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SYNOPSIS

On May 14, 1996, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of
Investigations, Region IV, initiated an investigation to determine whether
Unitesd Nuclear Corporation (UNC), an NRC licensee, falsified employee training
records; released contaminated equipment from UNC's work site; failed to
properly clean a contaminated area; and disposed of contaminated material in
UNC's fuel storage tank.

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation >6hat
UNC falsified employee training records; released contaminated equipment From
UNC's work site; failed to properly clean a contaminated area; and disposed of
contaminated material in UNC's fuel storage tank was not substantiated.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Alle-gation .. . - .

Deliberate Violation of Procedures and Falsification of Employee Records

Appliciable Regulations

10 CFR 30.10: Deliberate Misconduct (1994 Edition)

Purposi? of Investigation

This liivestigation was initiated on May 14, 1996, by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (01) Region IV (RIV), to determine
whether United. Nuclear Corporation (UNC), an NRC licensee, falsified employee
train~ig records; released contaminated equipment from UNC's work sitwe; failed
to properly clean a contaminated area; and disposed of contaminated material
in UNC's fuel storage tank (Exhibit 1).

Background

On April 16, 1996, Julie CURTISS, of the Navajo' Superfund Project, informed
the NRC, Nuclear. Hateial SafetY.and Safeguards (NMSS), staff of concerns she
had received fromt' a former UNC employee, about UNC's Church
Rock site. '

On April 26, 1996, Robert O'CONNELL, NRC Allegation Coordinator, NMSS,.in a
-etter to_ ; summarized and abbreviated what NMSS understood to be his

iL iconce --s (Exhibit 2). L concerns.were listed as follows:
-(1) UNC failed to follow procedures concerning the handliing of yellowcake;

(2)F 7has health problems related to exposure-to yellowcake; (3) UNC
Swilfched exposure records for. some employees; (4) UNC may have buried various
items from the mill at the Church Rock site without informing the NRC; and
(5) UK"C performed site clean up prior to NRC inspections.

r concerns were forwarded by NMSS to the RIV Senior Allegations
*Coordinator. On May 13, 1996, the RIV Allegation Review Panel reviewed

'!concerns and requested OI:RIV interview the alleger.

Inter iew of Allecerf JI(xhibit3

On Auclust 26, 1996,L Iwas -interviewed in Gallup, New Mexico, by Special
Agent Robert J. Kirspel, NRC, OI:RIV, and Linda McLEAN, Senior Health
Physicist, NRC:RIV., regarding his concerns that improper practices had
occurred at UNC.) 11 sted he was a permanent emDloyee of UNC and had
worked primarily 'a a from . -. Istated UNC
hired him again in 'and he worked per b ically for UNC untilX

Cs o . 7
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provided copies of UNC EmployeeJraining forms dateid~r
.stated the forms were given to him to

sign in 1994 by UNC employeel stated the forms were
dated as 1992, but he signed them in 1994. stated he was told to sign
the fc.rms and not question the date. L Ftated that did show
him hcw to use the Eberline PS-2, and he understood howlb use the gamma meter
Ludlum-2, but he did not receive any training for the other instruments shown
on the training forms. Istated that other than the Eberline PS-2 and the
gamma meter Ludlum-2, 1he did not use any of .he other instruments shown on the
training forms. )stated UNC employee, ~ also signed
training forms without receiving training one how tn usp thW eauiDment shown on
the forms. ---...]stated he felt that UNC' s'.
probably dir'ectecr that he andV ign the forms.

] stated that while employed by UNC, he did adiological surveys of
equipment th he as not qualified to survey. J _ stated in either 1992 or
1993, he andI 1Jconiducted a 'radiologi, 1 survey of a rake shaft that was
sold by UNC to a company-in Canada. r J'stated they were having trouble
deconlaminating the rake shift and coil d not get it below allowable limits.

stated that I"fixedN the survey papers in order to show that
the rake aft wfiswithin allowable limits. [stated that L1
asked himft J to sign the survey form, .but ne would not sig tfi t.

l Jstated that E Jtold him thatf Jtook some wood staves from
-UNC that had not been decontaminated. Astated he was told that-Ahe.
staves were given tof _ Istated
that normally the staves were pTaned to decontaminate them, DU't these staves
had not been planed or decontaminated.

stated he found a.radioactive source in a small wooden box in a trash
-dump by UNC's mill pond. 1. .stated he showed jhe source toL, lwho
told him to take the sourice toUNC's laboratory. ) statedse plgfed the
source in UNC's laboratory, and he had no additional. information pertaining to
the handling of the source.-

s stated. when thee ion xcange column had been cleaned, there was reslini'le n te thel iond he
-spilled on the soil, and he Lwas concerned that the soil around the

* area was contaminated. -I

Istated near the end of 1994, various drums of
-into UNC's fuel storage tank. J J stated than no
[NFI] :;o it is possible that it was contaminated. i
possible that UNC maintained records showing what iw

storagei tank.

;tated he asked ijto furnish hisf
was told that his records were either lost, sit6len,
that/ used exposure records belonging to UNC_
calculate his* [exposure. McLEAN inform'd|
circums;tances,-that practice would be permitted.

"stuff" [NFI] were dumped
,one..yanted the 'stuff"

stated it was
ks.dcumped into the fuel

1 exposure records and
o buried. V stated
employee,I . to

ithat u"der certair

'7C +toCase No. 4-96-022 8



AGENT'S NOTE: | Dr-ovided copies of his exposure records to McLEAN
McLEAN reviewedi records and determine that they contained no
discrepancies.

stated he had no other concerns to bring to the attention of the NRC.

Coordination with NRC Staff

On October 7, and 8, 1996, McLEAN conducted an inspection of UNC, inspection
report 40-8907/96-01, (Exhibit 5). McLEAN's inspection consisted of selective
examinations of procedures and representative records, interviews with
personnel, and observation of activities in progress. No violations or
deviations were identified.

Testimony/Evidence

of (Exhibit 6)

On August 27, 1996, was-interviewed bv Kirspel and McLEAN.a
stateJ he worked for UNC from when he was laid off.
stated he was rehired by UNC fitf

_ stated he recalled a problem with decontaminating a rake shaft at IJNC
that ifas to be shipped to a company in Canada. ' Istated he knew that
"swipe tests" were done on the rake shaft. istated the rake shaft was
eventuially cleaned to an acceptable level and was checked by - or

L jbefore it was released.

stated he could not recall signing a UNC Training Record which would
have Shown that he received training on how to use various survey instruments.L )stated he did not receive much training but did know how to read a
survey meter.

r 7stated he recalled using a vacuum cle.ner to clean an area on UNC
property where some resin had been spilled. stated he also used a

- shovel to pick up the remaining contaminated airL.

stated that told him that unidentified fluids, other than
authorized oil, had been dumped into UNC's fuel storage tank. 1 {stated
he had no additional information concerning comment, bit didlknow that
some company [NFI] obtained the oil and analyzed it before they left the site.

K)stated he had been directed to gather exposursrecords for various UNC
employees and placed them in one room at UNC. stated he was not aware
of any exposure records that had been thrown acYy.v

- stated he was not aware of any wooden staves that had left UNC without
'firstb eing decontaminated.

Case No. 4-96-022 9
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Interview of I(Exhibit 7)

On October 8, 1996, 1was interviewed at the offices of y C by
Kirsr'el and McLEAN concerning allegations presented to the NRC by

[h as been employed by UNC as.af .

~~~~~~~1 LMT§PI~ rJ-_*__jb~ _
AUN NI- NIjt:
.forms for

was shown and reviewed UNC Employee Irairli.ng

.. Ijstated he did trains to use the instruments show in tl.-
etails section of hisF *Jtraining form, and he also gave' J the

training listed the'detail of training section of hisr training
form. L Jreviewed his daily log for..' .notedqWhat he had
traineid ;on preparation and survey of oil..samples and
furnished a copy of thii>log (Exhibit 10). C jstated, in addition to
the training on I therewere varj.us on-the-job training
sessions for; during whj.dhheF- - iinstructed >how to use
various'survey instruments. jstated. signed their
training forms on the date shown on tne forms.

t___ Dstated he had no knowledge of an allegation that a rake shaft was
relea;ed from UNC before it was properly decontaminated. II Jstated he
was not on site when the.rake shaft was being decontaminate and returned to
work after it had been shipped from UNC..-

Istated he had no knowledge of any wood staves that were not
properly 'decontaminated before being shipped from UNC.

I i stated, concerning the allegation.that liquids, other than
petroleum products, had been dumped into UNC's fuel storage tank, he was only
aware of petroleum products that were put in the fuel storage tank.

Intervj.e .kfP E(Exhibit-8)

On.October 8, 1996,L wa 'nterviewed at UNC by Kirspel andiMcLEAN.I
has been employed by UNC as ( C by i' stated thatV Jhad never ex ressed any safety concerns at UNC to him.

stated he hlad .workqjd wi.Lb ' at UNC andcLonsidered himt X to be
an unreliableemploy.ee. _tateo- that' JwouPd notdo his share nf the
work when her was assigned to.work 'with him. Istated that L

I):tated
shipped from
shipped from
were not any

. .' . -.. -7

he was in chJarge of decontaminating the wood staves which were
UNC. J jstated he plpyed all the wood staves which were
UNC and had L while planing them. r Jstated there
staves that were not properly decontaminated pPror shipping.

Istated he was not aware of any improper practices at UNC and had no
~safety concerns to report.

Case No. 4-96-022 10 n



Interviewk ff

,-On Oct er 8, 1996,

J}Exh ibit M

Iwas interviewed at UNC by Kirspel and HcLEAN.

Concerning the allegation that UNC released a rake shaft without it being
properly decontaminated, 'T-stated he surveyed the rake shaft before it
was released, and it was within allowable release limits.f Jstated the
rake shaft was cleaned by a contractor working for UNC. jstated',

Idid an initijl survey and determined that the rike snaft was stii,
contaminated. G jstated as a result of. ;survey, the
contractor again cleahed the rake shaft. CI stated that after the rake
shaft had been cleaned the second time, heL surveyed it again and
determined it was within releaseable limits. ' stated he told0

Jthat he had surveyed the rake shaft, and they then loaded it orn a
truck for shipment.

Concerning the allegation .thati
employee training forms, stated he

X how to use v; ious survey
Training forms were signed by L
the training forms.

jhad inproperly
observedf
instruments. t

, on the
-. ,. i

signed UNC
show both

stated the
crate shown on

L n stated that all ood
were shipped from UNC.fg

.1 w-contaminated wood staves.

staves were properly decontaminated before they
istated some of the wood staves were sold to

.and he would not have sold'\'' ' -
II '-I "

Concerning the allegation that contaminated materials other that petroleum
products were deposited in UNC's used fuel storage tank,L Jstated that
the filel was periodically picked up by a company f.r proclusing and was tested
by the company for contaminates prior to pick up. L *stated he was not
aware of the company ever identifying any contaminaYes irFthe fuel, and he
had no knowledge of any contaminated.products being dumped in the fuel storage
tank.

I stated he'
stated - .
stated, after

employees thati' I Wad said that he,
Jheard from other UtNC

?as "going to get me L gq

Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation that
UNC falsified employee training records; released contaminated equipment from
UNC's work site; failed to properly clean a contaminated area; and disposed of
contaminated material in UNC's fuel storage tank was not substantiated.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description

1 Investigation Status Record, dated May 14, 1996.

2 Letter from O'CONNELL tot dated April 26, 199',.

3 Report of interview with, ) dated August 26, 1996.

4 )JNC Employee Training Records, datedr and

5 NRC Inspection Report 40-8907/96-01, dated October 28, 1996.

6 Report of Interview withF dated August 27, 1996.

7 Report of Interview with Jdated October 8, 1996.

8 Report of Interview with -dated October 8, 1996.

9 Report of Interview with dated October 8, 1996.

1C0 Page 88 from daily log, dated
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