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Executive Summary

General Electric Nuclear Energy Production
NRC Inspection Report 70-1113/97-08

The primary focus of this routine unannounced inspection was the evaluation of
the licensee's conduct of plant o?erations and maintenance. The report
covered a one week period and included the results of inspection efforts of
one regional fuel facility inspector.

Plant Operations

“ The licensee's conduct of rations was being performed according to
area safety requirements. Passive engineered controls for assuring
?gop:: cogtrg\ of uranium enrichments were in place and functional

ection 2.a).

The licensee responded promptly to safety-related events and incidents,
Fro rly characterized them, and took appropriate corrective actions.
ollow up of recommendations made by corrective action implementation
teams need to be tracked to closure. One Non-Cited Violation was noted
for deviations from the apﬁroved configuration control system, the final
corretive actions of which will be tracked as Inspector Followup Item
97-08-02 (Section 2.b).

Maintenance/Surveillance

The 1icensee’'s system for controlling maintenance of safety controls
in the Dry Conversion Process areas was adequate for assuring the
operability of Automatic Engineered Controls. Maintenance was being
performed as identified by the Integrated Safety Analysis through the
use of adequate work control procedures, and included appropriate
post-maintenance functional testing (Section 3.a).

The licensee was adequately controlling work authorizations for
maintenance activities e licensee took quick action to identify and
correct an occurrence where the system for controlling work
authorizations was bypassed (Section 3.b).
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REPORT DETAILS

summacy of Plant Status

This report covered a one week period. Plant activities included normal
powder production in the Ammonium Diuranate (ADU) facility. routine

1let and assembly production, and normal uranium recovery operations.
he Dry Conversion Process (DCP) was operating with 1ine #1 producing
enriched powder, 1ine #2 producing natural powder. and 1ine #3 was
undergoing construction/qualification. The new gadolinia shop and dry
rgcygne system associated with DCP were being prepared for initial
startup.

Plant Operations (88020) (03)
a.  Conduct of Operations (03.01)

(1) Inspection Scope

The inspector conducted a facility tour to observe conduct
of operations, and to confirm that material storage, process
operations, and process related activities were being
performed in accordance with written safety requirements.

(2) Qbservations and Findings

The inspector observed operations in the ADU process area.
the pellet production area, the gadolinia shop, the DCP
facility, and the Uranium Recovery (UR) area. The inspector
compared the operations in each of these areas with the
requirements 1isted in the Nuclear Safety Release/
Requirements (NSR/Rs) for selected areas. The inspector
observed gressure readings on ventilation systems and HEPA
filters throughout the facilities. The inspector found that

all operating systems were within the required pressure
ranges.

The 1ns?ector observed the storage of Special Nuclear
Material (SNM) throughout the facilities. These
observations included storage of UF, cylinders. 3 gallon and
5 gallon powder cans, pellet trays, and DCP facility bulk
er containers. The inspector found that all observed
NM storage was being conducted in accordance with local
safety requirements.

The 1icensee identified that an annular tank in the UR area
had been slowly leaking uranium waste solution into a diked
area, and that insulation had been found inserted into the
annular space between the solution reservoir and the borated
stainless steel plate used for neutron absorption. The
licensee identified that this was a concern due to the
potential for accumulations of SNM immediately adjacent to
the faverable geometry solution reservoir inside the neutron
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absorb1ng barrier. The inspector observed that the liransee
removed the insulation material, found that it did not
contain significant quantities of SNM., and found that the
licensee verified that all other vessels of similar design
did not have insulation (or other foreign materials) lodged
between the solution reservoir and the neutron absorber.
The inspector found that tine licensee reacted to an
unexpected potential safety problem, and repaired the
leaktng annular tank in an expeditious but careful manner in
0

order assure nuclear and radiologice) safety.

(3) Conclusions
The licensee's conduct of operations was being performed
according to area safety requirements. Passive engineered
controls for assuriry ?roper control of SNM enrichmerits were
in place and functivnal. The license2 reacted well to an
unexpected potential safety problem.

Review of Previous Events (03.07)

(1)

(2)

Inspection Scope

Operational events occurring since the last inspection were
reviewed for adequacy of licensee responses.

Observations and Findings

(a) Uranium Release from HF Recovery Building

The inspector reviewed the licensee findings
associated with the event involving a radiologica’
release frow the DCP HF Recovery Building. This event
was reported to the NRC Operations Center and was
documented as Event Notice No. 32874. The inspector
reviewed the Unusual Inciden. Report (UIR) generated
by the licensee and fcund that two higher level
investigations were performed as a result of the UIR's
findings. One of these investigations focused on the
actual release mechanism of contamination to the
environment. The other investigation focused on the
de¥elopment of the source term that led to the
release.

The inspector found that the two investigations
uncovered the root causes of the event and proposed
short and long-term corrective actions. The inspector
found that the short term corrective actions were
completed prior to restart of the process. The
1ns?ector found that the short term corrective actions
included modifications to procedural and engineered
controls, and a corresponding 1icense amendment



(b)

(¢)
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submittal: cvaluation of grocess dynamics to identify
maximum credible uranium holdups and stack releases:
updating safe’ asis documentation; and review of
lessons learnea with entire DCP team. The inspector
found that the long term corrective actions included
evaluations of operating philosophy for imncoved
equipment performance; improved vperator tra‘ning and
communication tools: and improved zontrol rocn
ergonomics and information flow.

The inspector observed that the evaluation of t-e
maximum potential stack release determined that ¢ much
1ar?er release may be possible due to common cau:+
failures of safety controls. The inspector observed
that the evaluation report estimated the probability
of such a common cause failure to be roughly 2% per
month, but that this probability could be reduced by
increasing the frequency and rigus of valve
inspections and repair. The inspector found that the
licensee was developing a valve testing procedure to
effectively reduce the probability of common cause
fatlures. The inspector also observed that a more
detailed investigation of common failure mechanisms
was recommended 1n the evaluation report. The
inspector found that the licensee's summary of
corrective actions showed that the evaluation of the
maximum potential stack release had been completed.
However, no new items were added to the summary as a
result of the evaluation report recommgndations. The
inspector found that foliowu? corrective actions
needed t. be tracked until closed. The licensee
indicated that the follow-up actions would be tracked
and completed in a timely manner.

hiquid Hydrogen Tank Leak

The inspector reviewed the release of hydrogen from a
greSSure control system at a liquid hydrogen tank.

he inspector found that the hydrogen release occurred
inside the gas vendor's equipment ndary and was
thus well removed firom SNM access areas. The
inspector found that the licensee reacted to the
situation properly by shutting down the hydrogen
delivery system and notifying the gas vendor of the
need for repairs.

Unusual Incident Reports

The inspector reviewed the rema1n1n? UIRs (about 25)
opened since July 1997. Although all but one of these
UIRs did not lead to higher level investigations, the
inspector found that they were appropriately evaluated



(3)
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for seriousness, urgency, and potential growth into
larger problems. The inspector found that each UIR
:d:quate1y addressed the causes and corrective actions
aken,

(d) Unanalyzed Pellet Boats

The inspector reviewed a licensee internal memorandum
declaring a Licensee Identified Violation (LIV) for
the purchase of pellet boats that were of an alternate
design that was not aggroved through the configuration
management process. e alternate boat design was
discovered whe tare weights of the boats were
rejected by the production system software for being
out of the allowable range. A licensee investigation
of the tare weight rejections led to the discovery &f
the alternate boat design that was added to the part
drawing in Januar‘ 1994, The altered .csign was a
concern since 1t had not been analyzed for its effects
o, the nuclear safety of the pellet production
process. The inspector found that this item was
identified to NRC by the licensee, was not expected to
be prevented by corrective actions implemented in the
past two years, would be corrected within a reasonable
time by a specific commitment of corrective action,
and was not a willful violation. Therefore. this
licensee identified violation was not cited because
criteria specified in Section VII.B of the

were satisfied and will be
ceasider on-Cited Violation (NCV) 70-1113/
97-08-01. Additionally, a separate UIR was to be
generated to 1dent1f{ the near term and long term
corrective actions, the completion of which will be
s;aggegzas Inspector Followup Item (IFI) 70-1113/

Conclysions

The licensee responded prompt'y to safety-related events and
incidents, properly characterized them, and took appropriate
corrective actions. Follow up of recommendations made by
corrective action implementation teams need to be tracked to
closure. One Licensee-Identified Violation (NCV 97-08-01)
was noted for deviations from the approved configuration
control system, the final corrective actions of which will
be tracked as IFI §7-08-02.
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(2)

(3)

The maintenance database for DCP safety controls was
reviewed to verify that maintenance was being conducted via
work control prccedures. including post-maintenance
surveillance testing, on required items identified in the
Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA).

Qbservations and Findings

The inspector reviewed the ISA for the DCP and chos: a
sampling of the Automatic Engineered Controls (AECs) used in
line #1 of the process to be reviewed. The sampling
consisted of a wide variety of instruments and sensors to
cover the measurement and control of most of the process
variable types important to safety. The inspactor observed
the licensee’'s Maintenance Planning and Control (MPAC)
database and found that each of the items chosen for the
sample was included therein. The inspector also observed
that for each safety-related AEC in the sample., the MPAC
system included item descriptions, locations., a record of
maintenance activities, spare par:s lists. instructions for
conducting routine and preventive maintenance (R&PM), a list
of the next twelve scheduled R&PM dates. and instructions
for post-maintenance testing (PMT).

The inspector found that the frequencies established for
R&PM (ranging from monthly to annually) was adequate and
that all maintenance on AECs had been performed as scheduled
or prior to being placed into operation. The inspector also
found that the instructions provided to the maintenance
workers were adequate to locate the proper AEC device on the
production floor and to ggrform the required R&PM. The
inspector observed that PMT was performed un each AEC by
issuance of a work order separate from the orijinal R&PM
work order. The inspector found that in all cas~s., PMT was
completed before returning the safety control to service.

Conclusions

The licensee's system for controlling maintenance of safety
controls in the 6CP areas was adequate for assuring the
operability of AECs. Maintenance was being performed a.
identi1fied by the ISA throu?h the use of adequate work
control procedures, and included appropriate post-
mainterince functional testig.






ATTACHMENT

kicensee

*R. Bragg. Team Leader. Powder Prepzration & Packaging
*D. Brown, Team Leader. Environmental Programs

*D. Dowker, Team Leader, Fuel Support

*T. Flaherty, Manager, Ory Conversion Project

*R. Foleck, Senior Licensing Specialist

*R. Keenan, Manager, Site Security and Emergency Preparedness
*J. Kline, Powder Production Line Manager

*A. Mabry. Program Manager. Radiation Safety Engineering
*S. Murray, Team Leader, Chemical Conversion

*W. Ogden. Facilities Manager

*L. Paulson, Manager, Nuclear Safety

*J. Reyes. URU Area Coordinator

*B. Robinson, Principal Nuclear Safety Engineer

*E. Rouse, Radiation Protection

*H. Shaver, Nuclear Safety Engineer

*G. Smith, Team Leader, FMO Maintenance

*S. Smith, Radiation Safety Monitor

*H. Strickle~, Manager, Site Environmental, Health & Safety
*C. Tarrer, Leader, Configuration Management

*0. Turner, Environmental Engineer

*C. Vaughan, Acting Manager, Facility Licensing

*P. Vescovi, Nuclear Safety Engineer

*C. Williams, ADU Engineer

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

*Denotes those present at the exit meeting on December 12. 1997.
[NSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

[P 88020 Plant Operations
[P 88025  Maintenance and Surveillance Testing

LIST OF ITEMS OPENED, CLOSED. AND DISCUSSED
Item Number Status 1ption

70-1113/96-11-01 Closed [FI - Verify the completion of
corrective actions in response
to finding inoperable
criticality horns.









