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SUMMARY

'Inspection on September 27 - October 1,1982

Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 123 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of air sampling and whole body counting, surveys, posting, labeling and
control, and disposal of contaminated oil.

Results

In the areas inspected, four apparent violations were found.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted
.

Licensee Employees -

R. B. Starkey, Plant General Manager
*D. S. Crocker, Manager Environmental and Radiation Control
*W. MacCready, Radiation Control Supervisor
*C. L. Wright, Specialist-Regulatory Compliance
D. Boan, Radiation Control Foreman
E. Morgan, Principal Specialist - Special Projects
R. Wyler, Senior Specialist - Environmental
G. Rollins - Senior Health Physicist
R. Denny - Radiation Control Foreman

Other licensee employees contacted included three technicians.

NRC Resident Inspector

*S. Weise, Senior Resident Inspector

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on October 1, 1982, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspectors discussed with
plant management personnel the violations of Technical' Specification
6.5.1.1.1, 6.13.1, 10CFR20.203(c)3, and 10CFR20.301. The Manager
Environmental and Radiation Control acknowledged ~the. violations.
The inspector conmented that plant personnel had been responsive to
inspector requests. The inspector also stated that the overall health
physics program had improved when compared to its status during the health
physics appraisal .

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

(Closed) (URI 82-31-01) This item concerns the release and disposal of
contaminated oil . This item is discussed in section 7 of this report.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.

5. Air Sampling and Whole Body Counting

The inspector reviewed the licensee's Whole Body Counting Log from
January 1, 1982 to June 24, 1982. The inspector noted that approximately
48*. of the personnel terminated during that period had from 0.1% to 5.4%
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Maximum Permissible Body Burdens. Acting on the request of the inspector,
the licensee vas able to provide the only investigation and MPC-HRS review
performed on an employee during the aforementioned period. The investiga-
tion is required for any individual with a body burden 210%. The investi-
gation and review were conducted in accordance with Health Physics Procedure
HP-32 resulting in the subject individual being assigned 31.4 MPC-HRS with a
dose of about 13.1 mrem to the lower large intestine. The licensee
concluded that although the individual was working without respiratory
protection in an area with loose surface contamination levels in excess of

2100,000 DPM/100cm , ingestion probably occurred by the -individual rubbing
his nose with a contaminated glove rather than inhalation of airborne
radi.oactive material. The licensee's conclusion is partly evidenced by the
fact that two other workers in the same area at the same time did not have
detectable skin contamination. The inspector stated that more conclusive
evidence could have been acquired by Whole Body Counting the other two
workers. A number of individual Whole Body Count Records indicated that the
reason for oerforming the count was facial contamination. However, no
Personnel Contamination Record (Form # HP-28-1) was available as required by
Health Physics Procedure HP-28. Additional body burden investigations were
not available since the licensee attributes most high whole body counts to
skin contamination. From the data in the Personnel Exposure Records, the
inspector was unable to conclusively determine wnether the initial greater
than or equal to 10% maximum permissible body burden and subsequent Whole
Body Count results were an indication of uptake, skin contamination or both.
The adequacy of licensee evaluation of whole body counts will be inspected
during a future inspection (82-34-01).

Health Physics Procedure HP-1.1 administratively provides a program for
radiation control area surveillance. The procedure does not require routine
measurements of concentrations of radioactive material in air for routinely
entered contaminated areas including High Contamination Areas defined in the
procedure as an area being accessible and having removable beta contamina-
tion 220,000 DPM/100cm2 The condition therefore exists where licensee
personnel are entering controlled areas for routine evaluations such as
surveys, valve operations, and inspections without any evaluation of
concentration of radioactive material in air. The inspector noted that no
Constant Air Monitors (CAMS) were in operation in the Auxiliary Building.
Licensee Management stated that the CAMS had been discarded due to excessive
corrective maintenance required to keep them operational. Licensee

; Management stated that new CAMS had been included in next year's budget
request. This situation had been previously identified in report number'

82-13.

On September 29 and 30,1982, while performing RWP509 work, licensee workers
performed decontamination work in the Spent Fuel Pool area without
collecting an airborne radioactivity sample to evaluate the extent of any
airborne radiological hazard. The radiological survey map associated with
the RWP indicated that an airborne survey was not performed due to the
unavailability of electrical power. The inspector stated that an air sample
should have been taken in order to evaluate the potential airborne hazard
during this work even though work area contamination levels were not
considered high.
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Due to the aforementioned concerns, the inspector stated that the licensee
should reevaluate the adequacy of the respiratory protection program, air
sampling program and facility contamination confinement as recommended by
ANSI-N343-1978. Licensee Management stated that they would take investi-
gative action regarding these concerns (82-34-02).

6. Records Review

(1) The inspector reviewed the last two semiannual inventories and leak
check of sealed sources required by Technical Specification 4.16. The
inspector found no discrepancies.

(2) The inspector reviewed forty-four Personnel Contamination Record Forms
(Form # HP28-1) for the period February to August 1982. Thirty-eight of
the forty-four had not been reviewed in a:cordance with Health Physics
Procedures HP-28.

Technical Specification 6.5.1.1.1 requires that written procedures be
established, implemented and maintained for procedures recommended by
Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.13, Revision 2, February 1978. Health
Physics procedure HP-28 requires that personnel contamination records
be reviewed by a Radiation Control foreman or the Environmental and
Radiation Control Supervisor. The inspector stated that failure to
follow the requirements of HP-28 is a violation of Technical Specifi-
cation 6.5.1.1.1. (82-34-03)

7. Disposal of Radioactively Contaminated Oil

Inspection Report 50-261/82-31 discussed an unresolved item (82-31-01) for
the discovery of radioactivity in a waste oil storage tank which was located
outside the Unit 2 radiation controlled area.

The licer.see conducted an investigation to determine the origin of the
radioactive contaminated oil and whether or not any contaminated oil was
released off site. The investigation revealed that the waste oil contractor
picked up waste oil (mixed with some water) from the plant five times in
1982. Samples (125ml each) were collected from a 1000 gallon waste oil,

| storage tank, a 500 gallon oil tank and 16 fifty-five gallon drums and
analyzed. The radioactivity concentration in one drum (identified as No. 8)
was 6 x 10 'pCi/ml (principally CO-60). The mimimum detectabl. activity was

| approximately 1 x 10 'pCi/ml. Interviews of the contractor's truck driver
conducted by the licensee revealed that on April 22, he received approxi-
mately 800 gallons of oil from the 1000 gallon tank,100 gallons from the
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500 gallon tank and 50 to 150 gallons from 1 to 3 55 gallon drums. The
driver remembered this shipment because he remained at the site until late
in the day, and he also assisted the technician in collection of the
samples. These volumes are in agreement with the waste oil distributor's
records which indicate that they received 900 gallons of oil and 200 gallons
of water. Analysis of the sample collected from eight of the sixteen drums
was performed on April 23, after the oil was released to the contractor.
Included in the eight samples analyzed on April 23, was the one (Drum #8)
which contained measurable radioactivity. The driver could not positively
state that the contaminated oil (Drum No. 8) was included in the April 22
shipment. He thought that he took one to three drums and that they were
numbered sequentially 1, 2.... Licensee representatives, in discussion with
the inspector, stated that the oil in drums that was not transferred on
April 22 would have been emptied into the storage tanks. Another pick up of
waste oil was made by the contractor in May, 1982. No measurable radio-
activity was identified in the analysis of this oil prior to release. The
licensee again used a 125 m1 sample from each container of oil. Tests
performed by the licensee indicate that the 125 mi sample was inadequate for
determining if the oil was radioactively contaminated. Subsequent samples
taken from drum no. 8 which contained no detectable radioactivity based on a
125 m1 sample, had detectable radioactivity when a 1000 mi sample was used.
A licensee representative stated that although the No. 8 drum which was
located in a contaminated equipment warehouse in the radiation controlled
area contained oil, the evidence points to the fact that the contaminated
oil was released either on April 22 or in May, 1982 and that the oil
currently in the No. 8 drum was added at a later date.

On September 29, the licensee performed detailed radiation surveys of the
oil distributor facilities. In addition, loose surface contamination
surveys were performed. Samples of oil and sludge removed from the storage
tank and tank truck used to transport the waste oil from the licensee's
plant were collected and returned to the plant for analysis. No above
background radiation levels were found and none of the samples contained
detectable radioactivity.

The inspector stated that approximately one microcurie of cobalt-60 was
contained in drum No. 8 and that this activity was released off site between
April 22 and May 20, 1982. 10CFR20.301 states in part, that no licensee
shall dispose of licensed material except by transfer to an authorized
recipient as provided in Part 30, 40, 60, 70 or 72 of Title 10 to the Code
of Federal Regulations, as authorized pursuant to 20.302 or as provided in
20.303 (release of material into sanitary sewage systems, 20.306 (disposal
of specific waste), or in 20.106 (radioactivity in effluents to unrestricted
areas). The inspector stated that disposal of licensed material in a manner
not otherwise authorized in regulations was a violation of 10CFR20.301.
(82-34-04)
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The inspector stated that since the licensee began transferring waste oil to
a contractor in 1981, the licensee should review the transfer records and
verify that other releases of contaminated oil have not occurred. Licensee
management agreed to review all transfers. The results of this expanded
investigation will be reviewed during a subsequent inspection (82-34-05).

Technical Specification 6.5.1.1.1 requires that written procedures be
established, implemented and maintained as recommended in Appendix "A" of
Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978. Appendix "A" of
Regulatory Guide 1.33 recommends procedures for control of radioactivity
(for limiting materials released to environment and limiting personnel
exposure) including contamination control procedures. In reviewing the
licensee's procedures for the control of radioactivity, the inspector
determined that the licensee did not have a procedure for the release of
waste oil from the plant. The inspector stated that failure to have a
procedure which cescribed in detail the sampling program, (e.g. sample size,
method of sampling to insure representative sampling, method of analysis,
timeliness of analysis), review of data prior to release, management
ir.volvemeqt when detectable activity is found, records required, and
appropriate quality control checks contributed significantly to the
unauthorized release of contaminated oil off-site. The inspector stated
that failure to have a procedure for the release of waste oil was a
violation of Technical Specification 6.5.1.1.1 (82-34-06).

8. Posting Labeling and Control

During tours of the Radiation Control Area, the inspectors observed and
evaluated licensee controls over high radiation areas. The drumming room is
posted as a high radiation area and inside this room is an area which is
normally not accessible due to being boundaried by 55 gallon drums stacked
two high and by walls. This area contains radioactive filters which create
radiation levels greater than 1000 mrem /hr. The drums and the walls
normally prevent unauthorized entry into the greater than a 1000 mrem /hr
radiation field. On September 27, 1982, a ladder was observed leaning
against the shield wall in the drumming room. This ladder provided for
unauthorized access into the greater than 1000 mrem /hr area. Maintenance
personnel had used the ladder in order to gain access to the top of the
shield wall to work on the overhead crane.

Technical Specification 6.13.1 requires that unauthorized entry shall be
prevented to areas in which the intensity of radiation is greater than 1000
mrem /hr. The inspector stated that the ladder provided a path for
unauthorized entry into the normally inaccessible high radiation area since
a worker could step down from the shield wall onto the wall created by the

7

: 55 gallon drums and then into the greater than 1000 mrem /hr area. This is
a violation of Technical Specification 6.13.1. In order to correct this'

violation and to prevent unauthorized entry to the high radiation area, the
licensee locked the outer door to the drumming room. (82-34-07)

i
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The "B" waste evaporator room is posted as a high radiation area. On
September 27, 1982, an individual was observed coming out of the "B" waste
evaporator room without a radiation dose rate instrument. When asked the
location of his dose rate instrument the individual pointed to an instrument
on the floor outside the area.

Technical Specification 6.13.1 requires that any individual or group of
individuals permitted to enter high radiation areas shall be provided with a
radiation monitoring device which continuously indicates the radiation dose
rate in the area. The inspector stated that the individual did not have the
dose rate instrument in the high radiation area to allow him to monitor dose
rates in the area. This is a violation of Technical Specification 6.13.1.

(82-34-07)

The "C" waste evaporator room is posted as a locked high radiation area due
to radiation levels greater than 1000 mrem /hr. A padlock was the locking
device.

10CFR20.203(c)(3) requires that high radiation area controls be established
in such a way that no individual will be prevented from leaving a high
radiation area. The inspector stated that high radiation area controls were
not established in such a way that an individual could leave the high
radiatior, area since the padlock could be inadvertently secured while an
individual was in the room. No administrative controls were in place which
would ensure that an individual would not be inadvertently locked in the
area. This is a violation of 10CFR20.203(c)(3). (82-34-07)

During a tour of the building the inspector noted that the drumming room was
posted as an " Airborne Radioactivity Area" due to trash compacting. While

,

airborne surveys indicated that there was not actually any airborne
contamination, the inspector stated that this area had potential for an
unmonitored release path since the roll-up door from the room to the outside
of the building remains open at all times. The Manager of Environmental and

| Radiation Control stated that the air flow in the room is from the roll-up
I door to the hall way due to negative pressure in the auxiliary building.

The inspector questioned the adequacy of this flow path to contain an
airborne contamination event in this room when the door to the auxiliary
building hallway is closed. This item is being followed under 81-07-30 of
the health physics appraisal which recommended that a ventilation balance
study be performed for the auxiliary building.

9. Surveys

The inspector conducted radiation and contamination surveys in various plant,

'

areas in order to verify the status of these areas. Contamination surveys
| performed by the inspectors indicated that a lathe in the hot machine shop

2 removeable contamination.was contaminated to above 1000 DPM/100 cm
Licensee follow up surveys verified this finding.

|

|
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Technical Specification 6.5.1.1.1 requires that written procedures be
established, implemented and maintained for procedures recommended by
Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978. Health
physics procedure HP-1.1, " Radiation Control Area Surveillance Program",
paragraph 5.2.3 requires that each contaminated orocess equipment area shall

4

be conspiciously posted with a sign or signs bearing the radiation caution
symbol and the words, " Caution (or Danger) Contaminated Process Equipment
Area". The section of the hot machine shop containing the contaminated
lathe was not posted as required by HP-1.1. The inspector stated that
failure to properly post the area around the contaminated lathe as a
Contaminated Process Equipment area was a violation of Technical Specifica-
tion 6.5.1.1.1. (82-34-08)

The inspector obtained a soil sample from an area outside the unit 2 turbine
building and requested the licensee to perform an isotopic analysis on the
sample. The sample was returned to the inspector so that an independent
analysis of the soil could be made by RII Independent Measurements
personnel. Comparison of the two analyses indicated that the licensee
analysis was significantly higher that - the Region II analysis. This <

discrepancy will be investigated by Region II Independent Measurements
personnel in a future inspection (82-34-09).

,
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