
, . -= . _ .

Y*
, ,

,

l

DEC 101991

Docket No. 50-219

Mr. John J. Barton
Vice President and Director
GPU Nuclear Corporation
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
P.O.11ox 388
Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Dear Mr. Barton:

Subject: Inspection No. 50-219/90-13

This letter refers to your letter dated April 29,1991, in response to our letter dated March
29,1991.

You submitted Technical Specification Change Request No.170 (TSCR No.170) to the NRC
dated April 29,1991 to delete the requirement of Section 3.15. A, Table 3.15.1, that a liquid
efnuent radiation monitor be available during liquid effluent discharges from the radwaste
proecssing facility. Your TSCR No.170 has been denied by the NRC and you were
informed of this denial by a letter (Denial of Amendment Request) dated November 19, 1991
from Mr. John li. Stolz, You are, therefore, requested to respond to the violation (50-
219/90-13-01) within 30 days of the date of this letter, informing us of the actions you have
taken or plan to take to ensure that the subject monitor is available for liquid radwaste
discharges.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sine 6[MX51 Signed Dy-
Richard W. Cooper 7C

Malcolm R. Knapp, Director
Division of Radiation Safety

and Safeguards
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cc w/ encl:
hi, Laggart, hianager Corporate IJcensing
G.11usch, Licensing hianager, Oyster Creck
Public Document Room (PDR)
local Public Document Room (LPDR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
K. Abraham, PAO (2)
NRC Resident inspector
State of New Jersey

bec w/cncl:
Region 1 Docket Room (with concurrences)
Management Assistant, DRMA (w/o encl)
J. Joyner, DRSS
E. Wenzinger, DRP

| W. Ruiand, DRP
A. Dromerick, NRR/PD l 4

,
' F. Young, SRI, Three Mlle Island

J. Beall, SRI,11eaver Valley
R. I obel, EDO
T. Essig, NRR
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k, . . . . . /* November 19, 1991

Docket No. 50-219

i

Mr. John J. Barton
Vice President and Director
GPU Nuclear Corporation
Oyster Creek Huclear Generating Station i
Post Office Box 388 l

Forked River, New Jersey 08731

Dear Mr. Barton: |

SUBJECT: DENIAL OF AMEf40 MENT REQUEST - OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR
GENERAllflG STATION (TAC NO. 803CO) :

By letter dated April 29, 1991, GPU Nuclear Corporation (GPUN) submitted
Technical Specification Change Request No. 170 (TSCR No. 170). The TSCR
proposes to delete the requirement of Section 3.15.A Tabic 3.15.1, that a |

liquid effluent radiation monitor be available during liquid effluent
discharges from the radwaste processing facility.

We have reviewed the infortnation provided by GPUN, and find the justification
for deleting the Technical Specification to be unacceptable. The basis for
this finding is documented in the enclosed Safety Evaluation.

Therefore based upon the reasons stated in our Safety Evaluation, your :
amendment has been denied.

In a letter dated June 17, 1591, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection, Division of Environmental Quality, recommended that the proposed
amendment be denied.

A copy of the enclosed Notice of Denial of Amendment and Opportunity for
Hearing has been forwarded to the Office of Federal Register for publication.

Sincerely,

.
.

~

Joth F. Stolz, Directq)r
Project Directorate 1-4
. vision of Reactor Projects - 1/11
ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Notice

cc w/ enclosure: [ff)Cf D3lb
See next page

I P

.



__

'

,

,

os eeg
* ** o UNITED sTAf f s* , ,l' 3'

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION*

\*****)j
f, wastuemo9.o e su

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO THE DELETION OF THE REQUIREMENT

THAT A LIQUID RADIATION HONITOR BE AVAILABLE

DURING LIQUID EFFLUENT DISCHARGES FROM RADWASTE PROCESSING FAClllTY

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION AND JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT CUMPANY

OYSTER CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION

DOCKET NO. 50-219

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated April 29, 1991, GPU Nuclear Cor the licensee for
OysterCreekNuclearGeneratingStation(OCNGS)poration,dTechnical, submitte
Specification Change Request No.170 (TSCR NO.170) of their Provisional
Operating License No. DPR 16. The TSCR proposes to delete the requirement of
Section 3.15 A, Table 3.15.1, that a liquid offluent radiation monitor be
available during liquid effluent discharger; from the radweste processing
facility. This proposed change will recognize the primary met 1od of
m nitoring batch liquid effluent releases from the radwaste facility as the
method of double sampling and independent verification of release rates and
proper valve alignment. This method is the current provision of Table 3.15.1

'Action 110, when the liquid effluent radiation monitor is inoperable.

T' change is being requested as a corrective action in respo;se to a notice
of violation issued in NRC Inspection Report No. 50-219/90-13. The violation
was issued because the liquid effluent radiation monitor and associated
hardware are incapable of meeting the operability requirements of Section
3.15 A and have been out of service since 1981 with no reasonable effort made
to restore the instrurent to operable status. OCNGS has and continues to
release liquid effluent from the radwaste processing facilities in compliance
with the alternate provision.

Based on the following evaluation, the requested TSCR is denied.

2.0 EVALVATION

The licensee's Technical Specifications Section 3.15.A.1, Table 3.15.1. Item
1(a) requires a radiation monitor to be operable during batch releases via the
liquid radwaste effluent line. When the radiation monitor is inoperable.
liquid radwaste batch discharges are allowed provided double sampling and
independent verification of release rate and valve alignment are performed as
specified by Action 110 of Table 3.15.1.

The licensee has used the conditions in Action 110 as their primary inethod for
controlling liquid radwaste batch discharges since 1986 when the Radiological
Effluent Technical Specifications went into effect. The monitor, however, has
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been inoperable sinco 1981. The lechnical Specifications also require 'he
licensee to "[M)ake every reasonable effort to restore the instrument to
OPERAb' E status within 30 days... ." This condition was cited as a violation
in inspection Report No. 50-219/90 13 as contrary to the requirement of
Section 3.15.A of Technical Specification due to the lack of reasonable effort
to restore the inoperable monitor to operable status.

The purpose of the liquid effluent radiation monitor is to monitor and
control, at applicable, the releases of radioactive material in liquid
effluent during actual or potential releases of liquid effluent. The
alarm / trip set >oints for these instruments are calculated and adjusted in
accordance wit) the nethodology and parameters in the Offsite Dose Calculation
Manual (ODCM) to ensure that the alarm / trip will occur prior to exceeding the
limits of 10 CFR part 20. The operability and use of t11s instrument is
consistent with the requirements of General Design Criteria 60, 63, and 64 of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50. The key requirements here are for the Itcensee
to be able to monitor a release of liquid effluent and to be able to terminate
it if the radiation level exceeds calculated values. The operation of the
radiation monitor serves as the final check of the actual release to the
environment, confirming that the proper tank was released and that sample
measurements and analyses were correctly performed.

The licensee believes that using their current method of releasing liquid
effluent by double sampling and independent releaf,e rate and valve
verification provides greater assurance that 10 CFR part 20 release limits are
maintained rather than relying on '' existing unreliable instrumentation."
This is a true statement based on having unreliable instrumentation, however.

| the point is to have and maintain reliable instrumentation. Having reliable
| instrumentation with alarm / trip setpoints will provide greater assurance that

release limits are not exceeded,

The licensee's use of administrative 1y) controlling releases has alreacyi

resulted in Licensee Event Report (LER No. 87-007, dated March 9, 1987,|
! "Backus Sam >1e Analysis Invalid Due to Personnel Error." This LER docunented
I that tiroug's personnel error, the second sample used to verify the release was
| incorrectly analyzed. The analysis on the second sample was performed using
! the wrong computer program and showed no activity present. This was a

|
violation of the Technical Specifications. If the personnel error had
occurred on the initial sample, it could have resulted in a situation where ai

high activity batch tank was released which could have resulted in|

| radionuclide concentrations above the limits of 10 CFR Part 20. This
! situation would only have been detected af ter the analysis of the tecond sample

was performe1, at which time thn release would have tieen completed.

The licenseo performed a cost-benefit analysis using criterin from Appendix 1
to 10 CFR Part 50 that show it is not cost-ef fective to install a new
radiation e,onitor. However, the licensee has used the criteria
inappropriately. A cost-benefit analysis can be performed for " items of
reasonably demonstrated technology that, when added to the system
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'sequentially... can for a favorable cost benefit ratic effect reductions in dose
to the population... ." The criteria is valid when used to determine if it is
cost effective to " add" or " upgrade" equipment to reduce dose, but not when it
is used to justify not keeping Technical Specification related equipment.

The licensee maintains that they have an aggressive water management policy,
with'a goal to achieve zero liquid releases. However, even if they were to
achieve this goal, there is 00 guarantee that it would be maintained, future |
conditions at the site could be such that liquid discharges are required.

3.0 CONCLUSION

|Based on the above, the staff finds that it cannot accept the licensee's
request to delete the Technical $pecification requirement, but rather an 1

operational radiation monitor as defined by the station's Technical
Specification must be in-place.

Principal Contributor: S. Klemntowier

Date: November 19, 1991 ;

|
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY C0mlS$10N

GPU NUCLEAR CORPORATION AND JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
|

DOCKET NO. 50-219 i

NOTICE OF,g3L OF AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

.ND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARIN.G. !.\
1

The U. S. Mut?N* Sogulatory Comission (the Comission) has denied a
'

request by GPU NucWW Corporation (the licensee) for an amendment to Facility )
. |

Operating Licenta Nm #016, issued to the licensee for operation of thu j

Oyster Creek Kucitar Generating Station, located in Ocean County New Jersey. |

The Notice of 00msidu'ation of issuance of Amendment and Opportunity for

Hearing was published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on May 20,1991(56FR23091).

The purp>se of the licensee's amendment request was to revise the

Technical Specification (TS) to delete the requirement that a liquid effluent

radiation monitor be available during liquid effluent discharges from their

radwaste facility, l

The NRC sta'If has ceccluded that the licensee's request cannot be j

granted. The itcense t as notified of the Comission's denial of the proposed

change by letter dated

ByDecember 26,1991, the licensee may demand a hearing with respect to

the denial described above. Any person whose interest may be affected by this

proceeding may file a written petition for leave to intervene.

A request for hearing or petition for leave to interverse must be filed

with the Secietary of the Comission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission,

l
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Washington, DC, 20555, Attention: Docketing and Service Branch, or may be

delivered to the Comission's Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120

L Street, NW., Washington, DC, by the above date.

A copy of-any petitions should also be sent to the Office of the General

Counsel, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission, Washington, DC 20555, and to

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge, 2300 N

$treet, NW, Washington, DC 20037, attorney fer the licensee.

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the application

for amendment dated April 29,1991, and (2) the Comission's letter to the

licenset dated November 19, 1991

These documents are available for public inspection at the Comission's

Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, NW, Washington, DC

20555 and at the local public document rocm located at the Ocean County

Library, Reference Department,101 Washington Street, Toms River, New Jersey

0B753. A copy of Item (2) may be obtained upon request addressed to the U.S.

Nuclear Regulatory Consnission, Washington, DC, 20555, Attention: Document

Control Desk.

Dated at Rockville, Ma.yland, this 19thday of November,1991.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS$10N

'v a l'

n F. Stolz, Direc r
ject Direactorate 1-4

vision of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation-

.


