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/”‘ “'., UNITED STATES
s s NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
g WASHINGTON, D. C. 20556
% December 5, 1980
Toant }
-
v
Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman =
Dr. John H. Buck, Member e
Dr. W. Reed Johnson, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
Washington, D.C. 20555 —
W (Y]

In the Matter of
Portland General Electric Company, et al.

(Troggn_unclear Plant)
Docket No./50-344 YControl Building)
\_J

Gentlemen:

In my letter to you of November 24, 1980, I enclosed a letter from the
0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement, Region V, to Portland General
Electric Company dated October 14, 1980 which stated that Region v

plans to increase the frequency and/or scope of future inspection
activities at Trojan Nuclear Plant for completeness of licensee's reviews
of facility changes pursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59.

The increased inspection emphasis was stated to be based on apparent
weaknesses in this area recently identified in a Health Physics Appraisal.

On November 28, 1980, the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation received
a copy of this Appraisal, dated October 31, 1980. Pertinent extracts
of this report, which gives the details of the apparent weaknesses, are
attached for your information.

Sincerely,

’%M

omas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
Extracts from Trojan Health
Physics Appraisal dated October 31, 1980
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Mr. Charles Goodwin, Jr.
Portland General Electric Company

cc:

Mr. Ronald W. Johnson, Esquire
Corporate Attorrey

Portland General Electric Company
121 S.M. Salmon Street

Portland, Oregon 97204-

Robert M. Hunt, Chairman
Board of County Cormissioners
Columbia County

St. Helens, Oregon 97051

Columbia County Courthouse
Law Library, Circuit Court Room
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

Director, Oregon Department of Energy
Labor and Industries Building, Room 111

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dr. Hugh D. Paxton
1229 41st Street
Les Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Michael Malmros, Resident Inspectcr
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Trojan Nuclzar Plant

P. 0. Box O

Rainier, Orecon 97048

Nr. Kenneth A. McCollom, Dean
Division of Engineering,
Lrchitecture and Technology
Oklzhoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074

Mr. John A. Kullberg

Route One

Box 250Q

Sauvie Island, Oregon 97231

Maurice Axelrad, Esquire

Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
Axelrad and Toll

Suite 1214 .

1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

washington, D. C. 20036

Frank W. Ustrander, Jr.

Counsel for Oregon Dept. of
Energy

50C Pacific Building

520 S.W. Yamhill

Portland, Oregon 97204

Mr. David B. McCoy
343 Hussey Lane
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

William Kinsey, Esquire

1002 N.E. Holladay
Pertland, Oregon 97232

Hs. Nina Bell
728 S.t. 26th Street
Pertland, Oregon 97214

Mr. Zugene R. Rosolie
Cozlition for Safe Power
215 S.E. 9th Avenue
Pertland, Oregon 97214



Mr. Charles Goodwin, Jr.
Portland General Electric Company

cc:

Marshall E. Miller, Esquire, Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Docketing and Service Branch (7)
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esquire

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, U. C. 20555

Or. W. Reed Johnson

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, 0. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel (5)
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D. C. 20555



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION V
1990 N. CALIFORNIA BOULEVARD
SUITE 202, WALNUT CREEK PLAZA
WALNUT CREEX, CALIFORNIA 94598

oCT 31 880

Docket No. 50-344

Portland General Electric Comoany
121 S.4. Salmon Street
Portland, Oregon 97204

Astantion: Mr. Bart D. Withers
Vica rresident Nuclear

Genslemen:
Subjecs:: Health Physics Appraisa!l

The NRC has identified a need for licensees to strengtnen the health
pnysics programs at nuciear power plants and nas uncertaken a signifi-
cant effort to assure that action is taken in thnis regard. As a first
steo in tnis erfort, the Uffice of inspection and cnrorcement is conducting
special team appraisais of the health physics programs, including the
healtn pnysics aspects of radicactive waste imnanagement and onsite emergency
preparedness, at all operating power reactor sites. Tne objectives of
these appraisals are to avaluate the overall adequacy and effectiveness

of the total nhealta physics program at each site and to identify areas

of weakness that need to be streng.iened. We will use the findings from
these appraisals as a basis not only For requesting individual licensee
action to correct deficiencies and effect improvements but alsn for
effecting improvements in NRC requirements and guidance. This effort

was identified to you in a letter datad January 22, 1980, from Mr.

Victor Stello, Jr., Director, NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

During the period of July 7-18, 1980, tne HRC conductad the special
appraisal of the health physics program at the Trojan Nuclear Plant.
Arsas examined during this appraisal are described in the enclosed
report (50-344/80-16). Within these areas, the appraisal team reviewed
selected procedures and representative records, observed work practices,
and interviewed personnel. It {s requested that you carefully review
the findings of this report for consideration in effecting {mprovemen

o your health physics program. The findings of the appraisal at Trojan
ndicate that although your overall health physics program is adequate
for present operations, several significant weaknesses exist. These
include the following:
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(1) radiation protection training program deficiencies,

(2) deficiencies {n the worker breathiny zone air sampling program,

(3) radioactive waste management deficiencies,

(¢4) faflure to fully implement an ALARA program,

(5) air flows below industry standards in engineered systems designed
to protect against airborne radicactive materials, and,

(6) deficiencies in emergency response capability.

These findings are discussed in more detail in Appendix A, "Significant
Appraisal Findings." We recognize that an explicit regulatory requirement
pertaining to eacn significant weakness jidentified in Appendix A may not
cursently exist. However, to determine wnetner adeguate protection will
be provided for tne health ana safety of workers ana tne public, you are
requested to submit a written statement witnin twenty (20) days of your
receipt of this letter, describing your corrective action for each
significant weakness igentified in Appendix A incluaing: (1) steps

wnich have been taken; (2) steps wnich will be taken; and (3) a schedule
for completion of action. This request is made pursuant to section 50.54(f)
of Part 50, Title 16, Code of Feageral Regulations.

During this appraisal, 1t was also found that certain of your activicies
did not appear to have been conducted in full compliance with NRC require-
ments as set fortn in the ilotice of violation enclosed herewith as
Appendix B. The items of noncompliance in Appendix B have been categorized
into the levels of severity as described in our Criteria for Enforcement
Action dated December 13, 1974. Section 2.201 of Part 2, Title 10, Code
of Federal Regulations, requires you to submit to this office, within
twenty (20) days of your receipt of this notice, a written statement or
explanation in reply including: (1) corrective steps which have been
taken by vou and the results achieved; (2) corrective steps which will

be taken to avoid further jtems of noncompliance; and (3) the date when
full compliance will be achieved.

You should be aware that the next step in the NRC effort to strengthen
nealtn physics programs at nuclear power plants will be the imposition
of a requirement by the 0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) that
eacn licensee develop, submit to the NRC for approval, and implement a
Radiation Protection Plan. Each licensee will be expected to include in
the Radiation protection Plan sufficient measures toO provide lasting
corrective action for sionificant weaknesses {dentified during the
special appraisal of the current health physics program. Guidance for
the development of this plan will incorporate pertinent findings from
the spacial appraisals and will be issued for public comment prior to
the end of this calerdar year.



APPENDIX A

portland General £lectric Company
121 S. W. Salmon Street
portland, Oregon

Docket io. 30-344

License NoO. NPF=1

S{enificant Appraisal Findings

3ased on the Health Physics Appraisal conducted July 7-13, 1980, the ;
following items appear to require corrective actions. (Section references
are to tne Details portion of tre enclosed Inspection Report).

1.

-
e

personnel Selection, Qualificaticn and Training

. The existing radiation protection training program failed to:

(A) place the relative biological risk of exposure to radiation in
tne proper perspective for the layman participant in the
general employee training program; and further requested that

same layman toO certify to tne receipt of training to 2 ctangard
wnicn was neitier supplied nor explained. (Section 3.3.1)

(3) implement and document the training program described in
existing procedures for tne Chemical ang Radjation Protection
Tecrnicians. In addition a specialized training, retraining

and replacement training program in radiation protection,
appropriate for each discipline, had not been estaplished,
impiemented, maintainea ana documented for the plant staff.
(Section 3.3.2 and 3.3.3)

Exoposure Contrals - cyrveillanca Program

The available air sampling equipment and methods of use did not

provide for worker breathing Zune sampling or fcr continued sampling
during the performance of work with the sotential for generation of
airborne radioactive materials. (Section 4.3.2 and 4.3.4 Continuous

A{r Monitors)

Radicactive Waste ilanagement
3 \

(A) The failure to review and document changes in the facility a
described in the Safety Analysis Report causes the team t0
express concern. In one instance, the required review was not
performed. in another instance records, which included the
written safety evaluation, had not been maintained. (Section 5.2.2

and 3.2.3)




APPE4DIX B
portland General Electric Company
121 S.W. Salmon Street
Portland, Oregon 97204
Docket No. 50-344

Lizense no. NPF-1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

sased on the results of an NRC inspection conducted on July 7-18, 1980,

iz appears that certain of your activities were not conductad in full

compliance with KRC regulations as {ndicated below. tems A and B are
_Infractions.

ey T —
10 CFR 50.58, "Changes, tests and experiments”, authorizes the

licensee to make changes in the facility and procedures described
in the safety analysis report, and td conduct TESTS Or experiments
nat described in the safety anzlysis report without prior Commission
approval, unless the propused change, test or experiment involves a
change in tne recnnical specirfications incorporated in the license
or an unreviewea safety question. The licensee must maintain a
record of sucn a change, test or experiment that includes a writien
sataty evaluation wnicn provices the pasis for the gezermination
that the cnange, test or experiment coes not invoive an unreviewed
safety question. rinal Safety Analysis Report Section 51.3.3
states in part: "If the RCS 1s TO o€ operad during the shutaown,
tne hydrogen and 7ission gas in the reactor coolant is reduced by
degassing the coolant in tne volume control tank."”

Contrary to this requirement, from April 11 to April 14, 1980, the
reactor coolant system (RCS) was degassed by venting the pressurizer
vapor spaca via a jumper to the coclant volume control system
holdup tank and an evaluation was not made of this change, test or
experiment to determine that {t did not involve an unreviewed

safety question. (Section 5.2.2)

-

0 GFR 16.12, "Instructions to workers", states in part, that all
individuals working in or frequenting any portion of a restricted
area sn211 be instructed in the approoriate response © warnings
made in the event of any unusual occurrence or malfunction that may
involve exposure to radiation or radicactive material.

Contrary te this requirement, on July 7, 1980, three individuals
were granted unescorted access to porticns of the restricted area
including areas posted "caution: Evacuation Alarm or Paging System
~annot be Heard", and were not instructed in the administrative
conzrols necessary to permit an appropriate response to warnings
made in the eve't of any unusual occurrence Or mal function that may

involve uxposure to radiation or radioactive material. (Section 8.2)
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. S. IUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
UFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

AESION Y
Reporst 0. a0-18
Docket 0. 50-344 License MNo. HPF-1 __ Safeguards Group
Licensee: Portland General Electric Ccmpany
121 S..4. Salmon Street

Portland, Oregon 3$7204

Facilizy Jlame: Trojan

Inspection at: Rainier, and Portland, Oregon

Ins;ection conducted: July 7-ia, 1320

/
: 1/ 4

Inspeciars: (_[j/."[ﬂq /5/5'///0
H, 5,..0rcn, Ragiation specralist Jate >ignes
s, - ‘_‘ll .‘ ~ o~ " f: ‘;_)’:{’\
G. P. .iy Z, ~2giation speciaiisc yate >ignea

SHlevive o 10732 /86

Je ;;/;@f;:esg,-Egg.Angiiégrs1ty of Lalitornia at “Daté signea

S5 T : 10/% /5%
D, H. Cennam, Senior Researcn Sciantist — Jate signed

tzttelle,facifi: dortnwest Laboratories

- g 4,
Approved by: 2 / ‘.(:“M"“M{_,-, e /¢ /?/éF’Q
7 ens | aws =ief, Reactor Radiation Saf ate Signed

e "N o k1 .
=Y z 2 Kict ol
pproved Dy: P i AR, R I« /-” / JC

Wz, Book, chief, Fuel Facility and HMaterials Daze Signed
cafety Branch

Inspecsicon Summary:
Insoeczian on July 7-18, 1980 (Report io. 50-344/30-16)

Areas lrn-osected: Special announced appraisal of the health physics
program, including organization and management, qualifications and
training, quality assurance, procedures, external and internal exposure
controls, survey and access controls, instrumentation, ALARA, radioactive
waste, facilities and equipment and accident response capabilities. The
{nspeczion involved 135 {nspector-hours onsite by four NRC inspectors.

Resul=s: Significant strengths in the areas of wanagement's commitment

to ana support of raciation protection and ALARA and staffing were

observed. Several significant weaknesses in the health physics program

were identifiea. These weaknesses are in the areas of training (Section 3.3),

surve.ilance (Secticn 4.3.1), radioactive waste management (Section 5.2),

ALARA (Section 6.0), facilities and equipment (Section 7.8) and emeraqe :
- -

o Lokl DAD oy -

tion) railure to

nonccopliiance
- infraction

were !duntifie-
0 { ] N 59 :

worxcr; pu;SUdnC to 10 RV Form 219(2)
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The Shift Supervisor is responsible for:

- Authorizing 1iquid and gaseous releases according to
approoriate plant instructions.

- Ultimate release of all radfoactive wastes.
- Expecitiously locating and stopping any unplarned release.

- Reporting any urolanned release ‘n accordance with appreariate
{instructions.

The Chemistry Supervisor is responsible for:

- Recommending methods of minimizing and processing 11quid
and caseous raawastes.

- Monitoring 1iquid and gaseous radicactive waste discherges.

- Ensuring that the individual and cumulative 1iquid an?
gaseous reieases are in compliance with state and federal
regulations. :

- Reporiing cumulative raciocactive release {nformation.

Jo single indivicual is designated responsibility for day to

day management, review and oversight of the integrated radicactive
waste program. n@ supervisers of Operations, Chemistry and
Racdiation Frotection eacn wonitor their areas of assigned
resporsidbility. Generation Licansing and Analysis Cepartmer.:
distributes a quarterly "Radicactive Effluent Summary” to PGE
danagement. 1nis summary is a comparison of liquid and gaseous
ef¢luents released each guarter since 1376.

5.2 wWaste Processing Systems

8.4.1 Liquids

Liquid ~adicactive waste has been processed and released
{n acc,~dance with the design objectives stated in Section 11.2.1
of tr/ Final Safety Analysis Resort (FSAR).

sased on initial operating experience, the clean radwaste
evagorator has not been routinely used for several years.
The evaporator was found to be {neffective, difficult to
mainzain, costly tc operate, and produced an inordinate
amount of low quality concentrate which the licensee was
not prepared to solidify. Therefore, the evaporator has
been relegated to a standby status and the alternate
system, steam generator blowdown fon exchangers are
routinely used. In the event that the steam.generator
blowdown fon exchangers could not meet system processing



cemand the |4cansee i{ntends tO contract for vendor supplied
processing capacity.

! zgyeral chinges have hbeen made to the 1iquid radwaste

srocessing system as descrived in the FSAR. Most of

cnese cnanges have peen revieved and documented as required
by e requlaticns expressed {n 10 CFR 50.59. ese
inciuced Plant Desian Change Jos. 76-121, 76-294 and 77-028.
Jurinrg a touT of the 1icuid processing area the Team

noted wnat aopeared to be 2 temporary f4lter system
inszaliaa ypstrean of the dirty radwaste filter which is
described in Table 11.2-9 of the FSAR. This temporary

bag type filter was installed under Data Acquisition
procedure No. 12, “Temporary pirty Radwaste Fil >
~syisicn O, cated Lovemper 16, 19877. un ppril 21, 1983

-=qe 7lant Review poard (PRB 50-224) reviewed and apprayed
1n 2c2rating oroceaure for operating tne temporary airty
riz.25%2 Dag fiiter. The Engineering Sypervisor stated
-;ag wais cnange daig not require 2 review pursuant to

Curing eacn refueling outage che Lperations Supervisor
apsoints an indiviaual, ysuaily @ senior licensed gperator,
-5 coorainate 2 1iquid ragwaste reduction program. Tnis
ingivicual involves nimseif in outace planning and directs
srocassing enad rause of 1iquid ragwastes. Review of
2amiannual cifluent Release Reports inaicated a downwardc
-reang in w0TA jiquig voiume and total activity giscnarge
sacn sear sinca V311

Jzarating inszruction Si-6-1, "Liquia Radwaste” Revision 3,
datea cuiy 7» 1580 provides the programat1c requirements
Zar ligule affluents. Lower tier procedures provide
-atatlec guidance to sccomplish the rask. "Liquid Ragwaste
discnarge Permit preparation Procedure” Revision 8, dated
june 1, .280 was reviewed and found tO contaia the steps
necessary 0 srepare 2 liquid discharge in accordance

witn the FSAR, Technical Spec1f1cat10ns and 10 CFR 20
1imits.

“nree 1iquid discharges, Liquid Radwaste Jischarye i0S.
16=0U, 53-30, 96-80, were revieved and found t©0 conform
0 the procedura\ requirements.

Al chouyn the licensee's response tO [E Bulletin Wo. 30-
19, “contamination of nonradioactive Systems and Resulting
sgtential for Uninoni tored, uncontrolled release of Radioactivity
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tc Environment" had not yet been received, the Team
observed sever2] actions in progress to minimize potential
release paths. One involved installation cf a temporary
line rerouting turbine building drains frem the recreation
lake to the discharce dilution structure. Another fnvolved
irecting steam generator sample drains to the dirty

waste drain tank. .-j

3.2:.28 Gaseous

The gaseous radiocactive wastes have heen processed and
released in accordance with the general design objectives
stated in Section 11.3.1 of the FSAR. With one exception

it appears that the gaseous waste systems are constructed

ana ooerated as described in the FSAR. sSeveral changes,
(Plant Cesign Change Wos. 76-104, 76-503, 73-024) have

been mace and documented as requirea pursuant © 10 CFR 50.58.

Section 5.1.3.2 of the FSAR states in part: “If the RCS
is to be cpened during the shutdown, the nydrogen and
fissign gas in tne reactor cooiant is reduced by degassing
sne coolant in tne velume control tank." Section 11.3.5.1
“Gas Collection System” states in part that: “The volume
control tank vent is used only during degasification
purging of the Reactor Coolant system. 1ne degasification
will ncrmaily only be required prior to a cold shutdown,
acorcximataiy 5335 sct of gas will be purged during each
cald snuzaown. maximum gas flow will be 3¢ scfm. "

Jrerating Instruction JI-3-3, “Primary Coolant Chemistry
Adeizicn ang control" Revision 7, dated vecember 12, 1973
in Seczion 1Y, "Removal of Dissolved Gases" presents a
detailea procedure for Jegassing the reactor coolant
system to the volume control tank.

€rem review of cperating history and from discussions

with licansee representatives the team learned that

adnerenca o procedure 0I-3-3 typically results in filling
tnree Waste Gas Decay Tank (WGDT) volumes. This procedure

sas felt Sy the licersee to be time consuming and inefficient,
in that, considerable nitrogen is used; the WGOTs are

released with short decay time; and substantial operator
affort is required to perform the procedure.

'n 1979 a tes” was performed to evaluate the effectiveness
of degassing the primary coclant sysiam via the pressurizer
vagor space through the primary sample system to the
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volune Control Tark (YCT). This concept was found to be \

faerfective in that flcw was limited by the sample “drag
valve® and neariy the same volume of nitrogen was used in
sur3ing the YCT.

From aiscussfcons «ith licunsee representatives 1t was
learned that during the spring 1980 refueling outage a
CernPT Jdesioned, fabricate: and installed a jumper that
sermittad degasificaticn of the reactor coolant system
frem the oressurizer vaoor soace via the primary sample
iystem girectly to the Coolant Volume Control System
(CVCS) Holdup Tank (HUT). This approximately 20 ft.
section of thick wall stainless steel tubing assembled
with compression type fittings was connected upstream of
:ie sample “drag” valve SS-036 at back flush valve $5-029
ing at the pressurizer liguid sample point SS-059. This
.--oer ana a valve line uo not describea in either the
FisR or 0l-11-2 “Samoling” Revision 1, dated October 12, 1979
-ermitteq a airect rlow path from the pressurizer vapor
space t0 tne rUT tank. From a review of records it
icCears tnat tni1s iineup was used Trom 5:50 p.m. April 11
0 1:00 a.a. April 14. The C3RPT stated that he nad made
<he Plant Chemist anc an uperations Snift Supervisor
iware of tiis degasificacion tecnnique and assumed that
th2y nag geveiopwd written procegures TO authorizea its
w88

inothe “uecar aing neport for Rerueling Shutdown 13580“
22 Toilowing SCdCewent appears.

"L 'aw RC3 Jagas proceaure required lis 4GODT vice

3 GCT in oid procadure”.
in 2 "Plant Propiem Report” initiated by the Plant Chemist
on May 13, 1930 and signed by the Chemistry Supervisor on
‘ay 13, 1320 the follcwing statements were made.

“Tests snow that degas can be accomplished easier,
in less tiice, with fewer WGOT Discharges when the
pressurizer vapor space is vented directly to the
HUT. Recommend a direct connection be made from the
pressurizer vipor space to HUT with control of
vaives from control. Recommend either a flow
limiting orifice or capillary tube so throtting of
valves may be minimized."

_ Al
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On July 11, 1980, while the plant was heating up prior to
tne start of low power physics testing minor problems
were identified with a reactor coolant pump seal and an
incore detector seal tube connection. Correction of
tnese problems required cool-down and depressurization of
the reactor coclant system. On July 14, 1930, the Team
observed that tha jumper was in place and connected at

ne primary sample station. A licensee representative
stated that it had been used t0 degas the reactor coolant
system over the weekend.

The Team and the NRC Resident Inspector reviewed records, .
interviewed the CaRPT, Plant Chemist, Chemistry Supervisor,
Operations Shift Supervisor, Operations Supervisor and
Engineering Supervisor regarding use of this jumper t0
gegas tne primary coolant system to the CVCS holdup tank.
All incivicuais interviewed were aware of this evolution.
Tre licensee representative acknowledged that a review of
ta‘s snange was not performed pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59;
procedures were not written, reviewed or approved covering
design, Taoricaticn, installation and operation of this
Junper.

Erojen Chemistry Manual, Table 11-6.9, page 2-42, 1ists
2 less than 34, and “'2 less than 4i as limits for the
CYCS hcidup tanks. FSAR Table [1.1-5 lists the following
aczivities expected to be present in the pressurizer

vaper space with a nominal 1% clad cefect.

rsotepe Vapor Activity
(uCi/cc)
“r-35 5.1 El
Ar-33m 1 E=1
Lr-87 1.8 E-2
Lr-33 1.2 E-1
‘e=131m 4.7
fle~132 360
Xe-132m 1.8
Le=125 6.5 E-1
Xe-11Em 5.0 -4
le-1320 2.2 E~3

The jumper was {nszalled in the primary sample room whica
is located on the 45' elevation of the Control Building.
Preliminary evaluation of the degasification performed

R, £
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3;511 11 teo 2pril 14 indicated that about 73.5 C{ of
193%a and 12.4 Ci ©7Kr were transferred to the CYCS HUT
-ank, (based cn a clad integrity of 99.99%). The WT
s200r scaca hydregen concentration increased from & to an
astimated 66%.

iased on the notentizl chemical energy and radicactivity
-ransfarred via the jumper and contained in the HUT tank
an unrevieved safety auestion may have existed in terms
of potential radiation dose to control room ocerations
sarsonnel and potential danger to safety related systems
ang components located in proximity to the HUT tanks.

Failure to perform a written safety evaluatiun which

-rovizes the bases for determination that degassing the
raactar coclant system via a jumoer to tne CVCS holdup

-inx c¢id net inveive an unreviewed sarety question represents
rencempliance with 10 CFR 50.59 (50-344/30-16=01).

Oserating Instruction 0I-6-2. "Gaseous Radwaste' Revision 3,
Jataa vanuary 3, 1980 provides tna programatic requirements
for gaseous erfiuents. Lower cier proceaures provige
setailed guigance to accampiisn tne task.

“ranzainment Purge Jiscnarge Permit Procedure” Revisicn 3,
¢atag canuary 1, 1373 was reviewed and found to contain

sra ¢z@pS necessary (o pranare a containment purge discnarge
in accoraance wita riar, recnnical Specifications and

19 CFR 2C limics.

+~.ree conzainment purges, (irejan wuclear Plant Containment
Siscnarge rermit es. o-13-80, G-16-30, and G-20-80) were
mayicqec. .uzerous arrors, cmission and failure to

conuly wish procecural requirements were observed. These
errors, mostly administrative in nature, did not result

in exceeding effluent release criterion. They do point

-a 3 lack of formality in executing the discharge permits
ind to an apparent lack of timely management review.

wracte Gas Decay Tank Discharge Permit Procedure” Revision 2,
Zated Fasruary 25, 1978 was reviewed and found to contain
tne steps necessary to prepare a vaste gas decay tank
discnarge in accordance with FSAR, Technical Specifications
ana 10 CFR 20 requirements. '

Tiree waste gas decay tank releases (4GOT Discharge
rermit los. G-25-80, G-5-80, G-3-30) were reviewed.
“hese permits also contained several omissions.
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This lack of formality was discussed with the Plant
Chemist and the Chemistry Supervisor. Problems of this
same nature had been fdentified in previous onsite Quality
Assurance Audits. To minimize this problem a new position,
"Effluent Specifalist”, has been created. This position
will te responsible for monitoring 1iquid and gaseous
effluents, review of discharge permits and preparation of
the Semi-annual Effluent Release Report input data. It

is expected that this positicn will be filled in the near
future.

5.2.3 Solid

Solid radicactive wastes have not been processed in
aczorzance with the design opjectives stated in Section 11.5.1
of the FSAR. In carticular the Solia Waste Processing

. “dodule described in Sectfon 11.5.3.1.3 has never successfully
cgeratad. This process apparently produces a salid

proauct with rreestanaing caustic liquid residue.

Licansee represen:atives stated that a request for design
cnange (ROC) has been submitted for extensive modification
of tne solidificacion facility to accommodate a new
sclidification agent. [t is expecteu that work cn this
process wiil begin next year.

AS 2n interim measure the licensee has contracted a
mooile solidification unit owned and operated by a
venacr., Tals unit was used to solidify CVCS resins in
aren 1578,

A safety evaluation was performed pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59
for utiiization of this vendor process. Jocumentation of
tnis sarety evaluaticn was apparently lost and therefore
this change was not discussed in the 1979 Annual Report.
Review ¢f the reconstructaed safaty evaluation dated

culy 8, 1230, indicates that potential failure of the
portable. system was considered and found not to constitute
an unrevieved safety hazard.

FSAR Table 11.5-2, "Annual Spent Resin Waste Volume" and
Section 11.5.4 indicate an expected annual total of 400
cubic ft. 0 be processed. In 1979 the licensee shipped
approximately 2330 cubic ft of spent resin. Most of this
resin is from the steam generator blowdown fon exchanger
and full flow condensate demineralizers.
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Ge(Li) system. Based on this assay and the Victoreen calibration

5.4 Conclusions:

Radioactive Waste Management

the contaminated spoo’l plece had been
decontam1nated.

and analysed usiing the calibrated

{cted monitor response is calculated. Comparison
d response tO actual monitar response was
of ¢

he analyzed value, pased on a

(1)

(2)

gased on the above findings,
arsas are required

PGE management representatives have stated that they
selieved that sarety evaluations purswant to 10 CFR 50.59

were only required for

¢ CFR 50.59 requirements must be performed and documented

1

to achieve an acceptable program:

improvements im the following

Seismic Category 1 and ¢ systems.

Solid radicactive shipping prqcedﬂres lack sufficient

detail to assure cocmpii
this area.

ance with the many requirements in

Documentation of procedural compliance involving radicactive
effluents indicates a jack of formality and supervisory

reviaw.

following matters shouid be considered for improvement of

program:

The RPS snould not be responsible for waste processing
activities. He and his staff should be involved in
providing appropriate radiation protection control rather

than perterming such work.

A single individual having sole responsibility for managing
she radicactive waste program should be designated.

Consideration should be given to the creation of adequate

radicactive material a

Radicactive waste proc
reviewed and action ta
years ahead.

nd waste storage facilities.

essing capabilities need @ be
ken to {nsure viability in the



