o)
r

UV LS

e
ide the site boun

The model requires that a copy of the
monthly report should be sant to the
regio nal office of Inspection and
cnforcement. :

The plant specification for prompt

notification with written followup——-

oes not specify for 1500 mrem/year
to any organ other radionuclides
with a half-l1ife greater than 8

days.
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Monticello ~
NUREG 0472 RETS tonments

12 6.9.1.13 6.7.2 The medal Fiiiives Shel She 30 e
reports inciomie the measured levels
of radioactiwF#ty that exceeds the
reporting I'Eniﬁs of Table 3.12-2.

73 6.10.2 - The model re::;rires records to be
maintained ca the radiological -
environmentad monitoring program.

74 6.14.2 - Changes to th ODCH shou‘ld be
included -in ZHe montkly report.

75 €15 - Changes to time Radioactive Waste

Treatment Systems were not included

in the submiZtal.

——

- ———

. — —————— ———— .

O e A W i s . B g



OFF-SITE DOSE CALCULATION (uDCM) QUESTIONS m THE

MONTICEYQ NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT —~ - i.:":_f-"-:s.f-:i‘.—?'i-,';.ﬂ---;..:.‘-
i ,:"._.’_‘:.;. st RNk et
Reg. Document ODCM Section | 3 s i .?i.’f_-ﬂ_ i
10 CFR Part 20 Table 2.1-1 1) Table II of 10 CFR Part 20 does not =
Appendix B 1ist MPC values for Cs-138, 2r-83, and
Table II ' La-141 which are Tisted on tab‘le 2.1-1.
How were the Hsted MPC va‘lus obtamed? 3
'\~
10 CFR Part 20 Table 2.1-1 2) Why aren't Br-82 and La-Mo 'listed 1n
\ppendix B table 2.1-17 p T
fable 11 3 e
1C CFR Part 20 Table Z.1-1 3) The MPC Tisted in Table 2.1-1 does not
Apperdix B 7 agree with the 10 CFR Part 22 value for
“ible II- ST At Cs=1 3 L T TR L T
2.3-1 4) The site specific walue for the mixing

ef‘ect when operating in a recycle mode
is 1.86. How was this value determined?

Reg. Guide 5) Dose from food grown on land with

1.109 contaminated water has not been addressed
in the ODCM submittal. Is this deletion
corsistent with current agricultural
practices [i.e., is Mississippi river
water an irrigation source)?

NUREG=-0133 3elel 6) The calculaticnal ==2thodology for
determining alarm/trip setpoints for

1ioiodines and particulates on

caseous effluent monitors is not presented.

7) In the term {L_(A,'S) + 1.1 8B, ) was th
.“* t case (X ,Q) v ue as ::uned in calcu=-

ting the values listed in table 3.1-¢
for the above term?

NURFE-C133 3.3-3 8) In equation 3.3- 3*..he term Ri;ak is used, -

2‘3";' and is defined as the dose factor for each
i i identified radionuclide i, pathway j,.age .
group a, and orgam k; with units3of n mrem/

yr per Ci/s or mrem/yr per uCi/m~. Were -

‘ the NUREG U133 equations 5.3.T7.1-5.3.1.5
- ) used in calculating the vaiue of Ri;ak' e

-

== : -
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not adequately defined such that the amount
waste that may be processed between samples
For quality assurance purpeses a hopper
be too gr2at a volume. =

o
N N ~H O

ct

requirement (i.e., RETS 3.11.3) wherein at
representative test specimen must be taken from
‘very tenth uabuh of each »/pe of wet radic-
te has not been addressed. Non-radioactive
p]es are used which may or ‘ay not be representative
rdd1oac;1ve samples. — - per e

o -y
0o
Ll

c*

o

-H
14

‘a*l: have not been addressed. The
r;bseﬂucn. batches as described in section
:he ncce] a]sn has not been stated, but
be dependent on the definition of
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