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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DR/VE SUITE 400
APRLINGTON, TEXAS 760118064

n-r' A 1992
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Docket No. 50-28%
License Mo. DPR-40

Omaha Public Power District
ATTN: W. G. Gates, Division Manager

Nuclear Operations
444 South 16th Street Mall
Mail Stop BE/EP4
Omaha, Nebraska 68102-0047
Gentlemen:
SUBJECT: MRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-285/92-07

Thank you for your letter of May 18, 1892, in response to our 'etter and

Notice of Violation dated April 17, 1292, We have reviewed your reply and find
it responsive to the concerns raiced in our Notice of Violation, We
acwnowledge that four of the violations were seif-identified; however, as
indicated in NRC Inspection Peport 50-285/92-07 and the cover letter,
enforcement discretion was not erercised because of the number of violations
associated with the event., We will review the ‘mplementation of vour

corrective actions during a future inspection to determine that full compliance

has been achieved and wil)l be maintained.

Sincerely,

;mu ;
. Bill Beach, Director

Division of Reactor Projects

B
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae
ATTN: Harry K, Voigt, Esaq.
1875 Connecticut Avenue, HW
Wwashington, D.C. 20009-5728
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b Omaha Public Power District -2- AN 4 o

Washington County Board

of Supervisors
, ATTM: Jack Jensen, Chairman
Blair, Nebraska 68008

Combustion Engineering, Inc.
ATTN: Charles B. Brinkman, Manager
washington Nuclear Operations
s 12300 Twinbruok Parkway, Suite 330
Rockville, Maryland 20852

Hebraska Department of Health

nTTN: HKarold Borchert, Director
Division of Radiological Healtk

301 Centennial Mall, South

P.0. Box 95007

Lincoln, Nebraska 68599-5007

Fort Calhour Station
- ATTN: T. L. Pattersol,, Manager
"' Pqu BOX 399
' Fort Calhoun, Nebraska €8023
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Omaha Public Power District «3e

L) ’L "A: "; 'w

bee to OMB (1E06) |

bee with copy of licensee's letter:
R. N, Martin |
Resident Inspector
Liga Shea, RM/ALF |
FIPS File |
Section Chief, DRP/C |
MIS System |
RIV File |
DRE }
RSTS Operator 1
DRE ;
A. 0. Gaines, FIPS |
Section Chief, NMIS

LJCailan

JPJaudon

Project Engineer, DRP/C

Senior Resident !nspector - Cooper

Senior Pesident Inspector - Piver Rend

RIV:FIPS FIPS C:F1PS D:IORETN - I:BRD
*REBasr:nn *ADGaires *BMurray LJC ! BBeach
/ 192 192 | /92 f G/ /92

/
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Omaha Public Power District

bee to UMP {1E06)

bee with ¢ of 1icensee's Tetter:
| R, D. Martin

3 Resident Inspectior

@ Lisa Shea, MM/ALF

- FIPS File

! Section Chief, DRP/C
ﬁ M1S System

, RIV File

i DRp

: RSTS Operator
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A, D, Gaines, FIPS
Section Chief, NMIS
LJCallan
: JPJai don
¢ Proicct Engineer, DRP/C
1- Senfor Resident Inspector - Cooper
2 Senior tesident Inspector - River Bend
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requirements were 1dentified The 1F 3%
procedures In arcordance with the *Genera
far NRC Enforcement Actions,® 10 CFR Part

Techr
administrative
meet

A,

an NR( nspection conducted March g 1 99¢.,
vigiation nyoived
staterment

10 t 2. Appendix L,
VR 0w!

ca) Snecification (TS) 5.8.) states, 'n part, that written
%

tio - procedu, es
cies shall be established, implemented and maintained t
or exceed the miniwmum requirements of Regulatory Guide

Pyl

13
Regulatory Guide 1.33, Appencix A, sSection 7.e.(1) states, in part, ihat
sccets control to radiation areas Dy & faglation work permit system shouid
na covered bv «ritien procedures.

Radiation Protection Administirative Procedure RP-AD-200, Sectic

states, in part, that raglation protection technicians are respe=s)
ensuring that RWP requirements are complied wiih

Contrary to the abtove, the |icenses identified that on February 28, 1582,
a radiation protection technician nstructed personnel to work without
respiratory protection on Kadiation Werk Permit (RWP) 92-2538, even thougr
the RWP stated that respiratory protection was requireq.

This

¢ a Severity Level 1V violation (Supplement V) 5207-01

285

Regulatory Guide 1.33. Appendix A, Section 7.e.(4) states, n part, that
contamination controi should be covered by writlen procedures

Radiatiun Protection Procedure RP-207, Section 7 4.B., states, in part,
that al) personnel skin and/or clothing contamination events not
sttributed to noble gases and/,r naturally occurring radionuciides shall
be documented on Form FC-RP-207-1, *personnel Contamination Report

Contrary to the above, the 1icensee identified that on February 8,
three individuals had facial contamination that was not attributed to
noble gases and/or naturally occurrin radionuclides and the
contaginations were not documented on Form Fo-RP-207-1.

1992,

7

'his is a2 Severity Level V violation (Supplement 1v) (286/9207-02).

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Appendix A, Section 7.0.(5) states, in part, that
respiratory protection should de covered by written procecJres.

Radiation Protection Procedure RP-203, Section Fid<Bi®
part, that job coverage air sampies shall be taken as

the RWP during work =equiring respiratory protection,

.+ States, n
girected Oy
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Contrary to the above, the licensee fdentified that on February 28,
1992, that no air sample was taken to support RWP 92-2538 work which
reayired respiratory protection.

This is a Severity Level 1V violation (Supplement 1V) (288/9207-04).

0. Reg. vy Guide 1.33, Appendix A, Section 7.e.(8) states, in part, that
the vivessdy program should be covered by written procedures.

Radiation Protecticn Procedure RP-207, Section 7.4.3.A, states, in part,
that whole body counts are required for individuals with skin
contamination in the area of the mouth or nose * .asured prior to
decontamination.

Contrary to the above, the licensee identified tnat on February 28, 1892,
three individuals alarmed the personnel contamination moniter and
exnibited contamination in the area of the mouth or nose, but a whole body
count was not performed.

This s a Severity Level 1V violation (Supplement 1v) (285/9207-08).
QPPD_Response
Reason far Violations (285/9207-01, 9207-02, 9207-04, 9207-0%)

These four violations were identified by CPPD as a result of compieting
the Root Cause Analysis (RCA) discussea below, The RCA was initiated in
response to Radiological Occurrence Repart (ROR) 92-09.

On March 13, 1992, during a routine random whole body count, 1t was
determined that an OPPD IAC technician received an intake of radioactive
material %roatcr thay the lower 1imit of detection for Cs-137. During the
investigation to determine the cause of the internal contaminat on, 1 was
discovered that the individual had been contaminated on February 28, 1992
while working inside the reactor vessel seismic skirt area. A RCA was
immediately initiated. The RCA identified that four procedural non-
compliances associated with a single event had occurred.

The specific procedural violations identified during the RCA consisted of
the following:

© Work inside the vessel skirt had been conducted without respiriytory
protection equipment as required by the RWP (Violation No. 9207-01).

. No air sample had been taken during the performance of the Job
(Violation No. 9207-04).

. failure to document the intake on the personnel contamination report
form had occurred and an investigational whole body count had not
been performed (Violation Nos. 9207-02 and 9207-08).
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Th% ¢ i v RP technician failed to perform the reguired air sample
D¢ oIl % ,euqed that 1t wasn't neaded due to the expected short duration
v the work inside the vessel skirt area (approximately 1S5 minytes). The
contractor RP technician also did not anticipate any airborne radioactive
contamination as a result of the scope of work to be performed in the
area.

Yiglation 285/9207-08

This violation 1is diroct11 connected with the failure to document the
personnel contamination referenced in Violation 9207-02. form FC-RP-207-1
(Personnel Contamination Report) specifically requires a whole body count
if contamination 1s detected in the area of the nose or month area. The
failure to document the facial contaminations resulted in the failure to
perform a whole body count.

As with Violation 9207-02, this violation has been attributed to
inattention to detai) by the countractor RP technician and inadequate
followup by the shift RP technician involved.

8g55|aijxa éf‘i??i That Have Been Taken (Violations 9207-01, 9207-02,

14 A RCA was performed as discussed above. The RCA (ROR 92-09)
jetermined that this was an isolated event that resulted in several
procedural non-compliances.

' A review was conducted of random whole body counts performed from
January 1991 through April 1992. A review of exit whole body counts
performed from January 1992 through April 1992 was also conducted.
Of the 177 random whole body counts reviewed, the appropriate
documentation was completed in all cases. Of the exit whole body
counts reviewed, there were no cases where an intake of radioactive
material was received by an individual without proper documentation
in accordance with station procedures.

+ 9 Interviews were ~onducted with several contractor RP technicians and
the entire day snift crew of OPPD RP technicians, [t was conciuded
that there was no knowledge of any similar events where
documentation had not been prepared. Additionally, individuais
interviewed were fully knowledgeable of the requirements for
documentation of PCRs and investigative whole body counts.

4, A review of the 14 Radiological Occurrence Reports generated in 1992
was conducted to determine if there were any other generic
implications. Two of the RORs reviewed, 92-0¢ and 92-08, invoived
smal]l intakes of radioactive material. It was determined that in
both cases, complete documentation of the events was properly
performed.

$. A Radiation Protection departmental meeting was conducted to discuss
the procedural violations associated with this event and to
o:phzfizo the necessity of verbatim procedural compliance and self-
checking,
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6, Appropriate disciplinary action was taken with the OPPD shift
Radiation Protection technicCian. The contractor Radiation

Protection technician invo'ved had already resigned as of the date
of discovery of the uptake. However, the contractor site
representative was notified about these violations,

The Training department distributed required reading "Hot Lines" to
Radiation Protection personnel on the procedures that were violated.
Personnel were required to review and certify their understanding of
the procedural requirements of RP-201, RP-207 and RP-650.

r That Mill Be Taken (Violations 9207-01, 9207-02, 9207-
8% ang 3%87-%§k

1. During the next scheduled RP training cycle, these procedural
violations and the associated event will be discussed and reviewed,
This will be completed by August 31, 1992.

2. During the next scheduled RP training cycle. self-checking training
will be instructed to the RP technicia.s. The sel -cnockung
training will alsu be incorporated into the initial training for R
technicians. This will be completed by August 31, 1992.

3. The requirements of procedure RP-203, "Air Sampiing”, and RP-AD-200,
*Radiation Protection Administrative Procedure®, will be reinforced
during the next stheduled training ¢cycle. This wil) be completed by
August 31, 1992,

4, These procedural violations and the associated event will be
included in the Signifizant/Industry Events training program for Rp
contractors. This will be completed by December 31, 1992.

Qate of Fyll Compliance
OPPD is presently in full compliance.

VIOLATION

. Regulatory Guide 1.33, Agpcnd(x A, Section 7.e.(5) states, in part, that
respiratory protection should be covered by written procedures.

1. Radiation Protection Procedure, RP-201, Section 7.4.1.A., states, in
part, that respiratory :rotoctaon equipment selection is to be
documented on Form FC-RP-201-6 2and attached to the RWP  when
respiratory protection equipment is specified on a RWP.

Contrary to the above, on March 27, 1992, the inspectors determined
that Form FC-RP-201-6 was not attached to RWP 92-2538 which required
respiratory protection equipment.

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement 1V) (285/9207-03).
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Reason Fur ¥iglation

The "Respirator Selection” form FC-RP-20]1-6 1s prepared as 4 supplement to
the RWP. This form provides documentation on the reasons why respiratory
protection equipment is required. Completion of this fur® 15 the
responsibility of the ALARA technicians.

The ALARA technfcian who orepared RWP 92-2538 failed to comply with the
ggdiaa;on Protection Procedure RP-201 by not attaching form FC-RP-201-8 to
e ‘

The ALARA technician who prepared RWP 92-2538 was interviewed and
remembered that a FC-RP-201-6 form was prepared for the RWP at the time
and that it must have been misplaced if 1t was missing. The inattention
to detail by the ALARA technician resulted in the procedural non-

compliance.
Corrective Actions That Haye Been Taken
b The ALARA Group conducted an audit of the RWPs generated during

1992. This audit of over 500 RWPs determined that there were five
RWPs requiring respirator rotection without the associated
Respirator Selection form FC-RP-201-6. For those RWPs that were
sti11 active, the forms were completed and attached to the HwPs.
For Lhose RWPs that were terminated, a 1ist was generated shce'ng
which BWPs were improperly completed, and documentation was provided
in each terminated RWP file. [In each of the five cases where ‘he
for: was missing, the proper respiratory protection was actually
used.

2. Station "Hot Lines® were issued to the RP technicians regarding the
requirements of Radiation Protection procedure RP-201 “"Radiation
Work Permits"®.

Corrective Actions That ¥ill Be Taken

1. The Radtation Protection DOepartment will evaluate possible
procoduralﬁprocoss enhancements to ensure that the Respirator
?;;;ction orm is pregared. This will be completed by July 31,

2. During the next scheduled RP training cycle, these procedural
viclations and the associated event will be discussed and reviewed.
This will be completed by August 31, 1992,

3. During the next scheduled RP training cycle, solf-chockin? training
#1117 be instructed to the RP technicians. The self-checkin

training will also be incorporated into the initial training for R
technicians. This will be completed by August 31, 1992.

Qate of Fyll Compliance
OPPD is presently in full compliance,
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L.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Appendix A, Section 8.5.(1)(aa) states, in part,
that specific procedures for surveillance tests, inspections, and
ca1:2r1t1ons should be written for area, portadble, and airborne radiation
monitors.

Radistion Protection Procedure RP-402, Section 7.2.3.A, states, In part,
that when 1in service. instruments shall be calibrated at least
semiannually., Section 7.2.4 B. states, in part, that schedules may oe
adjusted + or - 25 percent . . . . To extend a calibration due date attach
: :oconl calibration label to the instrument which reflects the new due
ate.

Contrary to the above, on March 24, 1992, the inspectors noted that the
calibration sticker on PING-1A, S/N 212, stated that the calibration was
performed on September 12, 1891, and was due on March 12, 1992.

This 1s a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1V) (285/9207-06).

QEPD RESPONSE

Rpason for Violation
This vie ition resulted from inattention to detail by the contractor kP
technician involved,

The calibration due dates for non-portable instrumentation are tracked by
the Instrument & Control (I&C) Department’'s ¢~ “outer system. Preventive
Maintenance Work Orders (PMO) are issued pric the calibration due date
for instrumentation under I&C controi., Oue . .&C's outage work load the
calibration was not performed as scheduled, and was rescheduled. The
calibration due date was then automatically extended b{ 25% of the due
date as allowed by procedure. [4C did not notify RP that the calipration
due date had been extended. The contractor RP tcchnician who response-
tested the instrument overlooked the calibration Jue date label gn7 3s 2
result failed to affix a new label or tag the instrument out of service.
Even though a new label had not been attached, the PING-1A was still
cons;goro calibrated since it was within the allowed +25% extension
period,

Corrective Actions That H.. Been Taken

3 The PING was tagged out-of-service immediately after notification of
the problem.

18C immediately scheduled the PING for calibratio” vhich was
completed on March 27, 1992.

L o~

3. The RP Instrument group audited the 726 in-place and portable
instruments. They found three portal monitors at the north access
point that were within the +25% window but did not have revised
calibration labels attached. These three portal monitors were
tagged out of service, calibrated, and current calibration labels
attached.
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4, Memo FC-RP-159-82 was sent to the PP Instrument technicians for
their review and signatures. [t stressed that calibration due dates
are to be verified grigr to response testing

B The Radiation Protection I[nstrument qrou? has updated their
instrument tracking system to include the calibration due dates of
non-portable instrumentation. This will serve as an alternate means
of tracking to ensurs that any instruments due for calibration will
be tagged out of service on or prior to the calibration due dates.

Corrective Actions That Will Ea Tiken
During the next scheduled RP training cycle, self-checkin will be
instructed to the RP technicians. The self-checking training will also be

incorporated into the initial training far RP technicians. This will be
completed by August 31, 1992,

Date of Full Compliance
OPPD is presently in compliarce.



