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1.0 Individuals Contacted

**). Ballard, Operations Consultant
**R. Bennett, Manager, Training
**J). Conant, Manager, Nuclear Material Licensing

*W. Graves, Supervisor, Analytical Chemistry

*J. Helems, Radiochemist

*G, Hess, Nuclear Material Licensing Engineer

*S. Pati, Supervisor, Core Components

*P. Rosenthal, Program Manager, Radiological and Industrial Safety
***R. Sharkey, Manager, Radiological and Industrial Safety
***R. Vaughan, Plant Manager

J, Vollaro, Supervisor, Radiological and Industrial Safety
**C. Waterman, Acting Vice President~Nuclear Fuel

*Denotes those present at the November 15, exit interview.
**Denotes those present at the November 16, exit interview.
***Denotes those present at both exit interviews. The inspectors also
interviewed other licensee employees during the inspection.

2.0 Review of Previous Violations

The inspector reviewed the information described in the licensee's
response, drted September 14, 1990, to the NRC letter dated

August 1, 1990, which was enclosed with the NRC Region I Inspectinn Report
No. 70-1100/90-06. That inspectior report documented the results of a
special inspection conducted to evaluate the information in the licensee's
response, dated May 11, 1990, to the Notice of Violation enclosed with NRC
Region 1 Inspection Report No. 70-1100/90-03. Three violations (identified
as Items A, B and C in the aforementioned Notice of Violation ) remained
open and required further examination during an on site inspection in
order to be closed by the NRC. The violations descrilLad beiow are
identified in the same manner as in the aforementioned Notice of Violation.

2.1 Violatior A (1100/90-03-02)

Violation A involved the licensee's failure to complete evaluations
to:

1. (Closed) Show that adequate surveys were conducted 1n the Pellet
Shop stack and load area to prove compliance with the dose
1imits of 10 CFR 20.101(a) and (b);

2. (Open) Determine the adequacy of beta dose measurements to the
skin of the whole body, in this case, the face, and,

3. (Open) Determine the adequacy of beta shielding of safety
glasses used in the Pellet Shop to ensure compliance with whole
body dose limits specified in 10 CFR 20.101(a) or (b).
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Regarding this violation, the inspector reviewed RPI=205, "TLD Issue,
Control, and Exposure Record Keeping", Revision 1, dated

August 24, 1990 RPI-205 was revised to describe the formal
mechanism by which the Radiation Protection (RP) office is notified
of the departure dates of terminated individuals. The inspector
reviewed several exposure record files for individuals who were
terminated in 1990. A1l required reports for the files reviewed by
the inspector were issued within %0 days of the termination date.

The fnspector examined a log book maintained by the RP technician
responsible for preparing the summaries of exposure data for the
termination reports. The inspector observed that this log book
provided a practical mechenism to readily determine the status of all
required termination reports and to maintain compliance with 10 CFR
20.408, Based upon these inspector observations, this violation is
closed.

2.3 Violation C (1100/90-03-04) (Closed)

Violation C involved the licensee's failure to issue "special
dosimeters to Radiation Protection Technicians (RPTs) in accordance
with Radiation Protection Instruction {RP1)=205.

Regarding this violation, the inspector found that Revision 1 of
RP1-205, dated August 24, 1990, did not contain the requirement for
"special" neutron dosimetry for RP technicians. The deletion of
this requirement was based, in part, upon a report dated April 25,
1990, from the RP Supervisor to the RP Manager, which provided
information on the use of neutron dosimetry within Building 17. This
report provided historical data that showed the RP technicians had
received no measurable neutron exposures. Based upon this informa=
tion, the requirement for wearing neutron dosimetry on a routine
basis was deleted from RPI-205; however, the procedure still allows
for the use of neutron dosimetry during planned, non=routine
activities (e.g., maintenance work on the head/shielding of the
fluoroscopic equipment). For these reasons, this violation is
closed.

3,0 Facility Tour

The inspector toured the Pellet Shop area to observe the current status
of the deployment of powder-processing equipment from this area. The
fnspector observed that a "weighing hood" remained in service in the
Annex, two "general purpose hoods" remained in service in the Pellet
Shop, and a large ceiling-level duct remained open and operational

for room air ventilation. All other exhaus. inlets within the area had
apparently been shutdown or closed. The iispector inquired as to the
current status of airflows between the controlled area and the
uncontrolled area. The RP Supervisor showed the inspector records of
his weekly checks of airflow patterns. These records showed that, on
June 25, 1990, within the controlled area, the airflow from the Stack and









4.4 Recommendation No. 4

The fourth SALP Report recommendation made by the NRC to the
licensee was: "Address and document actions taken on each of
Bechtel's recommendations",

Regarding this recommendation, the inspector interviewed the
Ticensee's Operations Consultant, who had been assigned the
administrative responsibility to assure that each Bechtel recommenda=
tion was addressed and the actions taken to resolve each were
documented. Because the 1990 Bechtel Report encompassed all
recommendations from the 1988 report that Bechtel stil1l considered
relevant, the licensee addressed the 1990 report. The inspector
observed that the licensee had identified 98 individual recommenda=
tions in the 1990 report, and that licensee management had assigned
each one to a specific individual for followup. At the time of the
current inspection, the licensee had addressed and closed 58 of the
98 recommendations. The inspector examined a log book, maintained by
the Operations Consultant, which contained memos and ot*e= paperwork
to document the actions that had been taken on thote specific
recommendations that had already been addressed. The inspector
randomly selected a number of recommendations that the licensee had
addrecsed and found the Operations Consultant could readily rrovide
documentation as to what actions had been taken. Based upon these
observations, the inspector determined that an effective administra=
tive control was being implemented to assure that the licensee did
address and document actions taken on each of Bechtel's recommenda-
tions.

4.5 Recommendation No. 5

The fifth SALP report recommendation made by the NRC to the licensee
was: '"Contfnue to improve the work place safety attitude".

Regarding this recommendation, the inspector held discussions with a
number of employees in their work place. The individuals interviewed
expressed a genuinely positive attitude toward work place safety.
This inspector personally observed continued improvement in this
aspect of the work place environment during recent inspections.

Based upon these observations, it appeared that the )icensee was
continuing to improve the work place safety attitude.

Based upon this review of the SALP report recommendations, the inspector
determined that the licensee had initiated actions to address each
recommendation, These initial licensee actions appeared c«ppropriate to begin
adequate implementation of the recommendations. However, except for
Recommendation No. 5, the licensee had not had sdequate time to demonstrate
that satisfactory implementation could be sustained. The continuation of the
licensee's actions in response to these recommendations wil) be monitored in
future inspections.
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5.0 Environmental Monitoring Program

The fnspector reviewed the licensee's Environmental Monitoring Program
(EMP) to determine whether the program described in Section 5.2 of the
License was effectively implemented, The inspector reviewed the
following areas.

5.1

~ Analytical Procedures and Results
= Quality Control Program for Radiochemistry Laboratory
= Annual Reports

Review of Analytical Procedures and Results

The inspector reviewed the following procedures to determine the
adequacy of the analytical method.

- Procedure No. 18, Rev. 1, "Determination of Alpha and Beta
Radicactivity in Atmospheric Fallcut", June 29, 1989

- Procedure No. 19, Rev., 1, "Determination of Alpha and Beta
Radioacifvity in Surface and Well water", June 29, 1989

- Procedure No. 20, Rev. 1, "Determination of Alpha and Beta
Radiocactivity in Vegetation", June 29, 1989

- Procedure No. 21, Rev. 1, "Determination of Alpha and Beta
Radioactivity in Soil and Sediment", June 29, 1989

During the review of the above procedures, the inspector noted that
the licensee analyzed gross alpha and beta activities for only the soluble
fraction of the media. During the sample preparation, the

licensee filtered samples using a Whatman #541 filter paper. The
licensee dried the filtrate on the planchet, determined net weight,
and counted the material using a proportional counter. The ligcensee
discarded the insoluble fraction., Only the filtrate was used to
determine gross alpha and beta activities. The inspector further
noted that the licensee did not apply self-absorption correction
factors to determine the gross alpha and beta activities. The
inspector noted that the licensee had self-absorption correction
factors for the gross alpha and beta, but these factors were invalid
for the current instrumentation because the factors were determined
using the previous proportional counter. The inspector also noted
that the licensee used the acid leaching technique for analyzing soil
and sediment samples. The resulting leachate may not be representa-
tive of the gross alpha and beta activities in soil and sediment
samples, depending on the chemical form of the radionuclides.
Relative to fallout sampling, the inspector discussed methods of
better assessing plant impacts on the environment threugh the use of
improved sampling and analytical techniques. The inspector also
noted that the licensee did not calculate the analytical uncertainty
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for any of the reported results. Results reportea without the
associated uncertaintiec make an environmental assessment of any
impact very difficult. The inspector further noted that the licensee
did not have written procedures for the total uranium analysis
(fluorometric method) of environmental sample mecia. The licensee
has an appropriate uranium analytical procedure for biocassay samples.

Based on the above review and discussion with the licensee, the
following areas for improvement were discussed by the inspector with
the licensee,

. Reevaluation and update of the above analytical procedures to
properly measure grnss alpha and beta radicactivity in
EMP samples.

- Application o7 appropriate self=-absorption correction factors
for the more accurate determination of gross alpha and beta
radioactivity in EMP samples.

. Calculation of analytical uncertainties associated with
reported results.

- Preparation of more appropriate analytical procedures for the
determinaticn of total uranium in EMP samples.

The inspector stated that actions taken in the above areas will be
reviewed during subsequent inspections.

Quality Control Program for Radiochemistry Laboratory

The inspector reviewed the licensee's Procedure No. 57, "The
Radiochemistry Laboratory Quality Control Program", to determine the
accuracy and precision of the analytical measurements for the EMP
samples. The licensee wrote this procedure to establish a quality
control nrogram for the Radiochemistry Laboratory, in which all EMP
samples were analyzed. Although this procedure was written to ensure
the accuracy and precision of analytical results, the inspector was
not able to evaluate this information because the licensee had not
analyzed quality control samples (e.g., spike, and blind duplicate
and standard samples) utilizing this procedure. The inspector stated
that this area will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection.

The inspector determined that the licensee participates in the EPA
cross~check program. The inspector reviewed comparison data for 1989
and 199" and noted that comparisons were within the licensee's
acceptance criteria. However, the inspector noted that the licensee
did not analyze all of the EPA cross=check samples in 1989 due to a
heavy work load in the Radiochemistry Laboratory.
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The inspector reviewed quality control data (efficiency and
background) and control charts for the proportional counter. The
inspector also reviewed operating voltage for tnis instrument
(plateau checks)., The inspector noted that the licensee performed
these activities as required by the procedure.

No violations were identified.

5.3 Review of Annual Reports

The inspector reviewed the Annual Environmental Monitoring Reports
for 1986, 1987, 1988, and 1989. These annual reports previded
analytical results of EMP samples and trend analyses. The inspector
discussed the trend analyses with the licensee, because the inspector
noted that the analytical results for gross beta activity in grass
samples were lowest in May 1986. This sample should have exhibited
one of the highest beta activity results because of fallout from the
Chernoby! accident in 1986. The inspector stated that the current
trend analysis technique should be evaluated to assess whether the
results are reascnable. The licensee stated that the technique will
be reviewed.

No vicolations were identified.

6.0 Exit Meeting

The inspectors met with licensee personnel denoted in Section 1.0 on
November 15, 1990, and at the conclusion of the inspection on
November 16, 1990. The scope and findings of the inspection were
discussed at that time.




