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APPENDIX B

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

Inspection Report: 50-498/94-23
50-49,9/94-23

Licenses: NPF-76
NPF-80

Licensee: Houston Lighting & Power Company
P.O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas

facility Name: South Texas Project Electric Generating Station Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Bay City (Matagorda County). Texas

Inspection Conducted: June 13-17, 1994
,

inspector: Mich el Cillis, Senior Radiation Specialist

' +g ' Chief .Approved: /
eese, ) DateJam ( ).

i M' ies Inspection P ograms Branch

Inspection Summary

Areas Inspected (Units 1 and 2): Routine, announced inspection of the !
radiation protection program activities during routine plant operations,
including program changes, planning and preparation, external exposure
controls, internal exposure controls, controls of radioactive materials and
contamination, and the program for maintaining occupational exposures i

as-low-as-reasonably-achievable (ALARA), and radioactive waste treatment ;

system maintenance.

Results (Units 1 and 2):

An excellent quality assurance audit and surveillance program had been*

implemented. The audits were technically comprehensive and provided
excellent program evaluation and management oversight. Good quality
assurance surveillances and self assessments of the radiation protection

program had been performed (Section 2.1).

There had been no major changes in facilities, equipment, programs, ore

procedures. Some minor organizational changes in the health physics
'group had been implemented (Section 2.2).
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An excellent continuing training program for radiation protection*

technicians was implemented. The Health Physics Division had an
appropriate, well qualified staff to meet shift staffing requirements
(Section 2.3).

-

An effective external radiation exposure program had been implemented.

(Section 2.4).

An ef fective internal exposure control program had been implemented*

(Section 2.5)

Excellent performance was achieved in the control of radioactive h*

materials and contamination. A low number of personnel contaminations
'

had occurred for the year to date (Section 2.6).

All the elements of a good ALARA program had been implemented.

(Section 2.7).

Housekeeping within the radiological controlled area was good.

(Section 2.8).

A violation was identified for failure to adhere to station procedures |.

as required by license conditions was identified (Section 2.8)

An excellent Health Physics Enhancement Plan program had been*

implemented (Section 2.9).
t

Radioactive waste was properly processed and prepared for shipment in*

accordance with an approved process control program (Section 3.1). i

Summary of Inspection Findings:

Violation 50-499/9423-01 was opened (Section 2.8).*

Attachment:

Attachment - Persons Contacted and Exit Meeting

;
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DETAILS

1 PLANT STATUS

Unit 1 completed an outage in March 1994, and Unit 2 completed an outage in
May 1994. Both Units were operating at 100 percent power during this
inspection period.

2 OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE (83750)
!

The licensee's program was inspected to determine compliance with Technical
Specifications and the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20, and agreement with the
commitments in the Final Updated Safety Analysis Report.

2.1 Audits and Appraisals

The inspector reviewed the quality assurance surveillance and audit programs
to determine agreement with commitments in Chapter 17 of the Updated Safety
Analysis Report and compliance with the requirements in Technical
Specification 6.5.2.8.

!

Audit and surveillance reports of quality assurance activities and
self-assessment reports of the radiation protection program that were
performed since the last NRC inspection, during the recent outages in Units 1
and 2, and prior to restart of each Unit were reviewed. The inspector
reviewed the thoroughness of program evaluation and followup of identified
deficiencies.

Audit and surveillance reports of radiation protection activities reviewed i

were as follows:

Audit Report 93-13: Training and Qualifications*

Surveillance Report 94-075: This surveillance was associated with a a*

review of radiation work permits and counting room activities.

Surveillance Report 94-056: This surveillance provides an in-depth.

review of Unit 2 health physics activities during the period of March 31
through April 12, 1994. Areas examined included - communications,
monitoring instrument calibrations, procedure adequacy, radiation work
permits, industrial safety, housekeeping, training and qualifications,
ALARA, and general work practices.

'

Surveillance Report No. 94-045: This surveillance covered diving*

operations and the same areas covered by Surveillance Audit
Report 94-075.

In-depth assessments involving the control of radioactive contamination were
performed during the period of August 2-18, 1993. In addition, comprehensive

'

self assessments of the Technical Services' functions related Chemistry,
Chemical Operations Effluent & Waste Management, Health Physics, Industrial
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Safety and Health, and Meteorological and Radiological Laboratories activities ;

had been conducted. The assessment confirmed that the Technical Services j

Department's equipment, programs, and workers were in compliance with station
procedures. The self assessments provided a comprehensive review of these
areas in preparation for restarting Unit 1 and Unit 2. The conclusion derived
from the assessment was that there was no known item which would impact the
licensee's capabilities to continue with Unit 1 and Unit 2 power operations.

A similar comprehensive self assessment was performed in May 1994 to ensure
station procedures adequately implemented the requirements of the revised
10 CFR Part 20 federal radiation protection standards that became effective

'
January 1, 1994. No deviations or findings resulted from this review.

The inspector also reviewed the licensee's Radiological Occurrence Reports
that were generated since January 1, 1994. The Radiological Occurrence
Reports program was used to identify and correct abnormal conditions or
events. An immediate investigation of each Radiological Occurrence Report was
performed. Corrective actions, if required, were assigned for disposition.
The Radiological Occurrence Reports were divided into several different
categories to determine trends. Radiological Occurrence Reports involving .

procedure violations, or those that warrant special attention or may involve
some abnormal or unusual problems were elevated to a Station Problem Peport.
The Radiological Occurrence Reports were trended for type and probable cause.
Quarterly Radiological Occurrence Report summaries were issued for management
review. The inspector noted that over 550 Radiological Occurrence Reports
were issued to date in 1994 in Unit 2, and Unit I had approximately 300
Radiological Occurrence Reports issued in 1994. The reasor for the high
numbers was that the majority of the Radiological Occurrence Reports included
the reporting of contamination monitor alarms caused by natural occurring
radioactivity (e.g., radon) and clothing and skin contamination events.
Overall the numbers of Radiological Occurrence Reports appeared to be
reasonable if the radon events and personnel contamination events were not
factored into the Radiological Occurrence Reports program.

A cursory trend of Radiological Occurrence Reports written between the period
of January 1 and June 1,1994, was performed by the inspector. The results ,

were in agreement with the results obtained by the licensee. The results
showed repeated problems involving: lost thermoluminescent dosimeters
(15 cases), radiological posting infractions (10 cases), Radiation Work Permit
infractions (7 cases), and exceeding the ALNOR (electronic dosimeter) alarm
set points (11 cases). Corrective actions to resolve these infractions were
in progress at the time of this inspection.

2.2 Changes

The inspector reviewed changes concerning organization, management controls,
staffing, and the assignment of the radioactive waste and transportation
program responsibilities. The inspector noted that there had been no major
changes in facilities, equipment, programs, and procedures that would have .

adversely affected the radiation protection program since the last inspection.

,
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The inspector noted several organizational changes. The most significant !

change noted involved the appointment of an individual with greater than ;

10 years of applied radiation protection experience as the Acting Radiatinn !

Protection Manager. This individual, who previously was assigned as the ;

Unit 2 general radiation protection supervisor, expects to receive a
bachelor's degree in health physics on July 1,1994, at which time he would !
exceed the qualifications recommended in Regulatory Guide 1.8, "Parsonnel ,

Selection and Training." The previous Radiation Protection Manager had been !

reassigned to another position within the same organization. The change was [

made so the previous Radiation Protection Manager could expand his experience i

and further enhance his career opportunities. The Manager Technical Services i

informed the inspector that the licensee was in the process of interviewing *

the currently assigned Acting Radiation Protection Manager and several other ;

; candidates for the position. The final selection for the position will be
made within the next several months.

Other organizational changes included the appointment of an acting general !

supervisor at Unit 2 and acting ALARA supervisor for the site. Both ;

individuals exceeded the Technical Specification qualification requirements
for their positions. |

i2.3 Training and Qualifications
i

The inspector reviewed the qualifications of the licensee's radiation
'

protection staff and the training programs for: (1) Chemistry and Radiation -
Protection Technicians and (2) for the licensee's staff responsible for
implementing the solid radioactive waste and transportation of radioactive
materials. Additionally, the licensee's General Employee's Training program
was inspected for compliance with 10 CFR 19.12, " Instructions to Workers."

The inspector reviewed the Chemistry and Radiation Protection Technicians' !

staff training program for compliance with the Technical Specifications, i

Section 6. Licensee training records for initial and continuing training of i

Chemistry and Radiation Protection Technicians indicated that the training met .

or exceeded the recommendations of American National Standard Instructions |

(ANSI) N18.1-1971, " Selection and Training of Nuclear Power Plant Personnel.." !
The inspector attended a continuing training class that was scheduled during ;

the inspection period. The class included a discussion and practicai |

demonstration on how to operate the licensee's whole-body rounting system.

The inspector reviewed lesson plans and discussed trai 49 m G the training !t

instructor responsible for training the health physics staff bvolved with ;

!transportation activities. The inspector also discussed training with a
quality control representative. The training provided to Chemistry and |
Radiation Protection Technicians and radwaste workers was considered to be i

appropriate for the required duties of the staff involved in the handling and
shipping of radioactive wastes and materials. The training provided to the ;

licensee's staff was administered by a vendor and met the subjects discussed j
in NRC Bulletin 79-19. The inspector noted thtt the appropriate personnel ,

attended the training courses. 1

|

. _ .



- . . . .-

*
.

1

i
'

-6-

The inspector determined that the radiation protection and radioactive waste
and transportation programs had an appropriately trained and qualified staff.
An adequate number of radiation protection technicians were well trained to

iperfora health physics functions. The inspector considered the training
proaram for the Chemistry and Radiation Protection Technicians and radwaste i

uorkars excellent.

The licensee's General Employee Training program consisted of a 12-hour
classroom training course and an annual 2-hour refresher training course. A
written examination was administered after workers complete either of the two
training courses. Workers are also required to attend a practical factors t

training course to demonstrate their capability for enterir.g and exiting a
contaminated radiologically controlled area dressed in protective clothing.
Workers attending the 12-hour training course must receive a grade of ;

70 percent or higher on the written examination. Plant and contract workers
may attend the initial 12-hour training course or challenge the refresher
training course examination and receive a passing grade of 80 percent or
higher to maintain his/her qualifications current. Workers who have not
completed the 12-hour or the 2-hour refresher training courses within a
13-month period were required to attend the initial 12-hour General Employee
Training course. Workers must also attend the 12-hour initial training again
if he/she failed to obtain a passing grade of 80 percent or higher on the

'refresher training examination. Refresher training included a review of
" Industry Events and Plant Problems" that have occurred since the worker
previously attended General Employee Training, and instructions on any
significant procedure / policy changes that were implemented during the previous ;

year.
iThe inspector was informed that an individual in the licensee's radiation

protection group was recently assigned to develop an " Advanced Radiation
Workers" training course for the purpose of improving workers performance
during normal plant operations and during the performance of refueling
outages. The individual had reviewed advanced radiation workers' courses that
have already been implemented at other facilities and was planning to examine .

'some additional courses provided at several other facilities.

2.4 External Exposure Control ,

The inspector verified that individuals entering the radiological controlled -

area wore appropriate personnel monitoring equipment. Additionally, all :

workers wore electronic, alarming dosimeters. Radiation protection stationed I

a technician at the entrance of the radiological controlled area to ensure
that radiation workers had the proper dosimetry and were aware of their
assigned tasks. ,

The inspector attended a prejob briefing at Unit 1 on June 16, 1994, and noted
that the radiation protection supervisor provided an excellent briefing
regarding radiation safety. The inspector noted also that the licensee had ',

implemented the practice of using a briefing checklist to ensure that the
briefings were consistent and comprehensive. The purpose for the briefing
attended by the inspector was to discuss the radiological cont'rol requirements

;

i

,
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for entering the Reactor Containment Building to inspect a leaky valve ,

(Section 2.7.1 ).

The inspector reviewed selected radiation work permits for the higher dose
jobs and determined that they provided appropriate guidance. The inspector
determined that the licensee incorporated adequate radiation safety
instructions into work packages. Licensee's representatives stated that the
inclusion of the instructions into the work packages provided workers with
advanced information and resulted in the workers becoming accustomed to good
health physics practices as they reviewed the procedures and prepared for the
work.

The licensee had devoted considerable effort to the streamlining of the ALARA
packages for normal plant operation and outage work with the intent to make
them more user friendly. The result was a package that was concise and yet
included the pertinent information for planning the work so as to minimize
personnel exposure. ,

The inspector observed work in progress involving the processing of spent
filters in preparation for disposal. The radiation protection personnel
maintained good control of the work area, posted the area carrectly, and
ensured that the work proceeded in a manner which maintained low exposure.

The inspector made several tours of the radiological controlled areas in both
units and reviewed area postings and determined that they were in compliance
with 10 CFR Part 20 reouirements. Locked high radiation areas were properly ,

controlled in accordance with Technical Specifications, Section 6.12. !

The licensee used video cameras as an aid to familiarize workers with the work ;

area. Representatives stated the video cameras were used to maintain
surveillance of work areas while avoiding additional exposure.

!2.5 Internal Exposure Control

During observation of work activities, the inspector confirmed that areas were
appropriately sampled to detect airborne radioactive contamination. The
inspector noted that both lapel and portable air samplers were used to
determine breathing zone radioactivity concentrations. Engineering controls
such as portable ventilation units with high efficiency particulate filters
were also used to limit concentrations of airborne radioactive materials.

Through records reviewed, the inspector confirmed that air supplied by the
licensee's tank filling station and breathing air compressor had been tested
at the proper intervals and met Grade 0 breathing air specifications (as <

defined in ANSI /CGA G-7.1). The program was implemented by Station
Procedure OPGP03-ZR-0021, "Respirate y Protection Program," and Department
Procedure OPRP06-ZR-0005, " Maintenance, Inspection, and Storage of Respiratory
Protection Equipment."

The licensee maintained two whole-body counting units available for use. No

examples had been identified of individuals exceeding investigational limits ,

of internal radioactive contamination.
,

s
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2.6 Controls of Radioactive Materials and Contamination, Surveys, and i

Monitoring

The inspector observed personnel entering and exiting from the radiological ;

controlled area and noted that they followed proper procedures. ;
i

Selected radiation and contamination surveys for 1994 were reviewed for [
completeness, use of appropriate survey instruments, and timely management !

review. Survey results were documented properly. The inspector also i
performed confirmatory measurements and did not identify discrepancies. >

t

Records of clothing and skin contamination events were inspected for ;

thoroughness. Timely decontamination, trending, and followup actions of the ;

events were found to be appropriate. As of June 17, 1994, a total of 12 skin ,

contamination events had been reported for both Units. Four occurred in i

Unit 1, and eight occurred in Unit 2. The goal at Unit I for 1994 was 4 and ,

the goal at Unit 2 for 1994 was 17. Most of the events had occurred during ;

the earlier part of the year at which time both Units were in an outage mode. I

Clothing contamination events were higher; however, the number of events
appeared to be low in view of the refueling and routine maintenance work that
had been accomplished in 1994. Each event had received a detailed review for,

probable cause, for possible dose assessment, and corrective actions. Each
skin and clothing contamination event was documented as a Radiological ,

Occurrence Report. The inspector verified that none of the reported '

contamination events resulted in a significant internal or external exposure.

The licensee laundered protective clothing on site. A laundry monitor was :

used to check all laundry prior to its being restocked. Personnel operating
the laundry monitor were observed to wear proper protective clothing.

Workers leaving the radiological controlled area frisked hard hats,
hand-carried items, and certain areas of the body such as the ankles and tops
of the feet, then passed through beta sensitive personnel contamination
monitors. Radiation protection technicians were available to assist in the
frisking of hand-carried items. Tool monitors in both units were functioning '

at the time of the inspection. items moved from the radiological controlled
|area were surveyed properly before release.
,

The inspector observed radiation instrumentation in use and verified that the ;

instrumentation was appropriate for the task, was within the specified
calibration interval. and had been properly response tested before use. While
observing jobs conducted in the radiological controlled area, the inspector
determined that radiation protection technicians conducted radiation level and
contamination surveys properly. |

The licensee's surveillance program for verifying accountability and leak
checks of sealed sources was examined and found to be in compliance with
licensee's Plant Surveillance Procedure PSP ZP-0001 and Tn * , ital

,

Specifications 3/4.7.10 " Sealed Source Contamination." ,icensee had r

completed the most recent sealed source surveillance on Jh .uary 18, 1994. All
sources were accounted for, and no leaking sources were identified. .

;

!

|
,

!

!
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i
2.7 Maintaining Occupational Exposures ALARA |

.

The ALARA program was reviewed to determine consistency with licensee's ,

implementing procedures. The review disclosed that the licensee hau !
'

implemented and maintained an active ALARA program that was consistent with
implementing procedures and 10 CFR Part 20 requirements. ALARA committee '

meetings and ALARA reviews for major work were routinely accomplished.
!

The inspector attended an ALARA committee meeting that was held to discuss the ;

repair of Valve FW-0219 discussed in Section 2.8.1 below. !

ALARA personnel checked the status of cumulative exposures resulting from each |
Job on a daily basis to ensure that work proceeded as planned from a radiation .

protection perspective. An administrative dose limit of 1 rem-TEDE was !
implemented for radiation workers. The radiation protection manager received

,

a daily listing of individuals with radiation exposure greater than :

500 millirem. The radiation protection manager, in turn, contacted the
supervisor of any person added to the list to draw attention to the !;

individual's radiation dose status. |
t

ALARA staff members demonstrated that they had begun to establish i

subdirectories and files on various jobs with the aid of the computer system !

to enhance the ease of referral of information. t

!

The inspector noted that the licensee used video camera, shielding, and !

flushing to reduce person-rem. ALARA prejob briefings for high exposure jobs 1

was a common practice that was used by the health physics staff to reduce !

person-rem. j

An individual had been assigned to develop a source term reduction program.
This program included provisions for cobalt replacement, a cleanliness control ;

program, chemistry control program, chemical decontamination considerations, '

gamma spectroscopy, EPRI survey program, site-specific wear measurement i

program, and steam generator tube studies.
+

2.7.1 Planning and Preparation !

The inspector determined, through observation and interviews with technicians, '

that the licensee was properly prepared to support both normal plant
operations and refueling outages. Ample supplies of temporary shielding,
radiation detection instrumentation, air monitoring equipment, portable !
ventilation, and protective clothing were available.

;
'

Lessons learned were discussed and simulated repair work was performed with
the aid of mock-ups, with the goal being the reduction of personnel radiation !
exposures and contaminations. The inspector noted that a surrogate travel
technology program was effectively used for planning and preparation purposes !

and for briefing workers. The program was used at the licensee's facilities
as a tool in reducing person-rem.

The inspector als made an entry into the Unit 1 Reactor Containment Building ;

on June 16, 1994, while the plant was at the 100 percent power level. The
~

,

?

[

b

:

!
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entry was made to perform a visual inspection of Feedwater Valve 219 which was
leaking. Prior to the entry, a mock-up was used to train the involved workers ;

in the accomplishment of their assigned tasks. The licensee's staff used a ;

robot to conduct the visual inspection, because radiation levels in the
vicinity of the valve was extremely high (e.g., up to 28 Rem /hr). Radiation '

levels in the areas occupied by the group making the entry were less than .

0.001 Rem /hr. The individual operating the robot performed a commendable job.
The inspector was informed that the licensee had several robots that have been
effectively used as a person-rem reduction tool in the gathering information '

within the plant and in plant systems. ;

1he entry into containment provided the licensee with some excellent
information related to the leak that should greatly reduce person-rem. A i

draf t copy of the ALARA planning and preparation package No. 1-94-011, and the :

radiation work permit No. 94-1-0537 for accomplishing the entry and repair
were reviewed. The ALARA review package provided a great deal of detail for
accomplishing the work in a manner that was consistent with the ALARA concept.
The review package was well written. It provided clear and concise
instructions for accomplishing the work safely and for minimizing personnel i

"

exposures. The licensee subsequently postponed the repair of FW-219; however,
the ALARA review package will be retained and implemented when the repair of
the valve has been rescheduled. >

fAdditional ALARA review packages that were used for accomplishing work during
the outages were examined. The packages provided the same detail and
thoroughness provided in ALARA review package No. 1-94-011. The ALARA review |

packages examined were: 2-93-01, " Steam Generator Primary Manway inspection," ;
'

and 2-93-007, " Install / Remove S/G Secondary Covers All Four S/G - 2RE03."
'

2.7.2 ALARA Goals and Results

The total ALARA goal established for both Unit I and Unit 2 in 1994 was
60 person-rem. The 60 person-rem goal included both of the refueling outages
that were recently completed in both units and normal plant operations. As of
June 17, 1994, the licensee had expended approximately 50 person-rem and
expected to meet the challenging 60 person-rem goal because of the reduced
exposures expected to be received during normal plant operations.

2.7.3 ALARA Awareness Program r

A higher level of ALARA awareness was present among the licensee's management |
:and supervision than among the workers that were interviewed during facility

tours.

The inspector did observe workers reviewing the color code posters prior to !
stopping at the access control point. Upon arrival at accens control, the
worker reviewed the applicable radiation work permit and spoke to the access
control radiation protection technician regarding their assigned task. The
access control point radiation protection technician informed the worker of 3

the expected radiological control conditions at the job site. For critical

work (e.g., the potential for high exposures or high contamination). the >

radiation protection technician may use the surrogate travel technology
!

l
!

t
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program that is available for briefing workers. The surrogate travel program .

used an interactive videoscope system showing areas of the plant that were :

normally inaccessible without having to enter a radiological controlled area.

Workers were made aware of the progress made towards achieving the ALARA goals
for outages and normal plant operations from posters and " plan-of-the-day" -

reports-that were distributed daily.
!Handbooks were also made available to plant and craft workers during outages.

The Handbooks contained useful information such as a list of useful telephone
numbers, site layout diagram, emergency signals and responses, radwaste
minimization program, and ALARA program guidelines and goals. ,

in an attempt to stimulate worker awareness, awards are given to individuals :

who submit ALARA suggestions that were implemented. !

r2.8 Plant Tours

Tours were conducted at both Unit 1 and Unit 2 facilities during the

inspection period. Housekeeping and work activities were observed during the
tours. A member from the licensee's radiation protection staff accompanied

'the inspector during the tours.

The morale and attitude of the workers interviewed by the inspector during the
tours were excellent. All workers were actively engaged in accomplishing
their assigned tasks.

Radiological housekeeping within the radiological controlled area, including
containment, was excellent. Much of containment in both units could be
entered without protective clothing when the plants were shut down.
Protective clothing was used as a supplemental measure to control the low
levels of contamination.

'
During a tour of the Unit 2 Fuel Handling Building on June 13, 1994, the

f

inspector noted that some scaffolding had been erected in Room 4. The
inspector asked the Unit 2 General Supervisor if a radiation and contamination
survey of the upper areas that were made accessible by the scaffolding had i

'

been accomplished. The Unit 2 General Supervisor was sure that a survey had
been performed in accordance with the Radiation Work Permit package that was ;

used to install and perform work on the scaffolding. !

A review of Radiation Work Permit RWP 94-2-0057-A, " Scaffolding Materials in j

Non-contaminated Areas of the RCA," was conducted by the inspector. A ;

" caution" note under paragraph I of the attached special instructions stated
the following: " Areas in the overhead (Above 6 feet) are not routinely

,

|

surveyed and are not usually accessible until scaffolding is erected. Do not ;

lean, lay, sit, or stand on plant structures until surveyed and cleared by HP
when building into the overhead. Ensure HP has surveyed pipes, valves, and ;

components, prior to coming within 12" as scaffolding is being erected into
overhead." :

i

|
!

!

- __
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By reviewing the applicable Radiation Work Permit sign-in-log, the inspector
noted that the scaffolding had been used since February 1, 1994. An attempt
to retrieve a survey which may have been performed when the scaffolding was
erected, proved to be unsuccessful. The licensee's staff stated that a survey

was probably not taken since they could not locate a survey report.
!The inspector observed other scaffolding in other areas of the plant and again

asked if surveys had been performed. The inspector noted that a method had ;

not been developed for determining, by observation or by some other means, if |
erected scaffolding has been surveyed. The licensee's staff stated that the
only way to determine if erected scaffolding was surveyed was to search |
through the control point log or the survey records. The licensee's staff !
conducted a search of their logs and surveys records after the tour and after I

a lengthy search were able to determine from " log entries" that surveys of all !

other scaffolding had been performed. The inspector informed the licensee's
staff that their capability to retrieve documented survey data was in need of i

improvement. The licensee's staff agreed with the inspector's comments. i

;

Not performing a survey of the scaffolding is a violation of license i

requirements prescribed in Technical Specifications, Section 6.8.1, that i

requires that written procedures shall be established, implemented, and |
maintained covering activities recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory .

'Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Febra ry 1978.

2.9 Health Physics Enhancement Plan !
>

The inspector reviewed the 1993 and 1994 Action Plans developed by the :

Technical Services Manager for the purpose of enhancing the radiation i
protection program performance. The action plan is generally referred to as !

the Health Physics Enhancement Plan.

The plan lists nine different categories that were addressed annually for i

possible enhancement. The nine categories were: (1) Organization and
Administration, (2) Training and Qualification, (3) External Exposure Control, i

(4) Internal Exposure Control, (5) Radiation Exposure Reduction, !
!(6) Radioactive Contamination Control, (7) Control of Solid Radioactive Waste,

(8) Control of Radiological Control Area Work, and (9) Monitoring and !

Improving Health Physics Division Performance. Areas of enhancement were
listed under each category. The list of enhancement items under each category |

varied in size. Supervisory personnel from the Health Physics Division were :

assigned to address each enhancement item until the action was completed. ;

Items were tracked from start to finish. Some items may carry over from one '

year to the next. The list of enhancement items was developed annually by the :
Technical Services Manager and his staff. Lessons learned from plant |
operations was used to develop the enhancement list. Development of new -

health physics technology and the experiences of other Nuclear Power Utility ,

Companies were also used to develop the list of enhancement items. |
.

The list of enhancement items recommended for 1993 and 1994 was very j
comprehensive. The inspector concluded that the Health Physics Enhancement

'

Action Plan was an excellent program and encouraged the Technical Services ;

Manager that it be maintained. The program had a lot of potential for
,

i
6
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,

!

ensuring that an effective and state-of-the-art radiation protection program ;
was continually maintained. '

t

2.10 Conclusions

Quality assurance audits of the radiation protection program had been
,

performed as required. These audits were technically comprehensive and !

provided excellent program evaluation and management oversight. Good quality I

assurance surveillances and self assessments had been performed concerning the '

licensee's radiation protection program. An aggressive radiological
occurrence reporting system had also been implemented and appeared to be
effective in identifying and correcting abnormal radiological problems. :

|

The licensee made minor changes to its organization. State-of-the-art !

equipment was available for use in reducing personnel radiation exposures, !

increase the efficiency of the radiation work permit generating process, and ;

increase the amount of information depicted by radiation surveys. ;
1

Excellent external radiation exposure controls were maintained. Radiation
work permits provided appropriate guidance. The content of prejob briet;ngs

;and the job coverage by radiation protection personnel were excellent.
Considerable effort was taken to familiarize radiation workers with good

.

:
health physics practices.

'

All the elements of an excellent internal exposure control program were !
implemented, and the program has been very effective. !

!
'Excellent performance was achieved by controls of radioactive materials and

contamination. A low number of personnel contaminations had occurred. ,

;

All the elements of a the ALARA program had been implemented. Total radiation i
iexposures for the last refueling outage completed in 1994 and normal plant

operations were below the established person-rem ALARA goals. Management's
commitment to maintaining an effective radiation protection program and |
maintaining radiation exposures ALARA was strong. Some improvements in the i

implementation of an ALARA awareness program for workers may be warranted. !

.

Housekeeping within the radiological controlled area was good. |

A violation concerning the failure to adhere to station procedures was
identified. The violation involved a failure to perform radiation and i

contamination survey of scaffolding as required by a radiation work permit ,

while the scaffolding was being erected. The problem was further complicated,
,

because the licensee had not developed a method for determining if surveys of
erected scaffolding had been performed. i

;

An excellent Health Physics Enhancement Plan program had been developed and '

implemented.

.

t
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3 RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE TREATMENT AND EFFLUENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING
(84750)

The inspector reviewed the process control program to determine agreement with
commitments in Chapter 11 of the Updated Safety Analysis Report and compliance
with the requirements in Technical Specification 6.13.

3.1 Process Control Program

An examination was conducted to determine the status of the licensee's process
control program (PCP). Applicable procedures and Section 11 of the Updated
Safety Analysis Report were reviewed. In addition, the inspector observed
waste processing operations during the inspection period.

Operation of the solid waste processing system was witnessed by the inspector
during the inspection. The inspector concluded that operation of the solid
waste processing system was consistent with Procedure OPGO#-20-0017,
" Radioactive Waste Processing Control Program," Chapter 11 of the Updated
Safety Analysis Report, and with the licensee's approved process control
program. No changes in the program had occurred.

3.2 Conclusion

The licensee's 20:9 active waste processing program continues to be
implemented in 4a.c Jance with the licensee's approved process control
program.

i.



,

.

p

.

ATTACHMENT

1 PERSONS CONTACTED

1.1 Licensee Personnel !

W. T. Cottle, Group Vice President, Nuclear
*J. F. Groth, Vice President, Nuclear Generation
*L. W. Myers, Plant Manager, Unit 1
*G. L. Parkey, Plant Manager, Unit 2 i

f*H. W. Bergendahl, Manager, Technical Services
*D. R. Keating, Director, Quality Assurance
*R. V. Logan, Health Physics Division Manager >

R. A. Gangluff, Manager, Effluent and Waste Management
!*R. A. Helton, Maintenance Manager Assistant

*M. A. Coughlin, Senior Licensing Engineer ;

*W. S. Blair, Manager, Staff Training Services ,

*B. Kruse Staff Quality Assurance Specialist i

P. E. Parrish, Senior Licensing Specialist !

J. Sepulveda, Supervisor, Radiation Protection - Radwaste j

H. R. Williamson, Training Coordinator .

*J. J. Sheppard, General Manager, Nuclear Licensing |
*S. E. Torrey, Health Physics Operations Support, General Supervisor i

B. L. Whitmer, Health Physics, General Supervisor, Unit 1 !
W. D. Wood, Health Physics, General Supervisor, Unit 2
D. J. Hubenak, ALARA, Supervisor j

J. Bowles, Senior Training Instructor, General Employee Training |

1.2 NRC Personnel ,
,

D. P. Loveless, Senior Resident Inspector
*J. M. Keeton, Resident Inspector

* Denotes personnel that attended the exit meeting. In addition to the
personnel listed, the inspector contacted other personnel during this '

inspection period.

2 EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was conducted on June 17, 1994. During this meeting, the
inspector reviewed the scope and findings of the report. The licensee did not ,

identify as proprietary, any information provided to, or reviewed by the [
inspector.
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