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IR UNITED STATES. : )
~ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

. DIRECTORATE OF REGULATORY OPERATIONS
" REGION 1

970 BROAD STREET
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 07102

INSPECTOR'S EVALUATION

RO INSPECTION 72-01
WHITTAKER CORPORATION
NUCLEAR METALS DIVISION
WEST CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS
LICENSE NO. SNM-65

The licensee recently initiated SNM processing operatlons afte¥ ap— _
proximately one year without SNM operations.

Operations startup was done without a formal employee retraining pro-

gram. What training was given, was done on an informal, verbal basis.
' The licensee's criticality safety inspections wére also on an informal
basis with no documentation on scope, findings, corrective action.
Employment has also been reduced from 90 to 50 personms.

I believe the lack of formality and instruction to'employees and fail-
~ure to document training and inspection, is a direct reflection on
the low morale at this facility due to layoffs of people.

‘The 31mp11c1ty of their fabrlcatlon process, and control of SNM at
_each. process station provides a low hazard potential.

I belleve a radlologlcal safety 1nspect10n should be conducted at this
facility no later than October 1, 1972.

I encountered some delays during the course of this inspection because
a number of plant petrsonnel were involved at various times with repre-
sentatives of the General Motors Corporation.

H. W. Crocker
Senior Fuel Facilities Inspector
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Persons Contacted

The following personnel were contacted during this inspection:

Whiftaker Corporation

™ ’ :
ULf Gumpleson, General Manager
Alden Gilman, Criticality Officer and Manager of Engineering
Mario Perfella, Health & Safety Engineer
Lincoln Clark, Consultant in Criticality Safety
SECTION B

Organization Chaggés

1. The-prima;y changes in the plant organizaﬁion, since ﬁhe last visit,
has been a general reduction in the numbef of people. The licensee

c vcurrently employs about 50 people. HThis includes the'personnél, who
do the non-nuclear work, as well.as the personﬁél who do the nucleér‘

- fuél element_fabrication; This feductioﬁ in force has resuited in

the fact that many of the personnel now have additipnél'duties as-
signed to them. For instance, Mr. Perfella;.the'Health & Safety
Engineer, is now used as a technician on part=time basis in the
testihg of fugl element materials. Employee morale does not appear
to be at a very high level at this time. The licensee is gppﬁéegﬁ%y
looking for additional work for the plant. 1In the additioné%Ayhat is

received, will undoubtedly be in the non-nuclear aspects of their
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'Some'delays were experienced in the inspection due to the fact that

the licensee had representatives of the General Motors Co. in attend-

ence at the plant at this time. The General Motors' people were con-

fined on the possibility of NuclearMMetals doing some support/ re-

" search and development work for the automobile industry, This pos-

sible work contract required the presence of a number of fcontacts that

. the inspector normally maintains on inspections of this plant. 1In

addition, at the time of this inspection, .most of the fuéd fabrication

»
' - S oy s '
activities were shutdown as Mr. Huber, £ Engineerisfe, Mr. Me-

rriai, Manager of Shipping and Stores, Mr. McKay, Manager of Manufacturing, and

Mr. Zagarella, Accountability'Representative, were all on vacation, -Ehe-

The only

- PP . ' . . .
~ fuél activities act@alljain progress at this time was centered on the

e
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inspection'of_fuel tube items for the CP-5 Reactor at the

Laboratory.

The licensee will be operating'their fudd fabrication facility for the

remainder of this year and through the first quarter of next year
of ‘ ol _
on the fabricationACP 3 fuel elementS 2ebn National Laboratory.

The licensee does not plan to do'any other nuclear contract work, dur:

ing this time.




_Operatiﬁg Procedures

4. The procedures used in the fabrication of fuel elemeotsfat this fac-

* ility are based on two primary_documents. The first is thevAEC-SNM
license and the other is the Qzegam- Natioal Laboratory document ANL-
7708, "Specification and Procurement of CP-5 Fuel;Tdbes.” Some of the
V-procedures used in the plant are required to be approved by the

' 62%232;§23§2ﬁ%6na1 Laboratory, These procedures include the casting of
-aldminum-uranium alloy for CP-5, manufacturing procedure for Cf-S |
fuel element subassemblies, casting of aluminum-magnesium alloy for
CP-S, quality contradl plan for .CP-5 fuellelement subassemblies, and
primary extrutions‘and sampling of core and inSeal stockr Otﬁer op-
"‘erating procedures are approved and issued by Mr. Huber. The pro®
cedures that.reqoirg?E;Z;ZZ?ggggoval'are generated by Mmn, Huber, and
»co-31gned by Mr. Gllman. Two'of'the procedures were reviewed durihé:
thls.lnspectlon. The first was the procedure for casting aluminuig=

. _ e
uranium alloy for CP-5 fuel elements. Thls procedure is &étted, '"'NMD-

- CP-5-2", This procedure covers the= charge' preparatlon, charge-wayﬁ%szﬁya
equlpment preparation, as well as the melting and pourlng of the cast-
A
lng and the post pour operatlons. The proce&durep,dividéddinto three
sections., The first is the scope, the second is the list of reference
documents, and the third section is the fabrication procedure. One
" of the referenced documents for the procedure is the licensee's memo

on safe handling limits for special nuclear material in the fabrication




‘equately detailed for¢¢he operatlons involved. - A copy of this pro-
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hzof CP-5 fuel élements. The operatlng procedure appeared to be dd-

TAGTR e

cedure is attaced as Attachment B. The procedure was approved for

use on June 5, 1972. A second procedure,titled, "Manaufacturing Pro-
cedure for Cf-S Fuel Element Subassembly and Casting of Aluminum--Mag-
nesium for CP-5 Fuel Elements?? was also rev1ewed This procedure is

number NMD-CP-S-I; The procedure was formerly issued on May 22 1972

It covers the charge,preparation, equipment preparation, melting, pour-

ing, and post-pour operations for the aluminum-magnesium material. Add-

‘itional-procedures will be reviewed during the next inspection. In %
N .

this inspection of the procedures, the procedures appeafkfg be of
adequete quality; they appear to give adequate directions to personnel
performing the jobs} - These particular procedureso that were reviewed

during this 1nspect10n, can only ‘be modified by mutual written consent

J
o ne- : : S
from the National Laboratory. :
SECTION D_

Emergency Procedures, Drills

5.

The licensee is required to hold semi-annual criticality'ﬁﬁFire drills,
The licensee just recently, in April of 1972, resumed operation in their
nuclear fabrication section. Since the recent startup of nucleer op-

erations, the licensee has not had any evacuation drills. Mr., Fawvella:




plans to conduct
. [ S Tageh it 2]
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August, 1972.

.SECTION E
Training
6. Mr. Perrella stated that the training officer for the Concord Fire

Department conducted fire training sessions with the Nuclear Metal

Firdbrigade during the fall of 1972. The training included the use
: apparatus
of fire extinguishers, fire hose appuxkakux, and Scott Air-pack

Breathing apparatus., Per ellé showed the inspector photographs of
g P

dome of the training operations conducted at that time. He ‘did not

have any written documentation to describe the scope of the train-
ing, the persons that were trained, or the evaluation of the train-

ing.

Heyaléd.stated ﬁr. Levin, who is thé_consuitant in radiological matteré,
instructed-all the nuclear fabrication persénnél on fadiation problems
in the fall of 1971. Mr. Perfeila did notvhé§e any written docu-
mentation fo definé‘the scopé>of training, the pérsdns ttained, or the

evaluation of the training.

Df. Seeler also instructed piant personnél in thé'toxicity of Beryllium
and other heavy elements, during the fall of 1971. Again Mr. Perfélla
did not have any documentation whiich describéithe scope or personnel
also traiﬁed. In the curreﬁt,training, Mr. Perfella stated that he,

Mr. Merrian, Mr. Wellet, Mr. Fasaho, and Mrs: Fasano, are cdrrently

attending a first-aiéﬂ course under the RedC€ross.c Under license
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condition No. 8, which incorporates: their authorlzed licensed s?
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mittal, Section II(393nBage&&@%lZ#Estatethhat fir?brlgade meetin
and training sessions are to be held quarterly to acquaint brigade

members with proper emergency procedures, techniques, and equipment.

The 1iéenseerhasnnot had any such meetings with the fire brigade

during 1972, This deficiency is in noncompliance with the above re-

quirement, .

Mr., Gilman stated that prior to the startup of.the,CP-S fuel element
fabrication activities he personally ipstructed each of the workers

in the proper handling of special nuclear materials for their 6perations.
Mr. Gilman has not made any written‘docﬁméntatiOn of the iﬁstructiqns

which he gave the men nor what men were instructedd .
} :

Mr. Per#ella and Mr. Gilman were advised by the inspector that the

—

lack of written documentation to describe the scope of employee

training and the listing of employees trained was in noncomplainée

Qith AEC requirements. The inspector pointed ouﬁ to these men that
he realized that‘the licensee has a”small number of people involved in
the nucleaf work. However, the lack of writﬁen evidence to suppdrt the
trainingvreQuirements raises the question of whether or not such
training was really given to the people. The inspector‘informed the

men that tra1n1ng of personnel should be well-documentated as to the

scope of the tralnlng, who was trained, and the evaluatlon of the training.
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The inspector comment to Giflnian- and* Perfélla that fallure to pr *
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vide documentatlon on training may well ceﬁtrtb§%5=%e the fallure

.of providéng adequate training to all employees., T

SECTION F

Criticality Safety Contrdls and Audits

11.-855% Mr. Gilman serves as the Admiﬁiétrative Criticality Officer at
'this fapility.- Mr. Lincoln Clark,'ﬁf Mass. Institute of.Technology,
serves as the consultant.fof criticality and serves as the Criticality
Officer'aa required by license No. SNM-65. Clark's dutias'in this" |
regardAhis physical presence at the faéilities for certain piaﬁa bp-
erations., According to Mr. Clark, pripr to the iﬁitial processing
of the CP-5 fuei elements he came to.the site and inspected the
;Buck%éz’Storage Facility, the prepafations in thevplant area for ac-
tual fuel element processing, and he generated and issued the safe
Wﬁmc)
- handling limits for each of the proce351ng areas prlor to this startup.
"Mr! Clark stated that he comes'to the plant about once every two
weeks to inspect process afaas for safe handling limiﬁs._ Clark also
stated that he inspects the Buelkder Storage Facility p:ior to the
receipt of any specidl nuclear material shipﬁents to insure that tﬁe
storage facility is capable of storing the material that is to be

received. Clark performed his nuclear safety audits on approximately

a two-week basis. 1In each case, he observe$ each processing area for
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safe handling limits,., however‘ he does not, generate any wrltten *

documentation of the scope of his inspection, the‘findings of his

- inspection, or any required»corrective actions. Clark stated that

so far in his inspections he has not observéd any deficiencies in
did

the safe_handling of U-235, however, he stated that if heﬁobservéq-

any defiéiéncies he would document that information. The inspector

pointed out to Mr. Clark the need to provide written documentations

coveringshis audits. The 1nspector pointed out to @lark that with-

ot ,éu,emmww ‘

out documentatlon there is no way for the AEC Ato really determlne
audits

whether or not ud&Xx® were actually conducted, what the scope of the

audits were, what were the observations of the'audits, and when

deficiencies are féund what £s the corrective actions: that have been

taken. Mr. Clark expressed his agreement to provide written documen-

tation for his nuclear safety audits in the future.

Mr. Gilman also stated that prior to-theSStértup of the CP-5 fuel
. A 2 »

element fabrication job- that he set up the exousedan areas at the

various job sites, and that he wdrked with Mr. Clark in the generatioﬁ

of the safe bandling limits £iér U-235 at each of the job positions.

Mr. Gilman also stated that he is on the procésshuféb@ each day of
the week and that he checks each processing area to assure that safe
233

handling 11m1ts for Uranium~245"are not exceeded. Gilman stated that

in his inspectiom, during this period of timeesince startup of the CP-5

fuel operations, he has not observed any violations in handling of the
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observed his operation with the control board, to insure that SNM

€

material, He also stated “that
TR S5
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easons that control ofifi "\
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the material is relatively easy in this particular plant is that Mr.
Zagarella, thé'Accountability Representative, has the prime authérity
in the movement of SNM throughoutttheeplant. - No SNM can be moved

from one operating station or vaiilt without specific approval by

Mr. Zagarella, who maintaims a control board which designates

ﬁhe exact amount of material that is iﬁ each station throughout the

plant., The inspecto; is fémiliar with‘Zagareélejs duti%s and has ,
LR

limits are observed at the stationd Zagarella does, indeed, appear

tb be on top of his job and is very éonscientious in his assignmgn;s

of fpel to each of the processing areas. 'Mr,cZagarelia waé on vacation

at the time of this inspection and no discussions were poésible-with.

him. Gilman also stated that while he does make audits of the area

ofi a daily basis for safe handling limits of uranium-235, he does

not‘provide any written documentation. Both Mr. Gilman and Mr. Clark

were advised by the inspector that their failure to pvovide doc-

——

umentation on their criticality safety audits of the plant operations

e,

was in,noncompliance'withbthe AEC requirements. Both men stated

" that they would in the future documentation of the criticality safety

audits. .

It is the inspector's opinion that Mr. Clark is well-qualified to sewe

as the Criticality Safety Consultant to‘this'facility, it is also the

e e -

e e e AT A



‘plant inspection that he Perfo
_ Gerren

technical ponfidence for criticadlity safety evaluations does, of

~course, lie with Mr. Clark.

14, The Nuclear Emergency Committee at this facility hAS'as its primary
function the responsibility toAmeet on specific nuclear emergency
. problems. The committee does not hold routine meetings. The -com-
mitteé‘is purrent1y composed_of the folloWing; Mr. Gﬁﬁggson; Mr,
Gilman, Mr. Loweﬁsteiﬁ, Mr. Clark, Mr. Sawyer, and Mr;'McKay.
"This committee has not meet since the startup of the recent CP-S'

fuel element fabrication job..

SECTION G

'RadioacﬁﬁveiMaterial'Operations
15. '

;5. Thé'iﬁépectof made an examination of the fuéé processing areas. This.
includedvthe casting furnace area, the hegting furhace area, the No. 5
' ,haxsaw,‘@he'ext;uéion press, the lathdroom, the ﬁltrasdnic test area,
‘the ®-ray area, and the_inspectién areas. The éastingrfﬁrnace,'No. 5

Mo R asiir

, . ;-fathe area, X-ray,-ultrasonic;test area, and inspection area
wefe each observed to be properly réped off and postéd as exclusion
areas with the proper SNM limits. The inspectioﬁ area wasbin operation
during this particular visit. Work procedufes, approved by Mr. Huber,
weré»at this station for the operator's use..‘The other areas,'which

were properly roped off, will be back in operations as soon as the

affected plant personnel return from vacation in approximately 10 days,

o by a =
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The SNM fuel was belngyutlllzed in=the: 1nspect10n area. The otheﬁﬁ

processing areas of the plants'did not contain fuel at this time.
SECTION H

Radioactive Material Storage .

@uTRr

16, An examination was made of the Buckler Building Storage area. The
inspect@g; obéerved that all SNM fuei wés properly labeled and.pro-
ﬁpériy stored in the storage racks. There.have been no changes in the
storage facility sineg the last inspecﬁion{.( Access to the storage
area is contrblied’by a locked gate, Mr, Zagarella and the Security
Cfficerha&e access toAthe lock combination; No other plant per-
osonnel ﬁave access to this storage area. Entrance to the Buckler Storage
Bulldlng 1tse1f is controlled by a key lock door, ME. Zagarella
is the custodiam fpr the Butler Building and is the person who

has the key to control access to this buidding.

SECTION I

Radioactive Material Shipping

17. The licensee's SNM shipments were reviewed for the Period, March 1, 1970,
through the date of this inspection. The licensee made approximately
5 shiphents during 1970. One of these shipments was a small sample

shipment of U=235 which was sent parcel post. The other four shipments



during 1970,

Class 2 1abe1.

to 4.07 kilograms of U-235, and from 3 to 11 shipping drums were

made from each of the shipments. One shipment was also made in

;1971, which consisted of 10455-gallon drums of CP-5 scrap as

were the other shipments. This particular shipment contained 2.3

kilograms of U-235,
65355553235 In June‘and July of 1972, the licensee made two ship-

ments of U-235 samples by parcel post. ~These contained 2.6 and 3.5

. grams of U-235 each. The licensee currently has on hand a supply

ooT
of,Special Permit.No. 4969 containers, which will be used in CP- 5

fuel element shipments later in September. Each of the radioactive material
shipments made during 1970, 1971, and 1972, were surveyed by Mr. Parfella,

and his log book contains the record of the survey for each survey.

Due to Mr, Zagarella's absence, some of the other shipping data on

- packaging of the material was not available for examination., This

material will be examined during the next inspection of the facility,

The empty . No. 4969 containers that-are at the plant site,_each

”»

bear the Model No. 2823, Gilman stated that as shipments are

made he personally spot checks the containers to be sure that proper 315%14

/N3

ﬂpackaging has been made. However, he does not keep any records on this

particular check. He stated that Mr. XE¥EXYH Zagarella maintains

the records on the shipments.
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18. The licensee's criticality monitoring system utilizes the ﬁracer

iab area monitor iﬁstruments, which are capable of detecting ra-
diation levels from background to 100r per hour. " The inépeptbr
examined thé’location_of»the criticality ménmtors in the plant pro-
cess area. One monitor isbin the dpper storage building vatlt fo
cover the storage fécility. Four monitors, located throughout the
processing aréa to provi@e cowerage of'the entire fuel processing
Iarea._'The monitoring ﬁnits were obSefved to be in operating order,
and ééch %éggééef to alarm_at 10mr per hour. These alarms are checked
. for operationso&ﬁﬁér week at fhe guard post. The recofds.at the guard
log wérg checked and observed to show that the alarms had been

checked once each week as required;_ In addition, the guards checked
the fire alarﬁ for dperability”once e;ch week élso. Security guard
.protection is proﬁided around the cléck at this facility. Each guard
oneeach shift fills out,the‘éafety Check List, This list includes such
thinés as the guard'sheheck for fumes, sprinkler system opération,
files, safes, telephone operability, elevator operéﬁility, acéountabiliﬁy
of visitors, and security. Records of the guard's check-off=%ist were

/?7210'
rmdamdEM'&mjnsr?mmﬂHﬁmmém.

SECTION T

Uilusual Occurrences

19. Mr. Gilman and Mr. Parrella had stated that there had been no unusual
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occurrences at. the plant,.since theclast inspection. They also

SETTE OYHSS 4, WHM AFad il

stated that there had been no losses or thefts of SNM{

SECTION U

Employee Interviews

20. During the examination of the processing areas, -the inspector observed

that the inspection technician was working on fuel element inspection.

At thié time, the inépeétor questioned tﬁe technician on the job

he was doing., The techﬁician showed thevinspectéo his procedufes for
inspecting the fuel tubes, and in ﬁhe diécuséfon it was appareiit éo
the inspector that tkehnician thoroughly undérstood the job he was

ﬁerfdrming.

SECTION V

~ Management Interview

21. The management interview for this inspection is described in that

‘section of the inspection report.j




