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Inspection Summary

Inspection on September 16-20, 1991 ékegort No. 50-155/91018(DRSS))

Areas Tnspected: Ruutine unannounced inspection of the licensee's radiation
protection program (Inspection Procedure (1P) 83750), the gaseous radwaste
program (IP 84750), and the solid radwaste and transportation progrem (1P
86750), including training and qualifications, effluent reports, and internal
exposur» control. In addition, several previous inspection items were
reviewed,

Results: No violations or deviations were identified. The licensee is
adequately implementing the programs reviewed during the inspection. The
volume of radwaste stored onsite has been significantly reduced, resulting
in enough space for several years of interim storage. The licensee appears
to adequately assess dose from liquid and gaseous effluents; however, the
stack flow rate value used for calculating doses from gaseous effluents has
not teen verified in approximately 10 years. The inspectors also identified
a possible unmonitored release path for radiocactive materials involving the
showering of potentially contaminated individuals in & building located
outside the protected area.

R e e e I e e R e e



1. Persons Contacted

*J), Beer, Chemistry and Radiation Protection Supervisor
*T. P, Popa, ALARA Coordinator
*R, Alexander, Technical Engineer
*G, Withrow, Engineering Superintendent
*D, Burdette, Senior Health Physicist
*R, Garrett, Radiation Protection Supervisor
T. A, Hancock, General Engineer

The inspector also interviewed other licensee personne],
*Denotes those present at the plant exit interview on September 20, 1991,

2. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

' (C!osed‘ Open 1tem No, 50-155/91010-01(DRSS): Discrepancies in iiquid

, effTuent doses in Semi-Annual EfTTuent Reports. The licensee has
submitted corrected dose values for the 1986-199C Semi-Annual Effluent
Reports, and 1s currently revising its procedure for determining dose

| from liquid effluencs, Additional corrective actiuns include submittal
of an industry event report and a review of the gascous effluent
procedures; these actions are scheduled for completion by December 31,
1991, PRased on the inspectors' review of completed ani planned corrective
actions this item is considered closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item No, 50-155/91010-C3(DRSS): Review licensee's
Tnvestigation of a spi1] during dicassembly of a check valve, The snill
; occurred because of an adiacent, improperly swated ito'ation valve. The
investigation concluded that ‘he decision not to v - a calchment wi in
keeping with past contamination control practi~r the refueling deck
where the spill occurred, Unless it is known long-term leakage may
occur, catchments are not routinely used on the deck. Initead, the deck
is routinely decontaminated during wuvk to control contaiination, In this
instance, the deck was promptly decontaminated after thic spill and no

| personne! were contaminated. During a previous repair of the check vaj e
; in March 1989, minor leakage of several drops per hour from the isolatiun
| valve was encountered; however, the volume irvolved was so small as to
not warrant additional compensatory actions 'n preparation for the most

| recent repair,

During the previous inspection, the inspectors also raised the concern
that the disc of the isolation vai e was incorrectly assumed to have
seated properly, despite the obvious water hammer damage to adjoining
pipe. Although discussions with NRC and licensee personnel indicated
that water hammer may not necessarily result in damage to inline valves,
in this instance, the licensee would have been prudent to assume that the
isolation valve was damaged and had not seated properly. Nonetheless,
because the volume of water that spilled was small and there were no
personne] contaminations or significant exposure problems associated with
the spill and the cleanup, this item is closed.
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Audits and Appraisals {1Ps B3750 and £4750)

The inspectors reviewr. - lected auality asturance (QA) audit and
surveillance reports 1 1990 and 1991 to date. The licensee's QA
audit/surveillance program appeared to conduct an adequate assessment
of technical performance, compliance with technical specification
requirements, and personnel training/qualifications relating to the
subject area, The station's responses to findings were adequate,

The licensee recently reorganized its audit organization, eliminating
the quality control (QC) denartment and increasing the duties of the

QA department., Each individual department will perform the traditional
QC functions through "Peer Revi<. " with the department head or designee
acting as the QC supervisor, in CA, special assessment teams will be
developed composed of QA specialists from different functional areas at
Pig Rock Point and Palisades. Currently, the licensee is developing the
OA assessment program and is awaiting KRC approval for ‘mplementing the
“Peer Review" process.

No violations or deviations were identified,

Solid Radioactive Waste (1P 86750 and Temporavy Instruction 260C/002)

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's plans for interim storage of solid
radioactive waste (radwaste), and toured the interim slorage facility,

As of November 1990, the licensee was banned from shipping waste to “he
three low-leve!l radwaste burial sites,

Solid radwaste is stored in the licensee's radwaste complex located just
outside of the protected area, and in la ge underground tanks within the
protected area. The radwaste complex consists of three buildings: the
main storage building, which contains concrete vaults for high integrity
containers, and which is used for the storage of dry active waste,
irradiated components, and filter media; and two smaller buildings used
to storc mixed and Pazardous wastes. The large underground tanks located
inside the licensen's protected area are used to store spent resin,

Prior to being denied access to the burial sites, the licensee signifi-
cantly reduced the volume of radwaste ousite (see Inspection Report
50-156/91010), thereby providing sufficient storage capacity for several
years. The radwaste complex appeared adequate to safely store the waste.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Training and Qualifications (1P 83750)

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's program for tra‘iirg and
qualification of Radiation Protection Technicians (RPTs). Included
in this review, was a discussion of Information Notice 83-61 and its
supplement 1 concerning incore radiation hszards from traversing
incore probes (TIP:).

A1l RPTs attend approximately 3 months of courses at the corporate
training center covering health physics and power plant fundamentals.
Following this initial training, the RPTs are assigned to Big Rock Point
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where they are trained and evaluated on various RPT tasks, and receive
refresher and industry event training, Big Rock Point does not
incorporate a TIP system; however, the station does inform their
technicians of the topics covered in Information Notice BB-63 and its
supplement 1 during industry events training. The training department
is currently develeping an expanded systems course for RPTs, at the
request of the technicians and radiation protection management.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Interna) Exposure Control (1P &3750)

The inspectors reviewed implementation of tne licensee's interns)
exposure contro) program, including ALARA considerations. No major

roblems were identified. A review of reco ds and a discussion with

icensee representatives indicated that for 1990 and 1991, to date,
no worker had been exposed to airborne radiocactivity approaching the
520 MPC-hour regulatory limit or the 40 MPC~hour control level, A
review of air sample data and a recent calibration of the whole-body
counter (WBC) 2lso identified no major problems; however, the inspectors
noted that the identification number of air samplers used to take air
samcles was not recorded on surveys., This was discussed with the
1..ensee, who agreed that it would be & good practice to include that
information.

During a review of the whole-body count (WBC) data and procedure RP-38,
“Wwhole Body Counting and Evaluation,” Revision 11, the inspectors
identified a potential unmonitored release path, in thai workers whe
were potentially externally contaminated as indicated by a WBC were
given a shower in the annex building, outside the protected area. The
drain from this shower is connected to the licensee's septic system, a
~ormally unmonitored system. Mitigating the health and safety concern
of an unmonitored release is the fact that the activity involved would
likely involve only several nanocuries to several tens of nanocuries
because workers who shower in the annex have already showered in the
protected area and passed through a whole-body contamination monitor in
the protected area without alaiming it, Although a review of \BC records
by the inspectors did not identify any instances where radicactive
material may have been showered off, the licensee acknowledged that a
qotential release path existed. A review of this practice by the

icensee in 1986 determined that any activity released via this rouce
would amount to a very small fraction of the limits in 10 CFR 20,303 for
releases to sanitary sewer systems., However, as discussed in Information
Notice 88-22, 10 CFR 20,303 would not be applicable to these releases.
This matter was discussed with the licensee, who agreed to cease using
the annex building shower for decontaminating potentially externally
contaminated workers, This matter will be reviewed during future
inspections,

No violations or deviations were identified,
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Gaseocus Effluents (1P 84750)

The inspectors reviewed the liceusee's gaseous radwaste effluent program,
including: compliance of releases with regulatory requirements; adequacy
of reguired records, reports, and notifications; and assessment of dose,

Radiocactive gases are released through the plant off-gas stack to provide
for adequate dispersion of radicactive materials to the environs, CGases
from air ejector offgas, gland seal condenser, and the containment,
radwaste area, turbine, and service buildings are routed to the stack

for monitoring and release. The air ejector and gland seal condenser
effluents pass through 30-n inute and 90-second holdup lines, respectivel,,
to allow for the decay of Nitrogen-16 and other short lived fission gases.

The inspectors' review of radiocactive effluent sampling and analysis
records and the semi-annual effluient reports for 1990 and 1991 to
date, did not identify any noncompliance with technical specification
requirements, The inspectors compared the licensee's gaseous effluent
dose assessment which uses the computer code GASPAR against manual
calculations based on the licensee's 0ffsite Dese Calculation Manual
and obtained comparable results,

In a previous 1nsgection (Inspection RePort 80.155/90003), it was
identified that the licensee used "none" in its semi-annual effluent
reports to quantify isotopes not seen above the lower limit of
detection [LLD) of the analysis equipment, Regulatory Guide 1,21
ricommends other methods of presentation, The licensee has since
modified this practice, and now uses " LLD" to indicate isotopes not
detected.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Effluent Control Instrumentation (1P 84750)

The inspectors reviewed channe!l calibration methodolc?y. records of
calibrations and functional tests, and surveill ces for the saseous
effluent control monitors. Included in the review was a tour of

the air ejector offgas and stack normal range noble gas monitors,
Continuous monitoring of the air ejectur offgas radioactivity for

noble gas fission products is performed prior to stack release to
indicate possible fuel element rupture. The stack radicactive geseous
efflucnt monitoring system (RGEM) receives an isokinetic sample of the
plant gaseous effluent and monitors for particulate/radioiodine using

a sodium fodide (Nai) gamma detector, and noble gas activity via a
scintillation chamber beta detector. The stack RGEM operates during
normal and accident conditions; however, during abnormally high levels
of activity in the effluent, the system bypasses the normal range
detectors, obtains a grab sample, and switches to a high range ionization
chamber gamma detector and a high range intrinsic germanium detector for
noble gas and particulate/radioiodine filter activities, respectively.

The licensee appears to maintain the gaseous effluent monitors in
accordance with their technical specifications, and is exceeding
surveillance requirements for the stack high range monitors. Included
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a Discrepancies in SemicAnnua) Effluent Reports
e

b. Determination of stack flow rate (Section 9),
¢. Inappropriate use of 10 CFR 20,303 (Section 6),




