
ENCLOSURE CONTAINS PROPRIETARY INFORMATION
July 16, 2004

Framatome ANP
ATTN:  Mr. Robert E. Link

 Plant Manager
2101 Horn Rapids Road
Richland, Washington 99352

SUBJECT:  NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 70-1257/2004-003

Dear Mr. Link:

This report refers to the inspection conducted from June 14-17, 2004, at the Richland Facility. 
The purpose of the inspection was to determine whether activities authorized by the license
were conducted safely and in accordance with NRC requirements.  At the conclusion of the
inspection, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff identified in the report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report.  Within these areas, the
inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and observation of activities in progress.

Within the scope of the inspection, violations or deviations were not identified.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC’s "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter and
Enclosure 1 will be available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public Document Room
or from the Publicly Available Records (PARS) component of NRC’s document system (ADAMS). 
ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html (the
Public Electronic Reading Room).  Enclosure 2 contains proprietary information and, therefore, in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 will not be made publicly available.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

/RA/

David A. Ayres, Chief
Fuel Facility Inspection Branch 1
Division of Fuel Facility Inspection

Docket No. 70-1257
License No. SNM-1227

Enclosures:  (See Page 2)
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Richland, Washington 99352

Donald W. Parker, Manager
Environmental, Health, Safety & Licensing
Framatome ANP, Inc.
2101 Horn Rapids Road
Richland, Washington 99352

Loren J. Maas, Manager
Licensing and Compliance
Framatome ANP, Inc.
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Calvin D. Manning, Manager
Nuclear Criticality Safety
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Enclosure 1

REGION II

Docket No.: 70-1257

License No.: SNM-1227

Report No.: 70-1257/2004-003

Licensee: Framatome ANP, Inc.

Facility: Richland Facility

Location: Richland, Washington

Dates: June 14-17, 2004

Inspectors: W. Britz, Fuel Facility Inspector
M. Crespo, Fuel Facility Inspector
W. B. Gloersen, Senior Fuel Facility Inspector

Accompanied by: David A. Ayres, Chief, Fuel Facility Inspection Branch 1

Approved by: David A. Ayres, Chief
Fuel Facility Inspection Branch 1
Division of Fuel Facility Inspection



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Framatome ANP
NRC Inspection Report 70-1257/2004-003 (Part 1)

This routine announced inspection was conducted in the areas of chemical operations, fire
safety, and environmental protection.  The inspection involved observation of work activities, a
review of selected records, and interviews with plant personnel.  The inspection identified the
following aspects of the licensee programs as outlined below:

Chemical Operations

� The licensee adequately outlined and analyzed the chemical hazards present at the
facility.  The licensee’s site Emergency Plan accurately depicted the locations of the
chemicals hazards and the emergency response equipment (Paragraph 2.a).

� The licensee adequately implemented the control of standard operating procedures in
the process area and clearly presented the information required by operators
(Paragraph 2.b).

� The licensee’s shipments of hydrofluoric acid (HF) and anhydrous ammonium were
adequately monitored and met the uranium concentrations of the license.  The licensee
initiated corrective actions to address the inadequate testing and calibration of the older
model HF detector (Paragraph 2.c).

� The licensee’s training lesson plans properly incorporated chemical safety (Paragraph
2.d).

� The licensee’s safety department adequately reviewed unusual operational events and
implemented appropriate corrective and compensatory measures (Paragraph 2.e).

Fire Safety

� No changes in management or support personnel had taken place since the previous
inspection.  The audits and maintenance of the fire protection systems were being
conducted as required.  The inspection of the fire protection systems, equipment, fire
and hydrogen detectors, inspection tags, and postings appeared adequate (Paragraph
3.a).

� The inspectors had no issues with the site hazard analyses, the Pre-Fire Plan, or the fire
protection system installation, which was in process at the new blended low enriched
uranium (BLEU) facility (Paragraph 3.b). 

� Fire protection services were provided by the City of Richland, with immediate action
and further support from licensee personnel.  The inspectors had no issues with the
annual fire drill or the inspections performed by licensee and off site support personnel
(Paragraph 3.c). 
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Environmental Protection

� The environmental monitoring program was implemented in accordance with
the requirements of License SNM-1257.  Environmental sampling results for forage and 
soil during the last 12 months showed uranium and fluoride activities at near
background levels in the environment and represented minimal impact from the facility’s
operations (Paragraph 4.a).

� An acceptable quality control program was maintained for analytical measurements of
environmental samples, including the participation in an aqueous sample proficiency
testing program (Paragraph 4.b).

� The environmental audit program was consistent with the requirements specified in 
Section 2.6.4 of the license application.  The environmental program audits were
thorough and corrective actions were tracked to resolution (Paragraph 4.c).

Attachment:
List of Persons Contacted
Inspection Procedures Used
List of Items Opened, Closed, Discussed
List of Acronyms



REPORT DETAILS

1. Summary of Plant Status

This report covered the period of June 14-17, 2004.  The dry conversion, ammonium
diuranate (ADU), pelletizing, solid waste uranium recovery (SWUR), nuclear absorber
fuel (NAF) rod fabrication facility and the waste streams were ongoing at Framatome
during the inspection period.  The fuel bundle assembly area was not operational. 
There were no plant upsets or unusual operational occurrences during the inspection.

2. Chemical Safety (MC 2603/001)

a. Process Safety Information (IP 88056), Emergency Response Procedures (IP 88064)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s process safety analysis and verified that it
reflected the actual hazards present in the plant.  The inspectors also reviewed the
licensee’s hazardous chemical inventory list and plot plan to verify that locations and
quantities were accurately depicted.

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors noted no issues with the licensee’s safety analysis for the chemical
(ADU) process / scrap recovery area.  The inspectors found that the licensee’s site
Emergency Plan adequately and accurately depicted the locations and quantity of bulk
hazardous chemicals stored and used on-site.  The inspectors also verified that the
emergency response equipment was in adequate condition and that the quantities were
accurately reflected in the site Emergency Plan.

(3) Conclusions

The licensee adequately outlined and analyzed the chemical hazards present at the
facility.  The licensee’s site Emergency Plan accurately depicted the locations of the
chemicals hazards and the emergency response equipment.

b. Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) (IP 88058), Site-wide Safety Procedures (IP
88059)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the SOP for the operation of the anhydrous ammonia tank and
the start up of the ADU system to verify that they were updated and had been approved
by the safety department.  The inspectors also reviewed the SOPs to verify that they
presented the appropriate information in a clear manner and were being used by 
operators.  The inspectors verified that the SOPs detailed chemical hazards of the
process.
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(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors noted that the SOPs were clear in their presentation of information to the
operators, including chemical hazards descriptions.  The inspectors noted the SOPs
outlined the processes into appropriate categories (start-up/normal operations).  The
inspectors also noted that the alarm response procedure tables were available to the
operators in the SOPs.  The procedures were available to the operators via computer
terminals located throughout the plant and provided the operators with access to the
most recent revision.  The inspectors also noted that controlled copies of the procedures
were available to the operators in case of a computer failure.  The inspectors observed
that procedures were often used in the facility via checklists that the operators must
perform.  No issues were identified.

(3) Conclusions

The licensee adequately implemented control of SOPs in the process area and clearly
presented the information required by operators.

c. Detection and Monitoring (IP 88060)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s latest shipments of hydrofluoric acid (HF) and
anhydrous ammonia (NH4) sold offsite to verify that they met the uranium concentration
requirements in the license.  The inspectors also reviewed the records for the periodic
inspections of areas of the plant with hazardous chemicals that could affect licensed
material.  The inspectors also reviewed the HF monitoring of the dry conversion facility
(DCF) to verify that it was being properly maintained.

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors noted that the latest shipments of HF and NH4 were adequately
monitored and found to be below the concentrations listed in the license.  The
inspectors also noted that the licensee had in place a system to ensure that the size of
the shipments and concentration of uranium were met via checklists.

The inspectors found that the periodic inspection records of areas with chemical
hazards appeared thorough.  No issues were noted.

The inspectors reviewed the calibration records and the calibration procedures for the
HF detectors in the DCF HF room.  The inspectors noted a weakness in the calibration
procedure for testing the alarm setpoint in the older model HF detectors.  However, the
procedure for the new type of detectors adequately tested the setpoint.  In response to
the procedure weakness, the licensee initiated a Condition Report (CR 2004-1024) to
address the issue (either by replacing the older detector or revising the alarm setpoint
procedure).  The inspectors found the licensee actions regarding the observation to be
adequate.  No other issues were noted.
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(3) Conclusions

The licensee’s shipments of HF and NH4 were adequately monitored and met the
uranium concentrations of the license.  The licensee initiated corrective actions to
address the inadequate testing and calibration of the older model HF detector.

d. Chemical Safety Training (IP 88061)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed lesson plans and verified that the appropriate chemical safety
topics were covered.  The inspectors also questioned operators regarding the hazards
of the process to verify they have received the appropriate amount of training.

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed the lesson plans for the NH4 bulk tank operations and general
use of HF.  The inspectors noted that the chemical safety hazards and appropriate
personal protective equipment (PPE) requirements were adequately described.  The
licensee’s goal for the training program was to incorporate all the hazardous bulk
chemicals into the HF training plan, creating a facilities chemical hazard lesson plan.  No
issues were noted with the lesson plans reviewed.

Operators questioned regarding the chemical safety hazards of the process were
knowledgeable of the appropriate PPE requirements and the locations of the most
significant hazard areas.

(3) Conclusions

The licensee’s training lesson plans properly incorporated chemical safety.

e. Incident Investigation (IP 88065) 

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee log book for unusual operational events to verify
that they were reviewed by safety and properly addressed to prevent occurrence.

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed CR #11550, involving an HF spill in the DCF HF room.  The
inspectors noted that the safety review of the event recommended compensatory
actions (procedure modifications) prior to the engineering change that would prevent the
problem from reoccurring.  The inspectors verified that the compensatory measures
were in place and that the causal analysis had been performed.
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The inspectors found the log book for unusual operational events adequate for
recording events and communicating the corrective actions (or compensatory
measures) to operators in the plant area.  No issues were noted.

(3) Conclusions

The licensee’s safety department adequately reviewed unusual operational events and
implemented appropriate corrective and compensatory measures.

3. Fire Safety (IP 88055)

a. Fire Protection Program Management/Organization (O4.01)
Review of Documentation Related to the Fire Protection Program, Insurer’s Audits and
Safety Committee (O4.02)
Fire Safety of Processes, Equipment, and Storage Areas (O4.04)
Fire Protection Systems (O4.05)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the fire protection program organization and management, the
documentation related to the fire protection program, and the fire safety of processes,
equipment, and storage areas. 

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed the fire protection program management and supporting
organization.  The inspectors discussed the program with the management and 
maintenance personnel who inspect and service the fire equipment.  There had been no
changes in management or support personnel since the last inspection and no
significant issues identified.  

The inspectors reviewed the documentation of the fire protection program.  Fire
protection program requirements and safety demonstration were contained in Section 2
of the license conditions and Section 10.5 of the safety demonstration respectively.  The
inspectors reviewed several procedures in Chapter One of the Safety Manual, EMF-30,
including Flammable & Combustible Liquids/Solids Storage & Handling, Hot Work
Procedure, Fire Protection Program, and Management of Highly Hazardous Chemicals. 
The SOP Contaminated Waste Generator Requirements and its accompanying
Standard Work Instruction, Combustible Waste, of EMF-22, were reviewed.  EMF-406,
Safety Criteria, Appendix B, Criteria for Fire Alarm System Installation, was reviewed.  

The inspectors reviewed the audits performed on the fire protection program.  The
licensee self-insures and thus there were no insurance audits.  The inspectors reviewed
the monthly safety inspection reports for 2004 required by License Condition 2.6.3, Fire
Protection.  The inspectors reviewed the preventative maintenance and tests performed
on the fire protection systems including those required by the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) and City of Richland, and discussed servicing and vendor support
for the systems, upcoming changes to the system in the Solid Waste Uranium Recovery
facility and for the construction of the new blended low enriched uranium (BLEU) facility
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with the maintenance engineers.  The audits and maintenance of the fire protection
systems had been conducted as required.  

The inspectors toured and inspected fire systems and equipment in the Uranium Dioxide
(UO2) Building, DCF, the base and acid storage buildings, and other storage facilities. 
The fire protection systems, equipment, fire and hydrogen detectors, inspection tags,
and postings appeared adequate.  

(3) Conclusions

No changes in management or support personnel had taken place since the previous
inspection.  The audits and maintenance of the fire protection systems were being
conducted as required.  The inspection of the fire protection systems, equipment, fire
and hydrogen detectors, inspection tags, and postings appeared adequate. 

b. Building Design, Construction, and Ventilation System (O4.03)
Fire Hazard Analysis (O4.06)
Pre-Fire Plan (O4.07)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed new design construction of the BLEU facility, the fire hazard
analyses and the Pre-Fire Plan. 

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors toured the construction area of the BLEU facility and observed the
construction and installation of fire systems, including the hydrogen and fire detectors. 
The inspectors had no issues with the fire protection system installation, which was in
process.  

The inspectors reviewed EMF-1947, Fire Hazard Analysis for the Dry Conversion
Building; EMF-1949, Sintering Furnaces: Hazards Analysis; EMF-P00,081, Hazards
Analysis: UO2 Conversion Facility; and EMF-858, Section 1.18, Manufacturing
Engineering Procedures and Practices, Hazards Analyses.  The inspectors had no
issues with the hazardous analyses.  The Pre-Fire Plan section of EMF-32, Emergency
Plan, was reviewed and determined to provide a detailed description of the buildings
and the facility layout.  The Richland Fire Department have copies of the Pre-Fire Plan
for their review when responding to events at the licensee’s facilities.  

(3) Conclusions

The inspectors had no issues with the site hazard analyses, the Pre-Fire Plan, or the fire
protection system installation, which was in process at the new BLEU facility.  
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c. Fire Brigade Training (O4.08)
Fire Emergency Drills (O4.09)
Off Site Support (O4.10)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed and observed onsite and offsite support for fire protection and
fire drills.  

(2) Observations and Findings

The licensee does not have a fire brigade.  Fire protection services are provided by the
City of Richland with immediate action and further support from licensee personnel.  

The inspectors observed the annual fire drill at the licensee’s facility.  The inspectors
accompanied the site drill personnel as they sequentially set off the alarms in each
building or area, evacuated the building or area, and then inspected the area for proper
operation of the fire alarms.  The inspectors accompanied a fire inspector from the City
of Richland Fire Department as he conducted a routine inspection of the Speciality Fuels
Building.  The fire inspector was observed checking for items such as emergency
lighting, fire detectors and sprinklers, combustible containers, light cords, exit signs,
door locks, and fire extinguisher inspection tags.  The inspectors had no issues with the
conduct of the drills and inspections performed by licensee and off site support
personnel.  

(3) Conclusions

Fire protection services were provided by the City of Richland with immediate action and
further support from licensee personnel.  No issues were identified during the
observation of the annual fire drill or the routine inspections performed by the licensee
and off site support personnel. 

4. Environmental Protection (IP 88045) 

a. Monitoring Program Implementation and Monitoring Program Results 

(1) Inspection Scope

The licensee’s environmental program was reviewed to verify that environmental
monitoring was implemented in accordance with the requirements of License SNM-1257
and to verify the licensee’s capabilities to measure and assess environmental
radiological contamination as a result of plant operations.

(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed selected environmental sampling results during the last 12
months.  Section 5.2, Environmental Monitoring, of the license application required the
licensee to sample soil, air and forage on either a quarterly or monthly basis.  The
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licensee was required to perform uranium analyses on the soil and fluoride analyses for
air and forage samples.  The inspectors observed that the soil, air, and forage sample
analyses were consistently well below the licensee’s action levels specified in the site’s
environmental operating procedures.  The environmental sampling results during the
last 12 months showed uranium and fluoride activities at near background levels in the
environment and represented minimal impact from the facility’s operations.  The
inspectors also reviewed the waste effluent monitoring and sampling for the wastes to
the Richland Wastewater Treatment Facility, and sludge and effluent sampling at the
City of Richland sewer system.  There were no significant changes during the past year
in the results of uranium measurements in the radioactive material in the sanitary
sewage system or  the Richland Wastewater Treatment Facility.  The sampling
frequencies were performed in accordance with Section 5.2, Environmental Monitoring.  

The licensee was required to perform groundwater monitoring in accordance with
Section 5.2.2, Groundwater Sampling.  The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s quarterly
groundwater sampling results during the last 12 months and observed that the average
gross alpha and beta activity levels for the well locations specified in the license
application were consistent with well water activity levels observed during the last three
years.  During the last 12 months, gross alpha and beta concentrations in well water
samples ranged from 2 +\- 1 to 118 +\- 29 pCi/liter and 10 +\- 2 to 49 +\- 9 pCi/liter,
respectively.   

The inspectors toured the environmental monitoring locations as specified in Section
5.2, Environmental Monitoring, of the license application.  The sample locations were
consistent with license requirements.  During this inspection, the licensee was not
scheduled to collect either soil, air, or forage samples.  The inspectors did observe the
collection of a daily composited sample for the liquid wastes from the sanitary sewage
system to the Richland Wastewater Treatment Facility.  Released liquid wastes were
combined and discharged to the FANP-City lift station where the total combined liquid
effluent from the plant was pumped to the Richland Municipal Sewerage System.  The
combined liquid effluent was continuously sampled at the FANP effluent station and the
flow measured at the lift station. 

(3) Conclusions

The licensee’s environmental monitoring program was implemented in accordance with
the requirements of License SNM-1257.  Environmental sampling results for forage and 
soil during the last 12 months showed uranium and fluoride activities at near
background levels in the environment and represented minimal impact from the facility’s
operations. 

b. Quality Control of Analytical Measurements

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s quality control program for environmental
samples. 
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(2) Observations and Findings

The inspectors reviewed selected environmental monitoring and sampling procedures
and  verified that there were no significant changes since the previous inspection in
sample analytical methods.  The inspectors also verified that the licensee had an
adequate chain of custody process in place for environmental samples.  The licensee’s
quality control program consisted of proceduralized control limits, control charts, use of
traceable laboratory standards (consisting of blind samples, duplicates, replicates, and
duplicate spikes), and participation in a Water Pollution (WP) Proficiency Testing
Program.  The inspectors reviewed WP Proficiency Testing Program Performance
Summary, dated February 2004, and noted acceptable agreement for aqueous analyses
for uranium and other analyses.  

(3) Conclusions

The licensee maintained an acceptable quality control program for analytical
measurements of environmental samples, including the participation in an aqueous
sample proficiency testing program.

c. Environmental Program Audit Review

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the licensee’s environmental program audits covering the last
12 months.

(2) Observations and Findings

The licensee’s environmental audit program was reviewed and was consistent with
Section 2.6.4, Environmental Protection Inspections, of the license application. 
Specifically, the inspectors reviewed the Semi-Annual Audit Summary (Audit Number
EMA 20, dated June 11, 2004) and Quarterly Environmental Audits from September 29,
2003 to June 14,  2004.  The inspectors noted that the audits were appropriately
distributed to ensure that they received the appropriate management review.  The
environmental program audits were thorough and corrective actions were tracked to
resolution.

 
(3) Conclusions

The environmental audit program was consistent with the requirements specified in 
Section 2.6.4 of the license application.  The environmental program audits were
thorough and corrective actions were tracked to resolution.

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and results were summarized with licensee management on June
17, 2004.  Although proprietary documents and processes were occasionally reviewed
during this inspection, the proprietary information is not included in Part 1 of this report. 
Dissenting comments were not received from the licensee.



ATTACHMENT 

1. PARTIAL LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Licensee 

*R. Burklin, Manager, Radiation Protection
*J. Deist, Nuclear Criticality Safety 
*V. Gallacher, Manager, Chemical and Waste
*D. Grandemange, Manager, Project Management and Planning
  S. Horton, Engineer, Criticality Safety
*R. Land, Manager, Rods and Bundles
*R. Link, Site Manager
*T. Longmire, Manager, Training
*L. Maas, Manager, Licensing and Compliance
*C. Manning, Manager, Criticality Safety
  J. Morales, Shift Supervisor, Chemical Operations
*D. Parker, Manager, Environmental Health, Safety & Licensing
*J. Payne, Manager, Technical Support and Maintenance
*C. Perkins, Manager, Operations
*T. Probasco, Manager, Safety, Security, and Emergency Preparedness 
*L. Stephens, Manager, Ceramics
*T. Tate, Supervisor, Radiation Safety
  L. Tupper, Manager, Quality Assurance
*E. VanderVeer, Supervisor, Chemistry and Waste
*S. Wilkerson, Vice President, Operations

*Attended entrance and exit meetings on June 15 and 17, 2004.

Other licensee employees contacted included engineers, technicians, and office
personnel.

2. INSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

IP 88045 Environmental Protection
IP 88055 Fire Safety
IP 88056-66 Chemical Operations
MC 2603/001 Chemical Safety

3. LIST OF ITEMS OPENED, CLOSED, AND DISCUSSED

Item Number Status Type Description

None
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4. LIST OF ACRONYMS USED

ADAMS Agency-Wide Document Access Management System
ADU Ammonium Diuranate
BLEU Blended Low Enriched Uranium
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CR Condition Report
DCF Dry Conversion Facility
ECN Engineering Change Notices
ELO Engineering Laboratory Operations
HF Hydrofluoric Acid
IFI Inspection Follow-up Item
IP Inspection Procedure
IR Inspection Report
IRM Instrument Repetitive Maintenance
ISA Integrated Safety Analysis
LUR/SPF Lagoon Uranium Recovery/Solids Processing Facility
NAF Nuclear Absorber Fuel
NCS Nuclear Criticality Safety
NFPA National Fire Protection Association 
NH4 Ammonia
NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P&ID Process and Instrumentation Diagram
PARS Publicly Available Records System
PM Preventive Maintenance
PPE Personal Protective Equipment
SNM Special Nuclear Material
SOP Standard Operating Procedures
SWI Standard Work Instruction
SWUR Solid Waste Uranium Recovery
UF6 Uranium Hexafluoride 
UO2 Uranium Dioxide
VIO Violation
WP Water Pollution


