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Steve Kohn, Esquire
Mr. Richard Condit
Government Accountability Project IN RESPONSE REFER T0:
1555 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 202 F01A-85-256, F01A-85-258,
Washington, DC 20036 F01A-85-259, F01A-85-261

Dear Messrs. Kohn and Condit:

This is in further response to your letters of April 9,1985, in which you
requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), various
categories of documents relating to Dow Chemical Company of Midland, Michigan.

The enclosed Appendices H, I, J, and K list additional documents subject to
requests F0!A-85-259 and FOIA-85-261. These will be placed in the NRC Public
Document Room (PDR) in a folder under your names with the FOIA numbers listed
above.

Portions of Document I-10, listed in Appendix I, are being withheld from
disclosure pursuant to Exemption (6) of the FOIA (5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6)) and 10
CFR 9.5(a)(6) of the Consnission's regulations. The infonnation withheld
consists of birthdates, home addresses, and other personal infonnation the
disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.9 of the NRC's regulations, it has been determined that
the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its
production or disclosure is contrary to the public interest. The persons
responsible for the denial of the information are the undersigned and Mr.
James G. Keppler, Administrator of NRC's Region III.

This denial may be appealed to the NRC's Executive Director for Operations
within 30 days from the receipt of this letter. As provided in 10 CFR 9.11,
any such appeal must be in writing, addressed to the Executive Director for
Operations, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Consnission, Washington, DC 20555, and
should clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it is an " Appeal
from an Initial FOIA Decision."

Additional documents subject to F01A-85-259 and F01A-85-261 are still
undergoing review.

Since ely, .

/
.8/,

/ .M.Felton, Director

[[OfficeofAdministration
Division of Rules and Records

Enclosures: As stated

82 g 6 850712
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Docket No. 50-264

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATIN: Dr. R. R. Languer

Radiation Safety Committee
1603 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

{ This Information Notice is provided as an early notification of a possibly
significant matter. It is expected that recipients will review the infor-
antion for possible applicability to their facilities. No specific action
or response is requested at this time. If further NRC evaluations so indi-
cate, an IE Circular or Bulletin will be issued to recommend or request
specific licensee actions. If you have any questions regarding this matter,
please contact the Director of this office.i

Sincerely,
;

= James C. Keppler
I Director

| Enclosurer IE Information
Notice No. 79-12.

cc w/encit
Central Files

i Director, NRR/DFM
Director,NRR/ DOR

! FDR
I NSIC
; TIC
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION*

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

May 11, 1979

IE Information Notice No. 79-12

ATTEMPTED DAMAGE TO NEW FUEL ASSEMBLIES

This Notice provides information concerning the surreptitous introduction
of a possibly damaging liquid into the new fuel storage pool at the
Virginia Electric and Power Company, Surry Power Station in Surry County,
Virginia.

On Monday, May 7, 1979, while conducting inspections of new fuel for
Unit 2, the licensee found that plastic protective liners on 62 of 64
assemblies had been tampered with. Further inspection revealed that a
white crystalline substance had been poured onto the assemblies.
Preliminary analysis by VEPCO indicates that the substance is sodium
hydroxide. The new fuel is stored in the Fuel Building, an area which
is locked and alarmed, and to which access is controlled by the issuance
of specially coded access cards. These cards are issued after the
successful completion of a background screening program for both Virginia
Electric and Power Company and contractor personnel.

The FBI is presently on-site conducting an extensive investigation.
Westinghouse, the fuel vendor, is assisting in the evaluation of possible
fuel damage.

This event could possibly provoke similar behavior on the part of other
Consequently, you should be aware of such an eventuality _. Atpersons.

this time the NRC is not placing additional requirements on you, but is
advising that extra caution be exercised in your existing security
program.

This Information Notice is provided as an early notification of a
possibly significant matter. It is expected that recipients will review
the information for possible applicability of their facilities. No

If further NRCspecific action or response is requested at this time.
evaluations so indicate, an IE Circular or Bulletin will be issued to
recommend or request specific licensee actions. If you have questions
regarding the matter, please contact the Director of the appropriate NRC
Regional Office.

No written response to this Information Notice is required.

Enclosure: Listing of

IE Information Notices
Issued in 1979
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IE Information Notice
No. 79-12

May 11, 1979 g

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-01 Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic 2/2/79 All power reactor
Shock and Sway Arrestor facilities with an

OL or a CP

79-02 Attempted Extortion - 2/2/79 All Fuel Facilities
Low Enriched Uranium

79-03 Limitorque Valve Geared 2/9/79 All power reactor
Limit Switch Lubricant facilities with an

OL or a CP

79-04 Degradation of 2/16/79 All power reactor
Engineered facilities with an
Safety Features OL or a CP

79-05 Use of Improper Materials 3/21/79 All power reactor
in Safety-Related Components facilities with an

OL or CP

79-06 Stress Analysis of 3/23/79 All Holders of
Safety-Related Piping Reactor OL or CP

79-07 Rupture of Radwaste Tanks 3/26/79 All power reactor
facilities with an
OL or CP

79-08 Interconnection of 3/28/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Systems with facilities with an
Service Air Systems Used OL and Pu Processing
As the Source of Breathing fuel facilities
Air

79-09 Spill of Radioactively 3/30/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Resin facilities with an

OL

79-10 Nonconforming Pipe 4/16/79 All power reactor

Support Struts facilities with CP

Enclosure
Page 1 of 2
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IE Information Notice
No. 79-12

May 11, 1979

LISTING OF IE IhTORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

Date Issued To
Information Subject

IssuedNotice No.

79-11 Lower Reactor Vessel Head 5/7/79 All Holders of
Reactor OLs and cpsInsulation Support Problem

.

Enclosure
Page 2 of 2
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Docket No. 50-264

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety Committee
1603 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

The enclosed IE Circular No. 79-08, is forwarded to you for

information. If there are any questions related to the contents or

intent of the Circular or its attachments, please contact this

office.

Sincerely,

James G. Kepp.ler
Director

Enclosure: IE Circuint
No. 79-08

cc w/ encl:
Central Files
Director, NRR/DPM
Director, NRR/ DOR
PDR

NSIC
TIC

RIII RIII

68 fp'%s e,. e
Helshnian/b1k Kepplet

5/18/79
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

May 18, 1979

IE Circular No. 79-08

ATTEMPTED EXTORTION - LOW ENRICHED URANIUM

Background

In January 1979, a temporary contractor employee who was working at the
General Electric plant in Wilmington, North Carolina, allegedly entered
the plant and removed a drum containing two 5-gallon cans of low enriched
uranium from the facility with the intention of extorting money for the
return of the material. The Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted
an intensive investigation leading to the arrest of the employee on
February 1, 1979. All material was recovered and returned to the plant.

Discussion

Based on preliminary information provided the NRC, the theft was allegedly
; carried out in the following manner:

On Friday, January 26, 1979, the subject worked the day shift.
At 10:50 p.m. the same day he drove back to the plant and entered
with the night shift. He showed his Florida driver's license at
the entrance gate instead of his yellow contractor badge because it

! had a blue background similar to that on the picture badge which he
thought was required to gain access to the area of the plant that'

he wanted to penetrate. He had allegedly gained access using his
driver's license on previous occasions.

Once inside the plant, the sybject would have been guided by gates
and fences into a parking area had it not been for the fact that
one gate had been removed to allow installation of truck scales.

He proceeded down the unprotected road to an area adjacent to the
building he wanted to enter.

; After the subject entered the building through a personnel door, he
proceeded to his normal working station which was the Chem Tech Lab
and entered, using his own key. In the lab he picked up his protective

i clothing, a two wheel cart used to move 55 gallon drums and a container
used to ship chemicals. The container could hold two 5 gallon cans.

! He then proceeded to a door leading up a stairvell into the radiation
,

i
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IE Circular No. 79-08
May 17, 1979

controlled area. The door was normally locked even though not required
by regulations; however, at this time it was slightly ajar due to mal-
function of the locking mechanism. Once inside the door, the subjcet
put on his protective clothing and proceeded up the stairs to the
Blend Queue Area. He removed two 5-gallon cans of Uo2, carried them
down the stairs and put them in the shipping container. He then
removed his protective clothing and retraced his steps on to the Chem
Tech Lab. Once back in the lab he opened one can and removed some
of the material which he intended to use to effect his blackmail
scheme. Using the 2 wheel cart, he transported the remaining material
to his car and loaded it in his trunk. He retraced his steps and left
the plant just before midnight on Friday, January 26. Procedures
require anyone leaving the plant af ter midnight to sign out. He had
been in the plant approximately one hour. He had come in with the
incoming plant change and had lef t with the outgoing shif t.

Conclusion

The G. E. Wilmington plant had an industrial security system in operation
at the time of the incident. This theft was facilitated by a failure of
this system. The failure to check the' subjects identification badge closely
enough to distinguish a Florida driver's license from a General Electric badge
authorizing access other than normal working hours and the failure to protect a
disabled remotely operated gate which would have denied automobile access
to the immediate area where material was stored were significant factors in
the success of this theft. A third contributing factor was access to the
material through an emergency exit which was normally closed and locked
against access to the area where the material was stored.

Although the circumstances surrounding the possible occurrence of an event
i similar to this will vary according to each licensee's operation and safe-
j guards system, the attached summary of this event clearly demonstrates the

interrelationships of minor problems that seem insignificant if taken alone,
but when combined, can allow a loss to occur. It also emphasizes that the
possibility of an insider threat against a licensed facility does exist.

This Circular is issued for your information.|

'

No action is requested of you and no written response to this Circular is
required. If you desire additional information regarding this matter.,

| contact the Director of the appropriate NRC Regional Office.
t

Attachments:
[ 1. Sanitized Summary of
i GE Wilmington Incident
'

2. List of IE Circulars Issued
.

in the Last Twelve Months.
;

\
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Sanitized Summary of G.E. Wilmington Incident

I. Summary

on Monday, January 29, 1979, at 11:45 a.m., Region II was notified
by telephone by the General Manager of the Wilmington, North Carolina,
General Electric Company plant, that an extortion letter and a

,

sample of UO2 powder were found at his office door when he came to
|work about 8:00 a.m. The letter stated that the writer had in his

possession two 5 gallon containers of UO2 powder which he had taken
from the plant. The containers were identified in the letter by
serial numbers and by the gross weight (approximately 145 pounds
total). The letter further stated that enough UO2 had been removed
from one of the containers to furnish samples to newspaper editors,
senators, anti-nuclear group leaders and others if his demand for
$100,000 in cash was not met by Thursday, February 1. The writer
further stated that after the samples had been delivered, if he had
not received the money, one container of UO2 powder would be dispersed
through one unnamed large American City. The UO2 powder from the
second container would be dispersed through another large city if
an additional $100,000 in cash was not provided at that time.

The General Manager verified the authenticity of the container numbers
and the fact that the containers were not in their assigned locations.,

Region II advised the Office of Inspection and Enforcement NRC, Head-
quarters, and the Atlanta office of the FBI. The Atlanta FBI turned
the case over to the Charlotte, North Carolina FBI office.

The FBI assumed investigative jurisdiction on Monday, January 29. It
was decided not to send NRC investigators to the plant at that time,
but that the NRC would wait for further developments and concentrate
on planning and related safety evaluations. On Tuesday, January 30,
two Region II investigators, knowledgeable in accountability and
health physics, were sent to the plant to furnish technical expertise
in the areas of material control and accountability and health physics,
and to review GE activities to determine how the event occurred, with-
out interferring with the FBI investigation.

A temporary employee of a General Electric Company subcontractor'

was subsequently arrested by the FBI on 2/1/79.

The containers and all the SNM were recovered by the FBI and returned
to GE.

i

Attachment 1
Page 1 of 2
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IE Circular No. 79-08
May 17, 1979

II Conclusions

The special inspection disclos'ed that: (a) the material control
and accountability system functioned as designed and identified the
missing containers in accordance with regulatory requirements; (b)
health physics procedures were followed in accordance with regulatory
requirements; (c) tormal industrial security procedures were followed;
and (d) no items of noncompliance with regulatory requirements were
identified.

i

!

'
Attachment 1t

Page 2 of 2
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IE Circular No. 79-08
May 18, 1979

LISTING OF IE CIRCULARS ISSUED IN
LAST TWELVE MONTHS

Circular Subject Date Issued To
No. of Issue

78-03 Packaging Greater Than 5/12/78 All Holders of
Type A Quantities of Reactor OLs, cps,
Low Specific Activity Fuel Cycle,
Radioactive Material Priority 1 Material
for Transport and Waste Disposal

Licenses

78-04 Installation Error That 5/15/78 All Holders of
Could Prevent Closing of Reactor OLs or
Fire Doors cps

78-05 Inadvertent Safety Injection 5/23/78 All Holders of
During Cooldown Reactor OLs or

cps

78-06 Potential Common Mode 5/23/78 All Holders of
Flooding of ECCS Equipment Reactor OLs or
Rooms at BWR Facilities cps

78-07 Damaged Components of a S/31/78 All Holders of
Bergen-Paterson Series Reactor OLs or
25000 Hydraulic Test cps
Stand

78-08 Environmental Qualification 5/31/78 All Holders of
of Safety Related Equipment Reactor OLs or
at Nuclear Power Plants cps

78-09 Arcing of General Electric 6/5/78 All Holders of
Company Size 2 Contactors cps

78-10 Control of Sealed 6/14/78 All Medical
Sources Used in Licensees in
Radiation Therapy Categories G

and G1

78-11 Recirculation M-G 6/15/78 All Holders of
Set Overspeed Stops BWR OLa or cps

Attachment 2
Page 1 of 3

J



F
-

,.

*
. .

,

'
..

IE Circular No. 79-08
May 18, 1979

LISTING OF IE CIRCULARS ISSUED IN
LAST TWELVE MONTHS

Circular Subject Date Issued to
No. of Issue

78-12 HPCI Turbine Control 6/30/78 All Holders of
Valve Lift Rod Bending BWR OLs or cps

for plants with
HPCI Terry Turbine

78-13 Inoperability of Multiple 7/10/78 All Holders of
Service Water Pumps Reactor OLs and cps

except for plants

located in: AL. AK.
G. E. M. M. E.
SC

78-14 HPCI Turbine Reversing 7/12/78 All Holders of BWR
Chamber Hold Down Bolting OLs or cps for

plants with a HPCI
Terry Turbine
excepting Duane
Arnold and Monticello

78-15 Checkvalves Fail to 7/20/78 All Holders of
Close In Vertical Reactor OLs or cps

Position

78-16 Limitorque Valve 7/26/78 All Holders of
Actuators Reactor OLs or

cps

78-17 Inadequate Guard Training / 10/13/78 All Holders of

Qualification and Falsified and applicants
Training Records for Reactor OLs

78-18 UL Fire Test 11/6/78 All Holders of
Reactor OLs or cps

78-19 Manual override (Bypass) 12/28/78 All Holders of
of Safety Actuation Signals cps

,

Attachment 2
Page 2 of 3
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IE Circular No. 79-08
May 18, 1979

LISTING OF IE CIRCULARS ISSUED IN
LAST TWELVE MONTHS

Circular Subject Date Issued To
No of Issue

79-01 Administration of 1/12/79 All Medical
Unauthorized Byproduct Licensees except
Material to Humans Teletherapy Medical

Licensees and each
Radiopharmaceutical
Suppliers

79-02 Failure of 120 Volt Vital 2/16/79 All Holders of
AC Power Supplies Reactor OLs

and cps

79-03 Inadequate Guard Training- 2/23/79 All Holders of
Qualification and Falsified and applicants
Training Records for Special Nuclear

Material Licenses
in Safeguards
Group I

79-04 Loose Locking Nut on 3/16/79 All Holders of
Limitorque Valve Reactor OLs or cps
Operators

79-05 Moisture Leakage In 3/20/79 All Holders of
Stranded Wire Conductors Reactor OLs or cps

79-06 Failure to Use Syringe 4/19/79 All Holders of
and Battle Shields in Medical Licensees
Nuclear Medicine except teletherapy

licensees

79-07 Unexpected Speed Increase 5/2/79 All Holders of
of Reactor Recirculation BWR OL's or CP 's
MG Set Resulted in Reactor
Power Increase

Attachment 2
Page 3 of 3
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' Docket No. 50-264

- Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety Comunitteei

| Building 1603
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

The enclosed Information Notice No. 79-16 is forwarded to you
for information. No specific action is requested and no written
response is required. If you desire additional information
regarding this matter, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
1. IE Information Notice

No. 79-16
2. List of IE Information

Notices Issued in 1979

cc w/encis:
Central Files
PDR
NSIC
TIC

pY ,n % q aq g y
-

J -3 7
IV / w .

I
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Reis n/gc K er
sunwauc > __________________________________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . ~_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT*

REGION III

June 22, 1979

IE Information Notice No. 79-16

NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Description of Circumstances: -

On March 28, 1979, the Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 2 experienced
core damage which resulted from a series of events which were initiated by a
loss of feedwater transient. The seriousness of this incident makes an under-.

standing of its causes important to research and experimental facilities. This
notice transmits copies of Inspection and Enforcement Bulletins (IEBs) 79-05,
79-05A and 79-05B to inform you of the details as known at the time the
bulletins were issued. Enclosures 1 and 3 of IEB 79-05 and Enclosure 2 of
IEB 79-05A have been deleted from this transmittal. IEB's similar to the
79-05 series were issued to licensees with boiling water reactors and pres-
surized water reactors supplied by vendors other than Babcock and Wilcox.

No specific action or written response to this Information Notice is required.
If you desire additional information regarding this matter, contact the
Director of the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

Enclosures:
1. IE Bulletin No. 79-05

with Enclosures
2. IE Bulletin No. 79-05A

with Enclosures
3. IE Bulletin No. 79-05B

.
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IE Information Notice No. 79-16*

June 22, 1979 -

.

LISTING OF IE INF0KHATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

.

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-01 Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic 2/2/79 All power reactor

Shock and Sway Arrestor facilities with an
OL or a CP

79-02 Attempted Extortion - 2/2/79 All Fuel Facilities' '

Low Enriched Uranium

79-03 Limitorque Valve Geared 2/9/79 All power reactor

Limit Switch Lubricant facilities with an
OL or a CP

79-04 Degradation of 2/16/79 All power reactor

Engineered facilities with an

Safety Features OL or a CP*

79-05 Use of Improper Materials 3/21/79 All power reactor

in Safety-Related Components facilities with an
OL or CP

79-06 Stress Analysis of 3/23/79 All Holders of
Safety-Related Piping Reactor OL or CP

79-07 Rupture of Radwaste Tanks 3/26/79 All power reactor
facilities with an
OL or CP

79-08 Interconnection of 3/28/79 All power reactor

Contaminated Systems with facilities with an

Service Air Systems Used OL and Pu Processing

As the Source of Breathing fuel facilities*

Air

79-09 Spill of Radioactively 3/30/79 All power reactor

Contaminated Resin facilities with an
OL

79-10 Nonconforming Pipe 4/16/79 All power reactor

Support Struts facilities with a
CP

79-11 Lower Reactor Vessel Head . 5/7/79 All holders of Reactor
Insulation Support Problem OLs and cps

Ehclosure
Page 1 of 2
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IE Information Notice No. 79-16
June 22, 1979

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

.

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-12 Attempted Damage to New 5/11/79 All Fuel Facilities
Fuel Assemblies Research Reactors,

and Power Reactors
with an OL or CP

79-13 Indication of Low Water 5/29/79 All Holders of Reactor
*

Level in the Oyster Creek OLs and cps

Reactor

79-14 NRC Position of Electrical 6/11/79 All Power Reactor
Cable Support Systems Facilities with a

CP

79-15 Deficient Procedures 6/7/79 All holders of
Reactor OLs and
cps

.

.

Enclosure
Page 2 of 2
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U.S. NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSFECTION AND ENFORCEMINT

RIC10N III

April 1, 1979

IE Bulletin No. 79-05

NUCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

Description of Circumstances:,

On March 28, 1979 the Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 2
experienced core damage which resulted fro: a series of events which
were initiated by a loss of feedwater transient. Several aspects of theincident may have general applicability in addition to apparent generic
applicability at operating Babcock and Wilcox reactors. This bulletin
is provided to inform you of the nuclear incident and to request certain
actions.

Actions To Be Taken By Licensees

(Although the specific causes have not been determined for individual
sequences in the Three Mile Island event, some of the following may have
contributed.)

For all Babcock and Wilcox pressurized water reactor facilities with an
operating license:

1. Review the description (Enclosure 1) of the initiating events and
subsequent course of the incident. Also review the evaluation by
the NRC staf f of a postulated severe feedwater transient related
to Babcock and W11com PWRs as described in Enclosure 2.

These reviews should be directed at assessing the adequacy of your
reactor systems to safely sustain cooldown transients such as
these.

2. Review any transients of a similar nature which have occurred at
your facility and determine whether any significant deviations from-

expected performance occurred. If any significant deviations are
found, provide the details and an analysis of the significance and
any corrective actions taken. This material may be identified by
reference if previously submitted to the NRC.

3. Review the actions required by your operating procedures for copingwith transients. The items that should be addressed f aclude:

h mn+u 11 rwn,
,,, . -

-- . . .- _ _ _- . _ _ . - - -
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IE Bulletin No. 79-05 -2- April 1, 1979

a. Recognition of the possibility of forming voids in the primary
coolant system large enough to compromise the core cooling

*

capability.

b. Operator action required to prevent the formation of such
voids.

c. Operator action required to ensure continued core cooling in
the event that such voids are formed.*

.
4 Review the actions requested by the operating procedures and the

training instructions to assure that operators do not override automatic
actions of engineered safety features without sufficient cause for
doing so.

5. Review all safety related valve positions and positioning require-
ments to assure that engineered safety features and related equip-
ment such as the auxiliary feedwater system, can perform their
intended functions. Also review related procedures, such as those

for maintenance and testing, to assure that such valves are returned
to their correct positions following necessary manipulations.

6. Review your operating modes and procedures for all systems designed
to transfer potentially radioactive gases and liquids out of the
containment to assure that undesired pumping of radioactive liquids
and gases will not occur inadvertently.

In particular assure that such an occurrence would not be caused by
the resetting of engineered safety features instrumentation. List
all such systems and indicate:

s. Whether interlocks exist to prevent transfer when high
,

|
radiation indication exists and,

|
b. Whether such systems are isolated by the containment isolation

signal.

|
* 7. Review your prompt reporting procedures for NRC not; .~1 cation to|

assure very early notification of serious events.-

The detailed results of these reviews shall be submitted within ten,

! (10) days of the receipt of this Bulletin.

!

:

. ,a _ m ~4 .M M 1'2.--- - s. * - - _ = - _ _ _
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IE Bulletin No. 79-05 -3- April 1, 1979

i

Reports should be submitted to the Director of the appropriate NRC
Regional Office and a copy should be forwarded to the NRC Office of

;

Inspection and Enforcement, Division of Reactor Construction Inspection, '

Washington, D.C. 20555.

For all other operating reactors or reactors under construction, this
Bulletin is for information purposes and no report is requested.

Approved by CAO, 5180225 (R0072); clearance expires 7-31-80. Approval*

was given under a blanket clearance specifically for identified generic
problems.

Enclosures:
1. Preliminary Notifications

Three Mile Island -
PND-67 and 67A, B, C, D,
E,F,G

2. Evaluation of Feedwater
Transients w/ attachment

3. List of IE Bulletins issued
in last 12 months

.
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Enclosure 2
Fage 1 of 3

EVALUATION OF FEEDWATER TRANS1Eh7

A loss of offsite power occurred at Davis-Besse on November 29, 1977,
which resulted in shrinkage of the primary coolant volume to the degree
that pressurizer level indication was lost. A recommendation to convey
this information to certain hearing boards resulted in the attached

. discussion and evaluation of the event. This discussion includes a
review of a loss of feedwater safety analysis assiming forced flow,o
which predicts dispersed primary system voiding, but no loss of core
cooling. During the Three Mile Island event, however, the forced flow
appears to have been terminated during the transient.

Attachment:
Discussion and Evaluation of
Davis-Besse Transients

.

*
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EXCEAP7 FROM MrMORANDUM ENTITLED "CONVEYINC NEW INTORMATION TO LhCENSING
SOARDS - DAVIS-BESSE UNITS 2 & 3 AND MIDIAND UNITS 1 & 2", DATED'
JANUARY 8, 1979, TROM J.g. CRE5WELL TO J.F. ETREETER

3. Inspection and Enforcement Report 2-346/78-06 doceented that
pressur f ter level had gone of f seals for approximately five
minutes during the November 29, 1977 loss of offsite power event.,

There are same indications' that other B&W plants may have prob-
lens maintaining pressuriser level indications during transients.
In addition, under cer tain conditions such as loss of f eedua ter
at 1001 power with the reactor coolant ptusps running the pres-
suriser may veld courp3etely. A special analysis has been per-
ferised caneersing this event. This analysis is attached as
Eme.losure 1. Because of pressuriser level maintenance prob-
less the sizing of the pressuriser may require further review..

Also noted during the ' event was the fact that Teoid went off-
scale (less than 5200F). In addition, it was noted that the
makeup flow monitoring is limited to less than 160 spe and
that zakeup flow may be substantially greater than this value.
"his inferr.a tion should be exarined in light of the require-
sents of CDC 13.

DISCL'SSION A. D EVAll'ATIONY *

The event at Davis Besse which resulted in loss of pressuriser level
tedication has been reviewed by NRR and the conclusion was reached
that no unreviewed safety question existed.

, The pressurizer, together with the reactor coolant makeup system, is
i designed to asintain the primary systes pressure and water level within

their operational limits only during normal operating conditions.
Cooldown transients, such as loss of of fsite power and loss of feed-,

water, nonetimes result in primary pressure and volume changes that
are beyond the ability of this systes to control. The analyses of
and experience with such transients show, however, that they can be
sustained without compromising the safety of the reactor. The principal
concern caused by such transients is that they might cause voiding in
the primary coolant systes that would lead to loss of ability to ade-
quately cool the reactor core. The safety evaluation of the Isso of
offsite power transient shows that, though level indication is lost,
eene water remains in the pressuriser sad the pressure does not decrease
below about 1600 psi. In order for voiding to occur, the pressure suat'

decrease below the saturation pressure corresponding to the system
40$gerature. 1600 psi is the saturation pressure correspondtag totan

F, which is also the maximum allowable core outlet temperature.-
,

Deiding in the primary system (excepting the pressuriser) is precluded
in this case, since pressure does not decrease to saturaties.

(

I 4
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The safety analysts for mor's severe cooldevn transients, such as theless of feedwater event, indicates that
se less than the system voltme exclusive of the pressuriser.the water volume could decreaseeach an event, During

the emptying of the pressurizer would be followed bya pressure reduction below the saturation point
easll voids throughout much of the primary system.and the formation of

'smoult in the loss of core tooling because the voids would be dispersed
This would not

ever a large volume and forced flow would prevent them from coalescingsufficiently to prevent core cooling. The high pressure coolant
injection pumps are started automatically when the primary pressuredecreases below 1600 pai.
sufficient to allow weiding will also resultTherefore, any pressure reduction which is
will rapidly restere the primary water to normal levels.ta water injection which

*

Tor these reasons, we believe that the inability of the pressuriser
and normal coolant' makeup system to control seme transients does not
provide a basis for requiring more capacity in these systems.

General Design Criterion 13 of Append!.x A to 10 CTR 50 requires
instrumentation to monitor variables over their anticipated rangesfor " anticipated operational occurrencas". Such occurrences arespecifically defined to include Igss cf all offsite power. The factthat T cold goes off scale at

520 F is not considered to be a deviationfrom this requirement because this indicator is backed up by wide
range temperature indication that extends to a lov limit of 50*y.
Neither do we consider the makeup flow monitoring to deviste since
the amount of makeup flow in excess of 160 spo does not a
a significant factor in the course of these occurrences. ppear to be

The loss of pressuriser water level indication could be considered to
deviste from CDC 13, because this level indication provides the principalmeans of determining the primary coolant inventory. However, provision
of a level indication that would cover all anticipated occurrences maynot be practical.

As discussed above, the loss of feedwater event can
,

Isad to a momentary condition wherein no meaningful level exists,
because the watira primary system contains a steam water mixture.

.

It should be acted that the introduction to Appendix A (last paragraph)recognises that
fulfillment of oose of the criteria may not always beappropriate. This introduction also states that departures from theCriteria must be identified and justified.-

The discussion of CDC 13sa the Davis Besse PsAt lists the veter level instrumentation, but
does not mention the possibility of loss of water level indic tiduring transients. a on
will be subjected to further review.This apparent omission in the safety analysis

,
-
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

APRIL 5, 1979
IE Bulletin 79-05A

NUCLEAR INCIDDiT AT THREE MILE ISLAND - SUPPLDfENT
'

Description of Circumstances:

Preliminary information received by the NRC since issuance of IE.

Bulletin 79-05 on April 1,1979 has identified six potential human,,

design and mechanical failures which resulted in the core damage and
radiation releases at the Three Mile Island Unit 2 nuclear plant. The
information and actions in this supplement clarify and extend the original
Bulletin and transult a preliminary chronology of the TMI accident
through the first 16 hours (Enclosure 1).

1. At the time of the initiating event, loss of feedwater, both of the
auxiliary feedwater trains were valved out of service.

2. The pressurizer electromatic relief valve, which opened during
the initial pressure surge, failed to close when the pressure
decreased below the actuation level.

3. Following rapid depressurization of the pressurizer, the pressurizer
level indication may have lead to erroneous inferences of high
level in the reactor coolant system. The pressurizer level indication
apparently led the operators to prematurely terminate high pressure
injection flow, even though substantial voids existed in the reactor
coolant system.

4. Because the containment does not isolate on high pressure injection
(HPI) initiation, the highly radioactive water from the relief

valve discharge was pumped out of the containment by the automatic
initiation of a transfer pump. This water entered the radioactive

waste treatment system in the auxiliary building where some of it
overflowed to the floor. Outgassing from this water and discharge
through the auxiliary building ventilation system and filters was
the principal source of the offsite release of radioactive noble
gases.

,

5. Subsequently, the high pressure injection system was intermittently
operated attempting to control primary coolant inventory losses
through the electromatic relief valve, apparently based on
pressuriser level indication. Due to the presence of steam and/or
noncondensible voids elsewhere in the reactor coolant system,
this led to a further reduction in primary coolant inventory.

|
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6. Tripping of reactor coolant pucps during the course of the transient,
to protect against pump damage due to pump vibration, led to fuel
damage since voids in the reactor coolant system prevented natural
circulation.

Actions To Be Taken by Licensees:

For all Babcock and Wilcox pressurized water reactor facilities with an
operating license (the actions specified below replace those specified
in IE Bulletin 79-05):

1. (This item clarifies and expands upon item 1. of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

In addition to the review of circumstances described in Enclosure 1
of IE Bulletin 79-05, review the enclosed preliminary chronology of
the Iha-2 3/28/79 accident. This review should be directed toward
understanding the sequence of events to ensure against such an
accident at your f acility(ies) .

2. (This item clarifies and expands upon item 2. of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

Review any transients similar to the Davis Besse event (Enclosure 2
of IE Bulletin 79-05) and any others which contain similar elecents
from the enclosed chronology (Enclosure 1) which have occurred at
your facility (ies). If any significant deviations from expected
performance are identified in your review, provide details and an
analysis of the safety significance together with a description of

any corrective actions taken. Reference may be made to previous
infornation provided to the NRC, if appropriate, in responding to
this itec.

3. (This item clarifies item 3. of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

Review the actions required by your operating procedures for coping
with transients and accidents, with particular attention to:

a. Recognition of the possibility of forming voids in the primary
coolant system large enough to compromise the core cooling
capability, especially natural circulation capability.

b. Operator action required to prevent the formation of such
voids.

c. Operator action required to enhance core cooling in the event
such voids are formed.

*
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4. (This item clarifies and expands upon item 4. of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

Review the actions directed by the operating procedures and training
instructions to ensure that:

Operators do not override automatic actions of engineereda.
safety features.

b. Operating procedures currently, or are revised to, specify
that if the high pressure injection (HPI) system has been
automatically actuated because of low pressure condition,
it must remain in operation until either:

(1) Both low pressure injection (LPI) pumps are in operation
and flowing at a rate in excess of 1000 spe each and the
situation has been stable for 20 minutes, or

(2) The'HPI system has been in operation for 20 minutes,
and all hot and cold leg temperatures are at least
50 degrees below the saturation temperature for the
existing RCS pressure. If 50 degree subcooling cannot
be maintained after HPI cutoff, the HPI shall be
reactivated.

Operating procedures currently, or are revised to, specifyc.
that in the event of HPI initiation, with reactor coolant

pumps (RCP) operating, at least one RCP per loop shall remain
operating.

d. Operators are provided additional information and instructions

to not rely upon pressuriser level indication alone, but to
also examine pressurizer pressure and other plant parameter
indications in evaluating plant conditions, e.g., water
inventory in the reactor primary system.

5. (This item revises item 5. of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

Verify that emergency feedwater valves are in the open position in
j accordance with item 8 below. Also, review all safety-related'

valve positions and positioning requirements to assure that
valves are positioned (open or closed) in a manner to ensure the

I proper operation of engineered safety features. Also review

| related procedures, such as those for maintenance and testing,
' to ensure that such valves are returned to their correct positions

following necessary manipulations.

*
.
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6. Review the containment isolation initiation design and procedures,
and prepare and implement all changes necessary to cause containment
isolation of all lines whose isolation does not degrade core cooling
capability upon automatic initiation of safety injection.

7. For manual valves or manually-operated motor-driven valves which
could defeat or compromise the flow of auxiliary feedwater to the
steam generators, prepare and implement procedures which:

require that such valves he locked in their correct position;a.
or

b. require other similar positive position controls.

8. Prepare and implement immediately procedures which assure that two
independent steam generator auxiliary feedwater flow paths, each with
100% flow capacity, are operable at any time when heat removal from
the primary system is through the steam generators. When two inde-
pendent 100% capacity flow paths are not available, the capacity
shall be restored within 72 hours or the plant shall be placed in a
cooling mode which does not rely on steam generators for cooling
within the next 12 hours.

When at least one 100% capacity flow path is not available, the
reactor shall be made suberitical within one hour and the facility
placed in a shutdown coolir.g mode which does not rely on steam
generators for cooling within 12 hours or at the maximum safe
shutdown rate.

9 (This item revises item 6 of IE Bulletin 79-05.)

Review your operating modes and procedures for all systems designed
to transfer potentially radioactive gases and. liquids out of the
primary containment to assure that undesired pumping of radioactive
liquids and gases will not occur inadvertently.

I In particular, ensure that such an occurrence would not be caused
by the resetting of engineered safety features instrumentation. List
all such systems and indicate:

,

a. Whether interlocks exist to prevent transfer when high radiation
indication exists, and

i

| b. Whether such systems are isolated by the containment isolation
signal.

:
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10. Review and modify as necessary your maintenance and test procedures
to ensure that they require:

Verification, by inspection, of the operability of redundanta.

safety-related systems prior to the removal of any safety-
related system from service.

- b. Verification of the operability of all safety-related systems
when they are returned to service following maintenance or testing.

A means of notifying involved reactor operating personnelc.

whenever a safety-related system is removed from and returned
to service.

11. All operating and maintenance personnel should be made aware of the
extreme seriousness and consequences of the simultaneous blocking
of both auxiliary feedwater trains at the Three Mile Island Unit 2
plant and other actions taken during the early phases of the accident.

12. Review your prompt reporting procedures for NRC notification to
assure very early notification of serious events.

For Babcock and Wilcox pressurized water reactor facilities with an
operating license, respond to Items 1, 2, 3, 4.s and 5 by April 11,
1979. Since these items are substantially the same as those specified in
IE Bulletin 79-05, the required date for response has not been changed.
Respond to Items 4.b through 4.d, and 6 through 12 by April 16, 1979.

Reports should be submitted to the Director of the appropriate NRC
Regional Office and a copy should be forwarded to the NRC Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, Division of Reactor Operations Inspection,
Washington, DC 20555.

For all other reactors with an operating license or construction permit,
this Bulletin is for information purposes and no written response is
required.

| Approved by GAO, B 180225 (R0072); clearance expires 7-31-80. Approval
was given under a blanket clearance specifically for identified generic
problems.

Enclosures:

1. Preliminary Chronology of THI-2 3/38/79
Accident Until Core Cooling Restored.

2. List of IE Bulletins issued in last 12 months.
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PRELIMINARY

CHRONOLOGY OF TMI-2 3/28/79 ACCIDENT
UNTIL CORE COOLING RESTORED

TIME (Approximate) EVENT

about 4 AM Loss af Condensate Pump
(t = 0) Loss of Feedwater

Turbine Trip

t = 3-6 sec. Electromatic relief valve opens (2255 psi)
to relieve pressure in RCS

t = 9-12 sec. Reactor trip on high RCS pressure
(2355 psi)

t = 12-15 sec. RCS pressure decays to 2205 psi
(relief valve should have closed)

t = 15 sec. RCS hot leg temperature peaks at
611 degrees F, 2147 psi (450 psi over
saturation)

t = 30 sec. All three auxiliary feedwater pumps running
at pressure (Pumps 2A and 2B started at
turbine trip). No flow was injected since.

discharge valves were closed.

t = 1 min. Pressurizer level indication begine to
rise rapidly

t = 1 min. Steam Generators A and B secondary level
very low - drying out over next couple of
minutes.

t = 2 min. ECCS initiation (HPI) at 1600 psi

t = 4 - 11 min. Pressurizer level off scale - high - one
EPI pump manually tripped at about 4 min..

30 sec. Second pump tripped at about
10 min. 30 sec.

t = 6 min. RCS flashes as pressure bottoes out at
1350 pois (Hot leg temperature of
584 degrees F)

t = 7 min., 30 sec. Reactor building sump p g come on.

.
t
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EVENTTIME
,

t = 8 min. Auxiliary feedwater flow is initiated
by opening closed valves

t = 8 min. 18 sec. Steam Generater B pressure reached minimum

t = 8 min. 21 sec. Steam Generator A pressure starts to recover

t = 11 min. Pressurizer level indication comes back
on scale and decreases

t = 11-12 min. Makeup Pump (ECCS HPI flow) restarted by
operators

t = 15 min. RC Drain / Quench Tank rupture disk blows at
190 psig (setpoint 200 psig) due to continued
discharge of electromatic relief valve

t = 20 - 60 min. System parameters stabilized in saturated
condition at about 1015 psig and about
550 degrees F.

t = 1 hour, 15 min. Operator trips RC pumps in Loop B

t = 1 hour, 40 min. Operator trips RC pumps in Loop A

t = 1-3/4 - 2 hours CORE BEGINS HEAT UP TRANSIENT - Hot leg,
temperature begins to rise to 620 degrees
F (off scale within 14 minutes) and cold
leg temperature drops to 150 degrees F.
(HPI water)

t - 2.3 hour Electromatic relief valve isolated by
operator after S.G.-B isolated to prevent
leakage

t = 3 hours RCS pressure increases to 2150 psi and
electromatic relief valve opened

t = 3.25 hours RC drain tank pressure spike of 5 psig

t = 3.8 hours RC drain tank pressure spike of 11 psi -
RCS pressure 1750; containment pressure
increases from 1 to 3 pois

t = 5 hours Peak containment pressure of 4.5 peig

t = 5 - 6 houra RCS pressure increased from 1250 psi to
to 2100 psi

*
.
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TIME EVENT

t = 7.5 hours operator opens electromatic relief valve to

depressurize RCS to attempt initiation of
RHR at 400 psi

t = 8 - 9 hours RCS pressure decreases to about 500 psi
Core Flood Tanks partially discharge

^

t = 10 hour 28 psig containment pressure spike, containment
sprays initiated and stopped after 500 gal, of
NaOH injected (about 2 minutes of operation)

t = 13.5 hours Electromatic relief valve closed to repressurize
RCS, collapse voids, and start RC pump

t = 13.5 - 16 hours RCS pressure increased from 650 psi to 2300 psi

t = 16 hours RC pump in Loop A started, hot leg temperature
decreases to 560 degrees F, and cold leg
temperature increases to 400 degrees F.
indicating flow through steam generator

'Itereafter S/G "A" steaming to condensor
Condensor vacuum re-established
RCS cooled to about 280 degrees F.,
1000 psi

gov (4/4) High radiation in containment
All core thermocouples less than 460

degrees F.
Using pressurizer vent valve with small
makeup flow
Slow cooldown
RB pressure negative

:
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IRiCLEAR INCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND - SUPPLEMENT
Description of Circumstances:

|

Continued NRC evaluation of the nuclear incident at Three Mile Island
tAnit I has identified unasures in addition to those discussed in IE|
Bulletin 7g-05 and 79-05A which should be acted upon by licensees witht

reactors designed by 84W. As discussed in Item 4.c. of Actions to be!

following a transient or accident is to provide forced flow usingtaken by Licensees in TER 79-05A. the prefacced modo of core coolingi

reactor coolant pumps,
i

It appears that natural circulation was not successfully achieved upon
securing the reactor coolant pumps during the first two hours of the
Three Mile Island (TMI) No. 2 incident of March 28, 1979. Initiationof natural circulation was inhibited by significant coolant voids,
possibly aggravated by release of noncondensible gases, in the prime *ycoolant system. To avoid this potential for interference with natural
circulation, the operator should ensure that the primary system is
subcooled, and remains subcooled, before any attempt is made to establishnatural circulation.

maintaining a relatively high water level on the secondary side of theNatural circulation in Babcock and Wilcox mactor systems is enhanced by-

ence through steam generators (OT5G .
of auxiliary feedwater at the upper)nortles in the OTSGs.It is also promoted by injection'

Control System automatically sets the 075G 1evel setpoint to 50% on theThe integrated
operating range when all reactor coolant puros (RCP) are secured.
in unusual or abnonnel situations, manual actions by the operator toHowever,
in anticipation of aincrease steam generator level will enhance natural circulation capability
As stated previously,possible less of operation of the reactor coolant pumps.
preferred to natural circulation. forced flow of primary coolant through the core is,, .

I "

a

Other means of reducing the possibility of void forestion in the reactor.

| ? coolant system are:
. g .. *

.
.

A.
Minimize the operation of the Power Operated Relief Velve (p0RY) on
the pressurizer and thereby reduce the possibility of pressure'

reduction by a blowdown through a p0RV that was stuck open.

|
'
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B. Reduce the energy input to the reactor coolant system by a pmnet
. ,

reactor triincreases. p during transients that result in primary system pressure,,

.

,

Thij bulletin addrtsses, among other things, the means to achieve these
r

objectives.

Actions To Be Taken by Licensees:

For all Babcock and Wilcox pressurized water reactor facilities with an '

operating license: (Underlined sentences are modifications to, andsupersede. IES-79-054).

1. Davelop procedures and train operation perso nel on methods of
establishing and maintaining natural circulation. The procedures
and training must include means of monitoring heat removal efficiencyby available plant instrumentation. The procedures must aise contain
a method of assuring that the primary coolant systs is subcooled by
at least 50*F before natural circulation is initiated.

In the even! that these instructions incorporate anticipatory fillina
of the OTSG .rior to securing the reactor coolant pumps, a detailed1

analysis should be done to provide guidance as to the expected systen:
.

The instructions should include the following precautions:response.

maintain pressurizer level sufficient to prevent loss of levela.
indication in the pressurizer;

b. assure availability of adequate capacity of pressuriter heaters,
for pressure control and maintain primary system pressure to

: satisfy the subcooling criterion for natural circulation;!

maintain pressure - tesperature envelope within Appendix G limitsc.
for vessel integrity.

Procedures and training shall also be provided to maintain core cooling
in the event both main feedwater and auxiliary feedwater are lost while
in the natural circulation core cooling mode.

2. Modify the actions required in Item da and 4b of IE Bulletin 79-05A
to taka into account vessel integrity considerations.
"4. Review the action directed by the operating procedures and

training instructions to enstre that:
-

,

Operators do not override automatic actions of engineereds.,

safety features, unless continued operation of engineered

.
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?- safety features will result in unsafe plant conditions. re-
,- example. H continued operativo ur eng ineere_d yarety ree urt s

:. :: would threaten reactor vessel integrity then the HP1 shoulo Te
;. secured (as noted in b(2) below). -

~

b. Operating procedums currently, or are revised to, specify that
if the high pressure injection (HPI) system has been automatically
actuated because of low pressure condition, it must remain in
operation until either:

(1) Both low pressure injection (LPI) pumps are in operation
and flowing at a rate in excess of 1000 ppm each and the
situation has been stable for 20 minutes, or

(2) The HPI system has been in operation for 20 minutes, and
all hot and cold leg temperatures are at least 50 degrees
below the saturation temperature for the existing RCS
pressure. If 50 degrees subcooling cannot be maintained
after HPI cutoff, the HPI shall be reactivated. The dearte
of subcoeling beyond 50 degrees F and the length of time
HF) is in operation shall be _ limited by the pressuae/
terr >erature considerations for the vessel integ.-ity.*

3. Following detailed analysis, describe the modifications to design and
procedures which you have implemented to assure the reduction of the
likelihood of automatic actuation of the pressurizer PORY during
anticipated transients. This analysis shall include consideration
of a modification of the high pressure scram setpoint and the PORV
opening setpoint such that reactor scram will preclude opening of
the PORY for the spectrum of anticipated transients discussed by
S&W in Enclosure 1. Changes developed by this analysis shall not
result in increased frequency of pmssurizer safety valve operation
for these anticipated transients.

4 Provide procedures and training to operating personnel for a prompt
manual trip of the reactor for transients that result in a pressure
increase in the reactor coolant system. These transients include:

a. loss of usin feedwater .

. .

6. turbine trip .-

. c. Main Steam Isolation Valve closure

d. Loss of offsita power-

1 e. Law OT5G 1evel

f. Iow pressurizer level.
,

.
.
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- 5. Provide for NRC appmval a design review and schedule for implementation
e. , of a safety grade automatic anticipatory reactor scram for loss of feed.-

r water, turbine trip, or significant reduction in steam generator level.
~

8.'? The actions required in item 12 of IE Su11stin 79-05A are modified asfollows:-

Review your prompt reporting procedure for Nec notification to assure
snat NRC is notified within one hour of the time the reactor is not ina controlled or expected condition of operation. Further, at that tism,

an open continuous comunication channel shall___be established anc
emintained with NRC.

7. Propose changes, as required, to those' technical specifications which
aust be modified as a result of your implementing the above iterns.

Ansponse schedule for B&W designed facilities:

For Items 1, 2, 4 and 6 all facilities with an operating licensea.
respond within 14 days of receipt of this Bulletin.

b. For item 3, all facilities currently operating, respond within 24
hours. All facilities with an operating license, not currently
operating, respond before resuming operation.

For Items 5 and 7, all facilities with an operating license respondc.
in 30 days.;

l

Reports should be submitted to the Director of the appropriate MRC Regional
Office and a copy should be fomarded to the NRC Office of Inspection and
Enforcement. Division of Reactor Operations Inspection, Washington, D. C.
20555.

For all other power reactors with an operating license or construction:

permit, this Bulletin is for information purposes and no written responseis required.
'

Approved by GAO, B180225 (R0072); clearance expires 7/31/80. Approval
uns given under a blanket clearance specifically for identified generic
pmblems .-

'

.

Enclosure: Listing of-

'-
. IE Bulletins Issued

in Last Twelve Months J
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April 21, 1979

LISTING OF IE BL'LLETINS.,

g ISSUED IN LAST TWELVE MONTHS
:-

Bulletin Subject Date Issued Issued To7

No.

78-05 Malfunctioning of 4/14/78 All Power Reactor
Circuit Breaker Facilities with an
Auxiliary Contact OL or CP
Mechanism-General
Model CR105X

78-06 Defective Cutler- 5/31/78 All Power Raaetor
Baumer. Type M Relays Facilities with anWith DC Coils OL or CP

78-07 Protection afforded 6/12/78 All Power Reactor
by Air-Line Respirators Facilities with an

: and Supplied-Air Boods OL, all class E and F

Research Reactors with
an OL, all Fuel Cycle*

Facilities with an OL,
and all Priority 1
Material Licensees

78-08 dadiation Levels from 6/12/78 All Power and
Fuel Element Transfer Research Reacter
Tubes Facilities with a

Fuel Element -

transfer tube and
an OL.

78-09 BWR Drywell Laakage 6/14/79 All SWR Power
-

Faths Associated with Reactor Facilities
Inadequate Dryvell with an OL or CP
Closurea

78-10 Bargen-Paterson 6/27/78 ''All BWR Power
-

Rydraulic Shock Reactor Facilities
Suppressor Accumulater with an OL or CP
Spring coila.

Enclosure
Page 1 of 4
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IE Bulletin No. 79-05B
.

April 21, 1979

LISTING OF IE BULLETINS
ISSUED IN 1.A.ST WELVE MONTHS,

k Bulletin Subject Date Issued Issued To* No.

78-11 Exa=1 nation of k rk I 7/21/78 BWR Power ReactorContainment Torus Facilities forWelds action: Peach'

Botton 2 and 3
Quad Cities I and
2. Eatch 1, k oti-

cello and Vermont
Yankee

78-12 Atypical Weld h terial 9/29/78 All Power Reactor
in Reactor Pressure Facilities with an
vessel Welds OL or CP

78-12A Atypical Weld h terial 11/24/78 All Power Reactor
in Reactor Pressure Facilities with an
Vessel Welds OL or CP

,

78-12B Atypical Weld h terial 3/19/79 All Power Reactor
in Reactor Pressure Facilities with an
Vessel Welds OL or CP ,

!

78-13 Failures In Source Heads 10/27/78 All general and
of Eay-Ray, Inc., Cauges specific licensees
Models 7050, 7050B, 7051, with the subject
7051B, 7060, 7060s, 7061 Kay-Ray, Inc.
and 70615 *sauges

78-14 Deterioration of Buna-N 12/19/78 All CE BVR facilities'

Components In ASCO with an OL or CP
t Solenoids+

! 79-01 Environmental Qualifica- 2/8/79 All Power Raactor
tion of Class IE Equipment *s Facilities with an

OL or CP
.

-

Enclosure,

Fase 2 of 4
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.

l'ISTING OF IE BULLETINS
ISSUED IN 1.AST IVELVE MONTHS

;-
. Bulletin Subject Date Issued Issued ToC No.
-

79-02 Pipe Support Base Plate 3/2/79 All Power ReactorDesigns Using Concrete
Expansion Anchor Bolts Facilities with an

OL or CP
79-03 Iongitudinal Weld Defects 3/12/79

All Power ReactorIn ASME SA-312 TYPE 304 Facilities with anStainless Steel Pipe Spools OL or CPManufactured By Youngstown
Welding and Engineering Co.

79-04 Incorrect Weights for 3/30/79 All Power ReactorSwing Check Valves
Facilities with anManufactured by Velan OL or CPF.agineering Corporation

79-05 Nuclear Incident at 4/2/79 All Power ReactorThree Mile Island Facilities with an
OL and CP

79-05A Nuclear Incident at 4/5/79 All R&W PowerThree Mile Island Reactor Facilities
with an OL -

79-05B Nuclear Incident at 4/21/79 All B&W Power
Three Mile Island - Reactor Facilities
Supplement with an OL and CP

79-06 Review of Operational 4/11/79 All Pressurized
Errors and System Mis- Water Power Reactors

! alignments Identified with an OL License
During the Three Mile except B&W facilities
Island Incident

. ..

1

i
.

-

Enclosure
Page 3 of 4
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April 21, 1979

.

79-06A Review of Operational 4/14/79 All Fressurized
Rrrors and Systes Mis- Water Power Reactor.

.

. Alignments identified Facilities of vesting.*.

.- During the Three Mile house Design with an"

island incident Operating License
.: 79-06B Review of Operational 4/14/79 All Combustion Engineer-
7, . Rrrors and Systes Mis- tag Designed Pressurized
.: Alignments Identified Water Power Reactor

During the Three Mile Facilities with an
Island incident Operating License

79-07 Seismic Stress Analysis 4/14/79 All Fower Reactor
of Safety-Related F1 ping Facilities with an

OL or CF

79-06 Rvents Relevant to BWR 4/14/79 All BWR Fower kasetor
Reactors Identified During Facilities with an OL
Three Mile Island Incident

|

.

I
!

!
t

*

|
-

. .

I *
.. ..

e

* Enclosure
Page 4 of 4
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ADVISORY COW.lTTEE ON REACTOR SAFCCUARDS'

smasm wcrow,s.c.sessa
.....e

,

*

.,
:-

April 18, 1979,.

: 7: .
;

e
:

.

#D CRANDLM FOR: Chairman Mendrie
comissfoner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commiss!oner Bradford
ConssiasIoner Ahoarrie

..

FROM: R. F. Traley, Executive Director
Advisory Cor.nf ttee on Meactor safeguards

Attached for your information and use is a copy of the recommenda-
tions of the Advisory Consnittee on Reactor Safeguards khich were
orally presented to and discussed with you on April 17, 1979 re-
garding the recent accident at the B ree Mlle Island Nuclear Sta-
tion Unit 2

#-

R. F. Fraley
Executive Director

,

. Attachment
Recorrundations of the NRC' Advisory Committee - -

en Reactor Safeguards Re. the 3/28/79 Accident *
at h e t ree Mlle Island Nuclear station Unit 2

.
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4 WILTED STATE 8' P g[ ~ NUCLEAR hEGt.1L ATORY COMMIS$10N
-

!-
ADVl80MY CONTTEE ON REACTOR $AFtGUArsD$

,
,, ,,

*t suAmmotoN. D. C. Deuss,

.....

[[. -

Apr11'20, 1979
i-.

-

i
,

1 Monorable Victor Ullinsky
'

Acting Chsfraan
i U. 5. Welaar Regulatory Comission
| Washington, DC 20555

Dear Dr. Gilinsky
I

'R:Is letter is in recpms- to yours of April 18, 1979 which requesteJ
i that the ACMS notify the Comissioners imoadiately if W believe any of

our oral recor.undations of April 17 should be acted upon before our,

nex. regularly scheduled meeting at which we could prepare a formal
letter. She Cunittee discucs.d this topic by conferanse telephonecall on' April 19 aM offers the follo.rire consnents.

.

All of d.e recor.;mendations mode by the ACRS in its meeting with the4

i tsa.issioners on April 27, 1979, are generic in nature and apply to all
SMes. pens were intended to require immedlatet
cedures or p3a.nt m2difiestions of oper,ating PWRs.dunges in eForeting pro-Such dbarges should
be mede on3v after study of their efforts on overall safety. Sp:h stud-
las shoulo be made tg the licensees and their suppliers or consultan't:
ar.d by the ML Staff.

1he Comnittee believes that these studies should .be begun in the near future on a tiene scale that will not divert the -
NRO Staff or the industry representatives frem their tasks relating to

;

the enoldown of Three Mile Island Unit 2. hwever, the Cnarnittea be- '

lieves that it s. auld be possible and desirable to initiate iwwdiately,

a survey of operattre procedures for achievira natural circulation, in-
'

taudirqg tth cr.ie m$en off~siEe power is lact, and the role of the pres-| sutiser heaters in such pifocedures. ~~

i

. At its sweths en April as and 17, 1979, the Comitwe discussed .with *
1

the Enc Sr.aff the saetter of natural circulation for the three ed).e Is-l land tinit 2 plant. The Cocadttee believes that this' matter is receiv-Ang onreful attantion by the MRC Staff and the licensee.
. . . - - - -

_
_ _

"Te 1*JO for Appmpriate Action. Distribution: Chm, Ours. PE. Ost. OCA. SEG,SDR, DIA. Rapifamad to EDO. PA. E. Case. 79-1117..
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peartahlv Victor 0111nsky 2- 4 )r 1 1 2 0 , 1 9 .*g-

,I !=

"S i-
*: :- -

,
.

'th> remaittee's own recevuresdations to t.he Co.,ufss.fsn un Aghil 17 stre
ts.t intaded to apply to 'th te 1411e Island Urtit 2.

We We to write a further report on these mattura at our May 10, 1970
p ting.

81 rely,
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July 9, 1979

Docket tio. 50-264

~Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety Concittee
1603 Building
Midland, HI 48640

Gentlemen:

This Information Notice is provided as an early notification of a possibly
significant matter. It is expected that recipients will review the infor-
motion for possible applicability to their facilities. No specific action
or response is requested at this tine. If you have questions regarding this
inatter, please contact the Director of the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

Sincerely,

James C.1:eppler
Director

Enclosure: IE Information

Notice No. 79-18

cc w/ encl:
Central Files
Director, NRR/ DP.'!
Director, NRR/ DOR
PDP
NSIC
TIC

h
RII RIllf

oF FICE > , , , , , , , _,,,,, , , , _ , , , , , ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, , , , , , , , , , _ , , , , ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, , , , , , , , , , , ,

Heisf an/Is Ke er
$URNAME > ,, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , _ ,,,,_ _ ,,,,,,, _ _ _ , , , _ _,,_ ,_ ,,,,,,. _ _ _ ,,,

o^t s > _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .._____________.. _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ , , __ _ _ _ _ , , _ _ _ ,
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFtICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

.

REGION III

July 6, 1979

.

IE Information Notice No. 79-18

SKYLAB REENTRY .

Description of Circumstances:

The most recent dates for reentry of Skylab are July 10 to 14, 1979, with
July 12, as the most probable date. Recognizing that a hit on a nuclear
power plant would be highly unlikely by Skylab debris, the NRC believes it
would be prudent for licensees to review their contingency plans in case
tuch an event should actually occur.

The NRC is in cosaunication with the Department of Energy (DOE), and will
receive notification from them as soon as the reentry corridor can be
catablished. -This notification may occur within 1 to 2 hours before
reentry actually occurs. If it is determined that there are any licensed
stuelear power plants in the reentry corridor, the plants will receive
notification from their respective Regional Office via the dedicated phone
line.

This Information Notice is provided as an early notification of a possibly
oignificant matter. It is expected that recipients will review the informa-
tion for possible applicability to their facilities. No specific action
er response is requested at this time. If further NRC evaluations so
indicate, an IE Circular or Bulletin will be issued to recossend or request
cpecific lienesee actions. If you have questions regarding the matter, please
contact the Director of the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

No written response to this information notice is required.

.

I

-70 h > . - , , _ _ _
1%# I L- m y_)O g (^
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IE Information Notice No. 79-18 Enclosure
July 6, 1979 Page 1 of 2

|
'

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-01 Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic 2/2/79 All power reactor
Shock and Sway Arrestor facilities with an

OL or a CP

79-02 Attempted Extortion - 2/2/79 All Fuel Facilities
Low Enriched Uranium

79-03 Limitorque Valve Geared 2/9/79 All power reactor
Limit Switch Lubricant f;;ilities with an

OL or a CP

79-04 Degradation of 2/16/79 All power reactor
Engineered facf;ities with an

Safety Features OL or a CP

79-05 Use of Improper Materials 3/21/79 All power reactor
in Safety-Related Components facilities with an

OL or CP

79-06 Stress Analysis of 3/23/79 All Holders of
Safety-Related Piping Reactor OL or CP

79-07 Rupture of Radwaste Tanks 3/26/79 All power reactor
~

facilities with an
OL or CP

; 79-08 Interconnection of 3/28/79 All power reactor

I Contaminated Systems with facilities with an
! Service Air Systems Used OL and Pu Processing

As the Source of Breathing fuel facilities
Air

! 79-09 Spill of Radioactively 3/30/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Resin facilities with an

| OL

79-10 Nonconforming Pipe 4/16/79 All power reactor

i Support Struts facilities udth a

j CP

79-11 Lower Reactor vessel Head 5/7/79 All holders of Reactor
Insulation Support Problem DLs and cps

_ __. -_ _. _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ . -- _
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IE Information Notice No. 79-18 Enclosure
July 6, 1979 Page 2 of 2

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-12 Attempted Damage to New 5/11/79 All Fuel Facilities
Fuel Assemblies Research Reactors,

and Power Reactors
with an OL or CP

79-13 Indication of Low Water 5/29/79 All Holders of Reactor
Level in the Oyster Creek OLs and cps

Reactor

79-14 NRC Position of Electrical 6/11/79 All Power Reactor
Cable Support Systems Facilities with a

CP

79-15 Deficient Procedures 6/7/79 All Holders of Reactor
OLs and cps

79-16 Nuclear Incident at Three 6/22/79 All Research Reactors
Mile Island and Test Reactors

with OLs

79-17 Source Holder Assembly Damage 6/20/79 All Holders of Reactor
Damage From Misfit Between OLs and cps

Assembly and Reactor Upper
Grid Plate

.
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DOW CHEMICAL U.S.A.

" " "" " " ** *
August 31, 1979

K- M
\.

''Mr. James G. Keppler Director.

US Nuclear Regulatory Comission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

.

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is in response to IE Bulletin No. 79-19 concerning the
packaging of low level radioactive waste for transport and burial. The
Dow Chemical Company concurs with efforts of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to improve the status of safe packaging and transport of low
level radioactive waste for burial. However, the thrust of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission effort should be towards correcting the abusers of
the transport and burial legal system.-

The Dow Chemical Company has and will continue to comply with all
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Department of Transportation regu-
lations regarding packaging and transport of low level radioactive
waste. We maintain a current set of license requirements placed on the
waste burial finn by those Agreement States in which The Dow Chemical
Company's low level radioactive waste is buried. Our low level radio-
active waste is packaged in accordance with the burial criteria established
by the Agreement States.

By law, a burial finn is required to maintain public burial records for
inspection. Therefore information pertaining to waste buried by The Dow
Chemical Company is a matter of public records and can be extracted from
said records.

Pursuant. to Item 9 of IE Bulletin No. 79-19. The Dow Chemical Company
provides the Nuclear Regulatory Commission with the following infonnation:

3
1. The Dow Chemical Company shipped 745.5 ft of low level radio-

active waste to Barnwell, South Carolina on April 19, 1979. No
burial shipments were made in 1978.

2. The burial shipment contained 16.279343 Curies. The major
isotopes in the shipment were carbon-14 and tritium.

3. Liquid low level radioactive waste was solidified by Dow media.
Dow media is a Chem-Nuclear Systems Inc. (CNSI) recognized
solidification process that results in a material meeting the
burial standards of CNSI.

a ,-

.. i % 'm -
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Mr. James G. Keppler 2 August 31, 1979

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission should investigate the packaging and
transport operating procedures of those offenders who do not comply with
the law rather than burdening those licensees who package and transport
low level radioactive waste properly. The Dow Chemical Company has
operated within the confines of the Federal Regulations and therefore,
should not be subject to a " paper harassment" that is unnecessary,
unwarranted and most important, unproductive for the industry.

Sincerely, :

f ' fff "f'

Ralp R. Langner, Chairman
Radiation Safety Connittee
Health & Environmental Science
1603 Building
517/636-4344

bjd

cc: Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
Division of Fuel Facility and Materials Safety Inspection,
Washington, DC 20555

.
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Docket No. 50-264 l
.,

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety Committee
1603 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

With this Information Notice the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is extending
an existing mechanism previously used for informing facility licensees of
significant operating events to include informing operator licensees of
significant events which could impact on conditions of their NRC licenses.
This Information Notice is being reissued to correct a word omission and
a punctuation error that, when taken together, completely changed the
intent of a statement. The changed statement is underlined in the text
of the Information Notice.

It is requested that the facility licensee provide copies of this Information
Notice to all NRC licensed individuals at the facility. No specific
response is requested at this time. If you have questions regarding this
matter please contact the Director of the appropriate NRC Regional Office.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosure: IE Information
Notice No. 79-20, Rev. I

1 cc w/ enc 1:
Central Files

; Director, NRR/DPM
Director, NRR/ DOR
PDR

NSIC
TIC

RIII RIII

,, Gd/sr p er

9/6/79
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY C0mlSSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT -

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

September 7, 1979
9

IE Information Notice No. 79-20 Rev. 1

NRC ENFORCEMENT POLICY - NRC LICENSED INDIVIDUALS

Background:

In the past, NRC licensed individuals have been cited by the NRC for failure
to comply with the conditions of their licenses. These items of noncompliance
can generally be characterized as serious or repeated failures to follow
reactor operating procedures. Two recent events involving the radiation
overexposure of NRC licensed individuals through their violation of utility
procedures, facility Technical Specifications and the Code of Federal Regulations
have raised questions about the exercise of their responsibilities.

The purpose of this Information Notice is two-fold:

(1) To remind the NRC licensed individuals of their responsibilities, not only
in the proper operation of the facility controls, but in compliance with
the facility administrative procedures, and

(2) To summarize the enforcement sanctions available to the NRC for use
against licensed individuals.

Description of Circumstances:

1. Responsibilities ' ' , ,

Facility licensees are charged with the responsibility to design,
construct and operate their plants in accordance with NRC requirements
to assure that public health and safety are protected. The role of
NRC licensed individuals is no less important in the overall Regulatory
scheme. The NRC recognizes that timely actions by NRC licensed indivi-
duals are an important part of safety. Reliance on these actions is a
part of the defense-in-depth concept. Specifically, the NRC requires
that:

(1) Only licensed operators are permitted to manipulate the controls2

that directly affect reactivity (10 CFR 50.54 (i))
'

: (2) Licensed operators are required to be present at the controls at
all times during the operation of the facility (10 CFR 50.54 (k))

,

- 0 h) fO
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IE Information Notice No. 79-20 Rev. 1 September 7, 1979'

Page 2 of 3,

(3) Operation of mechanisms and apparatus other than controls which may
indirectly affect the power level or reactivity of a reactor shall
only be accomplished with the knowledge and consent of an operator
licensed in accordance with Part 55 (10 CFR 50.54 (j)-)

(4) Licensed senior operators are required to be present at the facility.

. during specified conditions, and available or on call at other times
" during operation (10 CFR 50.54 (m))

(5) The NRC licensed individual shall observe all applicable rules,
regulations and orders of the Commission, whether or not stated in
the license (10 CFR 55.31(d));

The above requires the NRC licensed individual to comply with the requirements
pertaining to the operation of the facility and manipulation of its controls
and to comply with radiation safety procedures implementing 10 CFR 20.

NRC policy for the responsibility for safe operation of NRC licensed facilities
continues to be as follows:

(1) The facility licensee is responsible for assuring that the facility is
operated within the requirements of the license, Technical Specifica-
tions, rules, regulations, and Orders of the NRC and for the actions of
their employees.

(2) NRC licensed individuals are responsible for taking timely and
proper actions so as not to create or cause a hazard to " safe opera-
tion of the facility" (i.e. actions or activities, including failure
to take action, related to the facility which could have an adverse
affect on the health and safety of the public, plant workers or the
individuals).

2. Enforcement Sanctions

On December 31, 1974, the then AEC sent a letter to all facility licensees
containing the criteria for determining enforcement action and the categories
of noncompliance with AEC regulatory requirements. Those criteria and
categories are applicable to NRC licensed individuals as well as facility
licensees.

Paragraph 55.40(b) of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
prescribes that NRC issued operator licenses may be revoked, suspended or
modified for failure to observe any terms or conditions of any rule,

.

regulation or Order of the Commission, or any conduct determined to be a
f

hazard to safe operation of the facility. These would generally involve
"I serious items of noncompliance where: (1) the individuals', action clearly

demonstrate inattention to duties or disregard for requirements including:
technical specificatons and operating proced ces; (2) the NRC licensed
individual fails to take a required action i takes an independent action
that results in significant actual or potential safety consequences; or
(3) there is repetitive noncompliance with regulatory requirements.

. . . _ _ __ - _. . --
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Examples of situations which could result in violations include:

(1) Noting a serious violation of procedural requirements.and not taking
corrective action.

(2) Unauthorized bypassing of required reactor safety systems-

(3) Defeating alarms which have serious safety significance

(4) Unauthorized abandoning of reactor controls

(5) Knowingly taking actions that violate TS Limiting Conditions for
Operation

The examples listed above involve the failure of an NRC licensed individual to
follow procedures and adhere to controls. These are violations of NRC require-
ments. In the past the NRC has issued Notices of Violation, as provided for in
10 CFR 2.201, and suspended, modified or revoked the license, as provided for
in 10 CFR 55.40 (b), of NRC licensed individuals. The issuance of civil
monetary penalties, as provided for in 10 CFR 2.205 and 10 CFR 55.50, or
criminal charges, as provided for in 10 CFR 55.50, have not been previously
used against NRC licensed individuals but may be used if the circumstances
warrant such action.

The Commission will continue to monitor the performance of NRC licensed
individuals and will continue to take the appropriate enforcement action
against NRC licensed individuals.

No written response to this Information Notice is required. If you have
questions regarding this matter, please contact the Director of the appro-
priate NRC Regional Office.

Enclosure: List of IE Information
Notices Issued in 1979

..

, M9

.
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IE Information Notice No. 79-20 (Rev. 1) Enclosure
September 7, 1979 Page 1 of 2

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

.

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued
-i
79-01 Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic 2/2/79 All power reactor

Shock and. Sway Arrestor facilities with an
OL or a CP

79-02 Attempted Extortion - 2/2/79 All Fuel Facilities
Low Enriched Uranium

79-03 Limitorque Valve Geared 2/9/79 All power reactor
Limit Switch Lubricant facilities with an

OL or a CP

79-04 Degradation of 2/16/79 All power reactor
Engineered facilities with an
Safety Features OL or a CP

79-05 Use of Improper Materials 3/21/79 All power reactor
in Safety-Related Components facilities with an

OL or CP

79-06 Stress Analysis of 3/23/79 All Holders of
Safety-Related Piping Reactor OL or CP

79-07 Rupture of Radwaste Tanks 3/26/79 All power reactor
facilities with an
OL or CP

79-08 Interconnection of 3/28/79 All power' reactor
Contaminated Systems with facilities with an
Service Air Systems Used OL and Pu Processing
As the Source of Breathing fuel facilities
Air

79-09 Spill of Radioactively 3/30/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Resin facilities with an

OL

.79-10 Nonconforming Pipe 4/16/79 All power reactor
facilities with aSupport Struts-

CP
.

79-11 Lower Reactor Vessel Head 5/7/79 All holders of Reactor
Insulation Support Problem OLs and cps
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J IE Information Notice No. 79-20 (Rev. 1) Enclosure
September 7, 1979 Page 2 of 2

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN 1979

.

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

75*12 Attempted Damage to New 5/11/79 All Fuel Facilities
Fuel Assemblies Research Reactors,

and Power Reactors
with an OL or CP

79-13 Indication of Low Water 5/29/79 All Holders of Reactor
Level in the Oyster Creek OLs and cps

Reactor

79-14 NRC Position of Electrical 6/11/79 All Power Reactor
Cable Support Systems Facilities with a

CP

79-15 Deficient Procedures 6/7/79 All Holders of Reactor
OLs and cps

79-16 Nuclear Incident at Three 6/22/79 All Research Reactors
Mile Island and Test Reactors

with OLs

79-17 Source Holder Assembly Damage 6/20/79 All Holders of Reactor
Damage From Misfit Between OLs and cps
Assembly and Reactor Upper
Grid Plate

79-18 Skylab Reentry 7/5/79 All Holders of Reactor
OLs

79-19 Pipe Cracks In Stagnant 7/17/79 All Holders of Reactor
| Borated Water Systems At OLs and cps
| PWR Plants
I

| 79-20 NRC Enforcement Policy 8/10/79 All Holders of Reactor
NRC Licensed Individuals OLs and cps and Production

'

I Licensees with Licensed
Operators

! *

: .a
s
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Docket No. 50-264

.Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety Committee
Building 1603
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is IE Information Notice No. 79-21, " Transportation

and Commercial Burial of Radioactive Material", which provides

information on packaging and disposal of radioactive material.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
1. IE Information Notice

No. 79-21
2. List of Information Notices

Issued in Last Six Months

cc w/encls:
Central Files
PDR
NSIC
TIC

RIII RIII

He haan/ge pler

9/7/79

.
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J ' t 7wy m w wa a - J-4 /
P

_



s '.. .

Accession No-
^^^

SSINS: 6870 (
UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

September 7, 1979

IE Information Notice No. 79-21

TRANSPORTATION AND COMERCIAL BURIAL OF RADI0 ACTIVE MATERIAL

On July 10, 1979, the Governors of the Agreement States of Nevada, South Carolina,
and Washington notified NRC Chairman Hendrie of the serious and repeated disregard
for the rules goverr.ing the shipments of low-level radioactive wastes to their
burial facilities. The problems causing the Governors' concern may be summarized
as contaminated packages; improper loading of packages which results in unneces-
sary radiation exposure; packages containing liquids when liquids or free-standing
water are not authorized to be buried; leaking packages; improper labeling of
packages; and improper paperwork for shipments.

Recently, you should have received either IE Bulletin No. 79-19 or 79-20 on this
subject. The enclosures to this Notice provide information regarding the reg-
ulatory requirements for the packaging, transportation and disposal of radioactive
material. The requirements for packaging and transport referenced herein are
applicable to shipments of all radioactive material.

The enclosed summary of radioactive waste burial criteria defines the current
burial-site license and State requirements on waste form and packaging. A
summary of the requirements for transportation is in the enclosed DOT publication,
"A Review of the DOT Regulations for. Transportation of Radioactive Materials."
The enclosures are intended only as a convenient reference; they are neither a
substitute for the actual regulations nor a copy of the burial site license or
other burial site documents. The DOT regulatory requirements can be found in
49 CFR Parts 170-179 (Oct. 1, 1977). The NRC requirements are in 10 CFR Part 71.

To conduct your waste disposal operations properly you must comply with NRC and
DOT requirements for packaging and transportation, and the waste packaged for
eventual disposal at any of the three operating waste-burial sites must be in a
form authorized in the particular burial-site license and State requirements. To
assure that the latter requirements are met, you should coordinate your waste
disposal activities with the waste collection companies and/or the waste burial
site operators. The sites receiving wastes for burial are operated either by
the Nuclear Engineering Co., Inc. (502-426-7160), or Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc.
(206-827-0711).

Questions about licensing requirements for NRC packages can be addressed to the
NRC's Transportation Branch (301-427-4122). Questions about DOT packaging and
transport requirements can be addressed to the Materials Transportation Bureau
of DOT (202-426-2311). Questions about the IE Bulletins or this Information
Notice can be addressed to the appropriate NRC Regional Office listed in 10 CFRi

| Part 20, Appendix D.
t

/ 2, .
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IE Information Notice No. 79-21 September 7, 1979
Page 2 of 2

|

No written response to this Information Notice is required.

Enclosures:
1. Burial Criteria
2. DOT Publication

:

..
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IE Information Notice No. 79-21 Enclosure #1
September 7, 1979 Page 1 of 2

LOW-LEVEL RADI0 ACTIVE WASTE BURIAL CRITERIA
AS OF JULY 11, 1979

WASTE FORM SITE

l 2 3South Carolina Nevada Washinaton

1. Liquidscintillationfjuids
packed'in 2x absorbent :

(a) vermiculite as Disposal not Disposal permitted Disposal permitte
absorbent permitted but specific but specific

approval required approval required

(b) diatomaceous earth as Not permitted Permitted Permitted
absorbent

(c) other absorbents (not Not permitted Specific approval Specific approval
rags, tissue etc.) required required

2. Other liggids packed in 2x Not permitted Not Permitted Permitted, but
absorbent for immobilization no free standing

liquid

3. Unpackaged bulk solids (e.g. Permitted but Permitted but Not Permitted
ores, rubble) specific approval specific approval

required required

4. Solidification media:

(a) cement, urea for for- Permitted for Permitted Permitted
maldehyde, Dow media, aqueous wastes

'

Delaware custom

(b) other Not permitted Permitted Permitted

5. Radiological hazard greater Permitted Permitted Permitted
than chemical unless spe-
cifically approved

| 6. Pyrophoric material Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted
unless specif- unless specif-
ically approved. ically approved

fBarnwell,S.C.,operatedbyChem-Nuclear.
Beatty, Nevada, operated by NECO.

3 Hanford, Washington, operated by NECO.4 Liquids alternated with layers of absorbent form the most effective packaging
(2x absorbent for liquid present or likely to be formed in transit).
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IE Information Notice No. 79-21 Enclosure #1
September 7, 1979 Page 2 of 2

LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE BURIAL CRITERIA
AS OF JULY 11, 1979

-Continued-

WASTE FORM SITE

l 2 3South Carolina Nevada Washington

7. Biological wastes (e.g., Permitted, but Permitted Permitted
carcastes) packed in rock salt to pre-

4equivalent to 2x absorbent serve is preferred.

8. Oil Content No more than 1% No specification No specification
by volume.

9. Dewatered resins Permitted Permitted Permitted

10. Evaporator bottoms Must be solidi- Mast be a solid Must be a solid
fied with agents
in #4.

11. Kr 85 and Xe 133 Permitted in DOT Permitted in DOT Permitted in DOT
pkg, 1.5 atm, pkg,1 atm,100 pkg, 1.5 ate,
100 Ci/pkg. Ci/pkg, 1000 Ci Ci/pkg.

in special pkg.

12. Curie content per package for Special if A Special if > Special handling
radiation control and hand- 2500 Ci. 1600 Ci for for large

ling, dispersed or if quantities.
> 50 Ci for
sealed sources.

13. Transuranics greater than 10 Not permitted Not permitted Permitted
nanocuries/ gram

14. SNM package content Special if y 350 g U-235 or 100 g U-232 or'

50 g. 200 g U-233 or 60 g U-233 or

f15g/ft}iof1;Pu or raratio 4 1.
~

15. DOT containers as received Permitted Permitted except Permitted
at the site fiberboard or

cardboard or similar
materials

16. Liners removed from DOT Permitted Permitted Permitted
shipping containers

.

e

q
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IE Information Notice No. 79-21 Enclosure
September 7, 1979 Page 1 of 2 I

,

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN LAST SIX MONTHS

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

79-05 Use of Improper Materials 3/21/79 All power reactor

in Safety-Related Components facilities with an
.

OL or CP'

79-06 Stress Analysis of 3/23/79 All Holders of
Safety-Related Piping Reactor OL or CP

79-07 Rupture of Radwaste Tanks 3/26/79 All power reactor
facilities with an
OL or CP

79-08 Interconnection of 3/28/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Systems with facilities with an
Service Air Systems Used OL and Pu Processing
As the Source of Breathing fuel facilities

Air

79-09 Spill of Radioactively 3/30/79 All power reactor
Contaminated Resin facilities with an

OL

79-10 Nonconforming Pipe 4/16/79 All power reactor
Support Struts facilities with a

CP

79-11 Lower Reactor Vessel Head 5/7/79 All holders of Reactor
Insulation Support Problem OLs and cps

79-12 Attempted Damage to New 5/11/79 All Fuel Facilities
Fuel Assemblies Research Reactors,

and Power Reactors
with an OL or CP

79-13 Indication of Low Water 5/29/79 All Holders of Reactor
Level in the Oyster Creek OLs and cps
Reactor

79-14 NRC Position of Electrical 6/11/79 All Power Reactor
Cable Support Systems Facilities with a

CP

75-15 Deficient Procedures 6/7/79 All Holders of Reactor
OLs and cps
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IE Infermati:n Notico No. 79-21 Enclosure
September 7,1979 Page 2 of 2

>

LISTING OF IE INFORMATION NOTICES
ISSUED IN LAST SIX MONTHS

Information Subject Date Issued To
Notice No. Issued

,

79-16 Nuclear Incident at Three 6/22/79 All Research Reactors
Mile Island and Test Reactors'

with OLs

79-17 Source Holder Assembly Damage 6/20/79 All Holders of Reactor
Damage From Misfit Between OLs and cps

Assembly and Reactor Upper
'

Grid Plate

79-18 Skylab Reentry 7/5/79 All Holders of Reactor
OLs

79-19 Pipe Cracks In Stagnant 7/17/79 All Holders of Reactor
Borated Water Systems At OLs and cps
PWR Plants

79-20 NRC Enforcement Policy - 8/14/79 All Research Reactor
NRC Licensed Individuals Test Reactor and Power
Reactor Facilities with Reactor Facilities with
an OL or CP and to Pro- an OL or CP and to pro-

duction Facility licen-
sees that employ NRC
Licensed Operators

.

|

I
'

(

1
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FEB1 1980

f
Becket No. 264

, Bow Chemical U.S.A.
I ATTN Dr. R. R. Langner

Radiation Safety committee
1603 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

The enclosed IE Circular No. 80-02 is forwarded to you for information.

If there are any questions related to your understanding of the suggested

actions, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

James C. Kappler
Director

Enclosure: IE Circular
No. 80-02

cc w/ enc 1:
Central Files
Director, NRR/DPM
Director, NRR/ DOR
PDR-

NsIc
tic

9
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Accession No.:
UNITED STATES EMM9MtP $fNUCLEAR REGULATORY C06911SSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

February 1,1980

IE Circular No. 80-02
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT STAFF WORK HOURS

Description of Circumstances:

Studies indicate that with fatigue, especially because of loss of sleep, an
individual's detection of visual signals deteriorates markedly, the time it
takes for a person to make a decision increases and more errors are made, andreading rates decrease. Other studies show that fatigue results in personnel
ignoring some signals because they develop their own subjective standards as
to what is important, and as they become more fatigued they ignore more signals.

Inspections of personnel performance and training since the accident at Three
Mile Island, have shown that in certain situations facility personnel are
either required or allowed to remain on duty for extended periods of time.
Also, complaints have been received from some licensed nuclear power plant

, operators concerning the number of continuous hours they have been on duty.

Licensee management is responsible for providing a sufficient number of
trained personnel who are in the proper physical condition to operate andmaintain the plant. Licensee management should review their administrative
procedures covering the working hours of nuclear power plant staff. These
procedures should establish a sound policy covering working hours for plant
staff who perform safety related functions (e.g., senior reactor operators,
reactor operators, health physicists, auxiliary operators, I&C technicians,key maintenance personnel, etc.)

Subcommittee ANS-3 is currently developing criteria to address the subject ofoperator work hours. These guidelines will become a part of ANSI N18.7. The
NRC is also considering issuing requirements for administrative procedures
that would control staff overtime. Until either the ANSI Standard is issued
and endorsed by NRC (via a Regulatory Guide) or separate requirements are
issued by NRC, it is recommended that the following guidance be used. The
guidance should be applied to all personnel performing a safety relatedfunction:

1. Scheduled work should be limited to the following maximum work hours:

An individual should not be permitted to work more than 12 hoursa.
straight..

b S 5-f $ 5 0



s
J. .

*

IE Circular No. 80-02 February 1, 1980
Page 2 of 2

.

b. There should be at least a 12-hour break between all work periods.

c. An individual should not work more than 72-hours in any 7-day period.

d. An individual should not work more than 14 consecutive days without
having 2 consecutive days off.

2. In the event that special circumstances arise that require deviation from
the above, such deviations should be authorized by the Station Manager
with appropriate documentation of the cause. Plants should be staffed
and schedules developed to operate such that exceptions are not required.

3. If an operator is required to work in excess of 12 continuous hours, his
duties should be carefully selected. It is preferable that he not be
assigned any task that affects core reactivity or could possibly endanger
the safe operation of the plant.

No written response to this Circular is required. If you desire additional
information regarding this matter, contact the Director of the appropriate NRC
Regional Office.
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IE Circular No. 80-02 Enclosure'_

February 1, 1980*

RECENTLY ISSUED
I -

IE CIRCULARS

Circular Subject Date of Issued to
No. Issue

80-01 ' Service Advice for GE 1/17/80 All licensees of
Induction Disc Relays nuclear power reactor

operating facilities
and holders of nuclear
power reactor cps

79-25 Shcok Arrestor Strut 12/20/79 All licensees and
Assembly Interference holders of power reactor

cps

79-24 Proper Installation and 11/26/79 All Holders of a
Calibration of Core Spray Power Reactor OL orPipe Break Detection CP
Equipment on BWRs.

79-23 Motor Starters and 11/26/79 All Power Reactor
and Contactors Failed Operating Facilities
to Operate and Holders of

Reactor cps

79-22 Stroke Times for Power 11/16/79 All Power Reactor-
Operated Relief Valves Operating Facilities

and all Utilities
having a CP

79-21 Prevention of Unplanned 10/19/79 All holders of Power
Releases of Radioactivity Reactor OLs and cps

79-20 ' Failure of GTE Sylvania 9/24/79 All holders of Power
Relay, Type PM Bulletin Reactor OLs and cps,

> 7305, Catalog SU12-11-AC
with a 12V AC Coil

79-19 Loose Locking Devices 9/13/79 All Holders of Powere

on Ingersoll-Rand Pumps Reactor OLs and cps

79-18 Proper Installation of 9/10/79 All Holders of Power
Target Rock Safety-Relief Reactor OLs and cps

79-17 Contact Problem in SB-12 8/14/79 All Power Reactor
Switches on General Electric Licensees with a CP
Company Metalclad Circuit and/or OL
Breakers

'
.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-264/80-02

Docket No. 50-264 License No. R-108

Licensee: Dow Chemical U.S.A. -

1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Facility Name: TRIGA Reactor

Inspection At: TRIGA Reactor Site, Midland, MI

Inspection Conducted: September 10-12, 1980

Inspector: P. C. L vendale 9/22/80
YN

Approved By: W. L. Fis er, Chief 7[o24hd
Fuel Facility Projects and

Radiation Support Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on September 10-12, 1980 (Report No. 50-264/80-02)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of radiation protection
and radwaste management program, including: qualifications; audits; training;
radiation protection procedures; instruments and equipment; exposure control;
posting, labeling, and control; surveys; notifications and reports; records
of effluents; radioactive waste; IE Bulletin No. 79-19; IE Circular No. 80-14;
a previous item of noncompliance; and transportation activities. The inspec-
tion involved 13 inspector-hours onsite by one NRC inspector.
Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

O
os ,--
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DETAILS
"

1. Persons Contacted

*Dr. O. U. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
*Mr. K. J. . Kelly, Assistant Reactor Supervisor
*Mr. J. M. Macki, Senior Research Manager
*Mr. E. E. Bickel, Health Physicist
*Dr. C. W. Kocher, Radiochemist
Mr. T. W. Parsons, Health Physicist .

* Denotes those present at the exit interview.

2. General

This inspection, which began with visual observation of facilities and
equipment, posting, labeling, and access controls at 10:30 a.m. on
September 10, 1980, was conducted to examine the routine operational
radiation protection and radwaste management program. During this and
subsequent tours, the inspector used a licensee survey instrument to
monitor the reactor area. The highest radiation level, about 7 mR/hr,
was found at waist level above the reactor pool. No problems were noted.

3. Previous Item of Noncompliance

(Closed) Noncompliance (50-264/79-02): Failure of the Reactor Operations
Committee to meet during second quarter of 1979. A " reminder board" is
now in use to prevent recurrence (Paragraph 5).

4. Organization

The following changes _in the reactor staff have been made since the
last radiation protection inspection (October 1979): Mr. K. J. Kelly
has been appointed Assistant Reactor Supervisor; Mr. J. M. Macki has
replaced Mr. H. Gill as Research Manager in building 1602;
Mr. E. E. Bickel has replaced Mr. 'T. W. Parsons as Reactor Health
Physicist. No problems were identified.

5. Licensee Audits

Minutes of the Reactor Operations Committee (ROC) and Radiation Safety
Committee (RSC) meetings held since October 1979 were reviewed. Member-
ship and meeting frequencies for both committees were as required in
Technical Specifications I.2 and I.S.

-2-
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As a result of a previous inspection,1/ the licensee instituted a
" reminder board," which lists required due dates for ROC and RSC meet-
ings so that they.will not be missed.

,No items of noncompliance were identified.

6. Training
.

Except for the reactor staff, no other individuals frequent the reactor
-The reactor staff receives radiation protection training during. area.

annual' requalification, ~which meets the requirements of 10 CFR 19.12.
Also, female employees receive additional training as outlined in
Regulatory Guide 8.13.

.No items of noncompliance were identified.,

7. Radiation Protection Procedures

The inspector-reviewed the procedures contained in the "TRIGA Operations
Manual," including calibration procedures for the area radiation monitor,
continuous air monitor, and water radiation monitor.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

8. Instruments and Equipment
,

a. Portable Survey Instruments
;

.

Operable and calibrated instruments capable of detecting beta, gamma,
and neutron radiations are available at the reactor. Additional
instruments are available from the Industrial Hygiene Office as
needed. Records' indicated that instruments are calibrated either

[ quarterly (ionization type and neutron meters) or annually (Geiger-
Mueller-type meters). No problems were noted.

J

b. ' Area Radiation' Monitors

Records reviewed indicate that the monitor was calibrated in March
and August 1980. (Technical Specification G.3 requires an annual
frequency.) The inspector observed a calibration check of this
instrument and verified that the monitor's audible alarm was func-
tional and that the alarm setpoint was correct. No problems were
noted.

' c. . Continuous Air Monitor (CAM)

The inspector reviewed records of calibration and alarm setpoint
checks performed since October 1979 and noted that the frequency

J/ IE Inspection Report No. 50-264/79-02.

+
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was as required by Technical Specification G.3. The inspector
observed a calibration check of this instrument and verified that
the monitor's audible alarm and visual alarms were functional and
that the alarm setpoint was correct. No problems were noted.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

9. Exposure Control _

a. External Exposure

The vendor's film badge reports were reviewed for the period October
1979 to date. The greatest whole body and extremity doses received
in CY1979 were 210.mrems and 180 mrems, respectively. No. measurable

- whole body dose has been received in CY1980 to date; the highest
extremity dose was 40 mrems. No problems were noted.

t b. Internal Exposure

The licensee has no routine bioassay program for the reactor staff
and relies on the CAN,. contamination surveys, and pool activity
measurements to define any problem areas. The inspector reviewed
records of A previousp _
inspectiongheseindicators;noproblemswerenoted.noted that pool water was last analyzed for tritium,

in 1971. The licensee has recently analyzed the pool wateg for
tritium and found it to be less than approximately l'x 10 pCi/ml,

>

their lower detection limit. No problems were noted.,

The' inspector reviewed action taken by the licensee relating tot

IE ' Circular No. 80-14 " Radioactive Contamination of Plant Deminer-
alized Water System and Resultant Internal Contamination of
Personnel." The only possible means of contaminating the deminer-
alized water storage tank is through a hose used to add makeup
water to the reactor pool. The hose is short enough so that it
can not be physically ~ submersed into the pool. It is unlikely
that contamination of the demineralized water tank could occur

~

via this route. No problems were noted.
,

No items of noncompliance were identified.

( .10. Posting and Labeling
'

n:
d The licensee's compliance with posting and labeling requirements specified
; .' in 10 CFR 19.11 and 10 CFR 20.203 were reviewed.

No items of noncompliance were identified.g

2_/ IE Inspection Report No.- 50-264/79-02.

-4-
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11. Transportation Activities

The licensee stated that no radioactive material has been received
under the TRIGA license since the last radiation protection inspection
(October 1979). The inspector reviewed records of radioactive ship-
ments made since October 1979. No problems were noted.

The licensee has not submitted a quality assurance program satisfying
the requirements of 10 CFR 71, Appendix E and has no plans to do so.
No shipments of greater than Type A quantities have been made.

'

The inspector reviewed the licensee's response to IE Bulletin No. 79-19.
No problems were noted.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

12. Surveys

The reactor staff performs contamination and radiation surveys monthly.
The Industrial Hygiene Office performs quarterly contamination surveys
of the facility. Results of these surveys were reviewed. Only occa-
sional low-level contamination is found in known contamination areas.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

13. Notifications and Reports

A review of records and discussions with licensee representatives
indicated compliance with 10 CFR 19 and 10 CFR 20 requirements.

No items of noncompliance were identified.
.

14. Radioactive Waste

a. Liquid Radioactive Waste

The licensee stated that they do not release liquid radioactive
waste from the facility. Any liquids requiring disposal are
solidified and shipped to a licensed burial site.

b. The facility has no gaseous effluent monitor, since calculations
in the SAR determined that 10 CFR 20 limits will not be exceeded
with continuous rabbit operation. The rabbit system is used only
a few hours per week.

Particulate effluents would be detected by the CAM. No significant
particulate activity has been noted.

t
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c. Solid Radwaste

Solid radioactive waste generated at the reactor facility is
collected by the Industrial Hygiene Office and transferred (under

,

NRC Byproduct License No. 21-00265-06) to a licensed disposal
vendor. About one 55-gallon drum of waste is generated annually.

The inspector noted that the licensee has been' incinerating by-
product material (approximately 11 millicuries of carbon-14 and
hydrogen-3 in CY 1979). The licensee' stated that this practice
has been conducted under Byproduct License No. 21-00265-06 for
approximately seven. years. The licensee further stated that the
license did not specifically allow them to incinerate byproduct

- material, but that..they had interpreted the regulations to mean
that they could incinerate as long as the limits of 10 CFR 20-
Appendix "B" Table II were not exceeded. This matter will be
reviewed during a future inspection of Byproduct License
No. 21-00265-06.

' No items of noncompliance were identified.

15. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph
1) at the conclusion of the inspection on September 12, 1980. The
inspector summarized the scope and findings of the inspection.

-6-
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DOW CHEMICAL U.S.A.

MIDLAND, MICHIGAN 48640

September 25, 1980

1 i

Mr. Karl R. Goller Da i ~ ~ 'i27:TT
-

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission J[iff-"$M;7I~
tici"(-croid g 7 ")Division of Operating Reactors y

,2cgfj JWashington, DC 20555
/ RofA*SI y fnzi

Dear Mr. Goller: -

NRC LICENSE R-108

As of August 26, 1980, H. Emmel, W. Kocher, and E. Bickel have been
added to the Reactor Operations Committee for NRC License R-108 (Dow
Chemical Company TRIGA Reactor Facility, Midland, Michigan). Also
at that time T. Parsons was deleted from the Committee.

Resumes for H. Emmel, W. Kocher, and E. Bickel are enclosed for your
infomation.

Please make the necessary changes in your records and address any
future correspondence to:

J. M. Macki, Chairman
'TRIGA Reactor Operations Committee

The Dow Chemical Company '
1602 Building
Midland, MI 48640 -

N
L. W. Rampy, Chaiman
Radiation Safety Committee
1803 Building
517/636-6260

bjd/ Enclosure

cc: James G. Keppler US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 799 Roosevelt
Road, Glenn Elyn, IL 60137

H PP' 3 99.
M 'I A 2 OM AN OPERAUNG UNIT OF THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY-' n DCT 6 cggu <-~ y y v ,
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W. C. K0CHER**
., , ,

EXPERIENCE WITH RADIOISOTOPES AND IONIZING RADIATION
.

1. North Carolina State University

Nuclear Engineering Department 1954-1956 MS

Reactor Experience:

Operation & Maintainance/10 Kw

water-boiler

Radioisotopes:

research

2. Indiana University

Physics Department 1956-1960 PhD.

Radioisotopes:

Nuclear decay schemes / cyclotron-produced materials

3. Brookhaven National Laboratory

Physics Department / Solid State Physics 1960-1962

Radioisotopes:

Moessbauer Spectroscopy

4. The Budd Co,mpany

Physical Research Laboratory 1962-1965

Radioisotopes: '

I
Moessbauer Spectroscopy

Radiation Health Physicist -

U.S. AEC Licensee

.

5. The Dow Chemical Company

Radiochemistry Research Laboratory 1965-1970
Radioisotopes:

Moessbauer Spectroscopy
~

Triga special experiments
Analytical Laboratory 1970-1975

Radioisotopes:

Moessbauer Spectroscopy

X Ray diffraction

.
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RESUME-

.

_

Eric E. Bickel
Radiation Safety Officer
Dow Chemical USA
Industrial Hygiene Laboratory
1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640*

(517)636-0885 .

.

B.S. Biological Sciences Lake Superior State College 1967
No degree Wildlife Sciences University of Minnesota 1971-1972

. M.S. Health & Environmental University of Michigan 1980
Sciences (RadiationProtection)

.

Ass't. to Rad. Safety Officer University of Michigan 1978-1979
(6 months)

,

Ass't. to Health Physicist Ford Huclear Reactor ~1979
(6 months)

Health Physics Intern Dow Chemical USA 1979
(4 months) -

Radiation Safety Officer Dow Chemical USA 03/79 to
Present

Transcripts and references are available upon request.

I

I

I
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RESUME
-
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'NAME: Herbert W. Emmel

ADDRESS: Dow Chemical Company
Inorganic Analysis
1602 Building
Midland, MI 48640

DATE OF BIRTH: 1937

EDUCATION: Received B.S. Degree in Chemistry from Wisconsin State
University in 1962

WORK EXPERIENCE:

- Analytical chemist, Dow Chemical Company,1971 to present

- Senior TRIGA Reactor Operator license obtained in 1975 continued
to present

- Associated with various neutron activation and inorganic elemental
analysis projects from 1971 to present

i
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Docket No. 50-264

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. L. W. Rampy, Chairman

Radiation Safety Committee
1803 Building
Midland, MI- 48640

' Gentlemen:

It has been our policy to keep you informed of matters which are important to
continued cooperation or which otherwise may be of particular interest to you.
We believe this exchange of information has proved beneficial to both you and
the Commission. This letter is in keeping with that policy.

A major consideration growing out of the Three Mile Island Incident, was
the need for realignment of the NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE)
organizational structure. Recommendations were included in NUREG-0660,
"NRC Action Plan Developed as a Result of the TMI-2 Accident." The new
structure, addressed in the TMI-2 action plan, is aimed at better management
of the preventive inspection program, quicker and more efficient response to
emergencies, and closer working relationships with the States and licensee
management.

Reorganization of the NRC Regional Offices will become effective February 16,
1981. The enclosures show the new organizational. structure for Region III.
These charts identify supervisory and other key personnel who will be cogni-
zant of licensed activities, State programs and other functions. There will
be no resident inspector reassignments; however, in some areas supervision
responsible for certain resident inspector offices has been changed.

The 24-hour NRC Region III telephone number (312-932-2500) and the Emergency.

Notification System remain unchanged. New telephone extensions for the staff
; will be provided as they become available.
t

i

.

.

<

s

n u k % th o d l i n h 5/.
Sff' ''O'Y- i



r-
-f',

\,h**

.

Dow Chemical U.S.A. -2-

You will observe from the enclosed charts that the essential elements of the
new organization are (1) project management including the resident inspector
offices, (2) engineering and other technical support functions including the
reactor, fuel facilities and materials programs, and (3) emergency prepared-
ness. Included on the charts are the management structure, investigative
and enforcement staff, State liaison, public affairs and resident inspector
program functions.

We look forward to your continued cooperation with this office, and, should
you have questions regarding the subject of this letter please call me.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
1. Overall Region III

Organization Chart
2. Division of Resident

and Reactor Project
Inspection Chart

3. Division of Engineering and
Technical Inspection Chart

4. Division of Emergency
Preparedness & Operational
Support Chart

cc w/encls:
Dr. O. V. Anders,
Reactor Supervisor

J. M. Macki, Chairman
TRIGA Reactor Operations *

Committee
Central Files

RIj{[,, RII
ou c

Davis /np Kd er

2/13/81
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SSINS No: 32704

Accession No.-
81022004H- ,

IN 81-22

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMilSSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT i
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555 -

July 31, 1981

IE INFORMATION NOTICE NO. 81-22: SECTION 235 AND 236 AMENDMENTS TO THE
ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954

This notice provides information on recent amendments to Chapter 18 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 that should be brought to the attention of all
persons involved in NRC licensed activities:

"SEC. 236: Sabotage of Nuclear Facilities or Fuel--Any person who
intentionally and willfully destroys or causes physical damage to, or
who intentionally and willfully attempts to destroy or cause physical
damage to -

"(1) any production facility or utilization facility licensed under
this Act,

-

"(2) any nuclear waste storage facility licensed under this Act,

"(3) any nuclear fuel for such a utilization facility, or any spent
nuclear fuel from such a facility,

shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than~

ten years, or both."

"SEC. 235: Protection of Nuclear Inspectors--

"a. Whoever kills any person who performs any inspections which -

"(1) are related to any activity or facility licensed by the
Commission, and

"(2) are carried out to satisfy requirements under this Act
under any other Federal law governing the safety of utili-
zation facilities required to be licensed under section 103
or 104b., or the safety of radioactive materials,

shall be punished as provided under sections 1111 and 1112 of,
- title 18, United States Code. The preceding senterice shall be

applicable only if such person is killed while engaged in
the performance of such duties.

!
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' . - IN 81-22
July 31, 1981
Page 2 of 2

"b. Whoever forcibly assaults, resists, opposes, impedes,
intimidates, or interferes with any person who performs
inspections as described under subsection a. of this section,
while such person is engaged in such inspection diities or on
account of the performance of such duties, shall be punished as
provided under section 111 of title 18, United States Code...."

Section 111 of Title 18 USC sets punishment as follows:

..."Whoever, in the commission of any such acts uses a deadly or
dangerous weapon, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or impris-
ioned not more than ten years, or both."

Section 1111 of Title 18 USC sets punishment as follows:
"... Whoever is guilty of murder in the first degree, shall suffer

death unless the jury qualifies its verdict by adding thereto
"without capital punishment", in which event he shall be sentenced
to imprisonment for life;

"Whoever is guilty of murder in the second degree shall be imprisoned
for any term of years or for life."

Section 1112 of Title 18 USC sets punishment as follows:
"... Whoever is guilty of voluntary manslaughter, shall be

imprisoned not more than ten years;

"Whoever is guilty of involuntary manslaughter, shall be fined not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than three years, or both."

Known or suspected violations of Sections 235 and 236 should be reported to
the NRC and FBI.

No written response to this information notice is required. If you need addi-
tional information regarding this matter, please contact the Director of the
appropriate Regional Office.

Attachment:
Recently issued IE Information Notices

: -

- - --- - - - - - . ,



___

,t...
*' Attachment,

IN 81-22
July 31, 1981

RECENTLY ISSUED
IE INFORMATION NOTICES

I-
Information Date of -

Notice No. Subject Issue Issued to

81-21 Potential Loss of Direct 7/21/81 All power reactor
Access to Ultimate Heat Sink holding an OL or

CP

81-20 Test Failures of Electrical 7/13/81 All power reactor
Penetration Assemblies facilities with an

OL or CP

81-19 Lost Parts in Primary 7/6/81 All power reactor
Coolant Sy' stem facilities with an

OL or CP

81-18 Excessive Radiation 6/23/81 Specified licensees
Exposures to the Fingers of holding Byproduct
Three Individuals Incurred licenses
During Cleaning and Wipe
Testing of Radioactive
Sealed Soruces at a Sealed-
Source Manufacturing
Facility

81-16 Control Rod Drive System 4/23/81 All BWR facilities
Malfunctions with an OL or CP

81-15 Degradation of Automatic 4/22/81 All power reactor
ECCS Actuation Capability facilities with an
by Isolation of Instrument OL or CP
Lines

81-14 Potential Overstress of 4/17/81 All power reactor,

i Shafts on Fisher Series facilities with an
; 9200 Butterfly Valves OL or CP

with Expandable T Rings

| 81-13 Jammed Source Rack in a 4/14/81 Specified irradiator

| Gamma Irradiator licensees

81-12 Guidance on Order Issued 3/31/81 All BWR facilities
January 9,1981 RegardinD with a.n OL or CPf

OL = Operating Licenses
CP = Construction Permits

|
i

!

|
!
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) 5 ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION,

y'l
I * * L wasmuovow, o.c. aos4:-

-
" ' ' * December 31, 1974

To: All AEC Licensees
,

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING EhTORCEMENT ACTION AND CATEGORIES OF NONCOMPLIANCE
WITH AEC REGU1ATORY REQUIREMENTS - MODIFICATIONS

On November 1,1972, the Cocnnission issued crite ria for enforcement
actions to be taken for noncompliance with its rules and with license
conditions in accordance with Sections 161, 186, and 234 of the Atomic
Energy Act and Subpart 5 of Part 2, 10 CFR. On June 5, 1973, the
Comdssion notified licensees that categor'ies of violation with AEC
regulatory require =ents had been' established because the Co= mission and
the nuclear industry recognized that the significance of violations
varies in the potential for affecting the health and safety of the
public, the common defense and security, and the environment.

Based on a review of the experience with the criteria for determining
enforcement action and the categories of noncompliance, modifications.

of the use of these criteria and these categories are being =ade.
Comments explaining the modifications are enclosed as Attach =ents A
and B. -

;

The changes in the criteria and categories are primarily administrative
in nature and should result in a higher level of understanding of the .

enforcement program - and the results of the program - on the part of -

the public and the industry.' The basic purpose of the enforcement
program - enhancement of the health and safety of the public, the common
defense and security, and the environment - remains the same. The
long standing practice of requiring corrective action for each identified
item of noncompliance (Violations) is not changed. The enforcement program
continues to emphasize corrective action where necessary to assure that
regulated activities meet applicable requirements and are conducted with due
regard for public health and safety, common defense and security and
protection of the environment.

The modifications clarify the enforcement criteria and categories of
noncompliance in the areas of safeguards and environmental matters and
provide more explicit defsinitions to aid in a better understanding of
the enforcement program. These definitions make clear the applicability
of the program in matters of quality assurance, management control, and
systems performance. Also, because the Commission relies to a degree
on reports from licensees to assure that timely corrective action is
taken and to assure that the industry is notified of important matters

APPEM A.
.
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All AEC Licensees -2- December 31, 1974

of generic interest, a reporting requirement is viewed from the enforceaant
standpoint to be of the same level of importance as the matter for which
the report is required. As a part of the correspondence between a licensee
and the AEC subsequent to an inspection, notifications will be made to a
licensee of apparent failures on the part of the licensee to meet his
commitments contained in his application or in correspondence to the
AEC and of deviations from appropriate codes, standards or guides.

The levels of enforcement actions available to the Commission in the
exercise of its regulatory responsibilities are the same as those set forth
in the letter of November 1, 1972. These include written notices of violation,
civil monetary penal'ies, and orders to " cease and desist" or for modi-t

fication, suspension, or revocation of a license. .

'The criteria for issuance of a " Notice of Violation" are essentially
unchanged.

The criteria for civil penalties have been modified to elaborate upon
those situations for which civil penalties may be imposed. The
amount of civil penalty in any given case, within the confines of
the amounts established by the Atomic Energy Act, is determined by,..

consideration of several factors including:
s

1. Potential or actual consequences associated with the item of
noncompliance. This includes consideration of the categories
of noncompliance.

2. Type of licensee. This includes the purpose for which licensed and
che quantity, form and kind of radioactive material authorized.

3. The licensee's recent enforcement history, if applicable. This.

* includes the nature and number of items of noncompliance, the
; frequency of noncompliance, whether items of noncompliance were

repetitive of the same or similar requirements, promptness of
corrective action, and the licensee's management of its program for

,

i assuring compliance with regulatory requirements.

The criteria clarify that repetitiveness of noncompifance or history of
noncompliance is not an essential ingredient for consideration for civil
penalty. In some cases of a single instance of noncompliance, a civil'

' penalty may be the appropriate enforcement sanction.
:

The criteria for orders emphasize the importance of quality assurance
and are broadened to include all aspects of the regulatory program.
Unde.r these criteria, an order to suspend a license or a portion thereof
may be issued for authorized activities of licensees or permit holders

p
n..
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All AEC Licensees. -3- December 31, 1974

~which are performed in such a manner as to constitute an immediate or
potential threat to employees or the public; or for construction.defi-
ciencies which, if not suspended i:xnediately, could eventually result in
significant or essentially irreversible construction defects which impact
on safety or which increase the potential for or the potential severity
of an accident. -If, for example,.a quality assurance requirement for
a specific e6nstruction activity is not implemented, this activity-

may be suspended until full compliance with the requirement is' achieved.
.

Regulatory Operations Bulletins and I=cediate Action Letters have been
used not only to dissehinate information but also as a means of accom-
p11shing voluntary action on the part of licensees to inspect, report
and make commitments to correct problems on a timely schedule. These
two communications are recognized in these revisiens. If these methods
are ineffective in achieving the desired action, an order may be
promptly issued requiring the action.

The enforcement record of a licensee may be a consideration in selecting,

7- the appropriate enforcement sanction in any given case. A licensee's
enforcement history is evaluated in terms of distribution of items of-

,

noncompliance by importance and by the degree of repetitiveness of,

noncompliance with the same basic requirement. However, regardless
of the history, consideration will be given to the more significant
enforcement sanctions as a result of any inspection that reveals
items of particular importance to safety and management.>

The former system of severity categorization, which was the subject
of a letter to licensees dated June 5, 1973, has been revised to place
items of noncompliance with regulatory requirements (violations) more
clearly in perspective with regard to their relative significance to,

| the public health, safety and interest and the common defense and
security. As shown in Attachment,B to this letter, the revised system
for categorizing violations (icens of noncompliance) has three levels
of relative importance which are designated in descending order as
(1) " violation," (2) " infraction," and (3) " deficiency," each of which
is a legal violation in the statutory sense.

'

It should be recognized that the enforcement criteria and the categories
I of noncompliance apply only to situations where there is an apparent
J failure on the part of a licensee to meet regulatory requirements. The

licensee may also be notified of deviations from commitments and
appropriate codes, standards, or guides. The significance of these

g failures generally is judged against the actual or potential conse-
c .m.. - quences resulting from the failures and from the standpoint of licensee
k,# awareness and management of his program. From the viewpoint of enforce-

ment, a licensee failure that results in the potential for consequences is

.

. - - . - - - , - -r--- - , , - . . - - - . . - , - . - . , . - - . - - - - - - - - - - , - - - - - -- . ,.-,---,-------____m - - - - - -----
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ALL AEC Licensees -4- December 31, 1974

equally important with the failure that results in the consequencies - .

both represent instances of failure of the licensee to properly perform. |

However, from the impact of health and safety, common defense and
security, the protection of the environment, actual consequences -.

when the event did occur - and potential consequences - when the
opportunity for occurrences exists but the event did not happen -
of a item of noncompliance are quite different. In reporting the
more important items of noncompliance, those items that caused or
resulted in actual consequences vill be differentiated from those
that merely provided the potential for the consequences.

i
.

The enforcement criteria and the categories of noncompliance apply to
situations where there is an apparent failure on the part of a licensee
to meet regulatory requirements, commitments, and appropriate codes,
standards or guides. There do occur events - such as some equipment
malfunctions - at licensee facilities which are not founded in the
failure of the licenses to meet requirements, commitments, and appro-

; priate codes, standards, and guides. Such events are not included
within the enforcement program.

- The enforcement criteria and the categories of noncompliance have been
placed in the Public Document Room,1717 H Street, N.W. , Washington,
D.C., and a notice has been placed in the Federal Register concerning
their availability to all persons upon request.

Sincerely,

L..c,w ~ f } L A
Donald F. Knuth, Director

of Regulatory Operations
.

Enclosures:
A. Criteria for Determining Enforcement Action
3. Categories of Items of Noncompliance

.
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CRITERIA TOR DETERMINING ENFORCEMINT ACTION(
*s'*- In Connection with Licensing and Regulatory Provisions

of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as Amended,
and Regulations and Licenses Issued Thereunder

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the AIC enforce =ent program is the enhancement of the
health and safety of the public, the coc=on defense and security, and
the environment. The enforcement program emphasizes corrective action,
where necessary, to assure that regulated activities meet applicable
requirements and are conducted with due regard for public health and
safety, common defense and security and protection of 'the environment.
Corrective action is required for each identified item of nonce =pliance.

Results of AIC inspections and investigations of licensed activities
hava shown that licensees have not in all cases complied with the.

regulatory requirements, and it has been necessary to take specific
enforcement actions coc=ensurate with the items of nonco=pliance. This

document sets out the criteria for enforcement actions to be taken vien
respect to future noncompliance with the Atomic Erergy Com=ission's
requirements in accordance with Sections 161, 186 and 234 of the Atomic
Energy Act and Subpart B of Part 2, 10 CFR.

.
LEVELS OF ENFORCEMDiT ACTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE COMMISSION'

The formal actions available to the Commission in the exercise of its
enforcement responsibilities are of three basic types (notices of violation,
civil penalties, and orders) which may be applicable to a specific
enforc ement situation.

1. Written Notices of Violation (10 CTR 2.201)

Notices of Violations are written notices to licensees, citing

the apparent instances of failure to comply with regulatory
requirements (Violations) which for purposes of categorization
hava been classified violations, infractions and deficiencies.
Such items of noncompliance are generally observed or
identified during investigations, inspections, or inquiries.

The same letter enclosing a Notice of Violation may also enclose
a notification of apparent deviations from licensee commit =ents
and the provisions of appropriate codes, standards or guides.

2. Civil Monetary Penalties (10 CFR 2.205) .

The Commission may levy civil monetary penalties against licensees
for violations, infractions or deficiencies with respect to require-
ments in licensing provisions of the Act or any rule, regulation,

^***' "*" ^~ ~
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order, or license issued thereunder. The Commission is required to
-

issue a " notice of violation" to the person charged before insti-,,,

tuting proceedings to impose a civil penalty.

3. Orders to Cease and Desist and Orders for Suspension. Modification,
or Revocation of a License (10 CFR 2.202 and 2.204)

The AEC has authority to issue orders to " cease and desist," and
orders to suspend, modify, or revoke licenses. Such orders are ordinarily
preceded by certain procedural requirements, including a written
" notice of violation" to the licensee providing him with an oppor-
tunity to respond as to the corrective measures being taken. In
the event the licensee fails to respond to the notice or to demon-
strate that satisfactory corrective action is being taken, an order
to show cause may be issued requiring the licensee to show why the
particular order (either of revocation, or modification, or sus-
pension) should not be =ade effective. In some instances where the
health, safety, or interest of employees or the public se requires
or deliberate noncompliance with tNe Commission's regulations is
involved, the notice provision may be dispensed with and, in
addition, the particular order may be made immediately effective
pending further order.

In addition to proceeding by way of order, the Commission may also,
_

pursuant to Section 232 of the Act, request the Attorney General to
obtain an injunction or other court order to enjoin licensees from

(*~% violating the Act or any regulation or order issued thereunder.-

NOTICE OF VIOLATION - CRITERIA

Section 2.201 of 10 CFR requires that before any formal enforcement
action is taken for alleged noncompliance, the AEC will serve on the
licenses a written " notice of violation" except when the Director of
Regulation finds that the public health, safety, or interest so requires,
or that noncompliance is deliberate, the " notice of violation" may be
omitted and an order to show cause issued.

Generally, a " notice of violation" may be considered sufficient enforce-
ment action in those cases where:

Ita=a of noncompliance are readily correctable, ora.

b. Items of noncompliance are not repetitive or numerous, and do not
constitute an immediate or serious threat to the health and safety
of the licensee's employees or the public, to the environment, or

to the common defense and security, and

c. These is no indication that appropriate corrective action will
not be taken.

O' -
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CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES - CRITERIA

The Commission may levy civil monetary penalties on licensees who do not
comply with the licensing provisions of the Act or an; rule, regulation,
order, or license issued. Generally, the type of cases that are appro-
priate for imposing civil penalties are those involving significant
items of noncompliance and which represent a threat (but not necessarily
immediate) to the health, safety, or interest of the public, or to the
common defense or security, or the environment. As a matter of judgment,
civil penalties may be used in lieu of license suspension when there is no
immediate threat to the health and safety or the common defense and security
and license suspension would deprive the licensee or his employees of their
means of livelihood, or the public of essential service.

.

Civil penalties may be the appropriate enforcement action in cases or
situations which meet one or more of the following criteria:

a. Those cases of noncompliance with the same basic requirements that
were brought to the attention of the licensee in a " notice of
violation" folleving a previous inspection; or

'

b. Those cases of noncompliance in which the licensee fails to carry
out in a timely canner the corrective action the licensee stated
would be taken in response to a previous written notice; or

r c. Those cases involving the deliberate failure of a person to comply
'

with regulatory requirements;* or

d. Those cases involving items of noncompliance in which (1) the
licensee's history is one of chronic noncompliance, or (2) due to
the nature and number of items of noncompliance, it is apparent
that management, having been afforded an opportunity to correct
previous items of noncompliance, is not conducting its licensed
activities in conformance with regulatory requirements, or

,

.

* NOTE: Section 221(b) of the Atomic Energy Act requires the yBI to
investigate all suspected or alleged criminal violations
of the Act.
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50T[ Those cases where (1) an order for immediate, but temporary,e.

suspension or to " cease and desist" is issued to remove an Unmediate
threat to the health or safety of the licensee's employees or the
public, to the environmant or to the common defense and security,
and (2) punitive action is deemed necessary to assure future
compliance; or

~

f. Those cases involving activities under construction permits where
there are repeated items of noncompliance with regulatory
requirements; or

Those cases where an item of noncompliance resulted in or contributed3 to the cause or the seriousness of an accident or an incident; or

h. Those cases involving items of noncompliance in the Violation
category; or

i. Those cases where the nature and number of items of noncompliance
with the regulatory requirements identified during an inspection or
an investigation demonf4 rate that management is not conducting its
licensed activities with adequate concern for the health, safety or
interest of its employees or the public or the common defense and
security; or

j. Those cases where licensees kcowingly use materials which are not'

i authorized by the license or utilize authorized materials for uses,

" '
which are not authorized; or

k. Those cases where significant matters ** were not reported to the
Commission in a timely manner as required by the regulatory requirements.

Civil penalties may be assessed for other cases having comparable types
of items of noncompliance and situations for which the Ccamission deems
civil penalties to be appropriate and necessary.

! r

i
4

|

| ** Such significant matters may include, but are not limited to,
| exposure of personnel to doses in excess of limits, release of

radioactive concentrations in effluents in excess of limits,
incidents involving an attempt to commit a theft or unlawful'

diversion of SNM, or to commit an act of sabotage of certain
facilities, failure of safety systems, emergency core cooling or
other related safety systems to perform their design function,
or the MUT of SNM in excess of applicable limits, or similar
matters.

,

h
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V ORDERS - CRITERIA

The AEC has authority to issue orders to " cease and desist" or to suspend,
~

modify, or revoke licenses. The Commission is empowered to enforce'

these orders and obtain any other appropriate relief by injunction from
Federal district courts, if necessary. Cases involving an i= mediate
threat to the public health and. safety, or the common defense and security,
require immediate steps to remove the threat and are handled by this
type of action. Persons who deliberately violate, attempt to violate,
or conspire to violate the Commission's regulations and orders, art,
upon conviccion of the violations, subject to fine up to $5,000 and
imprisonment for not more than two years (Section 223 of the Act).

In the event the licensee fails to respond to a " notice of violation" or
, to demonstrate that satisfactory corrective action is being taken, an

order to show cause may be issued requiring the licenses to show why the,

particular order (either of revocation, or modification, or suspension)i

should not be made effective. In those instances where the health,

safety, or interest of employees or the public, or the common defensei

and security so requires, or deliberate noncompliance with the Commission's
regulations is involved, the notice provision may be dispensed with and,i

in addition, the particular order may be made immediately effective
f pending further order.
!
' a. Orders to Cease and Desist

i

An order to cease and desist is ordinarily issued when a person is-

conducting unauthorized activities and has been notified of the
need for authorization but fails to terminate the activity and
other similar circumstances as appropriate.

|

I b. Orders to Suspend a License

An order is ordinarily issued for immediate suspension of a license,
or a portion thereof, as necessary to remove an benediate threat to-

the health, safety or interest of licensee's employees or the
public, or to the common defense and security; or for noncompliance
with AEC requirements relating to construction of a facility
which, if not corrected tunediately, could subsequently result
in a significant threat to the health, safety or interest of
employees or the public, or the common defense and security.

c. Order to Modify a License

An order for the modification of a license, in whole or in part,
is ordinarily issued as an enforcement sanction when it is
determined that a licensee's operations or activities must be
limited or modified to protect the health, safety, or interest
of the licensee's employees or the public, or the common defense

(- and security.
,

Y.
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d. Orders to Revoke a License

An order is ordinarily issued to revoke a license when:
.

1. The licensee's performance shows that he is not qualified to
perform the activities covered by the license; or

2. Civil penalty proves to be ineffective as an enforcement
action; or

3. The lice'nsee refuses to correct items of noncompliance; or

4. A licensee does not respond to a " notice of violation"; or

5. A licensee's response to a " notice of violation" indicates
inability or unwillingness to maintain compliance with
regulatory requirements; or

6. Any material false statement is made in the application or in
any statement of fact required under Section 182 cf the Act.

Denial of Apolication for License Renewala.
. Denial of an application for a license renewal is ordinarily used in

! lieu of an order for revocation where license renewal is pending or
the expiration of the license term is imminent.

f. Orders for Other Items of Noncompliance

Orders to cease and desist, or for suspension, modification or
revocation of a license are ordinarily issued for other comparable
types of violations, infractions or deficiencies when the Commission
deems such sanctions to be appropriate and necessary. q

In all cases where orders are issued to impose civil penalties, to
require a licensee to " cease and desist " or to suspend, modify, or
revoke a license, the person so ordered may demand a hearing under 10 CTR
Part 2. The hearing vill be granted prior to implementation of the
order except in cases where the Ccmmission finds that the violation is
deliberate or the public healt'.t. safety, or interest requires that the
proposed action be temporarily effactive pending the outcome of the
hearing and/or further order.

6- Attachment ADecember 31, 1974 -

,a ,

f q: ,
\s._

e

- - - . . ,_. - , . , . - - , - - - -- --,



' -e'.
(.

. .

*

..,

REGULATORY OPERATIONS BULLETINS - CRITERIA'

A Regulatory Operations Bulletin may be issued to a class of licensees
requesting specific actions as a result of safety related equipment

.

design inadequacies, defects, operating inadequacies, malfunctions, or
failures of a generic nature that have occurred at a similar facility or

The Bulletin vill specify that licensees inspect for and/oroperation.
the inadequacies described in the Bulletin, notify Regulatorycorrect

Operations of the corrective action taken or planned, and the date when
action was or vill be completed. An order may be issued if the response
to a Bulletin is not prompt and effective.

,

IMMEDIATE ACTION LtAitd - CRITERIA-

A Regulatory Operations I= mediate Action Letter is ordinarily issued to
solicit or confirm'a licensee's com:nitment to certain actions for
investigating, reporting, controlling, and correcting situations
involving defects, deviations, failures, or administrative controls,
at the licensee's facility. An order may be issued if the response
to an Immediate Action Letter is not prompt and effective.

l :
- o

*

.

.
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CATEGORIES OF ITEMS OF NONCOMPLIANCE-

The Consission and representatives of the nuclear industry have. ree-
ognized that the significance of items of noncompliance with AEC require-

.
*

ments varies in the potential for affecting the health and safety of the
Thepublic, the common defense and security, and the environment.

Commission considers that it is desirable to include in Notices of Viola-
tion en indication of the significance of each item of noncompliance
cited. As a means of categorizing the items of noncompliance into an
order of importance which will express their relative significance, the
Consnission has established three categories of items of noncompliance as
follows:

Violation
..

. A violation is an item of noncompliance of the type listed below, or
an item of noncompliance (1) which has caused, contributed to or
aggravated an incident of the type listed below, or (2) which has a
substantial potential for causing, contributing to or aggravating
such an incident or occurrence; e.g., a situation where the preventive
capability or controls were removed or otherwise not employed and
created a substantial potential for an incident or occurrence with
actual or potential consequences of the type listed below:

(
(a) Exposure of an individual in excess of the radiation dose specified

in 10 CFR 20.403(b) or exposure of a group of individuals resulting
in each individual receiving a radiation dose which exceeds the
limits of 10 CFR 20.101 and a total dose for the group exceeding 25
man-ress..

(b) Radiation levels in unrestricted' areas which exceed 50 times
the regulatory limits.

(c) Release of radioactive seterials in amounts which exceed specified
limits, or concencrations of radioactive materials in affluents*

.

which exceed 50 times the regulatory limits.~

(d) Fabrication, or construction, testing, or operation of a Seismic
Category I system or structure in such a manner that the safety
function or integrity is lost.

(e) Failure to function when required to perform the safety function or
loss of integrity of a Seismic Category I system, or structure; or
other component, system, or struerure with a safety er wo..v. ..

limiting function.

(f) Exceeding a safety limit as defined in technical specifications
associated with facility licenses.

k 4
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|(g) Industrial sabotage of utilization or fuel facilities.(-
.

(h) Radiation or contamination levels in excess of limits on packages I

or loss of confinement of radioactive materials in packages offered i
for shipment on a common carrier. - '

I(i) Diversion or theft of plutonium, uranium 233, or uranium enriched
in the isotope U-235.

(j) 'A breakdown in management or procedural controls as evidenced by
items of noncompliance in several areas of the QA criteria and
license requirements.

(k) Other similar items of noncompliance having actual or potential
consequences of the same magnitude.

Failure to report the above items as required constitutes a violation of
the same importance level.

Infractions _

An infraction is an item of noncompliance of the type listed below,
or an item of noncompliance (1) which resulted in a reduction of
preventive espability below requirements but redundant controls

O precluded an item of noncompliance of the violation category. or

V' (2) which caused, contributed to or aggravated an incident of the
type listed below, or (3) which has a substantial potential for^^

causing, contributing to or aggravating such an incident or occurrence;
e.g., the preventive capability er controls were removed or otherwise
not employed and there was substantial potential for an accident or
occurrence with actual or potential consequences of the type listed
below:

(a) Exposure of an individual or groups of individuals to radiation in
excess of permissible limits but less than the values in 10 CFR
20.403.

(b) Release of radioactive materials in concentrations or rates which
exceed permissible limits but in amounts less than permissible
limits.

(c) Failure to function or loss of integrity of a Seismic Category I
system or structure, or other component, system, or structure with
safety or consequences limiting function during test; or failure to
meet surveillance frequencies.

,

(d) Fabrication, or construction, testing, or operation of a Seismic
Category I system or structure in such a manner that the safety-

. function or integrity is impaired.

:' i

T
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(e) Exceeding limiting conditions for operation (LCO).

(f) Inadequate management or procedural controls.

(g) Safety system settings less conservative than limiting safety
system settings. _

(h) A quantity of SNM unaccounted for which exceeds permissible limits.

(i) Exceeding limits or limiting conditions for operation in licenses,
technical specifications, guides, codes, or standards which are

- imposed for the purpose of mini =izing adverse environmental
impact.

(j) Other'similar items of nonco=pliance having actual or potential
consequences of the same magnitude. -

Failure to report the above ite=s as required constitutes an item of
noncompliance of the sa=e category.

Deficiency

A deficiency is an item of noncompliance in which the threat to the 9
hemith, safety, or interest of the public or the conson defense and

b security is remote; and no undue expenditure of time or resources to

' h% implement corrective action is required; and deficiencies include such-

items as concompliance with records, posting, or labeling require =ents
which are not serious enough to amount to infractions.

Failure to report deficiencies as required constitutes an item of
noncompliance of the same category.

g .
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,r . . [ LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF SECTION 234 0F
.

THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954, AS AMENDEDs

|

Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. (Act), is
the Comission authority for imposing civil penalties. prior to the

enactment in 1969 of Section 234 of the Act, the Comission's enforce-
ment authority was limited to notices of violation and orders to cease
and desist and to modify, suspend or revoke licenses.

The legislative history of Section 234 of the Act indicates that the
Joint Comittee on Atomic Energy was concerned that revocation or
suspension of a license in some instances "may be too harsh a penalty" and
"may penalize the licensee's employees through loss of income without
having any significant impact on the licensee itself." 5. Report 91-553,
H. Report 91-691, at 9,10. Civil penalties could be imposed "without
depriving a licensee of his maans of livelihood or without requiring the
cessation of an authorized activity which might be of material benefit to
the public." M at 10.

The Joint Comittee emphasized that civil penalties would not be appropriate
for all violations. For example, "where the violation is one that seriously
threatens the health or safety of an employee or a member of the public" a
civil penalty should not be used. H at 10. However, penalties could be
imposed in cases where license suspension or revocation is not in the public', interest, but in which the importance of full adherence to regulatory require-

,

( ments should be emphasized by nore than a notice of violation or a cease and*

desist order. Hearings before JCAE, AEC Omnibus Legislation - 1969, 91st
Congress,1st session, 28 (September 12,1969).

The purpose of the grant of authority to impose civil penalties is to
i provide the Comission with enforcement flexibility to deal with items

of noncompliance of varying severity thereby " materially assist [ing] the
Comission in carrying out its program to protect public health and safety

,

|
and assure the comon defense and security." S. Rept. 91-553, at 10. It

should be noted that the Joint Comittee stated that "the penalties authorized
,

| are civil only and are remedial in nature as opposed to punitive." id at
16. This statement is somewhat enigmatic since civil penalties inevitably
have punitive aspects.

i
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4'\'Dear George: ,, ; j

This letter is a followup to the recent meeting held on December 14,
1982 between Dow and the Michigan Department of Public Health at Dow's
Bay City site. This meeting was held in response to a concern expressed
by the Department of Public Health at Dow's proposed consolidation plan
involving the Bay City and Midland thorium storage sites. This plan was
outlined in the letter dated October 21, 1982 to Mr. R. G. Page of the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (HRC) from R. A. Olson, Industrial
Hygiene Services, Dow Chemical Company.

Those attending this meeting were:
..

Dow

R. M. Croyle, Manager of Industrial Hygiene Services, Michigan Division
R. A. Olson, Industrial Hygiene Specialist

Department of Public Health

G. N. Bruchmann, Acting Chief, Radiological Health Services Division
J. M. Hennigan, Section Chief, Huclear Facilities' and Environmental

Monitoring Section

A brief review of the background information related to Dow's magnesium
- thorium alloy business was presented as well as a historical review of
the storage of the thorium process sludge at Dow's Bay City and Midland
locations. It was pointed out that Dow has not generated any new
thorium waste within the last ten years nor are there any plans in the
forseeable future to generate such material at the Michigan Division.

An extensive review of the technical data related to the Bay City
thorium storage site was then reviewed. Environmental monitoring

,

involving water, soil, external radiation, airborne particulate and

/ [ r'sludge was presented and discussed in detail. Personnel exposure .f
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information was also reviewed. It was agreed upon as in previous
discussions between Dow ar.d the Department of Fublic Health, that the
thorium storage at Bay City has shown minimal (if any) migration into
the surrounding environment and has not posed a significant heal th
concern to the general public.

A tour of the Bay City thorium storage site did not reveal any
abnormalities or concerns from the Department of Public Health.

A review cf the data available from the Midland site was presented.
Environmental monitoring data involving water, soil and external
radiation was discussed. The Department of Public Health's concerns
over the proposed consolidation plan were then addressed. All technical
questions were answered satisfactorily except for the question regarding
the actual volume and activity of the thorium containing soil. It was
Dow's plan to consolidate the material prior to the on-set of winter and
further define the exact amount of material as this planned
consolidation was taking place. Previous estimates were made based upon
the best available data at the time the plan was submitted. We will
further define the extent of the thorium levels prior to any move of
this material. This will not occur until, at the earliest, the spring
of 1983.

The NRC branch technical position relative to storage sites with less
than 10 pCi/g activity was also discussed. After evaluation of the
volume and activity of the thorium containing soil is made this will be
discussed with the NRC and Department of Public Health if applicable.

The question concerning Dow's long term plan for the storage of thorium
at Dow's Bay City site was again discussed. Previous communications
from Dow to the Department of Public Health (December 14, 1977 E. O.
Gooding to D. E. VanFarowe and March 23, 1979 K. Harmon to D. E.
VanFarowe) outlined Dow's alternatives and position. The various
alternatives were reviewed and the essence of our discussions were as
follows.

1. Continue long term temporary storage at present site with
appropriate monitoring program (status quo).

Dow does not feel that immediate action is necessary for final
disposition of this material . We do, however, understand the
Department of Public Health's desire for final disposition of this
material.

2. Ship material to a NRC approved nuclear waste burial site.

This alternative is not economically feasible to Dow nor do we feel
that, due to the low radioactivity, this is a good use of the
limited burial sites approved by the NRC for disposal.

.
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3. Bury material at existing location with appropriate state and ilRC
approvals.

Due to Michigan's Public Act 113, this option would not be feasible
unless a variance was applied for and granted.

4. Leave material in place until State of Michigan has developed an
approved burial site.

This alternative can neither be viewed as favorable nor unfavorable
due to the uncertainty at this time of the State of Michigan's plans
for an approved burial site. We cannot discount this as a long term
al ternative. However, when this burial site has been developed an
unfavorable economic picture could occur similar to that of the
currently approved NRC sites.

5. Transport material to an interested party to recover thorium value.

This option was pursued extensively in 1978 with no success. The
interest in recovered thorium is extremely low.

6. Ship material to another Dow location outside the State of Michigan
for proper disposal or storage.

Although this option may be attractive to the Department of Public
Health, it is unlikely that the receiving state or the NRC would be
amenable to this plan.

7. Reduce volume via separation technique and then dispose.

The amount of thorium stored at the Bay City site is about 70,000
pounds. However, included with this material is soil, magnesium
slag, foundry sand and miscellaneous material. The historical
problem with final disposition of this material has been the large
volume. As outlined at our meeting, Dow will evaluate different
modes for reducing this volume and evaluate the technical and
economic feasibility of these options. Some potential methods and
ideas include mechanical separation via particle size, separation by
radioactivity, separation by density, separation via magnetism and
chemical leaching of the thorium.

There is no guarantee that an acceptable method can be found
however, we are willing to pursue this avenue to evaluate this
option. The activity level at which no further licensing or
restrictions are needed remains to be determined. Both the NRC and
Department of Public Health will be consulted.

.
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In summation, prior to any consolidation of the thorium material located
at the Midland site, better definition of its volume and activity will
be made. Both the NRC and Department of Public Health will be consulted
and notified of Dow's recommended course of action.

In addition, Dow will evaluate the technical and economic feasibility of
reducing the volume of stored material at the Bay City site.

The meeting was very productive and opened up constructive communication
channels. We hope that this will continue as we pursue the various
options for Dow's thorium disposition. If there are any questions,
please feel free to give me a call.

Sincerely,

R. M. Cr le
Manager
Industrial Hygiene Services
474 Building
Phone: (517)636-0609

.

srm
t

cc: D. T. Buzzelli, Dow Chemical Company, Midland, MI
R. A. Olson, Dow Chemical Company, Midland, MI
J. M. Hennigan, Michigan Department of Public Health, Lansing, MI
R. G. Page. NRC. Washington. D.C./
B. Kosla, NRC, Warrington, D.C.
M. Schumacker, HRC, Glenn Ellyn, IL
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ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION

B. G. Caldwell, 47 Building

M. Makulski, 47 Building

L. Weimer, Bay City, Michigan

L. W. Rampy,1803 Building

T. W. Parsons,1803 Building

.

J. A. Tomke, 628 Building
,

J. Ulrich, 47 Building
.
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Docket o. 50-264 83[ 'd) |
Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. Larry W. Rampy

Chairman, Radiation
Safety Committee

1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. K. R. Ridgway
of this office on January 12-14, 1981, of activities at Dow TRIGA Reactor
authorized by NRC Operating License No. R-108 and to the discussion of our
findings with Dr. O. U. Anders, Reactor Supervisor, and other staff members
at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room, except
as follows. If this report contains information that you or your contractors
believe to be proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office, within
twenty-five days of the date of this letter, to withhold such information
from public disclosure. The application must include a full statement of
the reasons for which the information is considered proprietary, and should
be prepared so that proprietary information identified in the application is
contained in an enclosure to the application.
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We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
inspection.

Sincerely,

R. F. Heishman, Chief
Reactor Operations and

Nuclear Support Branch

Enclosure: IE Inspection
Report No. 50-264/81-01

cc w/ enc 1:
Dr. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
J. M. Macki, Building Supervisor
Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR
NSIC
TIC
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-264/81-01

Docket No. 50-264 License No. R-108

Licensee: Dow Chemical, U.S.A.
1602 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Facility Name: Dow Nuclear Research Reactor

Inspection Conducted: January 12-14, 1981

/Wkific
Inspector: K. f ih ,6/2i,,/J/y

Approved By: oyd, Chief /f23[h ),

rojects Section 4
~

Inspection ummary

Inspection on January 12-14, 1981 (Report No. 50-264/81-01)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced safety inspection of records; logs
and organization; review and audit functions; requalification training;
procedures; surveillance and maintenance; experiments; fuel handling
activities; and followup action relative to IE Circulars and previous
noncompliance items. The inspection involved a total of 15 inspector-hours
onsite by one NRC inspector including 0 inspector-hours onsite during off-
shifts.

Results: No items of noncompliance were identified in the seven areas
inspected.
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*0. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
*K. Kelly, Senior Reactor Operator
*J. Macki, Building Supervisor
*E. Bickel, Industrial Hygienist
*C. Kocher, Operator Trainee
*T. Quinn, Senior Reactor Operator

* Indicates those present at the exit interview.

2. Organization, Logs and Records

The facility organization was reviewed and verified to be consistent
with the Technical Specifications and/or Hazards Summary Report.
The minimum staffing requirements were verified to be present during
reactor operations, and fuel handling or refueling operations.

The reactor logs and records were reviewed to verify that:

a. Required entries were made,
b. Significant problems or incidents were documented.
c. The facility was being maintained properly.
d. Records were available for inspection.

There have been no organizational changes since the last inspection.1!
The licensee expects to have three operators ready for licensing in
March, 1981.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

3. Reviews and Audits

The licensee's review and audit program records were examined by the
inspector to verify that:

a. Reviews of facility changes, operating and maintenance procedures,
design changes, and unreviewed experiments had been conducted by
a safety review committee as required by Technical Specifications
or Hazards Summary Report.

b. That the review committee and/or subcommittees were composed of
qualified members and that quorum requirements and frequency of
meetings had been met.

; c. Required safety audits had been conducted in accordance with
Technical Specification requirements and that any identified
problems were resolved.

>
1! IE Report No. 50-264/80-Of

-2-j
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The license and Technical Specifications do not require any internal
audits, however, the licensee does conduct an annual review of safety
practices in the laboratory.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4. Requalification Training

The inspector r'eviewed procedures, logs and training records; and
interviewed personnel to verify that the requalification training
program was being carried out in conformance with the facility's
approved plan and NRC regulations. Annual requalification exami-

- nations had been conducted in January,1980.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Procedures

The inspector reviewed the licensee's procedures to determine if
procedures were issued, reviewed, changed or updated, and approved
in accordance with Technical Specifications and HSR requirements.

This review also verified:

a. That procedure content was adequate to safely operate, refuel
and maintain the facility.

b. That responsibilities scre clearly defined.

c. That required checklist: and forms were used.

The inspector determined that the required procedures were available
and the contents of the procedures were adequate.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

6. Surveillance

The inspector reviewed procedures, surveillance test schedules and
test records and discussed the surveillance program with responsible
personnel to verify:

a. That when necessary, procedures were available and adequate to
perform the tests,

b. That tests were completed within the required time schedule.

c. Test records were available.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

-3-
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7. Experiments

The inspector verified by reviewing experiment records and other
reactor logs that:

a. Experiments were conducted using approved procedures and under
approved reactor conditions.

b. New experiments or' changes in experiments were properly reviewed
and approved.

c. The experiments did not involve an unreviewed safety question
i.e., 10 CFR 50.59.

d. Experiments involving potential hazards or reactivity change were
identified in procedures.

e. Reactivity limits were not or could not have been exceeded during
the experiment.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

8. Refueling

The facility fuel handling program was reviewed by the inspector.
The review included the verification of approved procedures for fuel
handling and the technical adequacy of them in the areas of radiation
protection, criticality safety, Technical Specification and security
plan requirements. The inspector determined by records review and
discussions with personnel that fuel handling operations and startup
tests were carried out in conformance to the licensee's procedures.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

9. IE Circular Followup

For the IE Circulars listed below, the inspector verified that- the
Circular was received by the licensee management,.that a review for
applicability _was performed, and that if the circular was applicable.
to the facility, appropriate corrective actions were taken or were
scheduled to be taken,

a. IEC 79-08, Attempted Extortion-Low Enriched Uranium.

b. IEC 80-02, Nuclear Power Plant Staff Work Hours.

c. IEC 80-14, Radioactive Contamination of Plant Demineralized
Water System and Resultant Internal Contamination of Personnel. .

10. Followup on Items of Noncompliance
.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's corrective action taken in
response to a previous noncompliance where a monthly surveillance test

-4-
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had been missed.SI The licensee has established h scheduling board to
avoid this type of oversight. We have no further questions on this
matter.

11. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
at the conclusion of the inspection on January 14, 1981 and summarized
the scope and findings of the inspection.

E! IE Report No. 50-264/79-03

-5-
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g UNITED STATES
8 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONo,
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790 ROOSEVELT ROAD

OLEN ELLYN,ILLINOl8 00137

'JAN 13 1982

Docket N
Docket No. 70-14s/

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. Larry W. Rampy

Chairman, Radiation
Safety Committee

1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. K. R. Ridgway
of this office on December 7-10, 1981, of activities at Dow TRIGA Reactor
authorized by NRC Operating License No. R-108 and License No. SNM-1451 and
to the discussion of our findings with you and other staff members at the
conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy
of this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the
NRC's Public Document Room. If this report contains any information
that you (or your contractors) believe to be exempt from disclosure under
10 CFR 9.5(a)(4), it is necessary that you (a) notify this office by tele-
phone within ten (10) days from the date of this letter of your intention
to file a request for withholding; and (b) submit within twenty-five (25)
days from the date of this letter a written application to this office
to withhold such information. If your receipt of this letter has been
delayed such that less than seven (7) days are available for your review,

t
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Dow Chemical U.S.A. -2-

please notify this office promptly so that a new due date may be estab-
lished. Consistent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any such application must
be accompanied by an affidavit executed by the owner of the information
which identifies the document or part sought to be withheld, and which
contains a full statement of the reasons which are the bases for the
claim that the information should be withheld from public disclosure.
This section further requires the statement to address with specificity
the considerations listed in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The information sought
to be withheld shall be incorporated as far as possible into a separate
part of the affidavit. If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

M
R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Resident and

Project Inspection

Enclosure: Inspection
Report No. 50-264/81-02 and
No. 70-1487/81-01

cc w/ encl:
| Dr. C. W. Kocher, Reactor

Supervisor
Mr. J. M. Macki, Chairman
DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION III

Report Nos. 50-264/81-02; 70-1487/81-01

Docket Nos. 50-264; 70-1487 License Nos. R-108; SNM-1451

Licensee: Dow Chemical, U.S.A.
1602 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Facility Name: Dow TRIGA Reactor

Inspection Conducted: December 7 - 10, 1981

'

Inspector: K R gWa D //f/g1

#$'
Approved By: D. C. Boy , Chief /-//- 82

Projects Section IA

Inspection Summary

Inspection on December 7 - 10, 1981 (Report Nos. 50-264/81-02; 70-1487/81-01)
-Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of records, logs and
organization; review and audit functions; requalification training; pro-
cedures; surveillance and maintenance; experiments; radiation protection
program; radwaste management program; security program and implementation;
material control and accountability; emergency plan; and followup relative
to'IE Circulars, Licensee Event Reports and Open Inspection Items. This
inspection involved a total of 45 inspector-hours (32 onsite) by one NRC
inspector including 0 inspector-hours onsite during offshifts.
Results: No items of noncompliance were identified in the areas inspected.

,
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*L. Rampy, Chairman, Radiation Safety Committee
*0. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
*J. Maki, Building Supervisor
*K. Kelly, Assistant Reactor Supervisor
*C. Kocher, Assistant Reactor Supervisor
*T. Quinn, Senior Reactor Operator
*T. Parsons, Radiation Safety Officer
R. Kolesar, Director, Medical Department
D. Ducommon, M. D., Medical Department
M. Graham, Director of Nursing, Medical Department
W. Heitzig, Manager, Security
L. McJames, Supervisor, Emergency Services
R. Olson, Industrial Hygienist

*G. Dixon, Industrial Hygienist
C. Vaughn, Industrial Hygienist

* Indicates those present at the exit interview.

2. General

The inspection, which began at 8:30 a.m. on December 7, 1981, with
a walk through at the facility to observe existing conditions was
conducted to examine the overall safety and security program. No
problems were noted.

The Dow TRIGA Reactor is a part of the Analytical Laboratory and is
used almost exclusively as a neutron source for activation analysis.
It is used almost every day and in most cases, several times per
day. The total operating time per week is about 2.5 hours and on
the average about 300 irradiations are made each month.

3. Organization, Logs and Records

The facility organization was reviewed and verified to be consistent
with the Technical Specifications and/or Hazards Sumnary Report. The
minimum staffing requirements were verified to be present during reactor
operation, and fuel handling or refueling operations.

The reactor logs and records were reviewed to verify that:

a. Required entries were made,

b. Significant problems or incidents were documented.

c. The facility was being maintained properly.

-2-
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d. Records were available for inspection.

The following organizational changes had been made during 1981.

Dr. L. Rampy was elected Chairman of the Radiation Safetye.
Committee on August 25, 1980, replacing Dr. R. Langner.

f. Dr. C. Kocher replaced Dr. O. Anders as Reactor Supervisor.

g. C. Kocher, T. Hiller, and D. Krueger received NRC Senior Operator
Licenses on April 14, 1981.

h. T. Parsons replaced E. Bickel as Radiation Safety Officer.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

4. Reviews and Audits

The licensee's review and audit program records were examined by the
inspector to verify that:

Reviews of facility changes, operating and maintenance procedures,a.
design changes, and unreviewed experiments had been conducted by
a safety review committee as required by Technical Specifications
or Hazards Summary Report.

b. That the review committee and/or subcommittees were composed of
qualified members and that quorum requirements and frequency of
meetings had been met.

c. Required safety audits had been conducted in accordance with
Technical Specification requirements and that any identified
problems were resolved.

The license and technical specifications do not require any internal
audits, however, the Industrial Hygiene Laboratory reviews radiation
safety practices annually at the Reactor Facility.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Requalification Training

The inspector reviewed procedures, logs and training records; and
interviewed personnel to verify that the requalification training
program was being carried out in conformance with the facility's
approved plan and NRC r.egulations. Five requalification examina-
tions had been conducted in January 1981.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

-3-
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6. Procedures

The inspector reviewed the licensee's procedures to determine if
procedures were issued, reviewed, changed or updated, and approved
in accordance with Technical Specifications and HSR requirements.

This review also verified:

a. That procedure content was adequate to safely operate, refuel
and maintain the facility. '

b. That responsibilities were clearly defined.

c. That required checklists and forms were used.

The inspector determined that the required procedures were available
and the contents of the procedures were adequate.

The licensee had several minor changes to the Operating Procedure Manual
in early 1981 and had started an overall revision on the manual. The
inspector suggested several additions and changes that would better
define control of procedures, dates of revisions or ROC approvals,
who could make various kinds of changes and better documentation that
all changes and other pertinent information had been reviewed by all
concerned persons.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

7. Surveillance

The inspector reviewed procedures, surveillance test schedules and
test records and discussed the surveillance program with responsible
personnel to verify:

a. That when necessary, procedures were available and adequate to
perform the tests.

b. That tests were completed within the required time schedule.

c. Test records were available.

The inspector noted that in some cases where maintenance work had
been carried out on safety instrumentation, there was incomplete
documentation of what, if any, checks or calibrations were required
before restarting the reactor. The licensee indicated a check sheet
to document the evaluation and~ work would be developed.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4
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8. ' Experiments

The inspector verified by reviewing experiment records and other
reactor logs that:

a. Experiments were conducted using approved procedures and under
approved reactor conditions.

b. New experiments or changes in experiments were properly reviewed
and approved.

c. The experiments did not involve an unreviewed safety question,
i.e., 10 CFR 50.59.

d. Experiments involving potential hazards or reactivity change were
identified in procedures. .

e. Reactivity limits were not or could not have been exceeded during
the experiment.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

9. Radiation Control

The inspector reviewed records, interviewed personnel, and made
observations and independent surveys to verify that radiation con-
trols were being carried out in accordance with the license and
NRC regulations. The areas covered were:

a. Posting and labeling of restricted areas and radioactive materials,

b. Control of irradiated samples.

c. Calibration of radiation detection instruments,

d. Required periodic dose and contamination surveys,

e. Exposure records of personnel.

f. Personnel training.

The inspector noted that two doserate meters assigned to the Reactor
Laboratory had not been calibrated since July 1981. The Dow Radiation
Protection Manual states " ionization chamber instruments are calibrated
quarterly". A licensee. representative stated that he assumed quarterly
to mean calendar quarte ~rly and that the instruments were to be calibrated
before the end of the fourth quarter 1981. The licensee agreed to
change the quarterly frequency definition in the manual to agree with
the standard quarterly definition of 92 days plus 24 days.

-5-
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The licensee makes monthly contamination wipe tests and radiation dose
rate surv.eys in several laboratory rooms in the 1602 Building including'

the reactor room and laboratory rooms surrounding it. The dose rate-
surveys for September and October 1981 had been overlooked. The survey
for November showed no change from the last survey in August 1981. The
license and technical specifications do not require radiation control
procedures and the frequency of the above surveys is not specified in -

the Radiation Protection Manual. The licensee stated that the surveys
would be conducted monthly in the future.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

11. Radioactive Effluents

The licensee had not released any liquid radioactive wastes since the
last radwaste inspection in September 1980.

The facility has no gaseous effluent monitor since calculations in the
Safety Analysis Report determined that 10 CFR 20 offsite limits would
not be exceeded with continuous pneumatic sample operation. The
pneumatic sampler is used only a few hours per week. The air in the
reactor room is continuously sampled for particulate activity with |
local alarm and remote alarm in the Security Dispatcher's Control
Station.

No items of honcompliance' vere identified ~ -
~ --

12. Security Program
:

On October 20, 1978, the licensee applied for and NRR approved License
{ Amendment No. 4, dated June 28, 1979.~ The amendment concerned minor

changes to the Physical Security Plan. The inspector reviewed the-

approved plan and determined that the requirements of the plan were
being carried out in the areas of:

Physical Protection
Security Organization and Training
Access Control
Alarms Systems
Keys, Locks, and Hardware
Communications
Surveillance
Security Procedures
Security Program Review
Protection Against Sabotage

'
.
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The licensee had recently conducted a key inventory with laboratory
personnel assigned to operations who had access to laboratory rooms |

connected with the reactor room.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

13. Material Control and Accounting

The inspector determined that the licensee has not received or shipped
any fuel or SNM since the last material control inspection in November
1978. All fuel is being used on a current basis and excess reactivity
is determined daily when the reactor is in use. The inspector reviewed
these records and visually counted the fuel. Records of the last annual
fuel inventory completed in December 1980, documented in the Reactor
Log Book, and the required NRC-42 submittals were reviewed.

The plutonium-238 sources carried under License SNM-1451 were
,

inventoried and records of the semi-annual leak test were reviewed.
I

No items of noncompliance were identified.

14. Emergency Plan

The inspector reviewed the TRIGA Reactor Emergency Plan which had been
updated and approved by the RSC on August 28, 1980. Changes to the
plan were only to meet formal recommendations in Regulatory Guide 2.6,
dated January 1979.

The inspector reviewed records and interviewed personnel from the
Analytical Laboratory, Industrial Hygiene Laboratory, Medical Department
and Plant Security to determine that commitments made in the plan were
being met; that emergency systems and equipment such as alarms, radia-
tion detection equipment, respiratory protection devices and other
supplies were available; and that the required tests and drills had
been conducted.

"

No items of noncompliance were identified.

15. Licensee Event Reports Followup

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel,
i and review of records, the following event report was reviewed to

determine that reportability requirements were fulfilled, immediate
; corrective action was accomplished, and corrective action to prevent
' recurrence had been accomplished in accordance with Technical Specifi-

cations. -

On March 24, 1981, the licensee notified Region III that their Constant
Air Monitor (CAM) was found to be leaking air around an "0" ring seal
which allowed part'of the sampled air to bypass the filter thus de-
grading the sensitivity of the monitor. To correct the problem a new

|
?
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"0" ring was installed, the vacuum relief valve was relocated to
permit checking the "O" ring seal, the filter locking device adjusted,
and procedures developed to check the seal daily during the reactor
startup check.

16. IE Circular Followup

For the IE Circular listed below, the inspector verified that the
Circular was received by the licensee management, that a review for
applicability was performed, and that if the circular was applicable
to the facility, appropriate corrective actions were taken or were
scheduled to be taken.

IEC 81-02 - Performance of NRC-Licenced Individuals While on Duty.

17. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
at the conclusion of the inspection on December 10, 1981, and summarized
the scope and findings of the inspection.

.'
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Docket No. 50-264 DO
Dow Chemical U.S.A.
ATTN: Dr. R. R. Langner

Chairman, Radiation
Safety Committee

Building 1603
Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine inspection conducted by Miss R. J. Greer of
this office on August 28-29, 1980, of activities at Dow Nuclear Research
Reactor authorized by NRC License No. R-108 and to the discussion of our
findings with Mr. O. Anders and others of your staff at the conclusion of
this inspection, and to the discussion by telephone with Mr. K. Kelly on
September 3, 1980.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during
the course of this inspection. However, based on a conversation on
September 3,1980 between Mr. K. Kelly of your staff and Miss R. Greer
of this office, it is our understanding that you apparently did not
conduct quarterly evacuation drills during the last quarter, 1978 and
the first quarter,1979 (Paragraph 6 of enclosed inspection report).
It is also our understnading that you have developed a Reminder Board
which lists requirements and other functions to be conducted on annual,
semiannual, quarterly and monthly schedules, including quarterly
evacuation drills. This board is intended to insure that drills as
well as other functions are completed as required.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the
enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's Public Document
Room, except as follows. If this report contains information that you
or your contractors believe to be proprietary, you must apply in writing
to this office, within twenty days of your receipt of this letter, to
withhold such information from public disclosure. The application must
include a full statement of the reasons for which the information is
considered proprietary, and should be prepared so that proprietary
information identified in the application is contained in an enclosure
to the application.
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We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
inspection.

Sincerely,

A. B. Davis, Chief
Fuel Facility and

Materials Safety Branch

Enclosure: IE Inspection
Report No. 50-264/80-01

cc w/ encl:
Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-264/80-01

Docket No. 50-264 License No. R-108

Licensee: Dow Chemical, U.S.A.
1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Facility Name: Dow Nuclear Research Reactor

Inspection At: Dow Site

Inspection Conducted: August 28-29, 1980

H. hdVLL
9flif80Inspector: R. J Greer

'' 0.) . am.wk
Approved By: C. J. Pa 3riello, Actin Chief i So

Environmental and Special
Projects Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on August 28-29, 1980 (Report No. 50-264/80-01)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of Emergency Planning,,

including: a review of the Emergency Plan; an examination of coordination
with support personnel; an examination of facilities and equipment, and
medical arrangements, and an examination of drills and training. The
inspection involved ten inspector-hours on site by one NRC inspector.
Results- No apparent items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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DETAILS
.

1. Persons Contacted .

*0. Anders, Reactor Supervisoi
*K. Kelly, Senior Reactor Operator
*J. Maki, Building Supervisor
*E. Bickel, Industrial Hygienist
T. Parsons, Industrial Hygienist
S. Humbyrd, Operations Supervisor, Plant Protection and Security
D. Ducommon, M. D. Medical Department
M. Graham, R. N. Director of Nursing, Medical Department

* Indicates those present at the exit interview.

2. Emergency Plan

The licensee's Emergency Plan is dated April 15, 1977. The inspector
reviewed it and determined that it contained the major elements of
emergency preparedness discussed in Regulatory Guide 2.6, " Emergency-
Planning for Research Reactors," dated January, 1979.

3. Coordination with Support Agencies-

.The inspector contacted members of the licensee's Health Physics and
Industrial Hygiene, Plant Protection, and Medical Departments and
discussed the arrangements made to provide assistance in the event
of an emergency. Liscussions with representatives of those depart-
ments showed that there is close coordination between them and reactor
personnel. The Plant Protection Department would provide security as,

as well as ambulance services to reactor personnel as necessary. The
Department maintains an emergency vehicle which contains emergency
supplies and survey instrumentation. The licensee's Medical Department
provides medical support and has prepared a procedure for the treatment
of contaminated injuries.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were noted.

4. Facilities and Equipment

The inspector examined the licensee's emergency equipment, radiation
survey monitoring equipment, and supplied air respiratory equipment
for maintenance and operability. The equipment appeared to be main-
tained in a ready state. Survey instrumentation examined was operable
and calibrated on the required frequency. The reactor room is equipped
with a continuous air monitor and area radiation monitor which have
audible and visual alarms and are monitored by the reactor operators
and at the plant protection communications center. These alarms were
checked and found to be operable. The licensee has just developed two

,
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emergency kits which contain various items of emergency supplies and
clothing. These kits are to be taken from the facility in the event i

of an evacuation.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

5. Medical Arrangements

Injured personnel needing medical assistance would be transported to
the Medical Department by a Plant Protection Department vehicle. The
inspector and licensee representatives visited the Medical Department
and found that it contained facilities for the decontamination of
injured personnel, and provisions for retaining contaminated liquids.
At least one physician in the Medical Department has been to a course
detailing the treatment of radiatior accident victims. Medical per-
sonnel were farsiliar with the treatment of contaminated injuries and
had developed specific procedures for this treatment.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

6. Drills and Training

Licensee employees are retrained in the Emergency Plan during the
regualification training for their operator's licenses. The inspec-
tor reviewed records of the training and selected examinations for
content. No problems were noted. The licensee stated that support
personnel and plant protection and fire are trained at least annually
by the Industrial Hygiene Department. The inspector reviewed records
of this training and verified that it was conducted.

The licensee conducts quarterly evacuation drills of his facility.
The inspector reviewed drill records since 1977 and noted that
drills for the last quarter of 1978 and the first quarter of 1979
were apparently not conducted. Licensee personnel stated that it
is likely that these drills were overlooked; however, drills were
conducted on a quarterly frequency from the first quarter 1979 to
present. Licensee personnel stated that a reminder board has been
developed to track requirements and other functions which are to

,

be conducted on specific frequencies such as annual, semiannual,
quarterly, and monthly. Evacuation drills are included under the
quarterly requirement. The inspector examined this reminder board
and verified that it should prevent the inadvertant omission of
quarterly drills. No other problems were identified.

7. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives denoted in Paragraph I
at the conclusion of the inspection on August 29, 1980. The inspector
summarized the purpose and scope of the inspection and its findings.
An additional exit interview was conducted by telephone on September 3,
1980, with a licensee representative.

!
:
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i Basket Es 50-264 'I
!

| Bow Chemical U.S.A.
j ATII: Dr. R. R. Imagner
| Eadistica Safety Committee

hilding 1603,

' midland, MT. 48640
i

! Goatlement

I This refers to the inspectiae seeducted by Mr. J. W. Riatt of this
) offiae se October 2 and 3, 1979, of activities at the TRI M Reactor
| Ancility eetherised by MRC operating License No. R.-108 and to the

diesereier of our findings with Messrs. Anders, Cill, and Parsons at the,

; ===e1==i = ef the inspectism.
,

The ==*1===d esyy of ear taspectica report identifies areas ===i==d
during the inspection. Withis these areas, the taspectime consisted of
a selective ==4==ef== ef procedures and representative reeerde,
abeervatisme, and interviese with peresumel.

During this inspectise, eartain of your activities appeared to be in '

3 asasemplianes with ERC requirements, as described is the ==elased
App == dim A.

.

This acties is samt to you pursuant to the pawisions of Section 2.201
of the NBC's "Reles of Practice." Part 2, Title 10 Code of Federal
Reg =1=*i . Section 2.201 requires you to sobait to this office within
tematy days of your receipt of this mettee a written statenest er

emplanetten is reply, including for each item of noncompliance: (1)
eerrective accian taken and the reemits achieved; (2) eerrective actima
to be takaa to avoid further acacomp11ames; and (3) the date when full
compliance will be achieved.

In aceerdense with Section 2.790 of the MRC's " Rales of Practice," Part
2. Title 10. Code of Federal Esgulations, a copy of this letter, the
-1===us, and year response to this letter will be placed in the IRC's

!
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Dow Chemical U.S.A. -2-
OCT 22 M

Fisblic Document Room, except as follove. If the enclosures esettain
information that you or your co:2 tractors believe to be proprietary, you
anst apply in writing to this office, within twenty days of your receipt
of this letter, to withhold such information from public disclosure.'

h application must include a full statement of the reasons for which
the information is considered proprietary, and should be prepared so
that proprietary information identified in the application is contained
in an enclosure to the application.

We will gladly discuss say questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

A. B. Davis, Chief
Fuel Facility and Materials

Safety Branch

Baclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice

of Violation
2. IE Inspection Report

No. 50-264/79-02

cc w/encia:
Central Files
Bayroduction Unit NRC 20b
FDR
NSIC
TIC

.

- .

.

'"
.. RIII k k 1 RIIIOFFICEk

Hiatt/sdo G Fisher {0th ys _
RIII on,

. ,

"'

Brown /f''W
__

DaSURNAME __ _ _

DATE) 10/19/79 ,_ j_ b 7- / _______ _

NXC Frem 3188 (R M ) (178) NRCM 0240 AU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OF FlCE: 1979-289-237
___
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Appendix A

NOTICE OF VIOLATIO:;

Dow tim =ical U.S.A. - TRICA Reactor Docket 16. 50-264

Based on the inspection conducted on October 2 and 3, 1979, it appears
that certain of your activities were in noncompliance with NRC requirecents,
as acted below. The item is an infraction.

Technical Specification I.4 requires that the Reactor Operations Committee
will meet at least quarterly.

Contrary to the above, the Reactor Operations Committee failed to meet
during the second calendar quarter of 1979.

<A ! Oi7c,9/7 n r
< <+% u-% u f o --

-
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-264/79-02

Docket No. 50-264 License No R-108

Licensee: Dow Chemical U.S.A.
1803 Building .

Midland, MI 48640

Facility Name: TRIGA Reactor

Inspection At: TRIGA Reactor Site, Midland, MI

Inspection Cond eted: October 2-3, 1979

vs -\

/6[f2M'79Inspector . W. Hiatt

Y&her, Chi)fNdu /d /.2fl[79Approved By: W. L. F
' '

Fuel Facility Projects and
Radiation Support Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on October 2-3, 1979 (Report No. 50-264/79-02)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of radiation protection
and radwaste management program, including: qualifications; audits;
training; procedures; instruments and equipment; exposure control; posting,
labeling, and control; surveys; notifications and reports; records of
_ effluents; effluent control instruments; solid radwaste; and previous
commitments. The inspection involved 11 inspector-hours on site by one
.NRC inspector.
Results: Of the thirteen areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or
deviations were found in twelve areas; one apparent item of noncompliance
was found in one area (infraction - failure of Reactor Operations
Committee to meet quarterly - Paragraph 5).

-A I n # E~/7 2 I f~ /-
tfacw"a nJ y
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*0. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
*H. Gill, Research Manager, 1602 Building
*T. Parsons, Health Physicist
T. Quinn, Reactor Operator

* Denotes those present at exit interview.

2. General

This inspection, which began with visual observation of facilities
and equipment, posting, labeling, and access controls at 8:15 a.m.
on October 2, 1979, was conducted to examine the routine operational
radiation protection and radwaste management program. During this
and subsequent tours, the inspector used a licensee survey meter to
survey the reactor area. The highest radiation level, about 5
mR/hr, was found near a source storage area. At full power (100
kW) the radiation level at waist level above the reactor pool was
about 4 mR/hr. The inspector also observed sample loading, irradia-
tion, and removal from the reactor; no problems were noted.

3. Previous Inspection Findings

The following commitment listed in IE Report No. 50-264/78-02 was
reviewed:

(Closed) Formalizing written procedures for the calibration of the
continuous air monitor and the water radiation monitor. The licensee
had formalized the above procedures (Paragraph 7).

4. Organization

There were no changes in the reactor staff since the last radiation
protection inspection (May 1978). The staff consists of the reactor
supervisor, three full time operators, and two qualified " backup"
operators.

The reactor health physicist is a member of the Industrial Hygiene
Office. In September 1979 the Reactor Operations Committee confirmed
the appointment of Mr. T. Parsons as the reactor health physicist.
Mr. Parsons, who has an M. S. degree in Health Physics, replaces
Mr. D. Barsten, who left in September 1978. In the interim (between
September 1978 and September 1979) the reactor health physics
position was rotated between other health physicists in the Industrial
Hygiene Office.

No problems were noted.

-2-
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5. Licensee Audits

Minutes of Reactor Operations Committee (ROC) and Radiation Safety
Committee (RSC) meetings held since May 1978 were reviewed. Membership
requirements for both committees and meeting frequencies for the
RSC were as required in technical specifications 1.2 and I.S.
However, the inspector noted that the ROC failed to meet in the
second quarter of 1979. This is an item of noncompliance.

6. Training

Outside of the reactor staff, no other individuals frequent the
reactor area. The reactor staff receives radiation protection
training during annual requalification. Training required by 10

CFR 19.12 was also received.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

' 7. Radiation Protection Procedures

As a result of a previous inspection,1/ the licensee formalized
procedures for calibrating the area radiation monitor (required by

-T.S. I.7.a) and the water radiation monitor. These procedures and
the continuous air monitor calibration procedure (required by T.S.
I.7.a) are contained in the "TRIGA Operations Manual." The inspector
reviewed the procedures; no problems were found.

No items of noncompliance were identified. -

8 .- . Instruments and Equipment

a. Portable Survey Instruyents

Operable and calibrated instruments capable of detecting beta
and gamma radiation and neutrons were available at the reactor.
Additional instrumentation is available from the Industrial
Hygiene Office if needed. Records reviewed showed that the
instruments are calibrated either quarterly (ionization type
and neutron meters) or annually (Geiger-Mueller type meters).

b. Area Radiation Monitors

approved by the Reactor Operations Committee. y (ARM) wasIn May 1978 use of a new area radiation monitg
Records

reviewed indicate that the monitor was calibrated in May 1978
and March and September 1979 (T.S. G.3 requires an annual
frequency). During a facility tour the inspector verified
that the monitor's audible alarm was functional.

1/ IE Inspection Report No. 50-264/78-02.
2/ Ibid.

-3-
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c. Continuous Air Monitor (CAM)
;

The inspector reviewed records of calibrations and alarm
setpoint. checks since May 1978 and noted that.the frequency.
was as required by T.S. G.3. The inspector also verified that
an audible alarm was initiated when the setpoint was exceeded.

No' items of noncompliance were identified in the above areas.

9. Exposure Control

a. External Exposure

The vendor's film badge reports were reviewed for the period
'May 1978 to date. The greatest whole body and extremity doses-
received in CY 1978 were 60 mrems and 220 mrems, respectively.
No measurable whole body dose has been received in CY 1979 to
date; the highest extremity dose has been about 180 mrems.

Self-reading pocket dosimeters are available if needed. The
inspector noted that the dosimeters had not been calibrated by
'the licensee. The licensee stated that calibration would be
considered. This item will be reviewed further during a
future inspection.

b. Internal Exposure

The licensee has no routine bioassay or air sampling programs
and relies of the CAM, contamination swipe tests, and pool
water analysis to define any problem areas. Records of the
above indicators were reviewed; no probiems were noted. The
inspector noted that pool water was last analyzed for tritium
in 1971. The licensee stated that the current tritium concen-
tration will be analyzed. This item will be reviewed further
during a future inspection.

No items of noncompliance were identified in the above areas.

10. Posting and Labeling

The' licensee's compliance with posting and labeling requirements
specified in 10 CFR 19.11 and 10 CFR 20.203 were reviewed. No
problems were noted.

11. Materials

Radioactive material received at the Dow complex is surveyed by the
Industrial Hygiene Office. The licensee stated that no material
has-been received under the TRIGA license since the last radiation
protection inspection (May 1978). Radioactive Material produced in
the TRIGA is used within the facility.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

-4-
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12. Surveys

|
As a result of a new program instituted by the Industrial Hygiene
Office, in July 1979 the reactor staff began conducting and documenting
contamination and area surveys monthly. The Industrial Hygiene
Office makes quarterly contamination surveys of the facility.
Results of surveys performed by both groups were reviewed. Only
low-level, short-lived contamination was noted.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

13. Notification and Reports

A review of records and discussions with licensee representatives
indicated no problems in the licensee's compliance with 10 CFR 19
and 10 CFR 20 requirements.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

14. Radwaste Management

a. Liquid Radwaste

The only liquid released from the facility is domestic water
used to rinse demineralizer resin during resin changes (performed
about once per 18 months). The water is drained into a drum,
stored for several months, gamma scanned, and, if no activity
is detected, released to the sanitary sewer. The licensee
stated that no activity had been detected. About ten to
twenty gallons of distilled water are added to the reactor
pool each week to replace water lost by evaporation. Liquid

samples are evaporated and the planchets disposed as solid
waste.

b. Gaseous Radwaste

The licensee has no gaseous effluent monitor. At the inspector's
request the licensee calculated that the amount of Ar-41
released annually would be less than 0.1 curie. The inspector
reviewed this calculation and concurred with the method used
and the results.

Any potential particulate effluents would be detected by the
CAM. No significant particulate activity was noted.

c. Solid Radwaste

Solid radwaste (gloves, paper, etc.) is collected by the
Industrial Hygiene Office and transferred (under NRC Byproduct|

Material License No. 21-00265-06) to a licensed disposal
agency. About one 55-gallon drum of waste is generated annually

|
by the reactor facility.

i
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The licensee does not plan to submit a quality assurance
program satisfying the criteria specified in 10 CFR 71, Appendix
E. The licensee was aware that, until such a program is
submitted, no shipments of greater than Type A quantities of
radioactive material can be made.

No items of noncompliance were identified in the above areas.

15.. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph
1) at the conclusion of the inspection on October 3, 1979. The
inspector summarized the scope and findings of the inspection. In
response to certain items discussed by the inspector, the licensee:

-a. Acknowledged the noncompliance with Reactor Operations Committee
meeting frequeacy (Paragraph 5).

b. Stated that the calibration of self-reading pocket dosimeters
would be considered (Paragraph 9.a).

c. Stated that the evaluation of tritium concentration in reactor
pool water would be considered (Paragraph 9.b).

d. Acknowledged the inspector's comments concerning their lack of
a quality assurance program satisfying the criteria specified
in 10 CFR 71, Appendix E (Paragraph 14.c).

-6-
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT
1555 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 202
Washington, D.C. 20036

April 9, 1985

FREEDOW OF ifff0RMATX)NFreedom of Information Officer ACI REQUESLUnited States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

M- h *2,$Washington, D.C. 20555

%d. 4I ll @Dear Freedom of Information Officer, f j
Under the provisions of the Freedom of Information

Act, 5 U.S.C. 552, the Government Accountability Project
(GAP) is requesting copies of all information on record
at the NRC and/or AEC which indicates, and/or has indicated,
that the Dow Chemical Company of Midland, Michigan was
not in compliance with any law and/or regulation and/or
guideline (s) administered by the NRC/AEC and/or any other
state or federal agency.

GAP requests that any fees be waived. As you know,
the Act (5 U.S.C. 5 52 (a)' (4) (a)) permits you to waive any
fees when the release of the information is considered

"primarily benefiting the public." GAP believes thatas
this request fits that category.

For any documents or portions of documents that you
deny due to a specific exemption under the Act, please
provide an index itemizing and describing the documents
or portions of documents withheld. The index should
provide a detailed jus tification of your grounds for
claiming each exemption, explaining why each exemption
is relevant to the document or portion of document with-
held.

GAP would appreciate your handling this request as
quickly as possible, and we look forward to hearing from
you within ten (10) days, as the Act stipulates.

Sincerely,

Steve Kohn
Staff Attorney

Richard Condit
Staff Associate

gro7MGL L %
-
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABluTY PROJECT
1555 Connecticut Awmue, N.W., Suite 202
Washington, D.C. 20036 April 9, 1985

1

United States -JREEDOM 0F INFORM ATKR4Freedom of Information Officer
ST

AC
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

pg,%- Q |Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Freedom of Information Officer, I L ll

Under the provisions of the Freedom of Information
Act, 5 U.S.C. 552, the Government Accountability Project
(GAP) is requesting copies of any information compiled
by and/or for the NRC/AEC regarding the Dow Chemical Com-
pany of Midland, Michigan which was compiled in order to
comply with, and/or to determine the need to comply with,
10 CFR Parts 19, 20, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 40, 51.4, 51.5,

51. 6, G AP51.7, 70, 17 0,h a tand/or 40 CFR Parts 1500.6.requests t any fees be waived. As you know,
the Act (5 U.S.C. 5 5 2 (a )' ( 4 ) (a ) ) permits you to waive any
fees when the release of the information is considered
as "primarily benefiting the public." GAP believes that
this request fits that category.

For any documents or portions of documents that you
deny due to a specific exemption under the Act, please
provide an index itemizing and describing the documents
or portions of documents withheld. The index should
provide a detailed jus tification of your grounds for
claiming each exemption, explaining why each exemption
is relevant to the document or portion of document with-
held.

GAP would appreciate your handling..this request as
quickly as possible, and we look forvarH to hearing from
you within ten (10) days, as the Act stipulates.

Sincerely,

Steve Kohn
Staff Attorney .

.

*.a

Richard Condit
Staff Associate

t ,



,

re.->&y
. .

,
. .

,

AUG 3 1934

. .

.

*
.

Gentlemen:

In an effort to reduce the flow of unnecessary paperwork we are instituting
a new system of acknowledging receipt of licensee corresp,ondence concerning
items of noncompliance found during an inspection by using a preprinted formrather than a letter. This practice will begin on August 20, 1984. Shouldour review of your correspondence require additional information or ,

clarification, you will be informed by this of fice within 20 working davs ofthe receipt of your correspondence.

NRC Region III plans to send copies of the acknowledgement forms to the
Public Document Room (PDR) but not to others on the Region III distributionlist for the particular facility. However, all licensee correspondence and
any required NRC letters relative to that correspondence will be provided
to the PDR and persons on the Region III distribution list for the particularfaci 1ity.

If you have any questions concerning this practice, please contact me
(312-790-5677).

Sincerely,
0;iginsi r!.--"*3 hY
h.: 0. . I I. *'.- i C T.

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

i

w M?*1 499- 'hh~ i
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UNITED STATES'g,

/ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
W h REGION 111

, e 790 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 90137

...e.

Date

REF: Facility

inspection Report No(s).

OR License No(s).

Thank you for your letter dated ,

informing us of the steps you have taken to correct the non-

compliance which we br6ught to your attention in our letter

dated We vill examine these matters during.

a future inspection.

Licensee

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOk'ING:
,

American Electric Power Service .I/-f/f/J/(,. - -

Corporation
Indiana and Michigan Electric Company

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company ##- Wr/44'/

#t- Vrb/fr7; St- Vs' 4/Vff;dhM3/
G# Aff/J4#j ft-//; SP-Jfyg|2r'|gfj .8' 4/Commonwealth Edison Company

#f .A.2 ?/J.5C $0-Dft
ConsumersPowerCompany(gg,jfg g

Dairyland Power Cooperative 5'(-Vef

The Detroit Edison Company .f4 -JV/

Illinois Power Company #t - 94' //v4' J/

Iowa Electric Light and Power
Company $4 - 83 /

Northern States Power Company 5/ -Jf3/f06; #4 -Jte.5

Public Service Indiana St - fycs/fy7

Toledo Edison Company g/-3%

Union Electric Company g/- /f8

Visconsin Electric Power Company ,[t- AS4 ft /

Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation #4-J/f

Battelle Columbus Laboratories fo- 4/ f/- I
Combustion Engineering, Inc. //- 44

General Electric Company 7J - /

Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation ft- fjg; // - //f8] dII- N

Purdue University f'd- /f O/ yf#- /ff!>

OhioStateUniversity{[/-/It
'/t * S C / ; ')r - Grff

University of 1111nois jf ,fgj ,

University of Michigan gg,gj
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LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING:-

.

ss- /94
University of Missouri 16 off ej f6 - // 9 f,'~ ft - 4 py

University of Wisconsin gd-//p
Westinghouse Electric Corporation 84-87

The Curators of the University /88 - /JS ,

of Missouri - Rolla (1# - J 0 /- 94-/#77

Iowa State University g'p_//g
' Michigan State University f4 JfY

Dow Chemical U.S.A. #0-444[
Abbott Laboratories /J - 4 A /- J
Amersham Corp. /g- /Jf34 - /

Honeywell, Inc. j///|$ - f 7 /

Mallinckrodt, Inc. //- /4 // -/

Minnesota Nining & Manufacturing Co. off .d~7- 4

Monsanto Research Corp. 64/ //[ - ff. <f

Allied Chemical Company /,1f gf - d'.0/g
of Allied Corporation

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. 8/- /[# If- /

d
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Gentlemen:

Please reference my letter dated August 3, 1984, informing you of a new system
for acknowledging receipt of licensee correspondence concerning items of
noncompliance found during an inspection.

In an effort to further reduce unnecessary paperwork, use of the preprinted
acknowledgement letter referenced in my August 3 letter will be discontinued
as of January 1, 1985. If your response is found to be adequate, no
acknowledgement letter will be issued. If your response requires additional
information or clarification, you will be informed by this office. All

licensee correspondence and NRC letters relative to that correspondence will
continue to be provided to the PDR and persons on the Region III distribution
list for the particular facility.

If you have any questions concerning this practice, please contact me at
(312) 790-5677.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

bec: DMB

j
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LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING:
'

American Electric Power Service
Corporation

Indiana and Michigan Electric Company

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating

Company

Commonwealth Edison Company

Consumers Power Company

Dairyland Power Cooperative

The Detroit Edison Company

Illinois Power Company

Iowa Electric Light and Power
Company

Northern States Power Company

Public Service Indiana

Toledo Edison Company ,

Union Electric Company

Wisconsin Electric Power Company

Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation

,

Battelle Columbus Laboratories

| Combustion Engineering, Inc.

General Electric Company

|
|

Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation
!

Purdue University

Ohio State University

( University of Illinois

University of Michigan

L
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LETIIR SENT TO THE FOLLOWING:

University of Missouri

University of Wisconsin

Westinghouse Electric Corporation

The Curators of the University

of Missouri - Rolla

Iowa State University

Michigan State University

Dow Chemical U.S.A.

Abbott Laboratories

Amersham Corp.

Honeywell, Inc.

Mallinckrodt, Inc.

- Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co.

Monsanto Research Corp.

Allied Chemical Company
of Allied Corporation

Advanr.ed Medical Systems, Inc.

. _ _ _ __ _
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Gentlemen:

In an effort to reduce the flow of unnecessary paperwork we are instituting'
a new system of acknowledging receipt of licensee corresp,ondence concerning
items of noncompliance found during an inspection by using a preprinted formrather than a letter. This practice will begin on August 20, 1984. Shouldour review of your correspondence require additional information or ,

clarification, you will be informed by this of fice within 20 working davs of
the receipt of your correspondence.

NRC Region 111 plans to send copies of the acknowledgement forms to the
Public Document Room (PDR) but not to others on the Region 11] distributionlist for the particular facility. However, all licensee correspondence and
any required NRC letters relative to that correspondence will be provided
to the PDR and persons on the Region III distribution list for the particular
facility.

31 you have any questions concerning this practice, please contact me
(312-790-5677).

Sincerely,
Originsi rI r',"' hY
A.:: 0. . L* .'.- 4 C T

James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

i

i
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#g UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION8 ^

REGION Illh -

790 ROOSEVELT ROAD

\ / OLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 80137

Onee*

Date

REF: Facility

Inspection Report No(s).

OR License No(s).

Thank you for your letter dated ,

informing us of the steps you have taken to correct the non-

compliance which we brought to your attention in our letter

dated We will examine these matters during.

a future inspection.

I

Licensee

_ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - .
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LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING:

American Electric Power Service 8/-f/g[f/p - -

Corporation
~1ndiana and Michigan Electric Company

The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company #t- <,49/V#/ #e- Vrt,/V3 7, ft- &QSt; thf73/

Gl' ASV/267j fr-N,' 3t' af7/Mfj .5' 4/Commonwealth Edison Company

ConsumersPowerCompany(gfjf$/ -J.2 9/3.5 C $0- Ah*/N W
ff

Dairyland Power Cooperative St-gef
,

The Detroit Edison Company 84 -8V/ <

Illinois Power Company #/ - 94'-//v/', .v

Iowa Electric Light and Power
Company $d - 83 /

Northern States Power Company St -JfJ/folc, #4 ' Jte j

Public Service Indiana 50 ,6 Vg| f y 7

Toledo Edison Company f/-dyp'

Union Electric Company g(- ff.5

Wisconsin Electric Power Company ft- A44 /d /

Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation f(-J/(

fo- 4/ f/ YBattelle Columbus Laboratories

Combustion Engineering, Inc. 7( .f4

General Electric Company 7J - /

Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation ft- (/gj f/ - //f8) dI//- #

Purdue University fo - /f.V * ,fd- /gg,

OhioStateUniversity{Il-/I4
'/r - 201; 'Je - 9ff

University of Illinois SC - /S/; do Jfft
University of Michigan gg. p

L.



r: 1
'

.

., .. -

s

LETTER SENT TO THE FOLLOWING:
,

,56- /96
*

,

University of Missouri 10 -df Dj f6 - // 7 f,'- fg' 4 pp- |

University of Wisconsin d'g ./g/g

Westinghouse Electric Corporation [d - f'/

The Curators of the University afd - /J.5
of Missouri - Rolla 90 - J o g 96 - /67 7

Iowa State University gg. f/g
Michigan State University fto29Y

Dow Chemical U.S.A. J'O- 4 4- /

Abbott Laboratories /J - 4 A /- 3
Amersham Corp. /4- /fff /, - /

Honeywell, Inc. jp g - f'/ /

4/- $ .4 t/ -//Mallinckrodt, Inc.

Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co. aff .4~7- /g.

Monsanto Research Corp. 4jf //[ - f/f /*

Allied Chemical Company /47f gf - g.0/g
of Allied Corporation

Advanced Medical Systems, Inc. ..//- /[/ I ~ /

i

o

- )
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Docket No. 50-264 [

Mr. L. W. Rampy, Chairman
Radiation Safety Committee

(DgChemicalCompany)
_

1803 Building
Midland, MI 48640

Dear Mr. Rampy:
,

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 20, 1985, which
transmitted changes to the "Dow TRIGA Research Reactor Security Plan," under
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.54(p).

We have reviewed the changes and have determined that they are consistent
with the provisions of 10 CFR 50.54(p) and are therefore acceptable.

Future revision to the "Dow TRIGA Research Reactor Security Plan" that do not
decrease the effectiveness of the plan should be submitted to:

Mr. James Keppler
Regional Administrator
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Your letter contains Proprietary Information of a type specified in
10 CFR 2.790(d) and is being protected against unauthorized disclosure.

Sincrrely,

.Lh'Axelson, Chief
Nuclear. Materials Safety

and Safeguards Branch

cc: See Attached List

bcc: NMSS/SGFF
NRR/SSPB
SG Case File: 0500026401WA
SG Inspector File: Christoffer

SG Reviewer File:
NRR Docket File

#
RIII RT I RIII RIII

W $ttif is Ax\g }*h
,

/jl O' d Schwe binz Wbn

<J rh l) A f. ' (,

Japp. - ~ ~+.
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Dow Chemical Company |
|

Mayor Robert D. Goodenough
202 Ashman
Midland, MI 48640

Mr. C. W. Kocher
Reactor Supervisor
Dow Chemical Company

i 1602 Building
Midland, MI 48640

I Office of the Governor
Room 1 - Capitol Building

! Lansing, MI 48913

Lee E. Jager, P.E., Chief
Environmental and Occupational

Health Services Administration
Michigan Department of Health
3500 N. Logan Street
P. O. Box 30035
Lansing, MI 48909

Mr. Hugh L. Thompson, Director
U.S. Nuclear Reactor Commission
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Licensing
Washington, D.C. 20555

)
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The Dow Chemical Company License No. 21-00265-06
ATTN: _L. W. Rampy, Ph. D.

Manager, Industrial
Hygiene Laboratory

1803 Building
Midland,MI. 48640

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs.
.W. J. Slawinski, and J. R. Madera of this office on December 14-15,-1981
of activities authorized by NRC Byproduct Material License No. 21-00265-06
and to the discussion of our findings with you and other members of your
staff at the conclusion of the inspection. .

The' inspection was an examination of activities conducted under your license
as they relate to radiation safety and to compliance with the Commission's
rules and regulations and with the conditions of your license. The inspec-
tion consisted of a selective examination of procedures and representative
records, observations, independent measurements, and interviews with
personnel.

.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
~

course of this inspection.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.
t

Sincerely,

| ~)-'

- . ,

D. J. reniawski, Chief
Materials Radiation Protection

Section 2

cc: DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)

WA'

jmg. p om.

S awinski Hade a Sreniaw 'ik

| O[y12/29/81

7 p. ,
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Attached
INSPECTION REPORT NO. T I-o I

.

Th e. O t u; CL, ical C_ o .
( ) Appendix A

..

- (Licensee name/ address) ( ) Appendix B"

Ifo3 Ru'ld -o ( ) Appendix C-

Mi 4\ o J M; 4 F(Mo ,

( ) Memo.

'

Telephone No: (5'l-d 6 3( - 084 o-i'
.

'
,

License No._ _ ti- o o u. .r - o G Last amendment & date: * 3 1 ', r e-# 4 @/
/

,

Docket No. 8 2o- o 4 7 93
r

Category: er A & Priority: g ,as of last amendment.*
*

Inspection date(s): nl 4 + ,,lir/g/typeofinspection: # b .4nedeU. - A s a ess c.c J' '

SUMMARY OF FIhDINGS AND ACTION
.

64 No concompliance, clear 591 ( ) Nonco=pliance, 591 issued

( ) Noncompliance, Appendix A ( ) Regional acr. ion ( ) Bq actionn

( ) Action on previous n/c, App B ( ) Supplemental info App C'

RECOMMENDATIONS*

.

See basis in Appendix C or attached memo.

( ) Change CateEery to: ( ) Change Priority to:
-

.

64 Next inspection date: r1) f 4

PERSONS CONTACTED
-'

. .

'. (NAME AND TITLE) ,

r o Jss4 c.. I AJ o ,,; -
>A t. . W Romo.a, . PL.D . m c.-

- - ai sa

% Tra G bu m s R50-

i * 2;olo-J ot se a Rso'
-

.'

Ckor{c 4 YAo s k u T . do s-/v i c f N u q ie r <-.
'

-

Y JJ
.

*

* Indicates those attending man gey t meetings
,

Inspector: /z)ww [
_

\ fr/ /Y d'- 42 - %/-8/
Q [/ (si n ture), g,/ (date signed)

4)-J 4-8 /'

Approved: L J. _o m ,
..

- .
. ,

(signature) ~ (date signed) .~

.. i

., -
1

,.*b
,

9

- -nn-
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INDUSTRIAL - ACADEMIC INSPECTION REPORT'

. - _

Licensee: rh Dow C.1m . c'4 l C o . Lic. No.%:-o 2&r e6 Amendment No. 31

id er 91Date of Inspection: Isl 4 a-

1. INSPECTION HISTORY

Items of noncompliance or safety items noted during last inspectiona.

/ 4 l r(. Yes / Noconducted on__ ie

b. Requirement @ rrect Not Corrected,

Lo . t o r fb(t)I. Io c F Gt

If any items of noncompliance or safety items noted during the lastc.

inspection were not corrected, explain:
.

,

2. ORGANIZATION

Organizational structure as described in application or letter ,

a.

Dated , Or 8e e- e_ o W
,

N8dn
b. List primary licensee contact: 'T7 o t.-l recs e .: s _ Telephone No.: (o 34 - J us'

c. Comment:

mse r _J 4 ..l A , |e e olLW. O moa.. PL.D. -

oy~ . ,

R . J.24.4 5. 4 44 C4-~44u CL.ie .

( or:- .4. ,\rr.a %u a s Rso-
--

R,14 o l.s e a
- RJo [ r oc e J . q l

* J

.

-- , , - -- -,. - w -, - - g,e e .,,--,er . - , - - - ----,-e- ' v=, -- -w,,
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5. TRAINING RETRAINING AND INSTRUCTION TO WORKERS

/ NoTraining program specified in L/C or application: Yesa.

b. If training program is required, describe scope of program: "T7a E, $ , , ,

4 ,ve. L ., ~~I'- ol u ,bi % | b s i e m e. D e o4- q r a u p e) , .Je~

u04
c. .k e. < 0,, de s[e_,(.ss T -n-

Q , -ar ) . Claes T -f e e. - b3
O %

u -, J o-r .: s4.1. . ., n .- i,., t c. t. ,, 27.

c. -Retraining required: Yes No

If "Yes" is retrainging: Complete Incomplete

1) Are tests and/or examinations required: Yes No /

2) If "Yes" are records available: Yes No

i 3) Reviewed test results: Yes No

( 4) Period reviewed:

5) Comment (per cent completed, test results, etc.): he r[o cli t - ra[c-/3
u

,

m e a),- s < L <A c$ Revse a .A vv d be.
,

a e e- m

0
Ocaesu, naY.N he< n . N.

'

u$a}s. pec,e.$:es e

9,

d. Training provided, but not covered above: c c J. -.,-J -fre 94 o /3 se ...

I

41t a . - - s e. e m p as J o-f 'i kr c. l . 3 3 eost.,ls / , c , ,, 4 , t
|

--
dv

|
,I ' . tau e. .N RC R. <-< s awd <<e u*[

to$ef4, o. re t e)v, e r ,. ao, e, o g
Cf4 Il T el g ve n M oI(

(~ a M .S sa e, -/ Prac (es .

u'

d|, b perse -< l . C| ass 'III' M o . '. - s . er s iv a

ge h se as. t p u u e.,si a-J +Lo s e. ebLe e d/ A o -cik tary -

Instructions to workers in accord with 10CFR 19.12: Yes / No
e.

av. 4 Li e-f loue. b P vt c. lo s; m Ato. ,-s
., - . d

b -

.se.lL,n s.. .

U

T su 'er.de,- ou s a-| a lso e.e- ao re.
V'

1-u L. 'i a 4 e v < d e.J cf cs8 / e- , /, a 5 s ne u b . ///
-u

w14.8. r M c. e .mec a oL 1Pm 9 D6cd .o

Isa..,A-..) a ll -k. , . , a t P"'1TfA *C.c c h -k_ .Ze , .
. . .- -_ - .
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6. RAU10LtM:ll'AL l'ROTECTION TRUCEDLINE.S

eles* *l IHs MH4 stfilk6 88Ha.y PFuc#flHF#aee.

1) Required by L/C or application: Yes [ No

.

2) Provided, but not required by L/C or application: Yes No

3) Procedures reviewed: Yes No

4) Appeared Adequate: Yes No

i 5) Comments (personnel's understanding of procedures):
9

4

b. Changes in procedures since last inspection: Yes No

1) Were changes authorized: Yes No

2) Comments:

i 7. INSTRUMENTATION
s

Type (s) of radiation survey instruments on hand as _oer IJc annlication ea.

i

equivalent: Yes / No

1) If "No" list changes:

Ha sa n.Jc4 o O<vme.k s l .N tAvai%

.

h<

*

12/76
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- - . _ .

. . .

' , ,* i . -$-
'

- - -

,

.

CapabilityofradiationsurveyinstrumentsadeqAteforprogram:b.

Yes No

c. Calibration of instruments required: Yes No

d. If "Yes" instruments calibrated in accord with requirements:'

Yes No

e. Cosnaent: Rew s ew N s% sk r unsk calileahaa records

Pre s e k
"

kr 1 ns.kers 171-
.i

8. MATERIALS

a. Radioactive material secured to prevent unauthorized removal from:
,

1) Restricted area: Yes [ No

2) Unrestricted area (20.207): Yes No

b. Method of control appears adequate: Yes No

.

c. Comment:

i

|
.

9. FACILITIES

[a. Facilities described in letter or application: Yes No

b. Facilities inspected: Yes No

c. Comment:

M o < *-cl 1T3% Eu 'ldiw s - | o b Er fli,
Q

'

is, ert soo oJ t, i
;,

A ls o r - s oE4J r n ds sk, l s 4.e a r >e1 saa
s V * U

AFL a L4 s' f a == % N T L. aw fHCineve r
%. O J

7 o3).( L,1)
3
#.~

12/76
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10. POSTING AND LABELING
.

a. Posting and labeling in accord with 10CFR 20.203: Yes v No

b. Comument :

11. RECEIPT AND TRANSFER OF MATERIAL

a. Procedures for picking up and receiving packages (10CFR 20.205 (b)(c)):

Yes No

1) Incoming shipments monitored: Yes No

2) Records of monitoring maintained (10CFR 20.401(b)): Yes L / No
'

3) Records reviewed by NRC inspector: Yes / No

4) Period reviewed: fooradit reterJ r a, r|. - E <- t S po +(99|
'

b. Procedures for opening packages (10CFR 20.205(d)): Yes / No

c. Comment:

A ll vekt1 Re'cs<d , *: o IA< Y-- r s.. led

n.umaba d ,SouRLk f+ O v e- w t h.r. of Coni
.

| D,;.A raJ. Ace ruwh pe,4< J ,-
: ,

a e c o .- d . - A u..e.

( 1 <- w u >) rac . <JR|| se.. id ro ua se s
-

p.
o 4ss 14o w L u,_ u

-

A tt . LL n dw. .i- an.. N 2 L :IJ, gi, n

A LL- o:cu . -J seda. ., ~.n

|d peao,-c/.

mve
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d. Records of receipt and transfer of material available (30.51(a); 40.61(a);

70.51(b)(1)): Yes L/ No

1) If "Yes" review of records was made by inspector: Yes V No

2) Period Reviewed: Yo n as s re o ecl s be /T19 - krec4d

3) Comments:

e. Packages on hand meet label g requirements (49CFR 173.399):

Yes No

Conuments:

/ ah
'/

s

f. Reports to commission req red by L/C or regulation submitted:

Yes No

Comments:

/ d2 -

/ '

/

|

12. PERSONNEL RADIATION PROTECTION - EXTERNAL

a. Film or TLD badge supplier R. S. b o d Aq e <

b. Badge exchange frequency Me N
c. Reports reviewed by T 9arsod'

e. Records reviewed for period I| 7 4 to /o /'/ 7/ by NRC inspector

f. NRC forms or equivalent

1) NRC-4 (20.102(b)): Yes No Complete: Yes No

2) NRC-5 (20.401(a)): Yes No Complete: Yes No

Maximum whole body quarterly exposure: [o YD M re m
|

Maximum externity quarterly exposure: /36o m re,m
__

amoma
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cIvo ho c (e ,3) Comment: lo 4 0 wem e t po4 v.r t.

opuaheE r <.s ch sevp .

!

,

3 Pocket dosimeters used: Yes No /
:

1) Type used:

r

2) Frequency of recharging-

, 3) Frequency of reading:

.

4) Comment:
,

!

!

! h. Direct radiarion surveys of restricted and/or unrestricted areas being made:

Yes / No -

1) Records of surveys being maintained: Yes No
.

2) Records of surveys reviewed: Yes / No
3) Period reviewed: ( 9'7 r - Pre - 4

4) Comments: fa t t o - W oE id f onve4 5
'

'

U
c|sd-eke.I k I S e -|s t e- cr u c. N' $ a -cI usaI

,

,
u y a-

o ,o /, c. k.4 cloded 6-1'l 17,5e e. |neese e
,

.

!

'
33, PERSONNEL RADIATION PROTECTION - INTERNAL

a. Potential for exposure of individuals to airborne radioactive materials

a!exists: Yes [ No (M # vi e

1) If "Yes" does program for monitoring and caneral exist: Yes No

2) Program for monitoring and control appears adequate: Yes ([ No
T9.pn</[/ 2A C amav 5 a[ C -s V o <- H-3b. Comments:

, -
v

eson.~ s . ow n.Ilv mc yv.1La ,si uvJ c> e. .-
'

-

MooJ , osci l die o-J ord rod ., < /v . "
1

l I

12/76-
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Respiratory protection program required by L/C or application:c.

Yes No /

1) If "Yes" were respiratory protection procedures reviewed:

Yes No

2) Respiratory protection procedures appear adequate: Yes No

3) Comments:

d. Bionssay program required: Yes No

1) If "Yes" was bioassay program reviewed: Yes No

2) Bioassay program appear adequate: Yes No

3) Comments:

|
|

! e. Smears and air samples
i
1 1) Monitoring for airborne radioactivity is conducted (20.103):'

|

Yes No / '

a. Records of monitoring reviewed: Yes No

b. Period reviewed:

c. Records of monitoring appears adequate: Yes No

2) Smear surveys being conducted (20.201, b): Yes V No

a. Records of smear surveys reviewed: Yes / No
|

' b. Period reviewed: & m o 13 % o-b re w ds b- 4979- M a.d
c

|
c. Records appeared adequate: Yes v Noj'

3) Comments: S mear Jua v c '/ [eyu..<s/ de ex -),
<

l u '

t r o ds er , o v a -[; } ~.t o red . as) o u rp a teu ps w
, , .

u.

.C X- 6-l 4-7 ? c u litow, .

12/76|
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', 14. LEAK TESTS
'

a. Leak tests required: Yes No
1

b. If "Yes" leak tests conducted: Yes / No

c. Records of leak tests maintained: Yes No

d. Imak tests records reviewed: Yes / No

e. Period reviewed: / 9~74 - Pecse A
,

; f. Records of leak tests appear adequate: Yes No

S. Cosments: R e3'c N<d | e a k. des] resa 14 s -fa , 2. c

1 e. a | sd 1au seu , se.|ede) .,-{- sa )en
|

|

bicen s et pars e sre s > 3co Se.of.J J o v:= ce s

oh ti c < s a d s o c. h vi hes e. vel V-sOeks

|

15. RADIOACTIVE EFFLUENT CONTROL AND WASTE DISPOSAL

a. Byproduct raterial released to atmosphere and/or sewer (20.106 and 20.303):
*

Yes V No 6PM i at *"* L 04
, .,

b. Records of releases or radioactive effluents maintained (20.401):

Yes No

1) Period reviewed: I114 i19 0 *r |47I -6 presed'
y

2) Records appear adequate: Yes [ No
c. Solid waste disposal method: Ta c me c adt 4vt a. r f-e k ME C D .or

1)' Records of disposal maintained (30.51): Yes / No

2) Surveys of waste prior to disposal made (20.201): Yes / No

4 4 3) Period reviewed: M EC- o J1.poe i i |134- Presed
4) Records of surveys appear adequate (20.401): Yes / No

|
| d. Comments:

I M b ic e.s e t : -c[ae<a d e. s fd C -19 4 14- T a n d m o I4,n e [4om

#$Yo k ~ , J.J w: tLE tud . toa de 4o le r- c . - e <de);

es.e.a .a . . .J. w u sc-.u ,a a, , u.--

-

i a v e gue )
12/76
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l16. SHIPPING INCIDENTS
,

Have any shipping incidents occurred since (date) A/oME ,a.
|

1) Was incident documented: Yes No j

2) If "Yes" documentation appears adequate: Yes No

b. Comments (reports to DOT, etc.):

.

17. NOTIFICATIONS AND REPORTS

Licensee in compliance with 10CFR 19.13 (reports to individuals):a.

Yes / No

b. Licensee in compliance with 10CFR 20.405 (over exposures):

Yes / No

Licensee in compliance with 10CFR 20.403 (incidents):c.

Yes No

d. Licensee in compliance with 10CFR 20.402 (theft or loss):

Yes No

e. Comments:

.

-- -. - -- - _ - _ _ _ . _ . __. 12/7_6 ._.
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18. POSTING OF NOTICES

/ NoLicensee in compliance with 10CFR 19.11(a) or (b):' Yesa.

# No
b. Licensee in compliance with 10CFR 19.11(c): Yes

c. Comments:

9

19. ENVIRONMENTAL M)NITORING PROGRAM

Environmental Monitoring Program required: Yes No /
a.

b. If "Yes" records reviewed: Yes No,

c. Period reviewed:

d. Records appeared adequate: Yes No

If Environmental Program is not required, briefly describe anye.

existing program:

i

20. CONFIRMATORY MEASUREMENTS

Yes t/ NoIndependent measurements made by inspector:a.

Comments (describe type, results, comparison with licensee results):b.
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21. INDEPENDENT INSPECTION EFFORT _ _

a. Comunent on type of independent inspection effort conducted: Tard
| o kr vi 'I'lo 3 kg.'Id ws , w c. ia ere b

'

t/a n oss ,

0 '

evu a ~ <S Y9' 4 **V *i S Ys ~ * '

(
_

.

22. CONTINUATION FROM PREVIOUS PARAGRAPHS - USE BACK OF PAGE IF NF.CESSARY

4

1

1

\
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PAGE 1

LIST OF ISOTOPES AS OF_O9/30/3L

ISOTOPE . LOOSE (MCI) SEALED (MCI) TOTAL (MCI) LIC. LIMIT (MCI)
= _-r--_ _ -- --- ---- -

i
H-3 4112.719 16009.000 20121.720 100000.000
C-14 1818.060 1.450 1819.510 3000. 000 4r"* - -

( CL-36 2.707 0.000 2.707 1000.000,
FE-55 0.010 754.100 754.109 1000.000
CO-57 0.000 25.000 25.000 1000.000

( CO-60 140.901 0.040 140.941 3000.000
- HI-63 0.916 1010.000 1010.916 3000.000

KR-P5 0.000 4260.560 4260.560 25000.000

(. SR-90 0.000 452.102 452.102 1000.000 .

TC-99 0.002 0.000 0.002 1000.000
CD-109 0.000 178.050 178.050 1000.000

( T-125 0.000 0.000 0.000 1000.000
RU-106 0.000 0.000 0.000 100.0.000
CS-137 176.599 224259.555 224436.155 300000.000

( CE-144 0.000 0.000 0.000 1000.000
PM-147 0.013 0.000 0.013 1000.000
TL-204 0.107 0.000 0.107 1000.000

( PO-210 0.000 74.000 74.000 5000.000
f.

- RA-226 0.000 95.360 95.360 0.000( ( AM-241 0.000 - 65043.005 65043.005 150000.000
i ZN-65 0.000 0.000 0.000 1000.000

ACP O.000 0.000 0.000 12500.000
MFP 404.040 0.000 404.040 25000.000

< P-32 0.000 0.000 0.000 1000.000
CM-244 0.000 40.000 40.000 5000.000
PU-238 0.000 180.000 180.000 270.000

( SN-119M O.423 0.000 0.423 1000.000
BA-133 0.000 5.000 5.000 1000.000
ZR-95 36.459 0.000 36.459 1000.000

(

ALL ISOTOPES WITH HALF LIFE LESS THAN 50
( YEARS ARE DECAYED BY THE COMPUTER

A

.

o

.

.

'
.. ._ . --
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Fou RJ-UP DN BULLETIR 79-19 -
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.

1. If the licensee has received Bulletin 79-19 but does not ship
'wasta, check this line .and . fill out response form 1. 1;.

. . ... . .
. .. . t 7. .. .. -

2. If ihe licensee ships wasta for offsite burials ''
. ..*

-
.

>. . .

Dess the licensee have current copies of DDTa. -

and NRC shipping regulat$ons? Tes No _
b. Does the . licenses have on band a set of

current requirements placed on waste burial
firms by the States of Nevada'. South Carolina
or Washlagten or the vaste co41ector if a -

contractor is used)
'

Tea No

c. Procedures
'

(1) Written snd asnagement approved /procedures? Tes V No
-

(2) Procedurse insure that waste shipped
will conform to limite at hurtal site
with respect to chanical and physical
form and quantity of' rmdioactive f
material is consignee's licanae7 Yes V No

(3) Procedurus include requirements of ,f
applicable NRC and DOI regulations? Tem V No _-

d. Trainina ~

da 5'P*' N 4"*'" (1) Licensee has provided trpining for
;.a ML wede. persospel involved in thit trans fer.

! sL. pus.As , ,, e. ef raduastaf Yes _ No [|. -

.. . ,

D*L.. d(*f h (2) khis @ning is docsseented7
*

Tes No
i

..

da. haes the 11r.ensee have an audit program for
his radwasta. shipping actiyitier? Yes [., Na _

;

f. Eas the 1(censee conducted an' audit of
waste shipmenf setivities? Yes No

-

.

| Wham 7 D ie' r it s k .p y cok
0

-f Describe audit secpe and, findings. A/a -fo rm e. | .ud'-E-

L Me~Y. Wo sde s l. . p$ecI o .op e n t M _|%
'

ongu o . 4
p. -j d mLL 4, A c.m .d-ne r

-. u 4.J % cl e.4- .,<.st.4.g em.A., on
'

. u a W 4 ce, c o - e I . . .- . J +L. ,-

_-. ._ .__ - -- - M D * *'A " I *
'**
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3. If the licensee has no wast.e packsEes on hand to inspect, thedk .

this line and send response form 2 if all findimgs are satisisctory ___ 9
-

. . . . . . ,.

4. If tha licensee has a package (s) anilable to inspect, perform.

the inspection and send response form 3 if psekages are satiefsebory /. '
2 Q~jy .

,

'~ s - ,' * [., g
If " eficiencias in the above are noted use form 4 in your response - 'd5.
to headquarters. Doc - nt below which licensee actions are needed
to bring program g to requested Invel.

..

.

e

.

e

D

i
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e

S
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COmil5310N .
,

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENEURCEMEhT

REGION III

Docket No. License No.
'

Licensee:
l

!

Inspection Datesi

Inspector (s) :

! Scope of Inspection: In addition to a routine, complete inspection
of the licensed program, this inspection also sought to verify that
the licensee had taken the actions required by IE Bulletin 79-19

'

. with respect to activities related to the transfer, packaging and
shipping of low-level radioactive waste material.

Summary of Findings and Proposed Enforcement Action: This licensee
does not ship radioactive waste for disposal by burial. If in the
future this policy changes, IE Bulletin 79-19 will be implemented.

1

Form 1
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U. S. . NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ,''

*

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENIORCEMENT
.

,.,;,,,;,Qg[p,REGION 3 '' '

.

:
,,
'

. J?
y... .

...t ia,yeyI';,
..

?*. M' - F. '
Docket No. License No.' H I . . ' I .'T ,

''

: P mTCT-

- m . rt,- .
,

* * .:j,'Licensee: .

.M,.~,Ih
' ' '

-

.

*

Inspection Dates:
.

'

Inspector (s):
,

' '

scope of Inspection: 'In addition to e routina, complete inspection
of the licensed program, this inspection also sought to verify that
the licenses had takaa the actions required by IE Bulletin 79-19
with respect to activities related to the transfer, packaging and
shipping of low-level radioactive waste material.

'

Susenary of Findings and Proposed Enforcement Action: The licensee
replied to IE Bulletin 79-19 with a letter dated .

detailing the radioactive vaste disposal. program and responding to,
the specific questions in the Bulletin. Observation of radioactive
vaste packaging, disposal, and documentation practices during this
inspection confirmed the accuracy of the licensee's
letter. Enforcement action related to the licensee's trcaster,
packaging and shipping of low-level radioactive waste material does
not appear to be appropriate.

Package Irspection Results:
1

Number of Packages Opened: Zero
|

.

Results: The licensee had no radioactive waste on hand at the
time of the inspection that was packaged and ready for shipment.

; -

,
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:
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OCT 121984

Dow Chemical U.S.A. : License No. 21-00265-06
ATTN: Gordon W. Engdahl

Co-Radiation Safety Officer
1803 Building

j Midland, MI 48640

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by Mr. W. J. Slawinski
; of this office on August 9, 1984, of activities at Dow Chemical Midland,
l Michigan authorized by NRC Material Licenses No. 21-00265-06, No. SNM-1451,

i
; No. 21-08362-08, No. 21-08362-09, No. 21-08362-05 or No. 21-08362-12. and to

the discussion of our findings with you, Dr. Fred Blanchard, and Mr. |

Gerald Wasserman at the craclusion of the site inspection and to the telephone
conversations with Schlum.serger, Birdwell, and Michigan Department of Natural
Resources representatives on August 17 and 20, 1984.

| The purpose of the inspection was to investigate third party allegations
concerning. licensee use and disposal of radioactive materials in chemical and
brine deep well systems. The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies
areas examined during the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection con-

| sisted of a selective examination of procedures and representative records,
observations, and interviews with personnel.

The allegations were not substantiated. No items of noncompliance with NRC
requirements were identified during the course of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC's
Public Document Room. If this report contains any information that you (or
your contractors) believe to be exempt from disclosure under 10 CFR 9.5(a)(4),
it is necessary that you (a) notify this office by telephone within ten (10)
days from the date of this letter of your intention to file a request for
withholding; and (b) submit within twenty-five (25) days from the date of this
letter a written application to this office to withhold such information. If
your receipt of this letter has been delayed such that less than seven (7)

| days are available for your review, please notify this office promptly so that
i a new due date may be established. Consistent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any

such' application must be accompanied by an affidavit executed by the owner of
the information which identifies the document or part sought to be withheld,
and which contains a full statement of the reasons which are the bases for the
claim that the information should be withheld from public disclosure. This
section further requires the statement to address with specificity the con-

. siderations listed in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The information sought to be
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Dow Chemical U.S.A. 2 OCT 12 E84
'

withheld shall be incorporated as far as possible into a separate part of the
affidavit. If we do not hear from you in this regard within the specified
periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed inspection report
will be placed in the Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

.

W. L. Axelson, Chief
Nuclear Materials Safety and

Safeguards Branch

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 030-04783/84-01(DRSS)

cc w/ enc 1:
J. Camburn, Michigan Department

of Public Health
3500 N. Logan

'- Post Office Box 30035,

i Lonsing, MI 48909
! D. Schultz, Michigan Department

of Natural Resources
! State Office Building

411-J E. Genessee
Saginaw, MI 48607

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
.

!

{

|

RIII RIII RIII RIII .'

kJ A d / H 'r!d'
Slawfds'ki/sf ' Sren Iski Weil

1,. Axelson/,6 e alglj] /e [ 7# 1
09/05/84

p-

or/t1 pf.r/sY
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMISSION
'

- .

REGION III

Report No. 030-04783/84-01(DRSS)

Docket No. 030-04783

License No. 21-00265-06 Category: E1A Priority: 3

Licensee: Dow Chemical U.S.A.

Inspection At: Dow Chemical U.S.A.
Midland, MI 48640

Site Inspection Conducted: August 9, 1984

Telephone Contacts: August 17 and 20, 1984

Inspector: W. J. Slawinski (A/. d' /s/fffI.
^

Radiation Specialist Date

Reviewed By: D. J. Sreniawski, Chief 10M9/c
Nuclear Materials Safety ( Date / / '

4

Section 2 \'

's w
Approved By: W. . Axelson, Chief 10 /* k9

Nuclear Materials Safety Date
and Safeguards Branch'

.

: Inspection Summary

Site Inspection on August 9, 1984 (Report No. 030-04783/84-01(DRSS))
Areas Inspected: Special, announced safety inspection to investigate third -

party allegations regarding Dow Chemical's disposal of radioactive materials
into its deep well systems and unauthorized use of radioactive tracer
materials in these wells. The inspection involved five inspector-hours onsite

-by one NRC inspector.
Results: The allegations were not substantiated. No violations of license
conditions or regulatory requirements were identified.

,
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*Gordon Engdahl, CIH, Industrial Hygienist and Co-Radiation Safety
Officer, Dow Chemical

* Fred Blanchard, Ph.D., Associate Scientist and Radiation Safety
Committee Member, Dow Chemical

* Gerald Wasserman, Manager, Industrial Hygiene Services, Dow Chemical
Ronald Gallow, Well Superintendent, Dow Chemical
Daniel Schultz, Water Quality Specialist, Michigan Department of Natural

Resources
Harold Fitch, Ground Water Geologist, Michigan Department of Natural

Resources
**Al Rarick, Acting Chief, Mineral Wells Unit, Michigan Department of

Natural Resources'

** Joseph Karabots, Field Engineer, Schlumberger Technology Corporation
** James Hall, Field Engineer, Schlumberger Technology Corporation
** Richard Cook, Vice President of Operations, Dart 011 and Gas Company.

(Former Production Supervisor of Wells Department, Dow Chemical)
** James Camburn, Chief, Division of Radiological Health, Michigan

Department of Public Health

* Denotes those Dow Chemical employees interviewed on August 9, 1984.
** Denotes those contacted by telephone only.

2. Purpose of Inspection

; This was a special inspection to investigate Dow Chemical's alleged
disposal of radioactive materials through their deep well systems and
unauthorized use of radioactive tracer materials in these wells.
Allegations were submitted to the NRC Region III office. Additional
information was relayed to the NRC inspector by other a,ssociated allegers
in a telephone conversation on August 8, 1984.

3. Allegations

| Allegations transmitted in letter dated June 26, 1984, were primarily
two-fold: 1) Dow Chemical in Midland, Michigan may have disposed of
radioactive materials through its deep well method of disposal and 2)
may have used radioactive materials in their deep wells as tracers.

These allegations reference an April 1979 report prepared by the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Water Quality Division,
entitled " Investigation of Groundwater Quality in the Hemlock Area of
Saginaw County." This report states on page 13, referring to Dow,

Chemical activities in October 1978. "They demonstrated the well to be'

intact by conducting casing inspection and cement bond logs and a
radioactive tracer survey."

i

f
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Additional related information was provided to the NRC inspector'in
telephone conversations on August 8, 1984. Such information concerned
the observance of unidentified trucks in 1979 or early 1980, with

i

~ radioactive material placards, near Dow Chemical's deep wells in the
Porter Township Area of Midland County. These individuals also relayed
to the inspector hearsay allegations wherein radioactive tracers were
inserted into Dow's deep well system and aerial radiation surveys were
perfomed to determine if the well's pipelines were intact and to follow4

the tracers migration thru the substrata. These latter activities were,

alleged to have been performed in the 1978-1980 period.'

No other specific information concerning these alleged activities was
-provided. A11egers doubted whether these activities are current'

practices.
4

4. Dow Chemical's Deep Well System
,

For over a century, widespread well drilling activities have been
conducted in the Saginaw County of Michigan to explore and develop the

|. natural resources in this area. Since as early as 1859, brine was being
mined from the Marshall Sandstone formation in Saginaw. This formation,
some 2000 feet below the surface, required drilling deep wells to find

| and use this resource. Over the years, several companies have been
involved in this enterprise with varying degrees of success.

l Dow Chemical owns and operates two distinct deep well systems located in
; the Midland Michigan area. These systems are the brine wells or solution
| mining wells and their chemical wells. The latter are used for chemical
! waste disposal and are located completely within the confines of the Dow
! plant. These wells were said to have been last used in 1982 and sealed

in early 1983. Brine wells consist of production and reinjection wells,
totaling about 100 wells, and encompass some 150 miles of transmission
pipeline in the Midland area and throughout outlying areas.

The Dow brine wells, under pressure of about 171 psi, pump natural brine
j deposits from the substrata back to the Dow plant for processing

(production wells). These wells, in use since the 1950's, are typically
3000 to 5500 feet below ground level. Processing involves extraction of
calcium chloride, bromines, magnesium and other materials from the
brine. Spent brine is then returned to the substrata from which it
originated via the brine reinjection or disposal wells. Since the early
1970's, these operations have been regulated by the Geological Survey
Division of the Department of Natural Resources under the Mineral Well

i

i Act.
!

| Spent brine is sent to Dow's onsite brine pit,, termed lagoon pit No. 6,
! which discharges at 5000 gallons per minute thru a single outlet and into

transmission lines. Transmission lines are parallel pipelines, onej
- carrying brine from production wells to the Dow plant in Midland and the
; other returning spent brine from the plant to the reinjection wells. The

: lines are buried about 3-6 feet below ground surface.
!
I

I
i

i 3
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In the mid 1970's, brine production operations began making greater use
of a deeper strata, the Sylvania formation, some 7000 feet below ground
surface. Reinjection of spent brines into the 5500 foot depth Dundee
formation is being phased out.

Most of the brine wells have a small pond constructed next to them.
These ponos serve as fresh water sources that can be added to saturated
brines withdrawn by production wells so that the salts do not precipitate
out as the brines cool. Ponds are also used to catch any spilled brine
when accidental losses at the well head occur.

Well sites normally consist of a large pump, associated gauges, and about
six inch diameter transmission pipelines emanating from the ground.
Access to these pumping stations are usually restricted by a locked
fence.

5. Interview of Licensee Personnel

On August 9, 1984, the inspector interviewed Dow Chemical employees
identified in Section 1 of this report. Mr. Engdahl has been employed at
Dow Chemical in Midland for nearly eleven years and involved in
radioactive material usage from 1973-1976, 1979 and 1983 to present.
Ds Blanchard has been employed by Dow since 1957 and involved in
radioactive material usage since this time. Mr. Wasserman began working
at Dow in 1976, the last four months in his current capacity.

The inspector questioned each individual regarding the allegations.
Their responses were as follows:

Allegation: Has Dow Chemical in Midland, Michigan ever disposed of
licensed radioactive material thru its deep well systems? This
includes both intentional or accidental releases in either the chemical
or brine well systems.

Response: All individuals stated that, to the best of their knowledge,
Dow Chemical has never disposed of licensable quantities of radioactive
materials into their deep well systems. This includes the brine
production / reinjection wells and the chemical wells. They stated Dow has
three authorized methods for disposal of radioactive materials. One of
these three methods is always used.

1. Incineration, authorized by NRC License No. 21-00265-06.

2. Transfer to an authorized disposal agency for eventual burial at a
licensed disposal site.

3. Storage of short lived materials for decay until natural background
levels are achieved.

Allegation: Have radioactive materials ever been used in wells for
tracer studies? Specifically, were radioactive tracers used in wells in
1977-1980?

4
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Response: Well logging operations have been periodically conducted in
Dow's well system by outside contractors. No specific information on
1977-1979 logging operations (i.e., isotopes, quantities, etc.) was avail-
able. The individuals stated that such operations probably involved the
use of sealed well logging sources and perhaps tracer materials commonly
used by logging companies. The inspector was informed that Schlumberger
Technology Corporation of Mt. Pleasant, Michigan performed logging services
for Dow in 1978 and 1979 (Refer to Section 6).

Allegation: Radioactive tracers were inserted into Dow's well system and
aerial radiation monitoring was performed to follow the migration of the
tracers.

Response: Tracer studies have been performed by licensed well logging
companies to check well casing integrity but no aerial radiation monitoring
was ever performed for this purpose.

Dow routinely performs aerial flyovers of its wells to check for
visible damage, breaks, leaks, etc. This is a visual surveillance and is
not for the purpose of radiation monitoring. Such flyovers were typically
performed on a weekly basis using a helicopter.

Allegation: An unidentified truck, placarded with radioactive material
signs, was observed near a Dow well in the Porter Township area of
Midland County in or about 1979. A11egers believe radioactive materials
may have been disposed into the wells at this time.

| Response: Such a vehicle was probably a well loggers truck contracted by
Dow to perform well logging operations. No disposals of radioactivei

material were ever made into wells.

6. 1977 - 1979 Well Logging Activities

Dow Chemical does not maintain records of specific logging operations
| performed of its wells. They indicated that any logging operations

utilizing radioactive materials that were performed in 1977-1979, were
contracted to Schlumberger or perhaps Birdwell, both working out of
regional offices in Mt. Pleasant, Michigan.,

I

a. Schlumberger Technology Corporation

Schlumberger out of Houston, Texas is licensed by the NRC to possess
and use specified byproduct and special nuclear materials for well
logging purposes. Authorization includes use of iodine-131, in any
form, for tracer studies in well logging at temporary job sites
anywhere in the U.S. where the NRC maintains jurisdiction.

The inspector was informed by Schlumberger representatives that
records of specific well logging operations were typically maintained
for about one year. Documentation of activities prior to 1983 are

1

|

|

| 5
|
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no_ longer maintained. However, a Schlumberger employee was
identified by Dow as having performed logging work for them on
October 5, 1978. This individual, still employed by Schlumberger,
recalled performing a radioactive tracer study in a Dow deep well
sometime in late 1978. This appears to coincide with the alleged
radioactive tracer studies performed during this same time period.
He recalled this particular job because of the irritating mechanical
noise level present at the time, perhaps from the well's pump.

This individual indicated that he performed a radioactive tracer
study at one of Dow's brine wells, number unknown, to determine if
the well's casing was intact. He stated that 15-20 millicuries of
liquid iodine-131 was deposited into the well and radiation surveys
were performed to evaluate possible breaches in the well's
encasement. He recalls no breaks or leaks being detected and the
well was found to be sound. The individual stated that this
type / quantity of radioactive material is routinely used in many
tracer studies. He does not recall any other tracer studies or
logging activities using radioactive material being performed for
Dow during the 1977-1979 period.

b. Birdwell Wireline Services

Birdwell Wireline Services, a division of Seismograph Service Corp.,
is a well logging company out of Tulsa, Oklahoma licensed by the NRC.

,' to possess and use byproduct and special nuclear materials for well
logging purposes. They too are authorized to use licensed material
at temporary job sites anywhere in the U.S. where the NRC maintains
jurisdiction. Like Schlumberger, they normally maintain records of,

completed logging activities for approximately one year.

Messrs. Cook and Rarick, identified in Section 1 of this report,
indicated that Birdwell has periodically performed logging
operations utilizing radioactive material for Dow Chemical. Both
individuals recalled a well logging incident involving radioactive

| materials which occurred in one of Dow's wells in the late 1970's.
| This incident involved the loss and subsequent recovery of a

cesium 137 sealed well logging source down one of Dow's brine
wells. This incident was reported to the NRC and is documented in
letters dated April 19, 1977 and July 1, 1977 (Attachment I). The
source was retrieved intact and the matter was considered closed by
the NRC, as documented in letter dated July 20, 1977 (Attachment II).

No violations of regulatory requirements were identified.
'

7. Brine Samples

Unrelated to the inspection, a 500 milliliter liquid sample was taken
from each of three Dow brine reinjection wells by the Michigan Department
of Natural resources on August 13, 1984. These samples were analyzed for
chemical constituents by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources

' laboratory in Lansing, Michigan. The Commission arranged for these

.
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samples to be analyzed for possible radioactive content _s., Samples are
being analyzed by the Michigan Radiological Health Department Laboratory
for gross alpha, beta, and samma activity. The results of this analysis
will be sent under separate cover.

8. Conclusions

Based on interviews of Dow personnel and discussions with well logging
firms and Mr. Rarick of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources,
no evidence was found to indicate that Dow Chemical has disposed of
licensable quantities of radioactive materials through its deep well
systems. Dow Chemical maintains receipt, transfer, and disposal records
for radioactive materials possessed by their Midland facility.

Radioactive tracer studies have been performed in Dow's brine wells by
well logging companies licensed by the NRC or agreement states to provide
such services. Such well logging companies are routinely inspected by
the NRC or agreement states to review its radiation safety programs and
determine if the licensee is conducting operations in accordance with
license conditions and applicable state and federal regulations.

The April 1979 Department of Natural Resources report referenced in these
allegations states that Dow performed a " radioactive tracer study" in
October 1978 to demonstrate if well casings were sound. The NRC inspector
determined that a radioactive tracer study was in fact performed in one
of Dow's brine reinjection wells on October 5, 1978. This study was
performed by Schlumberger Technology Corp. engineers out of Mt.
Pleasant, Michigan. Specific records of this work are no longer

,

maintained by either Dow or Schlumberger. However, the Schlumberger,

; engineer who performed the October 1978 study for Dow recalled that 15-20
i millicuries of liquid iodine-131 was used in the well. This is authorized
| by the NRC license.

Iodine-131 has a radioactive half-life of 8.04 days. Accordingly, all
radiciodine inserted into the well, a typical amount used in such tracer
studies, decayed to natural background levels within 90 days. Also, the
large water flow of this well system, reported to be 5000 gallons per
minute, easily diluted the radioactive concentration to below 10 CFR 20.106
limits.

The loss and subsequent recovery of the cesium-137 sealed source in 1977
is judged not to have adversely impacted the ground waters or substrata
into which it fell. The source was recovered intact with no leakage of
it's contents detected.

We are aware of one overflight performed in Michigan for the purpose of
i conducting an aerial radiation monitoring survey. This was performed over
| the Kawkawlin, Michigan area in May 1980 of the Michigan Chemical Corpora-

| tion and is documented in NRC Reports No. 40-17/83-01(DRMSP),No. 40-1790/
83-01(DRMSP), and EG&G letter report, NRC-8103, dated April 19, 1981. The

,

; purpose of this overflight was to determine typical background radiation
levels within the local area and to locate any areas which might contain,

|
above background levels.

;

i 7,
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No violations of regulatory requirements were identified.

9. Exit Interview
.

The inspector met with those Dow Chemical employees denoted in Section 1
at the conclusion of the site inspection on August 9, 1984. The
discussion consisted of a review of the allegations and their responses.
The inspector stated that other individuals would be contacted and the
allegations reviewed in greater detail before a final determination was
made. They were informed that a report, documenting the NRC's findings,
would be sent to Dow Chemical and the alleger (s).

Attachments: As stated

.
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US Nuclear ,Regula. tory Commission '
'

'.Region III
-
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.

799 Roosevelt Road ,- .

Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 ,-
. . .

.

.- ,. .

. ..

Gentlemen: -

*
. . . ,

.While logging Dow's / Brine Well #33, 8552 feet deep, located *
in Midland, Michigan, a source containing 200 millicuri'os of -

* Cs-137 was dropped by the Birdwell ' Company, Tulsa, Oklahoma,-

o'perating out of Mt. Picasant, Michigan. The radioactive,

source, doubly encapsulated in stainless steel, was attached
~

.

to a device designed to measure density of the well liquids.,

The #33 well operations have stopped until the source is
recovered. All liquids and equipment removed' from the well
will be surveyed for radioactive contamination. In fo r'ma tion
concerning source recovery may be obtained from B. R. Thomas,-

517/63,6-2999. ,
,

This report may be a. duplicate-of a Birdwell report.
,

-
.

Sincerely,-

. .

/. <:bfwg. ,

R. R. Langner, Chairman .

,

Radiation Safety Committee
1803 Building
517/636-4344

bjd -

,
,

cc: Michigan Departme'nt of Public Ilealth, Lansing, Michigan
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Mr. Loncrgunt - , ,

The 200=t: Cor.ium 'sourca 'that was re. ported to you
one Aprl1 15 1977 by Bill Fry sin being loor.* in the*

Dow Chemical well ns;rar Midland. Michigan has i.een
recovered and is, in airdwell's ,geoses.ension. -

,

The yource is in exc411ent condition and has not =. .

been demugml or altered. *
*
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' '. .
. . .
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION*

0FFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

; REGION III

Report No. 81-01

Texas State License No. 11-2176

Licensee: Graver Southwest
: Div. of Aerojet-General Corporation

P.O. Box 1764
Houston, Texas 77001

Facility Name: The Dow Chemical Company
Midland, Michigan 48640

t

Inspection Conducted: June 25, 1981

I
Inspector: J. R. Mu11auer er.

Radiation Speciali l
, ,

O!h!8/Approved By: D. J. Sreniawski, Chief y t

Materials Radiation Protect on ''

Section 2*

Inspection Summary

i Inspection on June 25, 1981 (Report No. 81-01)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannout.ced inspection of licensee audits;
training, radiation protection procedures; equipment and facilities; re-
ceipt and transfer; personnel radiation protection, external and internal;
shipping incidents; notifications and reports; inspection and maintenance

'

of equipment; inventory of byproduct material. The inspection involved
six inspector-hours onsite by one NRC inspector.>

' Results: Of the eleven areas inspected, no items of noncompliance were
identified,

i
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DETAILS -
.-

Persons Contacted

Graver Tank:
,

* Gary Bucek, Operations Superintendent
* Bob Busch, Operations Assistant
* Frank Breeden, Radiographer Level 2
* Mary Busch, Assistant Radiographer Level 1

Dow Chemical Company:

*Tracy Parsons, Health Physicist
Charles Vaughn, Industrial Hygienist

* Denotes those present during the exit interview.

1. Licensee Audit

The inspector questioned the licensee about their internal audit
procedures. A licensee representative stated that Sam Wright (Radiation
Safety Officer) conducts internal audits during frequent visits from
Houston. No record of such audits are maintained at the temporary
job site.

2. Trainina

The inspector examined records of training provided by the licensee.
Copies of tests and the results were available for Mary Busch and
Frank Breeden. Both had certificates from NDT; Level 1 radiographer
for Mary Busch and Level 2 radiographer for Frank Breeden. Copies
of training records for Gary Bucek were not available for review;
however, a licensee representative stated that Gary is not involved
in radiographic work. Bob Busch completed a course in Radiation
Safety presented by Radiation Consultants, Houston, Texas; records
of this training were not available for review.

3. Radiation Protection Procedures

The inspector observed the radiography of a weld joint of a storage
tank. The boundaries of the restricted areas were properly posted.
The inspector surveyed the boundaries with the source in the exposed
position and found radiation levels to be less than 2 mR/hr. The
radiographer and assistant radiographer were properly monitored with
film badges and 0-200 or dosimeters. The inspector observed survey
procedures during the operations. Two survey meters were noted at
the site of operations. The radiographer and assistant radiographer
used these to continuously monitor areas of interest.

-2-
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'. 4. Equipment and Facilities

The radiographic operations are performed inside of four new storage
tanks being built at Dow Chemical Company. A 100 curie (January 28,
1981) Ir-192 Model A1A, Serial Number 127011 and a 100 curie (May 22,
1981) Ir-192 Model RG-13, Serial Number 4921 sources were used. The
Model AIA source was used on the day of inspection. The exposure time
was approximately 2.5 minutes. The camera used by Gamma Industries
had Serial Number 27011. The radiation areas were demarcated by rope
and properly posted. The 0-200 or dosimeters were checked for ex-
posure three times a day. Both survey meters were last calibrated
on April 6, 1981.

5. Receipt and Transfer

No records of receipt and transfer are maintained at the temporary
job site. These records are maintained at the main office in Nouston.

6. Personnel Radiation Protection - External

The licensee used the film badge service provided by the State of
Texas. Film badges are mailed each month to Austin, Texas. Exposure
records are not maintained at the temporary job site. Monitored
personnel record their daily dosimeter readings. No Intercomparisons
are made between film badge readings and dosimeter readings. The
licensee maintains a daily utilization log which contained all the

*- required information.

7. Personnel Radiation Protection - Internal

The Ir-192 Model A1A source was last tested for leakage on January 28,
1981, and the Ir-192 Model RG-13 source was tested for leakage on
May 22, 1981. Records indicate the amount of removable contamination
was less than 0.005 microcuries.

8. Shippina Incidents

There have been no shipping incidents according to statements of a
licensee representative.

9. Notifications and Reports

Exposure reports are maintained by the State of Texas, Austin,
Texas.

10. Inspection and Maintenance of Equipment

The radiographer performs a maintenance check of the equipment on a
daily basis and records the results on the daily utilization form.

-3-
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, 11. Inventory of Byproduct Material

The licensee is using the authorized sources and exposu're ' devices
for radiography purposes.

The licensee performs a daily inventory of both sources.

Exit Interview

The results of the inspection were reviewed at the conclusion of the
inspection with the individuals noted in the " Person Contacted" section
of the report. The licensee was informed that correspondence concerning
this inspection would be forwarded to the Texas Department of Health.

.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Stephen H. Lewis
Regional Counsel, RIII

,a,

FROM: Dan M. Berkovitz =

Office of the General Counsel

SUBJECT: CHEMICA . CONSUMERS POWER LAWSUIT

Attached please find the letter from Eugene Driker that I
received today. We discussed this topic last Monday.

I agree that NRC must treat allegations received from Dow no
differently from allegations received from others, but I
nonetheJess am concerned about the manner in which this is
done. I now question whether we should do anything on an
" informal" basis - even provide documents. The parties are
eager to seize upon whatever we do as a statement cn the
merits of the case. Dow's attorneys appear especially
aggressive in this respect (as well as in others). I don't
want to be constantly explaining our " informal" actions that
one side claims favors the other nor do I want NRC's
position to be misrepresented.

An alternative approach, however, is to ignore the
name-calling and just continue to do what we believe to be
correct. A possible response to Mr'. Driker is simply to
tell him that the " exchange of information" between NRC and
Dow referred to the manner in which NRC chose to respond to
Dow's FOIA request and that Consumers has the same oppor-
tunity to examine our files. (Assuming that is the case.)

Let's discuss whether we need to become even more formal
with the parties or whether we should just continue as is.

V ir4 % 1 P s/ y,/
O / V'U ' ' Ph $ gy } 4 g

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - _ a
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Daniel Berkovitz, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

,

Washington, D.C. 20555

Ret The Dow Chemical Company v
Consumers Power Company

Dear Mr. Berkovitz:

Confirming our telephone conversation of Friday, enclosed
are copies of various newspaper stories indicating that represen-
tatives of The Dow Chemical Company met with NRC personnel to
discuss matters at issue in the litigation now pending in the
Midland County Circuit Court with Consumers Power Company.

Also enclosed is a statement given to us by William Jentos
of Kirkland & Ellis, counsel for Dow. Mr. Jontes indicated that
this statement was read to the press in responso to inquiries.
We particularly call your attention to the last sentonce, indicat-
ing that Dow "had cooperated with the NRC for an exchange of
information as a result of the current discovery process in the
Dow/CP suit."

We understand the position of your office to be that NRC
staff personnel will not moet informally with representatives of
either Dow or Consumers Power Company. If that is the position
of the NRC, than we are concerned about the apparent ability of
Dow attorneys to discuss the issues and the evidence in our case
with members of the NRC staf f.

Wo look forward to hearing from you after you've had an
opportunity to review those materials.

Sincero. ,

BARRI", SOTT, DE 4 & D IKER

UY' Eutunn )rikorEDemw gy4 M lEnclosures

g,7p.p w _l(//bOq'>M'
y

-
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The documents in question refer to co'rrespondence with
Dow and the NRC and relate to information Dow determined
was germane to its riginal contention / that Consumers
' withheld material from Dow prior to the conclusion of the

1978 contract negotiations between Dow and Consumers.
As you know, it's the withholding of this initial infor-
mation that led Dow to seek relief from the courts of its
1978 contract. ,

These and other documents will be reviewed in normal
discovery process as this issue proceeds through normal
judicial $he"" m-

We really can't elaborato any further, the matter is
currently in litigation.

------------ .

Above statement given to Detroit Free Press and Booth Newspaper
(lansing bureau) on p.m. of 4-26

,

Press calls from WNEM-TV 5, Saginaw, WDIV-4, Detroit, Booth
Newspapers, Saginaw News, Midland Daily News & Detroit News received
4-27 as result of F.P. article...all told basically same as abovo...

stressed that Dow initiated nothing, only that we hado cooperated with
the NRC for an exchange of information as a result of the current
discovery process in the Dow/CP suit.

. a
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9. P'u L. S. probes '
- .

/ , '

- a

new charges"-.-

atMidland
-

1

LS. Probes >FP power planti
t

:

,

~ MDLAt@,Ircan Page 1A

ref m ea io the .o.n e i
-

T *.s #n=.=a teve.eue.s r e
me~

OW ar eS -
wl!1ful wrcegdoing' by a tulty cr. -

.

i Isntee the possiburtyof odderate or
,

' contractor, scruma mM.-- -

struma said the atW besas
-

' -

with wormation prmiaed by Dow, .
8 based in wtm+. Dow fatormaurs-.

bout..as
y

O [1,|v
ti

l pmidedInfortsatico toasand m;9 ed
some documents" rehting to the suas- 04..n., -

, testing.be said.i
Dow 1s st:Ing t'==w to amid,

pa%ng a penalty for cancesag its coo .

., .v.wsa
i Agency gets Dow doewnents

.

' w
3rDAVC EV!PETT

aloe's Off!ce of Invtrtigations la Wash- f k *p"i E*M'[$$ '
'

'

to g-
DeU Regslatory Com- the ted conditkms were changed- com y

udadon is investigating new charges itcouW !sdicate that Consexrs knew fad asetendons that f*-mers Mth '
reisted to soil seWement proWems at about the serious scils proNem at the beM materW (aformat$on frce Dow" -

Consoners PowerCo.'s 2dland code- MM!and
t before it told the ccen. before the deam comm wasWg'sedto*

O ponc project, the Frs Press has miedoo titin 1978.consumershas | gg7g, t-

ladsted that it did not learn of the ! It was tMs "MthboW:q M decal'''
' learned,

Delanstlsaffoncentarsco charges extent of the sccs problem netf1 mM- | Mormado,s" that led Dow to see tast,,,,, 3 ,, ,w. .

nha r ,-s . its co.wo,, m.y mg. ! THE DiFROFUL ccepection of .hsw acted laproperty la 1977 testins
CON 54JMEAS SPOKISMAN M!. ;

. soils has been the usad seriocs of sev-soils cosapection work at the Edland chael 1(ascMk afd Ttarsday that be
! erd major construebon misWtes at thesisa.

"We're talking _aboulthe poenNe _could not respond to the conutissioe's * cr.Jtitb%o-dctlar prelect, sow abod*

, hanging of test conditioncia the sccs lovestiptico mitbcart deta!!s of the tue. g5 percent ccmpk'te.ne itsulung sodt
.

testing Jan Stramna, the coat:sissace's ' ss&cs, belle "abschtely"decJed that seDJement has c2c5*d atleast one "tdL
the stinty knew the er.ent of sats safety bdidict at the sudcar pec;ect to[ I' Midwest spkesman,mid Thuaiay.He problems before ft was reported to theWek moreis a few mceths than swJd

,
said that the agency got doctments *

i
related to the allegations last week ~cormfanon la 1978. DoTma!!y be espected in 40 years..

j final Dov Cbendcal Co. and that they Censamers sadits pramy cootm-
.

See MDLAND, Page IfA tor.BecitdPowet Corp,an tuaseling|[,wurt given this week to the cocumis- veder many safety buMags at the
I. p'.ast and resWFporting them with coe-

: crete.
I The allegatfoes the f(adear Regr.!s.

tory C~-*+o is favetigating ts-
*,

i wived tr.e original scGs wwt . the com-
pectisg - not the art tist's gd:goni -

) now to fix it," Strasma said.

i He waH set say whetSer the a!!e-

! gadce wu alwt Cocsamers, Becitel
-

'

w anocher coctractor.
,

* ..j *

I Wall $htet endlyMs say the stod
meries h ent *cioering tact the o==w-

*

si dividend on Commers Forer
Co 's eome.ow statk ei11he elimiser-*
rd. Pare 4E,

i1
- - - _ - - _ - _ . _ _ . - - - _ - _ . - - . _ . _ . - . - . _ . _ - . ...-... -.- _. - _- __. - . _ - - - - - .
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Dow gives NRC evidence against Consumerp4Myi
*

MD~

fly JULIE MORRISON was forwarded thss week to the NRCe they do ant know ths'apecifice if theu- Freeland,said questiona almut theaHe h cuanpany oungevel rete.4ing amme
and The AwartatedI*reas Offere of la vent igations in W aahington. niente released te the NRC. A Midlarmi problenae and when Consumers were omfa ssten that feeled erevi.nas tede..

DETROIT-The U S Nurlear Reeru-
"D*st efface usually 6avestagstre the Count y Carruit Court order restricta ac- aware of theni were brought to the Mrs Stamiraneand the NPCerit.rimi

cean to documenta involved ia the lsw- NRCe nteention ssearly se1978. hproceduretwesuwtheutshtydad a.4g

fatory Commisasea ss ievestigatang possibihty of *delibevate er willful suit only to partice immediately In- Mrs. Stamiras said NRC inapectore almo reteet areas that pawed in previoua
..

-

charges that Consumers Power Cet er wronadotag" by a uhidy or centrartor Icarned of soile problems ahen they tents.volwd. ~
Dow spokesman Phillip Sskneider; A Connumers apnhemman the.e mnrn- were told by a worker that s suptert Consumers ,an aware of the enile, its contractors altered the conditions of Strauma aned.

.

ing enid tho utahty is ant owareof eluch bearn ia the nominantratsen buildeng probleme before it tegen eondructing
'

) anel teste at the utahty's Efodland au- said hinformatonn wes turnedewe ta documente the NRC has, adding the failed in 1977 betsune of poorly- the dscael generstar building.w hich 6s a* riensplant,anNRComenalnays the NRC at that agency's requeet. Ile: The NRCiminveWigntsagallegatans company has not been notified of sa sa- campacted soil. Consumero did sent re- softey-relatel etructure,ohe anid.
Consumers alas schnowle feed the

}Tampactiea test conditions werefurniahedby DowChemicalCo.thatem! ' mand NRC attorneys wanted et tecause.stafimemberswdigivedepositionadur - .wetigatana. . port the fasture tothe NRCInauae the emis problemsin Marth 15.1%l find-llawever. Tam Italhday alaoamidin a kadang is riot safety related and was
changed in 1977.Jan Strasma, the ing the upcominglewouitbetween Dow, prepared statement that Coneumers tin refore notconandered by tho utahty to ings, she said, when the rnmpany wrote

1 Thursda y.
"We are merely cooperating in the d d not know the entent of noit acttle- be an NECenacern.she aned, -

*hindaaght ennfirmia that endence es-areary's Mideret spokesmani send and Consumera. ,

~ *We're talksng shout the possible proceu of daarowry with other partace meat problema et the Midtend plant he-
"When they did find out by hap. lated in 1977, whith it giwa ddTerent,

, changing et te.4 condatanne* in the saile in thelawsuit."RI.aridar amid
- fare they wen taparted se the NRC an penatance,the NRC ohould haveinves . weight, would have revealed the

tigeted it Tsaht then," she said. "But plant. wide soile rendition in time to
Duw issuing Conmuwra for $60 mil- 1978 *' '* '

A rataen intervennt in the bledlanda lace and attemgting e. evoid peying at ' . Improperly compacted enila ere em-
they wait antal someoneputa it in their have prevented the probleme whiebt tentang.Strewnsmaid.

tese chsetised the NRC for its an.
penaltyforranceling *- Arecttobuy eng se,cral ennstriaction proldems et lap er until the whole thina blewo up on now confront ue?

v.ent.asying the agency had ia. steam from the Misined plant. A tiae 83 95 ballion twis reactor plant, them thaverealproblemswLththetim.
The Ceamumere audit and written

, formatina about then issue an long sa enuntersuit by Consumers eseks miore now about B6percentcomplete,
ingefthge? ' findlage are the " closest we've ever

five years agoond should hove launched 'than 5400 mdhon from Dow.
Consumers. 6ta primary.cnntractnef Mra Starn6ria amid the extent ofmoile come le s emnhing gua that indicatad io

Dow contende en the lawmut.f;1cd laat flechsel Pewer Carp., sad ether con ' prtMema alao was bewught to the etten-
block end ehete there were rhansvela

d Stranana said the NRC decided to summer.that Consumers falsely rep.
struction firme are tunneling beneath taanof the NRCby Consumerstaa 1977 .sosta testa,* Mrs filamirta anid.- amiaveestraticethen .

auditef theanilesituation Sheamidthe
Streams said apocarece of the inven-

start sta inveatgetoon after PDow in . vnented to the chemical crumpany th* severst buddinge at the site and will coenpany concluded that a contractor, , tigation have ontyetbeen madebythe
' estent of anale protJeme and entia ated puur new concrete to sopport buildings

aup,I6ed seine documence* shout the completiondetenforthe plant. pt the plant.
' ~ . USTeodang medeerrorsiacalculation NRC addingheducenotknowhowlong. . formally provided infarinataan to us and !

Beth schnesider end Straema ssid latervener Barbara Stamirie. e( and method of ssseing the soile and that theinvestigaboe wllleentinue.
,

, teetsas. edding that the lafermateen
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blRC proainc Midland plantsoil-test-recorc charges N
. Eiy DAVID SEDGwICK

agency received documents from Dow Chemical Co. If the allegations are accepted as true by the NRC, diesel generator building had sunk severalinches lie >. News Lanaang Bureau which detaded allegations of falsified test results. the agency has wide dl%crelsonary authority that said that was the first tame the utlisty a as aware the /
Those tests allegedly took place before 1978. ranges from issuing heavy fines to wasving penalties. sicking tifected a safet y -related huilJang..CHICACO - The Nuclear Regulatory Commission blichael Koschik, a Consumers Power spokesman, The records under NRC review are part of a legal The NRC's Office of Invest 6gatums in Washington

is probeng charges that construction related records said that ollectals at the Jackson based usualy have fight between Dow and Consumers. Those records is handhng the in<guiry. Neppler said.
of the Midland Nuclear Plant mere falsatied by always been forthrignt about the soM problems. purportedly show that the results of soil tests were Krppict, NRC's top bl6dwest othetal. said he per-Consumers Power Co. or enc ol ets subcontractors.

The resiew centers on allegations that sed tests at _No offklal of Consumers Power eRher intention - misrepresented to the NitC, but K is unclear who
the ptant s construction sate mere intentiona y fais&- ally or unintentionally withheld information about allegedly f alsified the Information. '

sonally as unaware of any fraud that might have
n occurred. Keppler also said he is not famdiar with

fled. a top NRC of ficial said Thursday. soti settlement froen the N RC " Koschat said, Smce 1978. the utility has been struggling to find a detantsof thepsobe.
Consi,mers is now spendang hundreds of muttons of . Ilowever, Koschik said he could not comment solution to the so61s problems involvang a key building "To the best of my kriostedge there has been no

dollars to prevent porttons of the unfinished, twin. about pcsssble actions taken by subcontractors work- at the 35 Million nuclear plant. The company began falsificathm. But if there er.s falsificaleon. H uculd
reactor plant from senaing lato soft soll, lag on the massive constructson project. reinforcing the underpannmgs in December 1982 and be a matter that would be dealt with strongly. he

the comples task is about one thard completed. said.James Keppler. NRC adminrstsator for Region 111 "At that time, we were placing a lot store responsi- Koschak said that Consumcrs reported the proh-
, said the tavestigation was started last seek after the bHdy on the subcontractors,"be saad. . less to the NRC w6 thin 24 hours after learning the Please see CHARGES,Page A 2
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!on troubled Fermi'
*

mm E loHxi_,,u,ts, ,
assurance that the plant is being built *

CLOSE LOOK, pioperiy, a.iid strasma. -if we uncov- i { Continued from l' age 1 A ments did not detail any major pmb-er construction problems, then it could lems, he added.;
lead to delays or additonal costs." !Agency In the Consumers case, chargI

in _ .as.d ins - ti.m s at th. ,_ m i , ."W,e.believ,nsp r work.can stand up to
.

e ou
an t,on. w _ . r.is.d in r.s to d _ . m .nt.

plant mean that NltC persimnel are ; The William 11. Zimmer plant in obtamed last week from Dow Chemi-
*

now deeply involved in both major i .' Ohio was not so fortunate. Some $1.7 cal Co., a former partner in the hlid- j}e . .

ry gmq 1 nuclear power construction projecis in ' billion had been spent and the plant land project. NilC officials want to3

L 1vu1 hiichigan. - twas 97 percent complete when the know if the sods problem could have
Agency officials haid yesterday they ! . NitC, citing a litany of quality cimtrol been detected in 1977 and not in 1978

hik Fh k soils settlement problems at Consum- | 've mber 1982. Dow, saying it was misled by Con- .

.
are investigating new allegations of : |p.mblems, halted construction in No. as Consumers has niaintamed.

ers Power Co.'s Alidland nuclear pow- sumers, pulled out of the hiidland
er plant. The inveatigation focuses on | STRASMA SAID the hal't came program last July and is suing Con-I3TObeCOuldlead alk gatiems that Consumers may have after a period of heavy NitC involve- sumers for more than $60 million in,

acted improperly
com,actie=~wo,,in 1977 when soils

merat at Zimmer, which included a10 neW deIays :. wa, tested at the : $200,000 fine slapped on the project
' ibecause of safety problems. 'Ihe Zim- .we are rooru. rig for ;plant site.c"- -

By Michael A. Robinson Consumirs contends it did not [ mer plant is now being converted to a furtiler aSSHrdHCe |

**

cid Ch:rlie Cain
,

know of the soils problem, which still t coal.t' ired facility.
7Newa t, nsing Ilureau threatens cumpletion of the $5.7 bil , 'I . .In anylarge(nuclear) construction e

lum project until 1978 - after Dow , : pmject, the last few months are a time liclHg l) Hilt properlyI.ANSING - The federal Nuclear -
,

llegulatory Commission (NitC) is m- ; signed a contract to buy steam from j when problems may suface," said
tensifying inspections of Detroit Ed - the Alidland plant. j Strasm! . "But we are confident that damages. Consumers in turn seeks to
sim Co.'s Fermi Il nuclear imwer plant, i there is nothing of the magnitude of recover some $460 million it says Dow
which is nearing completion in Mon. SOIL BENEATil some of the , Zimmer at Fermi. owes in cancellation fees.I huge complex nunk excessively, and,o ,,

Although no quality control prob. umler onters from the NitC the utility
lems have been discovered, the in. is working on a costly project to

, [We have not imposed any fines or A DOW SPOKESMAN said the l
* major stop work orders at Fermi.

cre ' cttention could lead to new remove the defective soil and replace it HTheir record has been fairly good." ' 'information was requested by the
NItC. lie further stated that the infor-

with concrete foundations.delag cnd cost overruns at the $107
billiim F;rmi facility, NitC spokesman Meanwhile, lalisam officials sa,d , J.: lie said that the new effort will mation is part of documents the com-

,

i : bring inspectors from the NilC's Chi pany prepared for its suit against
J:n Str:sma confirmed yesterday. tijeg are o (mst c ti cago regional office to the plant to lend

mstn et Consumers.
The agency usually steps up its as a resnit of ti.e NitC's inspection [ assistance to inspectors already at the "We contend m our su t that Con-

scrutiny of nuclear plants as they near i A.fonroe County construction site. su,mers withheld materml about theprogram.
the final stag-s of construction, said .We have said the plant is a good * ip smi samphng from us at the time we
Strasma. Fermi 11 is 98 percent com- safe plant,"an Edimm spokesman said- d '.WE MAY IIAVE,a dozen differ- entered into an agreement with them
plein cnd is slated to begm operat, g ent inspectors at one time or another m 1978, said Phil Schneuler.m

,

e.arly next year - 11 years later than Continued on Page .i A ;,or even more," he said. Consumers' spokesman Thoma,s-
originally planned. _ _ _ _ _ - .

'

j viewed copics of Islimm's "safeteam" hy its original statement that it was
y' * Strasma said his agency has re- llolliday said the company still stands'

jenit interviews of all construction unaware of th+ soil problems until

.

p. iorkers leaving the site. T. hose docu- 1978.
. . . _ .

v
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ByJULIE 510RRISON
, Daily News staff writer

-,,

,

JACKSON- Unit 2 of the Slidland
nuclear plant is now expected to cost i

53.95 billion and should be in com-
'" " '' " " '****". mercial operation by December 1986. w cm - Wher..h.pi- L

Consumers Power Co. officials said i

Tuesday. |
. .

The cost is almost as much as the
. Selby said the cost and schedule revis-company's last estimate of the total tab

for the twin reactor nuclear project. ton were necessitated primarily by Dow
Chemical Co.'s decision to tenninate its

now more than a decade behind sched.
nie and billions of dollars over budget. contract to bu process steam from Unit

Total cost of the projectis now estimated 1 of the plant as well as the implemen-
tation of a Construction Completion.

st about S5.5 billion.
'

Plan for the site. Approved by the feder-
Consumers also announced it was .

al Nuclear Regulatory Commission, t hecutting its quarterly common stock :
dividend to 35 cents, down 28 cents or 44 CCP outlines a method for completing

percent from 63 cents. The dividend eut
the plant and assuring quality. The
lP an requires a reinspection of workis expected to raise $100 million a year

to fund construction of the Slidland
already completed before new work can
c ntinue.-

project. Consumers currently has a $776 mil-Consumers Preri'ent John D. Selby
announced the revised cost and sched.

lion rate hike request pending before
ule for shareholders at the utility's an- the Stichigan Public Service Com-
nual meeting. Consumers previously mission. If approved, S564.2 million or
had estimated the whole project would 27.7 percent of that amount would be
cost S4.43 billion and be completed by charged to electric customers when r

Unit 2 goes on line and would representmid 1966. ,

the company's first return on its in-The company's latest estimate did not
include an update about Unit 1 of the vestment in the project. The rate hike

w : r,-- - -. . ~e ~ - s., . plant, and the utility said its fato is on -~ request does not include costs for Unit 1.
"indctinite hold." Thedividend reduction announced bv

The arumuncement raises the cost of Consumers applies only to'commdi
Unit 2 from the $2 billion has already stock. Dividends on preferred and pref-
invested in it and marks the fifth major erence stock willbe paid in full.
revision in cost the company has made Selby said the dividend reduction is,

since the niant was announced in the "in recognition of the uncertainty over
Slidland, the need to conserve cash andlate 10%. -

Consumers spokeeman >!ichael Ko- maintain a dividend that willin the fu-
schik said the company has invested ture allow access to cquity markets."
$3.2 bt!! ion in both units to date. With the red uction in dividends. Con-

In announcing the schedule, Selby sumers common stock now will pay
said Consumers will continue building yearly dividends of $1.40 per share in-
t''c plant becaueo of Shchigan's future stead of $2.52.
6ncrq needs. Selby also announcedConeumers' net

"Weat Consumers Power have thenh- incomc mereased 33 percent m the first
,,

ligation not only to provide the power to quarter of 1984, the result of an un.
, turn the wheels of today% industry but usua!!y cold winter.
to meet the demands of the future as
wel' 'Selb.v ud. -While economic fore-
cactmg a far from an exact .cience, by
even the most modest foreca*its.
Stichican will need Shdland's powcr be-
fore the end of this decade.'

Selby wid rate * mitially will have to
,

increase to cover Slidland's con-'

struction costs, but he added de..e. .i. * ,..
~ preetation tax benefits in 10 > ears will

*
.

reduce the price of cicetricity trem the
_.. . _ _ _ . * - - - - ~ -

-
el.mr bv 2 > rdcont, he-
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BY KEITH N AUGHTON rrtCta.d Mu.cd
.

News Staff Writer
Q 1 11,H9q*..

MIDLAND - Because of the in-
crease in the cost of one reactor at 1

. the Slidland Nuclear Plant, Con-
:wP.M sumers Power Co. may have to

' increase a record rate hike request f **'
u-NM25. M y; g ;. . , . .

s . < .. . . . ..

**+ %. sy.Q.. w6t.c. M

by almost 60 percent.
At a press conference at the

plant today, a utility executive said Howell said it will not cost as
Consumers' $U6 million rate in- muchto complete Unit Ithanit will
crease request will have to rise in to complete the other reactor be-
proportion to the new cost of one of cause they share common
the plant's reactors. systems,

Consumers announced Tuesday "We're keeping cut options open
the costof justoneunitof theplant on Unit t. . .(but) concentrating on.

will total $3.95 billion and be com. one plant reduces the financial
p!eted in December of 1986. The strain." he said.
utility's rate hike request, now be. Howellsaid financing the plantis

the ut!!!ty's " major hurdle" forfore the state Public Service Com.
,

mission, is based on that reactor completing it, noting that obtaining
costing $2.5 billion. financing from Wall Street has

; been difficult for utilities building
,

"There will have to be a propor.
tionate recovery in rates," said nucIcarplants.

. ~ " . . - - - - - Stephen H. Howell, Consumers' ex. "Certainly the climate is bad
ecutive vice president in charge of now," he said.- - - - _ . _ . . _ ,

the Slidlandplant. Howell said obtaining a license
Howell said the utility is read. from federal regulators to operate

justing its figures and will change the plant also will be a significant
its request to the PSC in "a couple step the utility must make to com-

of months." plete the plant.
The utility will nut predict the The utility is confident it can

. .., fate of the' plant's other moth. receive that license by the time it
balled reactor, but now says it is plans toload nuclear fuelon July t

+ M .. . . .w . ..

buildmga one. unit project. 1986. Its confidence is based on an"We are now a single plant with intensive, government ordered re-
construction going toward comple- inspection program, which Con-
tion. said James W. Cook, a Con- sumers expects will cause 40
sumers vice president. percent of the plant to be re-The utility continues to maintain worked Cooksaid,
that electricity generated from the
reactor that is on hold - called | 600 acres bum
Unit t -will be needed by 1994.

Unit 1 was originally designed to at Camp Grayh,ng
provide steam to the Dow Chemi.
cal Co. of Slidland. Dow pulled out By Booth News Service
of its contract to purchase the

GRAYLING - Dry conditions
steam last summer and filed suit were blamed for a (!re 3!onday ,
against Consumers. [ that burned 600 acres of grasslandsThe utility counter. sued. and is
seeking a settlement in excess of at Camp Grayling, and state fire
$4tio million. llowell did not predtet officials are warntng that the po-
the suits will be settled uut et court, tential for forest fires will remain

"We are not talking (with high in Stichigan until rnid Stay.
The Stonday fire wasignited by aDowt," he said. "They have not

she!! that was being destroyed onwantedIo talk directly."
In figurm; the new cost of the the mortar range.

plant. Consumers has " set aside" f
!!'e $2t0 million it spent to build
equipment that would have sup.,

p!!cd steam for Dow. It hopes to -

recover double that amount
> n--"m.Hahn !!% ell s1:d. L - -- - . ~ . . _ , , , ,,. ~ ~ - - - . . .

a
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Consumers starts ~

ad campaign:on TV
-

BY DAVID SEDGW3CK
Consumers will pay for the cam-

News Lansing Bureau paignwith arporate funds andwill
not charge ratepayers, Koschtk

-

LANSING - Consumers Power said.*
Co., which is (lghting to save the Both ads have a nostalgic note,
Midland Nuclear Plant, is mount- showing a domestic scene from the
ing a televised advertising cam- turn of the century and an office
paign emphasizing future setting in the 1930s. They allude toConsumers Power's approaching-

electricaineeds.
The company has hired the Bir- centennial in 1986, said Thomas

mingham-based advertising firm Eicher, the ad agency's supervi-
Stone, August & Co. to run the ad s ory manager who is handling the
campaign. The agency developed campaign. .

two,one-minute spots. "Our approach is softer and less
Consumers is embroiled in a de- aggressive.They have a bit of nos-

bate with state officials over the talgia, leading into the (com-
need for the 85.7 billion nuclear pany's) centennial," he said.

The ads will r' n at least threeu
plant. However, the ads do not ac- weeks, and perhaps much longer.
tually mention the power plant or "It takes awhile to change publicthe company's financialtroubles.

One top state official claimed attitudes,"Eicher explained.
Consumers' ad campaign is a The agency developed the cam-
waste of money. paign after conducting an opinion

"I am getting awfully weary of survey of Michigan , residents. i
this,"said Attorney GeneralFrank Eicher declined to disclose the sur- |
Kelley, a longtime critic of .the vey's results.
utility. i+ Consumers has hired a second

) "It is " imprudent, especially advertising agency to place ads in
since most of this is propaganda newspapers throughout the Lower
that is trying to convince people Peninsula.Those ads contain more
that managementis not at f ault for specific information about the
all their problems," he added. state's energy needs, according to ,
. Kelley said the campaign will Koschik.

cost roughly $600,000. Company of- In the past, Consumers and other
ficials declined comment on the utilities have donated funds to pro-

nuclear advertising campaigns.campaign's cost.
Company spokesman Michael Last year, the company ear-

Koschik, however, said the TV ads marked more than $100,000 for the"_
do not deal directly with the issue Committee for Energy Awareness,

an industry group based in Wash-of theMidlandplant.
"The basic point is that Consum- in gton, D.C.

ers Power has supplied' energy to The firm produced ads contend-
Michigan for nearly 100 years. ing that nuclear energyis essential
We've always been able to plan for for a' guaranteed supply of electric-
energy growth, and we can do soin ity. Those ads were aired on net-
the future,"he said.

' work television!ast year.
-
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The Dow Chemical Company Docket No. 50-264
ATTN: Mr. Eerold Hoyle, Chairman -

Radiation Safety Commaittee
1707 haildi=
Midland, Michigan 48640,

|
; Gentlemen:
i
'

This refers to the inspection conducted on March 6 and 7, 1974, by
Mr. J. A. Finn of this office of activities authorized by License No.
1-108 and to the discussion of our findings with Dr. Anders of your
staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas ====in=d
during the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted
of a selective a===4mation of procedures and representative records,
intervisers with plant persousel, and observations by the inspector.

No violations of AEC requirements were identified within the scope of
this inspection.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the AEC's " Rules of Practice," Fart
2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the

. aaMa=ad inspection report will be placed in the AEC's Public Document
'

Room, except as follows. If this report contains any inforestion that
you or your contractors believe to be proprietary, you must apply in

. writing to this office, within twenty days of your receipt of this
! letter, to withhold such information from public disclosure. The

application must include a full statenant of the reasons for which the
information is considered proprietary, and should be prepared so that
proprietary information identified in the application is containad in
an enclosure to the application.
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The Dow Chemical company -2- Q.s|,T; ,
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,

y : 6C We will gladly discuss any questiona you have concerning tids inspection.
.,1

~; t. ..
Sincerely yours,

James G. Rappler
Regional Director

Enclosure:
B0 Inspection Apt No.

050-264/74-01

cc w/ encl
Dr. O. U. Anders

Reactor Supervisor

bec: RO Chief, FS&EB
RO:HQ (4)
L:D/D for Fuels & Materials
DR Central Files
RO Files
PDR
NSIC

i

,

l

l

. .

f:.. .?
i

.

|
*

i ,

t

|

OFFICE > . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ .... .. . . . . . .... . ... .. . . . . . . . . .~. ~..~.......,

l

I $URNAME> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . ~ . . . . . - ... ~~.~.

DATE> . _;. . . . . . . . . . . -

( Form AEC.3ts (Rev.9 33) AECM 0240 *** '4 6 84 - 81886-8 eis-ofs
I
!
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U. S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION,

DIRECTORATE OF REGULATORY OPERATIONS

REGION III

Report of Operations Radiological Protection

RO Inspection Report No. 050-264/74-01
.

Licensee: The Dow Chemical Company
1701 Building
Midland, Michigan 48640

TRIGA Reactor License No. R-108
Midland, Michigan Category: F

Type of Licensee: 100 Kw, TRIGA (Non Pulsing)

Type of Inspection: Unannounced

Dates of Inspection March 6 and 7, 1974

Dates of Previous Inspection: Septenber 20 and 21, 1973 (Operations)

I'a
Principal Inspector: J. A. Finn ~2Y''

/ (Date)
.

Accompanying Inspectors: None

Other Accompanying Personnel: None

/ / L/
* '

e or Health Physicist Y k74Reviewed By: W . L'. 'isher',
Facilities Radiological Protection (Date)

~

Section
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Enforcement Action: None.

Licensee Action on Previously Identified Enforcement Matters

None reported within the scope of the inspection.

Unusual Occurrences: None.

Other Significant Findings

A. Current Findings: None.

B. Unresolved Items: None.

C. Status of Previously Reported Unresolved Items: None reported.

Management Interview

The following individuals were present during the management interview:

Dr. O. U. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
Dr. J. W. Turley, Laboratory Director
Mr. L. G. Silverstein, Radiological Safety Officer
Mr. G. W. Engdahl, Health Physicist

The scope and findings of the inspection were discussed. The inspector
stated that no items of noncompliance had been identified.-

i
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Dr. O. U. Anders, Reactor Supervisor
Mr. L. G. Silverstein, Radiological Safety Officer

2. Personnel Monitoring

Film badges are obtained from a commercial supplier on a monthly basis.
The badges monitor beta, gamma and fast neutrons. Visitors are provided
badges. Forme AEC-4 are not completed for reactor personnel. The badge
suppliers' report is the equivalent of Form AEC-5.

Self-reading dosimeters are used as deemed apprcpriate. Ranges avail-
able include O to 200 milliroentgens and 0 to 1 roentgen. Results
are recorded in the experimental logbook.

A review of film badge reports for 1971, 1972 and 1973 showed the max-
imum annual whole body exposure was 50 millirem. Skin exposures have
been minimal. No reports had been received to date in 1974.

,

3. Surveys and Survey Instruments

.y The licensee has on hand survey instruments capable of measuring beta,
gamma and neutrons. These are calibrated semiannually.

a

"<,- The reactor room sample storage area is surveyed daily. Surveys made
'' during removal of experiments from the lazy susan or from the rabbit
* ' system are recorded in the experimental log books.

? \

* 4. Rabbit System
,

The rabbit system is a closed system provided with a high efficiency part-
iculate filter upstream from the blower. The blower exhausts into the

, hot laboratory hood exhaust pipe, which, in turn, exhausts through a
high efficiency particulate filter to the roof stack.

,

, ' , The sender-receiver station is in the hot laboratory hood. A seal cover,g
plate is in place during sending and receiving operations. The station
is under vacuum relative to the pressure in the hood.

,

Rabbit samples are doubly contained. The sample is sealed in a plastic,

' ' ' ' '
container, which is then sealed in a plastic outer container. Remote
handling tools are available.

ii ~ A.
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5. Radioactive Waste

Solid waste from the reactor consists mostly of spent domineralizer
. resins. About 10 gallons of resin are transferred annually to a
licensed waste burial service. Activity consists mostly of sodium 24.
In addition, a small quantity of liquids generated during chemical
separations of experimental samples are " solidified" with vermiculite
and shipped as solid waste. There is no liquid waste from the reactor

' pool.

Particulate. gaseous effluents are measured by the continuous air monitor.
There'has been nothing above background, which is of the order of 10-14
microcuries per milliliter. Argon 41 concentration calculations in the
SAR assuming continous generations of argon are below Part 20 limits.
However, the rabbit system is used only about 5 hours per week.

6. . Area Radiation Monitor (Technical Specifications G.1 & G.2)

The area radiation monitor consists of a geiger tube mounted on the
reactor room wall about 13 feet from the reactor, and a meter readout
and alarm at the operating. panel. The meter readout and alarm are
shared with the water monitor. The area radiation monitor is calibrated
semiannually with a 10 milligram radium source. The alarm is set daily
at 1 milliroentgen per hour as part of the Daily Startup Checklist.

7 Water Monitor

Pool water is filtered and portions are demineralized. Prior to filtering,
the water passes through a water monitor vessel containing a geiger tube.
The signal is fed to the area radiation monitor-water monitor readout
at the opcration console. The readout represents the combined signals
from both probes.

The water monitor is calibrated semiannually. The alarm is set daily at 1
milliroentgen per hour as part of the Daily Startup Checklist.

8. Continuous Air Monitor (Technical Specifications G.2 & G.3)

The continuous air monitor (particulate) is located in the reactor room
with readout and alarm on the monitor itself. The monitor is operated
in the fixed air sample mode. Each day as part of the Daily Startup
Checklist, the filter is moved, the background is recorded (e.g. 50
counts per minute) and the alarm points are set. The low alarm is set
at 1000 counts per minute (equivalent to about 2 x 10-11 microcuries per
milliliter on an eight hour sample). The high alarm is set at 5000
counts per minute. The monitor is calibrated weekly with a beta source.

-4_
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9. Records

The following records were reviewed for items concerned with radiation
protection and radwaste:

a. Daily'Startup Check List

b. Weekly Instrumentation Checklist

c. Monthly Checklist

d. Semiannual Checklist

e. Reactor Operating Log

f. Experimental Log

g. Radiation Monitoring Instruments Calibration Book

h. Film Badge Reports

.
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