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APPENDIX

|

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION i
REGION IV

Inspection Report: 40-8027/94-02
,

License: SUB-1010 i

Licensee: Sequoyah Fuels Corporation (SFC)
P.O. Box 610 ,

! Gore, Oklahoma 74435

facility Name: Sequoyah Facility'

Inspection At: Gore, Oklahoma

Inspection Conducted: March 28-30, 1994
;

| Inspector: G. Michael Vasquez, Senior Health Physicist

Approved: 4 [. bih 4 f[
Charles L. Cain, Chief, Nuclear Materials Date '

,

Inspection Branch
,

iInspection Suinmary

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of nonoperating facilities
including review of activities associated with cold traps removal and washing,
and general plant tours.

!
' Results:

Licensee planning for cold trap removal work was effective, and initial|
*

removal work was successful (Section 1).'

| Barrels containing contaminated soil or incinerator-ash stored north of*

| the plant building were found to be disintegrating and in need of
,

j disposition. (Section 2),
t

,

Summary of Inspection Findings:

No violations or deviations were identified.*

Attachment:

Persons Contacted and Exit Briefing*
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DETAILS

1 COLD TRAP ACTIVITIES (88020) |

Negotiations for the sale of three of SFC's cold traps to Allied Signal in
Metropolis, Illinois,.had proceeded to the point where SFC decided to begin
cold trap removal and cleaning. In preparation for this work, SFC. conducted
numerous internal planning meetings involving engineers, former operations
personnel (now called D&D personnel), quality assurance staff, Health & Safety
(H&S) staff, and associated SFC managers. All of the planning activities were

.

performed or coordinated by a designated Project Manager (PM), who was a
former SFC senior shift supervisor. The PM had communicated with Allied
Signal, who routinely cleans out its cold traps, and had obtained a copy of
the procedure Allied uses to perform this job. The PM appeared to have been

,
assigned appropriate responsibility for the job'and, when interviewed, was

| knowledgeable about its details.

SFC planned to remove and clean one cold trap at a time, starting with No. 6
Clean-up Reactor Cold Trap. After removing and cleaning that cold trap, plans
were to proceed with the removal and cleaning of No. 5 and then No. 4 cold-

trap. SFC planned to finish cleaning one cold trap before it begins removing
the next one.

s

! The first step in the job was to clean the external surfaces around the cold
traps, including removing associated insulation, in order to minimize the r

potential for airborne contamination. Cleaning the piping around the cold
traps, prior to cutting pipes, was accomplished first by vacuuming. The
insulation around the first cold trap was removed while keeping vigilant about
the possibility of asbestos. These were appropriate contamination control
techniques.

Prior to cutting, the pipes were verified as being emptied by reviewing
'

procedures and SFC records to ensure the piping had been purged. (As part of
its activities to shut down the plant last year, SFC heated and cooled the
cold traps several times for extended periods to ensure as much UF6 was
removed as possible. The associated Temporary Operating Procedures and ;

operations logs were reviewed to verify the cold traps would be empty.) Then
Hazardous Work Permits (HWPs) and equipment tag-outs were generated for the

'cutting jobs. Health and safety precautions appeared appropriate.
'

SFC also used ventilation to control any potential airborne problems that
might have arisen during the job. Vacuum hoses from the dust collector were
set up to retrieve any unexpected airborne contamination, and the. overhead
roof fan was also turned on.

Radiological surveys were performed prior to the start of the job. SFC
records indicated that the dose rates on the cold trap were less than
0.2 milliroentgens per hour (mR/hr). This low dose rate was expected since
the higher energy gamma emitters in the uranium series occur from short-lived
daughter products, which would have decayed by that time. After cleaning,
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removable contamination levels were measured to be less than 200
disintegrations per minute per 100 square centimeters (dpm/100 cm ) of alpha
activity and less than 1000 dpm/100 cm of beta activity.

Pre-job briefings were held to ensure that all workers involved understood the
sequence of activities and the H&S precautions. An important element of the
job consisted of QA and engineering " hold points." This was a point where the
work would be stopped to allow for an independent verification that the work
had been conducted as planned. After the pipes had been cut on the No. 6 cold
trap, a QA inspector and the PM used a check sheet to ensure that each inlet,
outlet, and related piping had been disconnected and that a cap or other
closure had been installed. The check sheet was completed on March 25, 1994.
Also, prior to lowering cold trap No. 6, an engineer and the PM verified that
the lifting device / structural support had oeen constructed as required. A

separate check sheet was used for this independent verification, and it was
completed on March 28, 1994.

During the actual pipe cutting activities on the No. 6 cold trap, a small
piece of uranium hexafluoride (UF6) was believed to have dislodged as a pipe
recoiled slightly. The small piece of UF6 was not visible but was believed to
have fallen between a worker's respirator and an opening of his anti-acid suit
below the respirator. The worker began to feel a burning sensation, so he
exited the area. The worker showered immediately and received a very small
blister on his chest area. He was treated for the small burn.

Corrective actions included taping the jacket around the respirator to prevent
any other openings in the protective clothing. Also, actions were to be taken
to brace piping prior to cutting, to prevent it from recoiling after the cut.

To conduct the flushing activities, SFC developed Temporary Operating
Procedure (TOP) 94-37. The PM and an engineer developed the procedure using
the experience of the Allied Signal plant in Illinois, which flushes its cold
traps with some regularity. The procedure involves circulating a weak
solution of soda ash through the cold trap from a wash tank at the cylinder
wash station. In case of gas generation, the gases would be vented to a scrub
tank with a disperser. The procedure specified valve line-ups for the various
operations needed during the washing activities and appeared adequate. Prior
to using the procedure the first time, the PM stated he would personally
review the procedure and would train all the workers on its requirements. SFC

was planning to flush the No. 6 cold trap the week after the inspection.

The entire cold trap removal and washing project had been reviewed by the
Plant Operating Review Committee (PORC) during its meetings on February 16 and
again on March 10, 1994. PORC approval was documented by memorandum dated
March 11, 1994.

SFC had not finalized plans for how it would ship the cold traps.
Negotiations with Allied Signal had not been completed and could affect
shipment. Therefore, this item was not reviewed during this inspection.

|
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Interviews with SFC personnel indicated that SFC had cut open the No. 6 cold
trap several years ago, to repair leaking tubes (without special NRC
approval). Although removal and washing of cold traps was not routinely
conducted at SFC, many of the planned activities appeared to be similar to
other activities conducted at SFC. The licensee has cut and sealed UF6
piping, moved and washed UF6 cylinders, and has performed many activities
utilizing similar H&S precautions. SFC also performed what was essentially a
safety analysis, and it was reviewed by the PORC. It involved reviews by all
appropriate departments and their associated managers. Therefore, in
consultation with the Office of Nuclear Materials Safety & Safeguards, the
inspector concluded that SFC was authorized to conduct its cold trap
activities in accordance with 10 CFR 40.42.

2 CONTAMINATION CONTROLS (88020)

The inspector observed that activities in the UF6 plant were limited to
routine care of the utilities and the cold trap job. No activities were being
conducted in the DUF4 plant. Also, the inspector noted that several
truckloads of yellowcake were shipped out during the inspection, and the
inspector observed workers taking appropriate precautions as they cleaned,
surveyed, and spray-painted barrels of yellowcake.

During a plant tour, the inspector observed the deteriorated condition of
several barrels near the " boneyard," near the south burial grounds on the
north side of the plant. In particular, one barrel on a front pallet had
deteriorated to the point that approximately 25 percent of the side of the
barrel had corroded away. Much of the soil or ash inside the barrel (licensee
personnel believed it was probably incinerator ash) had fallen out on top of
another barrel and was exposed to the elements. Other barrels had
deteriorated to the point that they were also leaking soil or ash, some of
which was leaking onto the ground. Since most barrels were labeled as
incinerator ash or solvent extraction (SX) soil, past experiences would
indicate that the uranium concentrations of the barrel contents leaking on the
ground were low.

As a result of several discussions with SFC personnel and management, the
inspector was informed that a prior Condition Report (CR) had been generated
on the situation and was closed because of a project SFC had planned to
complete in the future to empty these barrels in the soil storage area. This
project was initially stopped when the UF6 plant shut down in November 1992.
Since that time SFC had been working on the project intermittently as the
manpower resources became available. However, no significant progress had
been made in the approximately 16 months since the UF6 plant shut down.

There were a large number of barrels that remained to be moved, and completing
the job would be a manpower intensive project that would take some number of
weeks to complete. At the time the UF6 plant shutdown, SFC, in developing its
priorities, concluded that the leaking barrels in that area were not a
significant contributor to environmental contamination. Instead, SFC placed a
higher priority on other jobs such as shipping UF6 cylinders off site,
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shipping bulk chemicals off site, cleaning out process equipment, inspecting
and rebarreling aged yellowcake drums, and working on the clarifiers.

To verify the licensee's assignment of a lower priority for this project, the
inspector reviewed data in the Facility Environmental Investigation report of
July 1991 and agreed that the leaking barrels in the area did not appear to be
a significant contributor to environmental contamination. (Data obtained in
the 1991 FEI rainwater study was believed to be higher than the runoff from

.

the area in 1994, because in 1991 many more barrels were stored - and
' potentially leaking - in the same area.) While it appeared that the

licensee's lower priority of " leaking drum project" appeared justified, the
inspector noted that the licensee's lower priority had also resulted in an
extensive delay (from November 1992) in completing the project.

As a result of the observations during the inspection, SFC personnel wrote
another CR on the issue, and SFC representatives stated they would review the
situation again.

SFC managers stated that about 2-3 weeks prior to the inspection, upper SFC
management decided to place a higher priority on moving the barrels to the
soil storage cell, due to the potential for low-level environmental
contamination. Licensee representatives estimated that it would be some weeks
before the manpower would become available. There was no schedule for this
activity to begin and no timeline planned to ensure the project would be
completed in a timely manner.

SFC management was aware of the general problem of the deteriorated barrels
but was not aware of the barrel which was particularly deteriorated. Licensee
management acknowledged that it would also investigate why a visibly
deteriorated barrel'was not discovered or cleaned up by SFC personnel prior to
the inspector raising the issue. Although it appeared most SFC personnel were
not hesitant to write CRs for situations they observe, the inspector was
concerned that this obvious case was apparently overlooked.

The inspector also noted that other barrels, located near the DUF4 plant, were
also deteriorating. These barrels may contain DUF4 slag (higher uranium
concentrations than the incinerator ash and SX soil) and were rusting. Some
barrels had plastic tops on them to keep the rain water off and to reduce the
rusting, but many barrels did not have the plastic tops. The inspector also

| discussed the state of these barrels with SFC management, who were already
aware of the general problem.

3 GENERAL ATOMICS AUDITS OF HEALTH & SAFETY ACTIVITIES (88020)

In addition to the SFC Quality Assurance (QA) function on site to
independently observe H&S related activities at the site, Section 2.8 of SFC's
license requires that General Atomics' (GA) Corporate Director, Licensing,
Safety and Nuclear Compliance, ensure that quarterly audits are conducted to
evaluate and verify compliance with applicable regulations, NRC license;

1
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conditions, corporate policies, and facility procedures. SFC records from
1992 indicated that GA's Corporate Manager, Health Physics (HP), performed
these audits as required. Audit findings, observations, and recommendations
were formally transmitted to SFC under the signature of the GA Corporate
Director, Licensing, Safety and Nuclear Compliance, and normally required a
written response from SFC. SFC's response to several audit findings,
observations, and recommendations were being tracked through this formal
mechanism.

Also, Section 3.2.2 of SFC's license requires that the General Atomics
Corporate Manager, Health Physics (HP), serve as the Chairman of SFC's ALARA
Committee, and that the manager also perform quarterly ALARA audits. SFC

records from 1992 indicated that these quarterly audits were performed at the
same time as the audits conducted under Section 2.8 of the license. Except
for one instance, when the audit was performed by a person other than the
Corporate Manager, HP, the audits were performed in accordance with license
requirements.

Most of the audit plans were brief and written in general terms so as to be
almost indistinguishable from each other. However, the inspector found that
the actual GA audits were generally useful to SFC, sometimes identifying some
important issues. Perhaps the most important finding of the two years that
the inspector reviewed resulted from the GA audit conducted in June 1993, when
it was discovered that several operators had been excluded from the bioassay
program. In responding to this audit finding, SFC found that the problem was
worse than it originally thought, and several procedural changes had to be
enacted to prevent recurrence of this self-identified violation (refer to NRC
Inspection Report 40-8027/93-11 dated September 8, 1993).

GA's audits also reviewed some important program areas. For example, the
audit conducted during the fourth quarter of 1993 was performed to ensure
compliance with the EPA Consent Order. The audit plan and the audit appeared
to be very comprehensive, and the audit was conducted by someone other than
the Corporate Manager, HP. (SFC later identified this as a self-identified
violation because SFC's license explicitly states that the Corporate Manager,
HP, will conduct that audit.)

In general, the audits appeared to be conducted in compliance with SFC's'

license. Further, the audits appeared useful in that some important program
areas were reviewed and some important issues identified. Since the audits
were formally transmitted under the signature of the Corporate Director,
Licensing, Safety and Nuclear Compliance, and often required a response, audit
findings were being tracked to ensure corrective actions.
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ATTACHMENT

1 PERSONS CONTACTED

1.1 Licensee Personnel

G. Barrett, Safety Engineer
*R. Cook, Vice President, Administration
J. Ellis, President

*M. Freudiger, H&S Supervisor
*C. Harlan, Director, Regulatory Compliance
R. Hughes, Former UF6 shift supervisor

*S. Lambson, Manager, Decommissioning and Decontamination
H. Leatherman, Engineer

*R. Miller, Manager, Health & Safety (H&S)
*B. Reid, Manager, Quality Assurance
*K. Schlag, Environmental Engineer

In addition to the personnel listed above, the inspector contacted other
licensee personnel during this inspection period.

* Denotes personnel present at the exit briefing conducted on March 30, 1994.

2 EXIT MEETING

On March 30, 1994, the inspector met with licensee representatives to discuss
the scope and findings of the inspection. Much of the discussion centered
around management's priorities for the leaking barrels stored near the
boneyard.
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