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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*P, Farnsworth, Supervisor, Radicactive Waste
*S, Fulmer, Supervisor, Safety Audit and Engineering Review
M. Graves, Health Physics Sector Supervisor
*D, Harlos, Health Physics Foreman
*R, Hi11, Assistant General Manager - Operations
*M, Mitchell, Health Physics Superintendent
D. Moore, Radiation Monitoring Specialist
*D. Morey, General Manager, Nuclear Plant
*C, Nesbitt, Technical Manager
*P, Patton, Plant Health Physicist
W, Roper, Senior Health Physics Technician
*L. Stinson, Assistant General Manager - Support

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection included
technicians and administrative personnel,

*Attended exit interview held November 30, 1990
Organizaticn and Management Controls (83750)

The inspector reviewed changes made to the licensee's organization,
staffing levels, and lines of authority as they relate to the licensee's
in-plant radiation protection organization., The review was made with
respect to Technical Specification (7S) 6.2, Organization. The inspector
evaluated the licensee's performance in the area by discussing the
organization and staffing levels with cognizant personnel and reviewing
organization charts.

The inspector also reviewed the licensee's outage organization and
management controls for oversight of outage work activities. The 1icensee
had approximately 65 senior and 20 junior vendor health physics (HP)
technicians onsite to support the plant staff during the Unit 2 refueling
outage, Plant HP foremen or supervisors were assigned to control and
monitor all HP activities on shifts., The licensee promoted several senior
plant HP technicians into temporary foremarn positions to implement the
management controls,

Management support for the radiation protection program is evidenced by
increased budget and capital appropriations and enforcement of the
radiation protection program requirements., Recent examples of management
support for the program include the following: appropriations for ten new
staff positions that includes five Technicians and five Nuclear
Specialists, purchase of a new personnel dosimetry/access control program,
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counting and respiratory test equipment, and veérious capacity portable
high efficiency particulate air-filter units,

Within the scope of this review, no violations or deviations were
idgentified,

3. Ex*ernal Occupations) Exposure Control and Personnel Dosimetry (83724)

Evaluation of the licensee's performance in this aree was based on
observations during plant tours, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of licensee documentation,

10 CFR 20.203 specifies the posting, lebeling, and control requirements
for rediation areas, high radiation arees, airborne radicactivity areas,
and radioactive material, Additionsl high radiation area requirements are
specified in the license 18 6,12,

The inspector woured the licensee radietion control areas (RCAs) and made
independent radiation surveys in Unit 2 Centainment Building, The
inspector determined that selected radiation and high radiation areas
inspected and surveyed by the inspector appeared to be properly posted and
controlled &s required,

The inspector reviewed selected radiation work permits (RwPs) for
appropriateness of the radiation protectior requirements based on work
scope, location, and ccnditions. The licensee appeared to be using
adequate radiation protection controls for the reviewed tasks,

Within the scope of thic review, no violations or deviations were
identified,

4. Internal Exposure Control and Assessment (83750)

The licensee's respiratory protection program appeared to be genera11y

effective in controlling exposures to airborne radicactivity. Respiratory

protection procedures required the collection of & nasal smear for every

employee using a respirator. Nisal smears having approximately

| 200 disintegrations per mirite (dpm) required an investigation and

| follow=up bivassays to determine internal exposures. The licensee had

| three pesitive nasal smear measurements since January 1990, and the

| bioassayr for those exposures indicated that the exposures were less than

| three hours at Maximum Permissible Concentrations (MPCs) specified in

| Appendix B of 10 CFR 20. The inspector obser.ed the use of engineering

contr81s to minimize exposures to airborne radicactivity during tours in
the RCA,
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Within the scope of this review, no violations or deviations were
identified,




Control of Radioactive Waste, Contamination, and Materials: and Surveys
and Monitoring (83760)

The inspector reviewed licensee controle for radicactive contamination and
surveys, Eveluation of the licensee's performance in this area was based
on observations and radiological surveys made during plant tours,
discussions with licensee representetives, and review of documentation,

The insrector reviewed and discussed the licensee's programs for Control
of Rad,vective Contamination, Radioactive Waste Processing and Volume
Pedution, and Personnel Contamination Trends,

8, Cratrol of Radicactive Contamination

TS 6.8.1 requires that written procedures be established,
implemented, &nd maintained covering applicable procedures
recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, 1978.

Ragu atory Guide 1.33, November 1972, Appendix A, Paracraph 7.e,
recommends radiation control prvocedures for controlling rauioactive
contamination,

The inspector reviewed the following Radiation Control and P-otection
Procedures:

- FNP-Q-RCP-2¢, Contamination Guidelines, Revision 17,
November 12, 1990 and

- FNP-0-RCP-57, Radicactive and Potentially Radiocactive Material
Handling, Revision 15, July 11, 1990,

FNP-0-RCP-57 provides guidelines for releasing equipment and material
leaving the RCA. The procedure requires that material leaving the
RCA and Protectec Area meet the unrestricted release criteria
specified in FNP«0-RCP-29,

FNP-O-RCP-29 provides contamination control guidelines that are used
in the RCA and the release guidelines for surface contamination
levels released to unrestricted areas. The procedure requires that
meterial leaving the RC™ for unconditional release to unrestricted
ar. - be surveyed and «valuated for reactor produced activity to
ensure the items meet the following 1imits:

Fixed surface contamination

Alpha Non-Detectable (ND) with an Alphe Scintillation
Counter
Beta-Gamma ND with & Geiger Mueller (GM) Detector and, if

used, ND with & Gamma Scintillation lDetector
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Transferable surface contaminaticn

Alphs less than 20 dpm/100 cn?
Beta-Gamma ND with a GM Counter for 100 cm?

The procedure requires surveys to be mede in areas having background
radiation levels to permit a survey capable of detecting less than
5,000 dpm/100 em? of fixed radicactivity and less than 1,000
dpm/100 c¢m?® of smearable radioactivity.

The licensee utilizes %reen plastic baygs to collect clean trash
(non-centaminated) in the RCA and security Protected Areas, Clean
trash leaving the RCA must be surveyed prior to its release. The
clean trash leaving the RCA is placed in an unsecured area for
tomporary storage, The trash remains there until it receives another
survey. Bags ciearing that survey are moved to an adjacent storage
bin were they are secured (locked-up) until they are loaded onto .
vehicle for transportation to the site landfill,

The inspector determined that the ‘icensee had recently found
procedural violations for surveys and controls of radicactive waste,
On November 12, 1990, HP techniciens discovered a contaminated
desiccant column outside the licensee's RCA in a clean trash holding
area. The technicians were surveying the exteriors of the bags with
a GM detector and found a bag containing the column that measured
400,000 dpm/scan., The technicians confiscated the bag and surveyed
its contents. They did rot find any smearable contamination on the
eiterior of the column or other material in the bag., A isoutopic
ana1{sig found activation products in the column, primarily
cobalt-60.

The HP staff determined that the column had been used with Steam
Generator (SG) leak test equipment during the Unit 2 refueling
cutage. The test equipment had been disassenhled following
completion of the SG test and the licensee dia not know how the
column had ended up in the clean waste bag. The c¢onnective hoses
that had been utilized with the desiccant column were not in the bag
with the column and the licensee began a sesrch to lacate the hoses.
The staff consicered the poss (bility that the hoses « wld also be in
? cYga?lwaste bag and subsequently released for disposal to the site
andfill,

As a precauticnary procedure, two HP technicians were dispatched
to the site landfill on November 17, 1980, to search for the hoses,
The technicians did not tind the test hoses but, found a bag that
contained contaminated paper up to 1,50C dpm/scan, The bag was
returned to the RCA for furtier examination, The licensee later
found the hoses inside the Unii 2 Containment Building,
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The licensee began two investigations concerning the events;

(1) Radiological Incident Peport (RIR) 90-98, to determine how the
contaminated desiccant column could have been placed into ¢
clean waste bag and released out;ide the RCA,

(2) RIR 90-99, to determine how the contaminated paper towel could
have been released from the RCA and the Protected Areas without
detection,

The events concerning the contaminated desiccant column (RIR 90-98)
were still under review by the licensze and were not investigated
during the inspection. However, the licensee was informed that there
appeared to be violaticne of licensee procedures for:

- Failure to control vedioactive material from the RCA and/or
- Failure to make a survey or an adequate survey to detect
radiocactivity within the column,

The 1inspector reported to licensee management that the issues
concerning the contaminated desiccant column would be an Unresolved
Item (URl) 50-348/80-34-01, to be reviewed during a future NRC
inspection,

At the time of the inspection, the licen<ee had completed its review
and corrective action for the contaminated waste material found at
the licensee's landfill (RIR 90-99),

The technicians dispatched to the site landfill returned 17 green
bags of clean trash to the PCA for closer review, Four of the bags
contained materials such as yellow tape and radioactive material tags
that were not to be released from the RCA for unconditional release.
A radicactive isotopic analysis detected about 1,500 dpm of fissien
and activation products on the paper towel, The contamingted towel
was disposed of as radioactive waste. No additional contaminated
material was found in the other bags.

The licensee determined which technicians had authorized
unconditional relea.e of the contaminated waste from the licensee's
RCA with a unconditional release tag found on the bag.

According the statements obtained in the licensee's investigation,
there were , ree HP technicians dispatched to the RCA exit to survey
clean trash out of the RCA. The technicians found several green bags
of clean waste to survey and some other paper boxes., The technicians
reported that tiey surveyed the bags for removable contamination and
placed three bag. ifnto a bag monitor that alarmed., The technicians
removed the bags and began putting one bag at a time intc the bag
monitor. The monitor would not alarm with just one bag in it,
However, due to the length of time the monitor was taking to monitor
the trash the technicians decided to frisk all of the material with
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year, of which 4% were skin, 37 were clothing snd three were nase)
contaminations, Ne adverse trend in personne) contemination was
detected,

Personnel contamination having particles with activities greater than
25,000 dpm were documented as hot particles and the VARSKIN dose
assessment program wes utilized to calculate porsonnel exposures,
Personnel contemination involving hot particles continved to
decrease. The licensee had 90 hot particles in 1988 and 37 in 1989,
Through the end of November 1990, the licensee had detected 13 hot
particles for the year., The maximum calculated skin dose for a hot
perticle ~xposure for the first 11 months of 1990 was 2,500 mil)lirem
for a particle found on a workers extremity. Sevecal factors have
collectively assisted the :taff in recducing the number of personnel
contamingtions involving hot perticles, including:

. Decontamination of the Yicensee's fuel transfer canal. (The
source of many of the hot particles found in 1988,)

4 Increased surveys of valves prior to work,
’ Increased frequency of monitoring hot particle buffer zones,
y Use of sensitive laundry nonitors for protective clothing,

Within the scope of this review, nc violetions or deviations were
identified,

Radioactive Waste

The total volume of radicective waste shipped for burial disposa)
decreased in 1990 due to incressed vendor volume reduction processes
that included super compacting and incineration, In 1988 and 1989,
the licensee shipped approximstely 17,000 cubic feet (ft?) of
radioactive waste for burial disposal, In the first 11 months of
1990, the licensee was able to reduce the total volume shipped for
burial to about 3,000 ft¥,

Measures to reduce the amount of radicactive waste generated included:

’ Repair of protective clothing (PC's) garments to reduce their
disposal.

. Use of recoverable PC garments as absorbing cloths inside the
RCA to reduce the disvosal of paper absorbing cloths,

' Use of off-site vendor .. contamination services for recovering
contaminated wood and metal material and equipment,

’ Maximizing filtration capacities and use of resin filters,
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. Reuse of depleted ventilation charcos! with new charcoal in low
level liguid radicective weste stream processing,

. Decontaminetion of contaminated areas,
. Trash sorting for recoverable materia) and equipment,

The 1icensee was also trying and evaluating severea) new volume
reduction activities to determine their effectiveness in reduction of
radicactive waste volume, Management support for the radicactive
waste volume reduction program was evidenced by increased
suthorization of budget and capite) expenditures to support
decontamination and volume reduction methods, processes, and
equipment, The licensee has & dedicated radioactive weste and
decontamination staff that is part of the rediaticn protection staff,

Within the scope of the review, no violations or deviations were
fdentified.

d. Faciifty Radicactive Contamination

The licensee's recoverable area of contaminated floor space was
approximetely 10,000 square feet (ft?) of an area of 137,000 ft2, The
recoverable area did not include ereas having & whole body radiation
dose rates exceeding 1,000 mrem/hr or containments., The area
contaminated in 1990 decreased slightly, by approximetely 1,000 ft#,

Within the scope of the review, no violations or devietions were
fdentified,

Maintaining Occupational Exposures As Lov As Reasonably Achievable (83750)

10 CFR 20.1(¢) states that persons erjyaged in activities under licenses
issued by the NRC should make eve.y reasonable effort to maintain
rediation exposures & low as rurconably achievable, The recommended
elements of an ALARA program are contained in Regulatory Guide £.8,
“Information Relevant to Ensuring that Occupational Radiation Exposure at
Nuclear Power Stations will be ALARA," and Regulatory Guide £.10,
:fgg;c;ing Philosophy for Maintaining Occupational Radiation Exposures
" .'

The inspector reviewed the licensee's ALARA program policies, procedures,
and selected records; and discussed the ALARA goals and activities for the
Unit 2 refueling outage work,

The 1990 collective personnel radiation exposure goal was 274 person-rem
with ar additional goal of 76 perscn-rem for unscheduled outages, The
licensee had one unscheduled outage in 1990 and the licensee's collective
personnel exposure through the end of November was approximately

325 person-rem. The licensee's original personnel exposure goa)l for the
scheduled Unit 7 refuel cutage was 283 perscn-rem, that was revised with



additions) steam generetor work and chenged to 308 and the outage dose
through the end of Kovember was 220,

The major dose contributor for the Unit 2 refueling outace was due to $/G
work, The Yicensee performed 100 percent eddy current 'esting on al)
stean generators and nede tube p\u?s &8 necessary. The .ow ! tubes for
#11 three $/6s had been plugged prior to initia) reactor startup., During
the outage, the row 1 tubes were unplugged end eddy current tested.
hcceptable tubes received "U" bend heat treptment and were placed in
service, Unaccepteble tubes were replugged,

Within the scope of this review, no vicoletions or devietions were
identified,

Exit Interview

The inspection scope end fHadings were simmarized on November 30, 1990,
with those persons indicated in Paragraph 1. The nspecior described the
ereas inspected and discussed in detai)l the inspection findings 1isted
below. Dissenting comments were not received from the Yicensee.
Proprietary information 1s not conteined in this report,

The inspector reported thot there appeared to he two violations concerning
the control of radicactive weste in ereas outside the 1icensee's RCA, The
inspection stated that the violetion concerning the contaminated paper
towe) thet had been found st the site landfil) eppeared to be & 1icensee
identified vicoletion and that the violation concernin? the contaminated
desiccant column would be en unresolved 1tem to be reviewed in @ following

inspection,
Iten Number Description and Reference
50+ 348/90-24-01 UR! concerning a contaminated

desiccant column found outside the
licensee's RCA (Paragraph &),

60-248/90-34-02 Non-cited licensee identified violation
concerning failure to perform and
adequate redicective contamination
survey for trash leaving the licensee's
RCA and Protected Area ?Paragraph ).
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