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lnspection Summary: Inspection on July 15-18, 1991 (Report Nos. 50-20/91-02 and 70
938/91-02)

Routine, unannounced inspection of licensed activities including:
operational status of the licensee’s Emergency Preparedness (EP) program, and status of
licensee action on previously identified items.

Results: No violations of NRC requirc iments were identified, Areas for improvement were
identified in the Emergency Plan and Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIP).
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DETAILS

10 Individuals Contacted

*J. Bernard, Director, Rea ¢ Dperations

1. Beyer, Co-Director, Camp..0 Nurse Practioners

J. Capucci, Lieutenant Day Commander, Campus Police

A. Ducatman, Director, Environmental Medical Service (EMS)
M. Galanek, Associate Campus Radiation Protection Officer
*K. Kwok, Superintendent, Reactor Operations

F. Massé , Campus Radiation Protection Officer (CRPO)

*F. McWilliams, Reactor Radiation Protection Officer (RRPO)

*Denotes those present at the exit interview on July 18 1991, The inspectors also
interviewed other licensee emplovees during the inspection.

(Open) Inspector Followup Item (50-20/90-01-01) Lack of written implementing
procedures for radiological controls program. The inspector reviewed a draft copy
of meeting minutes for the licensee's Reactor Safeguards Committee (RSC) session
held on July 15, 1991, which indicated that the RSC concurred with the general
process being implemented at the reactor facility to formally review and approve
written radiological control (RC) procedures. This formal process required that each
RC procedure prepared by the RRPO, which could directly affect reactor operations
(e.g., radiological surveys of containment), would receive approval signatures by two
senior reactor operators (SROs) and the Director, Reactor Operations. The other
RC procedures prepared by the RRPO, which would not directly affect reactor
operations (e.g., administrative notifications), would be informally reviewed by
members of the reactor operations staff and receive approval signatures from the
CRPO and the Director, EMS. At the time of the current inspection, the RRPO
stated that about thirty RC procedures had been drafted and about twenty-five of
them were in the review process. Therefore, this item remained open pending
completion of the review process and actual implementation of the written
procedures.

(Open) Violation (50-20/91-01-01) Failure to provide all information required by
10CFR20.311(b). The RRPO stated that a vendor had been selected to perform the
required analyses and the samples would be sent to the vendor laboratory in July
1991. Based upon discussions with the RRPO and other licensee representatives, the
inspector confirmed that no waste shipments had been made since the last inspection,
and the licensee re-affirmed its commitment to not make any such future shipments
until the waste had been properly characterized by the results of the radiochemical
analyses. Therefore, this item remained open pending completion of the required
analyses and waste characterization.
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Emergency Action Levels (EALs)

A tour of the control room revealed that EALs were not discrete initiating conditions
or indications on panel displays which, when exceeded, related to specific emergency
classifications. EALs based upon degraded core conditions were available but were
not clearly defined.

An NRC memorandum dated December 28,1989, which included th: results of a
review of the licensee’s Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIPs), was
provided by the inspectors to licensee rep: *sentatives during this inspection. (A copy
of that memorandum is provided as an attachment to this report.) Generic concerns
in the NRC review highlighted the compiex format in which information was
preseated in the EPIPs. The complex format lacked the consideration of human
engineering factors that would allow the Plan to be more easily and efficiently
implemented. For example, certain actions may not be carried out expeditiously
because Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs), EALs and classfication tables are
interrelated. In addition, in many cases, immediate responses such as event
ciassification, notifications, and activation of the emergency organization are not
identified sufficiently eurly in the procedures and therefore may not be taken until
an event has significantly progressed. The inspectors requested that the licensee
evaluate the NRC review and consider changes to the overall program where
appropriate. Particular attention should be given to updating the Plan to reflect
current status and to simplifving the EPIPs to facilitate use. Licensee action
regarding these items will be reviewed during a future inspection while upgrades to
the Plan and EPIPs will be evaluated prior to license renewal (50-20/91-02-01).

Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIPs)

The inspectors determined that the licensee used three EPIPs to conduct emergency
response. Two of the EPIPs are used for General Emergency situations while the
third EPIP specified activities associated with Unusual Event, Alert, and Site Area
Emergency situations. A review of the Emergency Plan indicated that worst case
accidents would not lead to General Emergency conditions similar to those which are
possible at commercial power reactors. The inspectors noted that the EPIPs and
classifications could be revised to make responses more realistic and more consistent
with those described in offsite (State and local) emergency plans.






