U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I11

Renort No. 50-461 /92021 (DRSS)
Pocket No. 50-461 License No. NPF-62
Licensee: Illinois Power Company
500 South 27th Street
Decatur, IL 62525
Facility Name: Clinton Power Station
Inspection At: Clinton Site, Clinton, I1linois

Inspection Corﬂqcted November 30- December 4, 1992

Y i

Inspector: LA U XA '21 Lz} %
D. W. Nelson Date
radiation Specialist

Approved By: jxﬁ;uQﬁé.,mLSELN«LHL _anfare
William Srell, Chief Date
Radiological Controls Section 2

Inspection Summary

Inspection on | mber 4 50-461/92021 (DRSS))
Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced inspection of the vadivactive waste
processing and transportation programs with special emphasis on 10 CFR 61
requirements (IP 84850) for disposal of radiocactive waste, inciuding
organization, management controls, audits and surveiliances, facility tours,
and implementation of waste form and waste classification requirements. In
addition, the inspcctor examined concerns ahout the use of external dosimetry.
Results. Overall the radioactive waste processing and transportation programs
were very good to excellent in implementing the requirements of 10 “FR Parts
20 and 6! and 49 CFR Parts 171-173.

Program strengths included the experience and qualifications of the personnel
in the transportation program, the quality of the transportation and
radioactive waste procedures, the continuing training program for
transportation personnel and the licensee’s incident free transportation
record (with approximately 120 radioactive materials and radioactive waste
shipments) for 1992.




Persons Contacted

*R. Colaliboux, Supervisor, Radwaste Programs

*J. Cook, Manager, Clinton Power Station

*A, Darelius, Senior QA Specialist

*M. Dodds, Supervisor, Radiological Operations

*L. Everman, Director, Radiation Protection

*E. Juteau, Radivlogical Project Specialist

*G. Kephart, Supervisor, Radiological Support

*J. Miller, Manager, NSED

*R. Morgenstern, Director, Nuclear "raining

*D. Morris, Director, QA

*J. Palchak, Manager, Nuclear Planning and Support
*S. Perry, Vice President

*R. Phares, Director, Licensing

*M. Reandeau, Licensing Specialist

*J. Rumanuji, Supervisor, Radiological Engineering
*J. Sipek, Supervisor, Regional Regulatory InteYrace
*F. Spangenberc, Manager, Licensing and Safety

*R. Weedon, Assistant Directoir, Radiation Protection
*C. Williams, Radiological Engineer

*P. Brochman, Senior Resident Inspector

The inspector also interviewed other licensee and contractor personnel
during the course of the inspection.

*Denotes those present at the exit meeting on December 4, 1992.

General

This inspection was conducted to review aspects of the license.’s
radioactive waste piocessing and transportation programs. The
inspection included a tour of the radicactive waste building,
observations of licensee activities, review of representative records
and discussions with licensee personnel.

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings (IP 86750)

i tem No. 461/92018-01: Failure to have a
current copy of the consignee’s specific license on “ile prior to the
transfer of radioactive material. The license on file had exceeded its
expiration date. Subsequent to the shipment, the licensee learned that
the consignee had submitted a timely renewal application to te NRC but
had failed to send a copy of the application to the licersee. The
licensee immediately requested and got a copy of the consignee’s timely
renewal application request. In addition the licensee has 2dded an item
on the shipment checkoff sheets to include tne license expiration date,
This item is closed,



Organization and Management Controls (IP 84850, 86750}

The inspector reviewed the licensee’s organization and management
controls for the radicactive waste processing and transportation
programs including: organizational structure, s*taffing, delineation of
authority and management techniques us.d to implement the program and
experience concerning self-identification and cerrection of program
implementation weaknesses,

The qualifications of the individuals responsible for radiocactive
materials transportation and radioactive waste processing programs were
excellent. The two individuals responsible for the radioactive waste
and materials trar -portation program were both eminently qualified to
hold their positious. One the radiological engineer, holds a BS degree
in Nuclear Engineering anc has been in the program since 1990 and t!.e
other, the Radiological Project specialist, has been involved in the
shipment of radioactive materials for 1 years (nine years at Three Mile
island and two years at the plant). The supervisor of the radioactive
waste processing program has 11 years experience working with
radioactive waste (seven years as the supervisor) and the two
technicians have similar backgrounds; one has approximately five years
radioactive waste experience (two as radioactive waste supervisor) and
the other has 7 years experience in radiation protection one year of
which was in radioactive waste.

In addition to assigning experienced personnel to the programs, the
plant appeared committed to providing quality continuing education for
all individuals directly or indirectly involved in the transportation of
radioactive materiais. In the six months prior to the inspection,
selected personnel in the program attended the fcllouing:

. "DOT/NRC Radioactive Materials Transportation and Disposal
Training." Vendor on site.

A "Packaging, Transportation, and Disposal of Radioactive
Waste." Richland, Washington.

* "Reguia.ory Awareness Workshop." Verdor on site,

% “Advanced Training Seminar, Radioactive Waste Packaging,

Transportation, and Disposal." Orlando, Florida.
Manigement support for both programs appeared to be strong.

NRC TE Bulletin 79-19 states in part that licensees should designate in
writing those individuals who are responsible for the safe transfer,
packaging, and transport of radiocactive material, Ouring an interview
with transportation personnel the inspector noted that the licensee had
not implemented this guidance. Following the interview, the licensee
immediately drafted a letter for management’s signature and tre letter
was signed prior to the exit meet ng. Since this was not a regulatory
requirement ro further action by the licensee was required.
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Nc violations or deviations were identified.

Audits, Surveillances and Self Assessments (IP R4850, 80750)

The inspector reviewed the results of one Quality Assurance (QA) audit
and two surveillances conducted by the licensee during 1992. Also
reviewed was the scop2 and thoroughness of the audit and the
surveillances,

As part of the annual QA audit of the Radwaste program Q38-92-02, the
vendor's performance with regard to solidification was reviewed for
compliance to Clinton Power Station (CPS) procedure 1913.03,
"Radioactive Waste Solidification Vendor Interface." Eight packages of
solidified waste were reviewed and found to comply with the requirements
of the procedure. The audit did not, however, specifically verify tuat
the Padweste program was in compliance with the waste classification and
characterization requirements of 10 CFR 61.55 and 61.56. Although the
verification is not a requirement under 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, this
subject is cne that should be considered for future audits.

The two surveillances roviewed, (-16049 and Q-15134, were performed to
verify the radioactive materials shipments met the requirements of CPS
703:3.12, "Shipment of Radioactive Materia.." In both cases the audited
shipments werr found to be in full complianze with the procedural
requivement: . Surveillance Q-16049 did r:port, however, that one
shipment was nide without a current cop, of the consignee’s license on
file (see Se tion 3). 10 CFR 30.41 requires that transporters of

rad .active naterials have current ropies of their consignsee’s licenses
on file and 'ailure to do so may, in some circumstances, be a violation
of the regulation. In thi: case, the license was in timely renewal and
the licensee had called the consignee prior to the shipment to confiim
that the conditions of the license (possession limit) were sti1l valid.
The auditor wrote a Monitor Report (MR) to document the deficiency.
Monitor reports, however, are informal documents primarily designed to
track suggestions for improvement. Condition Reports (CR), on the other
hand, are formal documerts that repori and document conditions adverse
to quality. Even though "conditiuns adverse to quality" is not clearly
4 .ined in the CR procedure it is unZerstood that procedural violations
meet the definition. CRs rejuire a review by all invelved parties
including management and all corrective actions taken as a result of the
review must be documented. In this case, the auditor should have
reported the potential violation in a CR and the failure to do so
indicated that this may be an area that needs improvement. This issue
was cgiscussed in a meeting with QA and raised at the exit meeting.

During a tour of the Radwaste Building the inspector asked the licensee
to simulate the procersirg (solidification) of one of its waste streams.
During the simulation, the inspector reviewad the activities of QC as
well 2s the vendor (Scientific Ecology Group). QC involvement in the
process was extensive and well documented; QC checkoffs were evident
tiiroughout the process and all of the required tests were performed as
described ir the procedure. A review of several other processing
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procedures indicated that, in general, each was comprehensive, user
friendly and appeared to have met all of the waste form requirements of
10 CFR 61.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Radicactive Waste and Materjals Shipments (IP 84850, 86750)

The in.ector reviewed the documentation for a number of the mure than
120 radioactive was*e and materials shipments made during 1992. In
addition, the inspector monitored a shipment made during the inspection.
The inspector found that all of wne required forms (state and burial
site manifests) and documents were completed in full compliance with the
licensee’'s procedures and QC’s involvement in the shipments was
extensive and well documented. For example, during an inspection of the
tratler, JC found a small crack in a weld in one of the cask brace
supports. QC documented the finding and contacted the vendor for
guidance. The vendor indicated thit the crack was insignificant and
would not effect the safety of the shipment.

The licensee’s 1992 shipping record was excellent. None of the
approxima.ely 1720 shipments were found to have violated any federal,
state or local requirerents.

The inspector reviewed the licensee’s transportation procedures (CPS
7013.13, "Shipment of Radioactive Waste" and CPS 7013.12, "Shipment of
Radioactive Material") and found them to be well written, comprehensive
and user friendly.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Quality Assurance Vendor Audits (I[P 84850, 86750)

A number of the audits pe-formed on the radicactive waste processing and
transportation veadors are conducted by the Nuclear Procurement Issues
Committee (NUPIC) in compliance with the licensee's procedures and
Technical Specification requirements. The inspector reviewed the NUPIC
audits performed on Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc. (10 CFR 71 Subpart H for
transportation); Scientific Ecoloay Group (on-site processing; packaging
and transportation of radioactive waste); and Westinghouse's Advanced
Energy Systems (10 CFR 61 analytical laboratory services). In each case
the audits were thorough and well documerted. A number of deficiencies
were reported in each audit and the corrective actions taken were prompt
and well documentsd. In addition, the inspector reviewed the QA Audit
036-91-04 performed on the activities of the on-site processing verdor,
Scientific Ecology Group. The audit reviewed the vendor’s procedural
impiementation and 10 CFR 61 compliance for both solidification and
dowatering of resin. There were no deficiencies noted.

No viclations or veviations were identified.









