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SUMMARY

Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection involved 88 inspector-hours on site
in -the areas of organization and management controls, training and
qualifications, external exposure control and personal dosimetry, internal
exposure control, surveys, monitoring and control of radioactive material, ALARA,
inspector followup items and I.E. Bulletins.

Results: No violations or deviations were identified.
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DETAILS

1. Licensee Employees Contacted

*J. D. Woodard, Plant Manager
*D. N. Morey, Assistant Plant Manager - Operations
*W. B. Shipman, Assistant Plant Manager-Support
*C. Nesbit,. Technical Superintendent
*R. D. Hill, Operations Superintendent
*M. Mitchell, Health Physics Supervisor
*R. Bayne, Chemistry and Environmental Supervisor
*J. Walden, Radwaste Supervisor
D. Griffin, Health Physics Foreman
P. Patton, Plant Health Physicist and ALARA Supervisor

Other licensee employees contacted included technicians, operators,
mechanics and office personnel.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*W. Bradford, Senior Resident Inspector
*W. Ruland, Resident Inspector

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on January 18, 1985, with
those persons indicated in Paragraph 1 above. High radiation area controls
of Technical Specification 6.12 (Paragraph 6), retraining in respiratory
protection (Paragraph 7) and an * unresolved item concerning unauthorized
release of tritiated water from the protected area (Paragraph 8) were
discussed in detail with licensee management.

On January 30, 1985, during a telephone conversation, the NRC Region II
staff notified plant management that the unresolved item (paragraph 8) had
been evaluated by the Region II staff and that no violation existed.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

(Closed) Violation (50-348, 364/84-18-01) - Failure to follow procedures.
The inspector reviewed and verified the corrective actions as stated in the
licensee's letter dated August 30, 1984.

*An unresolved Item is a matter about which more information is required to
determine whether it is acceptable or may involve a violation or deviation.
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4. Organization and Management Controls (83722)

Technical Specification 6.2 describes the licensee's organization.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's organization, staffing level and lines
of authority as they related to radiation protection, radioactive material
control and plant chemistry, and verified that the licensee had not made
organizational changes which would adversely affect the ability to control
radiation exposures, radioactive material or plant chemistry.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's program for self-identification of
weaknesses related to radiation protection, control of radioactive material
and plant chemistry and the appropriateness of corrective action taken.

No violations or deviations were identified.

5. Training and Qualification (83723)

Technical Specification 6.2 requires that each member of the facility staff
meet or exceed the minimum qualifications of ANSI N18.1-1971 for comparabie
positions, except for the Health Physics Supervisor who shall meet or exceed
the qualifications of Regulatory Guide 1.8, September 1975.

Paragraph 4.5.2 of ANSI N18.1 states that technicians in responsible posi-
tions shall have a minimum of two years of working experience in their
specialty. The inspector reviewed the experience and training records for
selected contract health physics technicians currently working at the
station. The inspector discussed radiological controls for specific jobs
with health physics technicians. The inspector observed health physics
technicians during implementation of radiological controls for selected
activities.

10 CFR 19.12 requires the licensee to instruct all individuals working in or
frequenting any portion of the restricted area in the tealth protection
problems associated with exposure to radioactive material or radiation, in
precautions or procedures to minimize exposures, and in the purpose and
functions of protective devices employed, applicable provisions of
Commission regulations, individual responsibilities and the availability of
radiation exposure data.

The inspector discussed the radiation protection aspects of the general
enployee training program with licensee representatives. During tours of
the plant, the inspector interviewed workers to assess their knowledge and
understanding of radiation protection requirements.

No violations or deviation were identified.

6. External Exposure Contr'ol and Personal Dosimetry (83724)

10 CFR 20.202 requires each licensee to supply appropriate personnel moni-
toring equipment to specific individuals and require the use of such
equipment.

._________ _ - -_ _ _ _ -
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During tours of the plant, the inspector observed workers wearing appro-
priate personnel monitoring devices.

Technical Specification 6.8 requires the licensee to have written radiation
protection procedures, including the use of radiation work permits. The
inspector reviewed plant procedure FNP-0-RCP-2 which provided detailed
instructions on the preparation and processing of Radiation Work Permits
(RWPs).

The inspector reviewed selected active RWPs for appropriateness of the
radiation protection requirements based on work scope, location and condi-
tions. During tours of the plant, the inspector observed the adherence of
plant workers to the RWP requirements and discussed the RWP requirements
with plant workers at the job site.

10 CFR 20.203 specifies the posting, labeling and control requirements for
radiation areas, high radiation areas, airborne radioactivity areas and
radioactive material. Additional requirements for control of high radiation
areas are contained in Technical Spe:ification 6.12.

Technical Specification 6.12.2 stetes that for individual areas accessible
to personnel with radiation levels such that a major portion of the body
could receive in one hour a dose in excess of 1000 mrem that are located
within large areas, such as PWR containment, where no enclosure exists for
purposes of locking, and no enclosure can be reasonably constructed arornd
the individual areas, then that area shall be roped off, conspicuoush
posted and a flashing light shall be activated as a warning device.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's method for controlling a locked high
radiation area in the Unit 2 drumming room. The Unit 2 drumming room is
divided into two sections by a shield wall which extends approximately
three-fourths of the distance through the center of the rocm. Compaction of
contaminated waste is performed in one section of the room by waste and
decon personnel. The section on the opposite side of the shield wall is
used for the storage of reactor coolant filters and other miscellaneous
wastes which could create radiation levels greater than 1000 mrem / hour at 18
inches. The inspector noted that one corner of this room, used as a storage
area, was controlled as an exclusion area. The licensee was using flashing
red lights and a rope barricade to control access to this area. The
inspector questioned licensee representatives as to why the area was con-
trolled in that manner. Licensee representatives stated that the use of
barricados and flashing lights to control these types of areas was allowed
by Technical Specification 6.12.2. The inspector stated that the Technical
Specification was intended for use in large areas, such as PWR containment,
where an enclosure could not reasonably be constructed which would inhibit
unauthorized entry into such an area. The inspector requested that a survey
be performed in the drumming room exclusion area to determine if any dose
rates greater than 1000 mrem / hour at 18 inches were present. The inspector
and a health physics shift foreman entered the exclusion area and performed
a survey of the items in the area. The maximum dose rate found during the
survey was 600 mrem /heur at 18 inches from the source. The inspector stated
that it appeared reasonable to construct an enclosure which would limit
access to the area in order to ensure Technical Specification 6.12.2

_ _ _ _ _ _
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compliance if items measuring greater than 1000 mrem / hour would be placed in
the area. Technical Specification 6.12.2 also requires that the keys to
locked high. radiation area doors shall be maintained under the
administrative control of the shift foreman on duty and/or health physics
supervision. The inspector reviewed the control of high radiation area keys
by the shift foreman and found that tight control of the keys was exhibited
and maintained. The inspector also reviewed the health physics control of'
high radiation area keys. The inspector found that the keys to the key
storage lock box generally were not maintained in the personal possession of
the health physics shift foreman but were generally located on his desk.

The inspector stated that an evaluation of the health physics key control
should be performed to ensure adequate control of high radiation area keys
was maintained. Licensee management stated that health physics key control
would be reviewed.

Plant procedure FNP-0-RCP-0 contains additional information on the posting
and control of radiological areas.

During tours of the plant, the inspector reviewed the licensee's posting and
control of radiation areas, high radiation areas, airborne radioactivity
areas, contamination areas, radioactive material areas and the labeling of .'

radioactive material.

10 CFR 19.11 requires that each licensee post current copies of 10 CFR 19
and 10 CFR 20 or if posting of the documents is not practicable, the
licensee may post a notice which describes the document and states where it
may be examined. 10 CFR 19.11 further requires that copies of any Notice of
Violation involving radiological working conditions be conspicuously posted
within two working days after receipt of the documents from the Commission.
The inspector observed the posting of notices required by 10 CFR 19.11
during tours of the plant.

No violations or deviations were identified.

7. Internal Exposure Control (83725)

10 CFR 20.103(a) establishes the limits for exposure of individuals to
concentrations of radioactive materials in air in restricted areas. This
section also requires that suitable measurements of concentrations of
radioactive materials in air be performed to detect and evaluate the air-
borne radioactivity in restricted areas and that appropriate bioassays be
performed to detect and assess individual intakes of radioactivity.

The inspector reviewed selected results of general in plant air samples
taken during the period November - December 1984 and the results of air
samples taken to support work authorized by specific radiation work permits. ;

The inspector reviewed selected results of bioassays (whole body counts /
urinalyses) and the licensee's assessment of individual intakes of radio-
active material performed during the period November - December 1984.

F
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10 CFR 20.103(b) requires the licensee to use process or other engineeringi

h controls, to the extent practicable, to limit concentrations of radioactive
material in air to levels below that specified in Part 20, Appendix B,
Table I, Column 1 or limit concentrations, when averaged over the number of
hours in any week during which individuals are in the area, to less than 25
percent of the specified concentrations.

The use of process and engineering controls to limit airborne radioactivity
concentrations in the plant was discussed with licensee representatives and
the use of such controls was observed during tours of the plant.

10 CFR 20.103(b) requires that when it is impracticable to apply process or
engineering controls to limit concentrations of radioactive material-in air
below 25 percent of the concentrations specified in Appendix B, Table 1,
Column 1, other precautionary measures should be used to maintain the intake
of radioactive material by any individual within 7 consecutive days as far
below 40 MPC-hours as is reasonably achievable. By review of records,
observations and discussions with licensee representatives, the inspector
evaluated the licensee's respiratory protection program, including training,
medical qualifications, fit-testing, MPC-hour controls, quality of breathing
air, and the issue, use, decontamination, repair and storage of respirators.

NUREG 0041, Manual of Respiratory Protection Against Radioactive Materials,
in Chapter 8 recommends that personnel be retrained periodically in the use
of respiratory protective devices. The retraining should be performed with
sufficient frequency and at appropriate times so that a high degree of
proficiency will be retained when respiratory equipment is actually used.
The licensee does not require retraining of personnel in the use of respi-
ratory protective devices. No determination is made of the frequency that
individuals wear respirators. In order to show that the respiratory x
protective device performed its function the licensee obtains nasal smears
from most individuals who wear respirators. A review of records indicated
that during the period January 1-16, three personnel have had from 300-600
dpm on a nasal smear after wearing respirators. These individuals did not
have measurable uptakes when they were whole-body counted. The cause of the
nasal contamination was not determined, however, this could indicate the
need for additional training when the mechanical performance of the
respirator is not in question. The inspector stated that a retraining
program for respiratory protection device users should be established.
Plant management stated that a previous evaluation indicated a retraining ,

program was not required, however, they would reevaluate their need for a
retraining program.

The inspector discussed planning and preparation for the Unit 2 outage with
licensee representatives. Specific areas discussed included use of auxil-
iary ventilation systems, decontamination of equipment prior to maintenance
and availability of respiratory protection equipment.

No violations or deviations were identified.



-

*
,

7

8. Surveys, Monitoring and Control of Radioactive Material (83726)

10 CFR 20.201(b) requires each licensee to make or cause to be made such
surveys as (1) may be necessary for the licensee to comply with the
regulations and (2) are reasonable under the circumstances to evaluate the
extent of radiation hazards that may be present.

The inspector reviewed plant procedure FNP-0-RCP-26, Radiological Surveys
and Monitoring, which established the licensee's radiological survey and
monitoring program and verified that the procedure was consistent with
regulations, Technical Specifications and good health physics practices.

The inspector reviewed selected records of radiation and contamination
surveys performed during the period of January 1-16, 1985 and discussed the
survey results with licensee representatives.

The inspector performed independent radiation surveys in the auxiliary
building and verified that the areas were properly posted.

The inspector observed personnel using the personnel frisker (RM-14/RM-16
with HP-210 pancake probe) 'to perform contamination surveys of themselves
prior to exiting the controlled area.

The ' inspector reviewed Radiological Incident Report (RIR) 85-0001. This RIR
stated that building and grounds personnel had removed ten barrels of oily '

CCW sump water containing tritium from the protected area without the
required approval of health physics. On January 2,1985. the water was
dumped in the oil separator which drains to the storm drains. Initial
analyses on December 31, 1984, indicated that certain barrels contained
tritium above the MPC valve of 3.0E-3 microcuries per milliter (ml). The
highest concentration was 5.37E-3 microcuries per ml. Subsequent analyses
of the samples on January 4,1985, indicated lower tritium concentrations
with a maximum sample of 1.09E-4 microcuries per ml. The difference between
the analyses was attributed to high noble gas background during the initial
sample analysis. The licensee sampled the oil separator, storm drains and
beaver pond on January 2, 1985. The highest environmental tritium
concentration of 3.93E-5 microcuries per ml was measured in the oil
separator. In order to prevent reoccurrence of this incident, the licensee
will redesign the tags put on barrels such that the tag will better indicate
whether or not items are cleared for release. An adequate analysis of the
water in the barrels was not complete when the water was dumped into the oil
separator. This is a violation of 10 CFR 20.201(b), however, no enforcement
action will be taken as allowed by 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, since the criteria
for a licensee identified violation have been met. The inspector stated
that the release of the tritium contaminated water into the storm drains
through the oil separator is considered an effluent path. The tritium in
the water must be accounted for as a radioactive effluent and must be
reported as an effluent as required by the Technical Specifications. At the
exit interview, the inspector stated that this would be considered an
unresolved item since the tritiated water release previously had not been
accounted for as an effluent release.
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Procedure FNP-0-RCP-726, Relea'se of Potentially Radioactive Material From
Non-designated Release Points, was reviewed by the inspector and discussed
with licensee representatives. The procedure specified concentrations of
radioactivity below which water based material, oil based material, and soil
could be . released as non-radioactive. No examples of the release of
measurable radioactivity in oil or soil was identified during the
inspection. On January 30, 1985, during a telephone conversation between
the NRC Region II staff and plant management procedure FNP-0-RCP-726 was
discussed. The NRC Region II staff stated that the NRC has not defined "de
minimus" concentrations of radioactivity, therefore if radioactive material
is measured in a sample, release of the material as non-radioactive is not
permissible. When a sample indicates that radioactive material is present, l

the material must be controlled or disposed of as radioactive material as
allowed by the regulations, the license, or the technical specifications.
Application for alternate methods of disposing of radioactive material may
be requested as stated in 10 CFR 20.302. IE Notice 83-05 discusses 10
CFR 20.302 requests for disposing of radioactive material. Plant management
stated that procedure TNP-0-RCP-726 would be revised to ensure that
radioactive material would be controlled properly.

No violations or deviations were identified.

9. ALARA Program (83728)

10 CFR 20.lc states that persons engaged in activities under licenses issued
by the NRC should make every reasonable effort to maintain radiation expo-
sure as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). The recommended elements of
an ALARA program are contained in Regulatory Guide 8.8, Information Relevant
to Ensuring that Occupational Radiation Exposure at Nuclear Power Stations
will be ALARA, and Regulatory Guide 8.10, Operating Philosophy for Main-
taining Occupational Radiation Exposures ALARA.

The inspector reviewed plant procedures FNP-0-RCP 14 and 16 which establish
the program for keeping occupational exposures ALARA and discussed the
administrative aspects of the program with licensee representatives.

During tours of the plant, the inspector interviewed workers to determine
their knowledge of the ALARA program and their involvement in the program.

The inspector discussed the ALARA goals and objectives for the current year
with licensee representatives and reviewed the man-rem estimates and results
for the current year.

As of January 17, 1984, the actual collective exposure for calendar year
1985 was 97.28 man-rem which represented 8 percent of the estimated exposure
for the year.

The inspector reviewed the ALARA evaluation for several major jobs performed
during 1984.

No violations or deviations were identified.
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10. Inspector Followup Items (IFI)

(Closed) IFI (50-348/83-16-04, 50-364/83-14-04). This item concerned the
need to provide low background frisking areas and better frisking training
to personnel. The licensee has a lead shielded frisking booth at the
containment access hatch. The inspector observed personnel using good
frisking techniques and observed the alarm set points. The inspector had no
further questions.

(Closed) IFI (50-348/83-32-02, 50-364/83-30-02) This item concerned the
need to determine degradability of canvas smears in the primary system due
to extensive use of this type smear. The licensee has restricted the use of
the canvas smears around the open primary system. The inspector had no
further questions.

(Closed) IFI (50-348/81-22-01, 50-364/81-25-01) This item concerned the
qualifications of the individual designated Chemistry and Health Physics
Supervisor. The inspector reviewed and had no questions on the current
Health Physics Supervisor's qualifications.

11. IE Information Notices

The inspector discussed with licensee personnel, IE Information Notice
84-75: Calibration Problems - Eberline Instrument Mode 6112B Analog Detec-
tors. The inspector determined that the licensee had taken appropriate
action in response to the information notice.

12. IE Bulletins

(Closed) IE Bulletin (80-03) This bulletin concerned the loss of charcoal
from standard type II, 2 inch, tray absorber cells. The licensee's response
to the bulletin, dated March 5, 1980, was reviewed. This response indicated
that the charcoal filter units in use were provided by a different vendor
and the filter units do no have the design problems described in the
bulletin. The licensee response to the bulletin was adequate.
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