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SUMMARY

Inspection on October 12-15, 1982

Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 28 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of reactor coolant water quality, radioactive effluent release procedures,
liquid effluent sampling and analysis, external radiation exposure records, RWPs
and surveys.

Results

Of the five areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified in four
areas; one apparent violation was found in one area.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*P. W. Howe, Vice President Brunswick Nuclear Project
*C. R. Dietz, Plant Manager
*A. G. Cheatam, Environmental and Radiation Control Manager
*L. F. Tripp, Radiation Control Supervisor
*R. M. Poulk, Regulatory Specialist
C. Robertson, Environmental and Chemistry Supervisor

*M. Millinor, Environmental and Chemistry Foreman
H. Shaver, Radiation Control Foreman
T. Priest, Radiation Control Foreman
R. F. Queener, Project Specialst Radiation Control

Other licensee employees contacted included five technicians.

NRC Resident Inspector

*D. Myers, Senior Resident Inspector

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on October 15, 1982, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector discussed the
technical specification violation with plant management personnel. The
plant manager acknowledged the violation.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.

5. Reactor Coolant Water Quality

The inspector selectively reviewed records of reactor coolant sampling
during 1982, compared the records to the requirement of Technical Specifica-
tion 3.4.5 and discussed the reactor coolant sampling program with a
licensee representative. The reactor coolant sampling records reviewed
included microcuries/ gram Dose Equivalent I-131,100/E microcuries/ gram,
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gross activity determination, isotopic analysis for I-131, I-133 and I-135,
and isotopic analysis of an off gas sample including quantitative measure-
ments for Xe-133, Xe-135 and Kr-88. The sampling and analysis frequency
shown in the records met the minimum sampling frequency specified in
Technical Specification Appendix B Table 3.5.-l. In general the reactor
coolant sampling and analysis frequencies performed by the licensee are more
frequent than required.

On occasions when the reactor coolant specific activity required more
frequent sampling and analysis per Technical Specification 3.45, the records
indicate that the increased frequency was met.

No violations or deviations were identified.

6. Radioactive Effluent Release Procedures

The inspector reviewed procedures for liquid and gaseous releases and
calibration of liquid and gaseous monitors. The calibration data for the
latest calibration of a reactor building vent monitor was also reviewed.
Procedure E&RC-2010 requires the amount of weekly liquid composite to be a
minimum of 500 ml. The procedure states that the weekly composite is
normally accumulated at the rate of 25 ml per 1000 gallons of liquid
effluent. The weekly composite samoles are then used to make the monthly
composite sample. At the 25 mi per 1000 gallons rate, the minimum weekly
sample of 500 ml would be proportional to other weeks of the month only if a
minimum of 20,000 gallons is released each week. If significantly less than
20,000 gallons were released during one week of the month, as was the case
during the week of this inspection, the monthly composite sample for this
case would not be proportional to the quantity of liquid waste discharged as
stated in the notes to Table 3.5-1 of Technical Specification Appendix B.
During weeks when greater than 20,000 gallons of effluent are released,
proportionality of the composite sample is satisfactory.

The supervisor environmental and chemistry acknowledged the concern and
stated that the procedure E and RC-2010 would be revised. The procedure
revision will be reviewed during a future inspection (82-40-01).

|

7. Liquid Effluent Sampling and Analysis

Appendix B Technical Specification 3.1.1.C requires sampling and analysis of
liquid radioactive waste to be performed in accordance with Table 3.5-1.

|
l The inspector determined through discussions with licensee representatives

and review of liquid radioactive waste discharge records that the type and
frequency of analysis requirements specified in Table 3.5-1 were being mett

( by the licensee.
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These records were also reviewed to ensure that the licensee was meeting or
able to meet minimum detectable activity requirements of Table 3.5-1.
Table 3.5-1 requires that the monthly liquid radwaste composite sample be
analyzed for Sr-89 with a minimum detectable activity of 5 X 10 * micro-
curies /ml. The analyses for Sr-89 and Sr-90 are pt Jormed by a group at the
Harris Environmental and Energy Center (HEEC). On the following occasions
the records listed the analyses for Sr-89 as less than MDA but the stated MDA
did not meet the Technical Specification Table 3.5-1 requirement of 5 X 10 8
pc/ml: July 1981, less than MDA - 1.32 X 10 7 pc/ml; February 1982, less
than MDA - 2.5 X 10 ' pc/ml; July 1982, less than MDA-8.8 X 10 ' pc/ml; and
August 1982, less than MDA - 3 X 10 7 pc/ml. Table 3.5-1 requires that a
Sr-90 analysis be performed on a quarterly composite sample. However, the
licensee required this analysis monthly. On the following occasions the
records listed the analyses for Sr-90 as less than MDA and the stated MDA
did not meet the Technical Specification Table 3.5-1 requirement of 5 X 10 8
pc/ml: February 1982 less than MDA - 1.4 X 10 ' pc/ml; and August 1982,
less than MDA - 1.9 X 10 7 pc/ml. The inspector stated that this is a
violation of Appendix B Technical Specification 3.5.1.C which requires that
sampling and analyses of liquid radioactive waste shall be performed in
accordance with Table 3.5-1 in that, for the above stated months, the
analyses for Sr-89 and Sr-90 were recorded as less than MDA. However, the
MDA required by Table 3.5-1 was not met (82-40-02). This violation
indicates inadequate review of results as well as a potentially deficient
quality assurance interface between the plant and HEEC. This area will be
examined during a future inspection (82-40-03).

After the inspector identified the above MDA violation for liquid radio-
active effluents, the results of gaseous effluent samples for MDAs stated
in Appendix B Technical Specification Table 3.5-2 were examined. No
violation for the MDA values for gaseous samples was identified.

8. External Radiation Exposure Records

The inspector reviewed the radiation exposure files for eleven individuals.
The records were examined for a current NRC-Form 4, exposure totals, as well
as TLD and dosimeter investigation records when required. Errors in posting
pocket dosimeter readings were identified when the inspector questioned why
a t simeter and TLD investigation was not performed when it appeared to be
required by procedure E and PRC 0200, " Control of Personnel Exposure to
Ionizing Radiation." E and RC 0200 requires that a TLD and dosimeter
investigation be performed when either the sum of the pocket dosimeter
readings, for the period of exposure since the last TLD reading, or the TLD
reading exceeds 500 mrem and the difference between the TLD and pocket
dosimeter totals exceecs 25% of the TLD reading. By a review of one
individual's pocket dosimeter totals, the investigation should have been
performed on three dates - April 29, 1982, May 29, 1982 and June 26, 1982.
The individual's file contained an investigation for June 26,1982, but no
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investigation record existed for March 29,1982 or May 29,1992. 6 licensee
representative stated that the clerks who post dosimeter and TLD totals to
the exposure records were relied upon in the past to flag the requirement
for an investigation. The licensee made a more in-depth investigation of
this individual's exposure file by going back to the individual's access
control card for the periods in question. The access control card contains
dosimeter readings for each time an individual signs in on a RWP. This
investigation revealed math errors in adding dosimeter readings. When these
corrections were made to the exposure file, no investigation was required.

In another individual's file, the TLD was read on July 2,1982, as 0.0 mrem.
The pocket dosimeter total for this period as indicated in the individual's
exposure record was 144 mrem. While the pocket dosimeter total of 144 mrem
did not meet the procedure guidelines for requiring an investigation, a
comparison of exposures on the TLD and pocket dosimeter of the type
described should have raised questions. The licensee investigated this
record using this individual's access control card when the inspector
brought the record to their attention. The result of the licensee inves-
tigation was that one dosimeter reading of 100 mrem should have been posted
to pocket dosimeter totals associated with the following TLD period. The
inspector reviewed the result of these record changes and found that the
pocket dosimeter totals and TLD readings compared better for these two
periods than prior to the corrections.

The inspector stated that the errors stated above indicated a lack of
administrative controls in the dosimetry records areas. The Manager E
and RC stated that the plant is changing to a computer system for these
records and that these types of problems will be flagged when the computer
system is fully operational . The inspector stated that the 500 mrem level
for requiring an exposure investigation appeared to be high and should be
evaluated. Also, the procedure allows that, during an investigation, all
dosimeter readings less than 20 mrem may be dropped in order to bring the
TLD and dosimeter totals into closer agreement. The inspector stated that
this practice should be evaluated. The Manager E and RC acknowledged this
concern and stated that an evaluation of the 500 mrem investigation level
and the allowance to delete dosimeter readings below 20 mrem would be
performed. This will be reviewed in a future inspection (82-40-04).

| The inspector reviewed pocket dosimeter and TLD investigations in exposure
| files. The investigation in one file stopped when the individual stated

| that on one occasion he noticed that his pocket dosimeter read higher than
others on his work crew. The inspector stated that this investigation
should be taken further by reviewing the dosimeter readings for individuals
who had worked with this individual. The inspector requested that this
investigation be taken further. The Manager E and RC agreed. This'

investigation will be reviewed during a future inspection (82-40-05).
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9. RW0s and Surveys

The inspector selectively reviewed RWPs written during October,1982, for
the identified health physics requirements and requested to see the surveys
associated with the RWPs. Some difficulty was found in correlating surveys
to RWPs, however, adequate surveys were produced. RWPs are now written and
printed out on a computer. When RWPs were written by hand, the survey
rumbers associated with the RWP were written on the RWP. Radiation Control
personnel have requested that this ability be added to the RWP computer
program. The Manager E and RC stated that the survey numbers would be hand
written onto the RWP hard page copy until the capability is added to the
computer program. This will be examined during a future inspection
(82-40-06).

10. Tour of Radiation Control Area

The inspector toured the Unit 2 reactor building. During tours, the
inspectors reviewed the licensee's posting and control of radiation areas,
high radiation areas, airborne radioactivity areas, contamination areas,
radioactive material areas, and the labeling of radioactive material. No
violations or deviations were observed.
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