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Extracrdinary events in the operation of the Sedusyan Fueis Cerporation
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1) On January 4, 19886, an accident occurred at SFC's Sequeoyan
Facility which killed one man, contaminated 115 other persons an¢ spread
uranium anc toxic chemicals over private property 2s far 2¢< 18 m'.!es.from
the piant. Before this event, the public at 1arge could not have ungerstood
nor anticipated the catastrophic potential for .inju:y posed by negligence
or recklessness in the operatien of the ‘Sécuoyah Faciity Further, the
fong-term implications to the public health and safety resuiting from the
contamination caused that day was not known until recent government
gisclosures that agricuitural products grown in the affecteg area contain
measuradle levels of uranium (NRC initi2] repert released Agmi! 1 1G36),
anc that children In the vicinity of the plant have measurable levels of
yraniym in their yrine

The propcsed facihity would possess the same capacity for

catastropnic occurance The same material wili be handleg in the same
sort of container and placec nto 2 similar steam chest for heating

i1) Entrance as a party to these proceedings 15 the methed
created by act of Congress for affected citizens to participate and s the
sole and proper means by which petitioner s intérests may be protected

i1) The petitioner, Environmental Action, ts an 23sociation of
giverse indiviguals, many of whom have exgerience in matters pefore the
NRC They have sought and obtained the opinions of cregentiaied experts in
environmental, radiological and nuclear matters regarding the Seguoyan
Facility The petitioner rzizes grave and substantive contentions that fall
within the scope of this proceeging The greater public nterest can only be
enhanced by 2 full ang .. ue disclosure of relevant facts from adversarial
parties. Finally, since NRC staff has cechined to partiCipale in these
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affected parties

iv) The petitioner is an association which is discrete from all
other intervening parties, with 1ts own legai theory and perspective
Environmenta! Action's contentions differ from other 1;\tervenors' and
represent emphasis and prigrities that are uniquely ours

v) Granting petitioner's motion” cannot delay the proceedings
since they have nct yet begun nor has 2 schedule for those proceedings
been set Nor wiii granting petitioner's motion prejudice the apohicant s
amendment request by unreasonably broadening the 1ssues since SFC will
retain ample time to prepare ang respond to petitioner's contentions ang
since the determination of the agmissari!ity of these i1ssues 15 2 matter to

be du'ly determinec by the presiding cfficer

Standina

Environmental Action should be granteg standing In these proteedings
since members of Environmental Action possess person2i ang property
interests required under 42 USC A 2239(2) which would be girectly and
seriously affected by the proposed expansion of the Sequoyah Facihity

The attached affigdavits attest that Environmenta! Actign members
iive and work 1n the are2 surrounding the Seauoyah Facility, that tne
hedith and safety of they and their families would be adverse'y affected
by even "normal” operations of the propesed facility ang mugnt De
catastrophically affected by 2n accigent, that the vaiue of their property

could be affected, and that their right to enjoy the 2arez's beautiful
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The granting of the requested license amendment would 2dversely
affect petitioner member's interests by !) exposing them te the risks of
catastrophic injury from a major accigent at the facility which petitioner
will demonstrate to be a credible possibility, 2) by exposing them to the
ongoing degradation of their environment with radioactive and toxiC
contaminarts above federal permissable lithits which SFCT's past operating
recora assures us wiil occur repeatedly, ang 3) by increasing their risk for
injury from the existing facility by 2) spreading key personne! tog thin,
ang, b) by assurring the reckless and negiigent management of SFC that
NRC will ailow them toc operate and even expand o 2 Pusiness-2s-usual

pasis.

r Procequr

in its order of July 25, 1985, the Commission set forth an informai
hearing process based on its conclusion that there existed no cause to
exercise the Agencys discretion to institute formai hearings under the
putlic Interest stangard of 10 CFR 210<4a; The Commission @id,
however, entrust the presiding officer with broad discretion in the
conduct 2nd rules for this proceeding Environmental Action believes that
the Commission erreg in 1ts conciusion that the pubiic interest stangars
gig not compell full, adjugicatory hearings at that time Furthermore, the
gvents that have transpired at tne Sequoyan Facility since the Commission
made that finding substantively ang raterially alter the facts that must
be weighed within the public interest standard A faciiity considered to be
benign and possessing littie consequence to the public safety has suffereg
an accident that killed one person and in‘ured more innocent memiers of
the public than any other accidgent in the history of the nuclear Industry
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Therefore, Environment2a! Action requests the presiding officer to amend
the procedura' rules established in his order dated August 8, 1985 in the
interest of developing 2 full and reliatle recora upon which to base his
decision
Environmental Action is unable to address sufficiently several 1ssues
within the scope of these preceedings becalse the gocumentation required
is in the sole possession of LFC and its parent company kKerr-iicGee or the
NRC The documents needec go directly to the questions of the adequacy of
SFC's empioyee trairemg programs and philosophy, the competence of SFC
management (> operate an ultra-hazardous nuciear factlity in comphance
with federa! operating procedures, and the integrity of SFC management in
reporting facts material to public authorities in the ¢rspatch of their guty
tc protect the publiC safety and weifare
Soecifically, Environmental Action requests the presiding officer to

girect SFC ang Kerr-McGee and the NRC to make avatlable for inspection
ang CooyIng

1) Any reports, rmemoranda, correspondence or minutes of
meetings 1ssued by or in the possession of the Director, Nuclear
Compliance regarding audits or inspections ¢f the Secuoyan fatihity

2) Any reports, memoranda, correspongence or minytes of
meetings issued by or in the possession of the Manager, Sequoyah Facility
and the Manager of Proguction regarding compliance with NRC or SFC
operating procegures -

3) Any reports, memoranga, correspondence or minutes of
meetings issued by or 1n the Dossession of the Manager, Sequoyah Facility,

the Manaqer of Production or the Manaqer of =ez'th BhyeiCs
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nersgnnel 1n gperating procedures |, Industrial or racdioiogiczi safety,
in¢lyaing the minutes of shift training and safety meetings

4) Any reports, memoranda, correspondence or minutes of
rneetings 1esued by or In the possession of NRC Office of investigations,
the Augmented investigation Team or any interagency Task Force regarding
either training, crocedural compitance or contemplated enforcement action
regarding the Sequoyah facility

S) Any reports, memoranda , correspongence oOr m"‘utes of

rmeetings 133ued Dy OF In the possession of the 2bove mentioned SFC

ut
ur

officials or the NRC regarding when 1t was known that an off-site
r2ai0l0g1cal emergency existed or had occurred, or which deal with the
public dessemination of information regarding contamination off-site or
an-cite and the extent of that contamination, 2nd communications between
SFL or Kerr-McGee and the Oxlzhoma Department of Heaith, county heaith
of':cxais or 1acal authorities regarding off-site contamination or pudlic
exposure

Since gocuments angd investigations regarding the January «th
accident are both germaine and essential to a careful consigeration of
these 1ssues 1t 15 necessary that the proceedings be held 1n oeyance until
these investications are complete and their findings published

Further, we reguest ample opportunity after these items are made
availab'e to examing these cocumants before filing cetailed amenged
contentions. we recommend 2 thirty (30) day perioc

Finally, since the potential for catastrophic accident would be
prosent in the new facility 2s proposed, it would best serve the public
interest !f parties have the opportunity to file rebuttal and response
briefs in order to deveiop 3 comp'ete and factually accurate record
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Contentions

In Chapter 2 of the proposed license amendment, SFC proposes 2
personnel and administrative organization that ties the UF6-UF4 plant to
the existing conversion piant by torrowing-key personne! from the
conversion plant to oversee operation of the UF6-UFd4 plant on tep of their
existing burden of responsibiiities. The proposed iicense ammencment
incorporates the provisions of the Sequoyah Conversion Facility License
SUB-1010 license renewal application (1985) The organization2! theory of
SFC's license amendment 1$ Qrossiy geficient 1n two wa2ys

First, it assumes the existing management and sLpervisory personne!
have idle time in which they can devote their fuil attentions to the safe
and proper operation of the UF6-UF4 facihity The clear fallicy of SFC's
proposal 1s demonstrated by their assertion that, since the UFg-UF4d piant
will be operationally separate from the conversion plant, that unusual
occurances in the conversion plant which require 1ts shut-gown wiil not
interfere with the operation of the UF6-UF4 facihity It 1s precisely at
such times as abnorma! occurances, investigations and corrective
operations that key personne!l will be moest consumed with therr
responsibilities there and unable to devote their necessary attent'ons to
the safe and proper operation of the proposed faciitty

cacong, it 2ssumes the exisking management and Supervisory
personne! possess the requisite competence and character, an assumption

that recent events demonstrate to be false Specificzlly
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By the joint admission of NRC anc SFC the root cause of the tragic
January 4th accident was improper anc inadequate training of operating
personnel. The license amendment for the UFE-UF4 plant contains not 2
single mention of this fundemental element In the safe and proper
operation of an ultra-hazardous nuclear facility in SUB-1010 hcense
renewa! application (188S), the training of operational ang maintenance
personnel 15 described as having four components 1) ragiation safety, 2)
plant operations, X) equipment operation, and 4! emergency procecures
(Chaoter 2 6) Of 2t least two of these aspects (264) piant personnel were
shown to have been inadeguately prepared by the January 4th accigent

Tre airect cause of the tank rupture was 2 dangerous venting
orocedure that had been outlawea by NRC reguiation several years prior to
this event, yet SFC management had been grossly negligent n ther
obligation to instruct plant workers in this procedure change The practise
of heating overfilled vesse!s was not uncommon and occurred on several
seperate 0Ccassions with the knowledge of line management personne!
who would 2'so be responsible for operational safety in the proposec
facility

On paper, SFC's training program may 2ppear impressive butl In
practice the margin of safety that it provides for plant personnel and the
public has been shown to be paper thin Chapter 28, paragrach 4 asserts
that “the Facility Manager or M= designate (Process Engineering Manager,
or Production Manager) discusses with the employee the importance of
rules pertaining to raciation and industrial safety” Yet the NRC
investigation of the January 4th zccident (NUREG 1179 at 3-13) states
that supervisors provided new workers with an informal orientation and
then on=the-iob instruction from other proguction workers oroviged the

e .
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baiance of their training

in Chapter 27, the responsibility for formulating, developing and
mamta;mng the detailed operating procedures based on approved criteria
and standards falls upon the Manager for Production with review by the
RSO and the Manager, Seguoyah Facility These men, however, failed to
communicate these procedures to workefs, or even line management,
(2ss1stant shift supervisors) in any conscious, systematic fashion

Chapter 28 identifies the Director, Regulatory Compiience as the
person responsible for inspecting the Sequoyah Facility to ensure that
actual daily plant operations were in compliance with federa! reguliations
in the area of piant safety On January. 4th, his performance was
gemonstrated to be inadequate anc negligent

“The mechamsm for training personnel 1s found to be weak In that
there has been no formalized plan or procedure for accomphisning this
task, and supervisors have been left to their own devices to see that their
workers are made aware of procedure contents” (NUREG-1179 at 3-!3)
The educational backgrounds of .he shift supervisors are described In
Chapter 11 of SUB-1010 license renewal application (1383) Four 2re high
school graduates One completed 2 single year of college None of them are
qualified to devise a program for worker egucation In the hangling of
ultFa-hazardous and volatile materizls, yet these are the men SFC
management entrusted with that sophisticated task

All of these persons are identified 1n SFC's hicenze amendment 2s
being the key administrative ang supervisoty personnel responsid'e for the
operation of SFC's propozed UFS-UF4 plant The past reccrg of these

sibilities an

- -

y o s Y \ / \ o ela
appreciation for the gravity of their respon

-
e



they have been, and wiil continue to be, negiigent, incompetent and
reckless This licensing boarc must, therefore, dis2!low their assoctatien

with any future facility licensed by the NRC

ardiatian L 4 '

As in Chapter 2, the license amendment request incorporates the
raciation protection conditions in SUS-101C license renewal application
(198S), requiring us to ¢3l11 into question the provietons of that gocument

SFC has committed 2 plan to paper that 3appears far more
comprehensive and effective than it is in practice Once 2gain, 't 15 the
manner in which the plan 1s implimented by. management ang superviscry
personnel that lies at the heart of a gismal operationai record of 2'~ and
surface contamination

At Chapter 322, SFC asserts that 1) the containment system 1S
designed to prevent the release of radioactive materials which Could
become airborne, 2) additional contrcls are provided to transport dust
from potential leakage points to 2ir cleaning systems, and 3) butidings are
ventilated to maintain breathing zir at leve's as low 3s reasonably
attainable According to the propesed license amengment these are the
congitions that would apply to the proposed facility

" However, the operating experience of the Segquoyah Facility clearly
indicates that these conditions are far from attained During 1360 there
were 67 days in which airporne concentrations of uranium exceeded
allowable limits in some portion of the plant (NRC Inspection Report,
March 12, 1982); in 1681 there were 27 such occassions (NRC Inspection
Report, March 24, 1983), and 19 days above allowabie himits in 1982 (NRC

Inspection Report, March 24, 1983) Instead of ingicating a downwarg
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trend, these contaminations appear reminiscent of previous reports of
plant performance ( 79 incident reports fiied in AEC Compliance inspection
Report, Dec. 3, 1971, 28 incident reports file¢ in AEC Compliance
Inspection Report, May 15, 1973, and 41 incident reports f1 ed n AEC
Compliance inspection Report, July 12, 1974)

Chapter 3241 sets standards for air-quatity within the facility and
the protective measures to be taken when those conditions are not met we
are wholly relient upon the veracity and competence of SFT personnel Iin
reporting 2irhomne radiation levels and resulting worker exposure The
performance of these personne! (and indirectly their competence and
integrity) has been placed in question by NRC inspectors !n the NRC
inspection Report dated March 12, 1982, inspectors determined that SFC
calculations of worker exposure werre possibly “subject to major error”
and that two workers were quite possibly overexposed although SFC heaith
physics personne! had determined that they had not beer A 1383
inspection reported that SFC worker exposure calculations were still
possibly being underestimated (NRC inspection Report, March 24, 1983)

Chaoters 3246 and 3247 compine to say that all contammateo'
areas were to be promptly cleaned NRC inspectors stated, It was notec
that in some areas exhibiting consistently high levels of contamination,
clean-up was somewhat less than expediticus 2nd 2t times would not be
undertaken for periods as long as a week” (NRC Inspection Report, March
24, 1983). Tms careful statement from NRC inspectors chronicles 2
pattern of sioveniiness by SFC It must truly be 2 formidadble task to keep
contaminations cleaned up In 3 plant which, 25 of July, 1975, was

- -
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The proposed license amendment incorporates the ex!sting
radiologicai contingency plan 2s stated in SUB-10!0 license renewal
appiication (1985) without addition

The proposed license amendment 1§ deficient in that 1t has no
provision for protecting the proposed faciiity from 2 general radiological
emergency at the existing faciiity During the January 4th accident, the
piume escaping from the UF6 vesse! was sucked into the process building's
ventilation system where the fataily injured worker w2s working Hag the
proposed facility been operating on January 4th and had the wing been
blowing from the south, it 1 plausible that workers i1n the UFE-UF4 piant
would have been engu‘.fed' In 3 caustic plume, perhaps precipitating 2
second accident in that facility

The radiological contingency pian as 1t exists under SUB-1010 hcense
renewal applicaticn (1985) and as it applies to the proposed facility 1s
deficient in three fundement2i respects

First, it has not provicec for adecuate training of piant personnel in
emergency response procedures The negligence of management In
providing effective training was evidenced by the confusion of workers
response to the accident The dousing of the spewing vesse! with fire
hoses was Intended to reduce the release (and NRC inspectors conjecture
that it might have helped in this regarg) however it certainly acce'erated
the hydrolysis of the UFE into hygroflucric acid anc yrany! nitrate vapors
(NUREG-1179 2t 3-9)

Second, management had mace no effort to design and 1mphiment 2n

emergency or evacuation plan with loca! authorities grior to the acicent
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No coordinated plan for contacting the appropriate authorities existed
Seven years after the accident at Three Mile Isiand identified emergency
coordination with local authorities as being the first line in defending the
public safety during an accident, SFC had taken no
steps whatsoever to protect anyone outside their plant's fence This
amomts to negiigence and reckless indifference for public health and
safety on the grandest scale

Third, SFC officiais intentionally decieved local 2uthorities , the
medi2 and the public in the critical periog 2fter the accident and withheld
essential information that the public reguired, and was rightfully entitled
to, In order to take effective protective action SFC repeatedly 2ssertec
and maintained that 21! uranium fell out of the piume before It reachec the
plant fence As 2 result, the public was deprived of the ability to take
reasonafile action to minimize their exposure to ultra-nazardous

radionucliges

Reljef

The relief sought by Environmental Action 15 bo*n specific ang general
In nature.

First, the proposed “time-sharing” approach tc managcement
organization is wholly inadequate to ensure the proposed facility's
operation in @ manner that will protect the public health ang safety An
independent and exclusive management and supervisory organization 1s
required in any nuclear facihty

A training program for the pr posed facility was never concieved nor
concieved of by SFC. Management and supervisory personnel in the existing
plant have demonstrated profouns neglect and indifference to this eszenta!
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