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Inspection Summary

Areas Inspected: This routine, unannounced inspection involved 50 dinspector-
hours by one NR{ inspector in the arez of mezsurements.

kesults: One vicletion was identified - failure to investigate and take
corrective action in @ timely manner when control stancdards exceedec the 0.05

control limits.
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REPORT DETAILS

Report No. 70-1113/84-16
1. Key Persons Contacted

*J. R. Bergman, Manager, Manufacturing

*C. M. Vaughan, Acting Manager Regulatory Compliance
*BE. F. Bentley, Manager, Fuel Chemica)l Operation
*W. W. McMahon, Manager, Quality Assurance

*D. Starr, Meznager, Site Support Quality

*T. P. Winslow, Mznager, Chemet Laboratory

*C. Schiltz, Manager, Fuel Fabrication Engineering
*G. R. Mallett, Senior Engineer, LANMM

*R. C. Hawk, Manager, Operational Planning

*H. Stern, Manager, MT&ED

"R. G. Patterson, Acting Manager, Manufacturing
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The inspector also interviewed severz] other licensee employees.
*Denotes those presert &t the exit interview
2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on November 30, 1984 and
Jenuary 1€, 1985, with those persons indiceated in Paragrzph 1 above. One

vicletion (paragréph 3.b) was discussed concerning the failure to investi-
gete anc teke corrective actions in @ timely manner when mezsurement contro)
Catz exceeded control limits. The licensee acknowiedped the finding and
took no exceptions.

3. Review of Employee Concerns Regarding Measurements (MC-E5207)

a. It was asserted by & General Electric Wilmington Nuclear Fuels Mznu-
facturing Department employee that (1) an out-of-service tag was
improperly removecd from an analyzer on August 23, 1982 in violation of
& Generé) Electric procedure, (2) thet procduction samples were released
during the <tabilizing period for 2 new Jetector, and (3) that
leboretory employees were ciscouraged from talking to the NRC
inspectors. The NRC review of these employee concerns wes 28 follows:

(1) Allegation

An out-of-service tag was improperly removed frox an analyzer on
August 23, 1982, in violation of a General Electric procedure.




Discussion

The manager of the Chemical Laboratory was interviewed and
procedures relating to eguipment tapging were examined. A
procedure entitled Administrative, Lock, Tag and Try, No. 302
dated October 1 1980, was examined. The procedure specifies
that 2 yellow "out-o f-service tag 1s used when there is reason
not to operate the equipment and there is no danger to personnel.
The procedure also requires that whenever the yellow

"out-of-service" tag is to be placec on equipment, the reason is
to be noted and the tag shzll be signed and dated. Only the
person signing the tag or supervisor of his area is permitted to
remove the tag.

The laborztory manager was questioned about the circumstances
surrounding the removal of an out-of-service tag on or about
August 23, 19B2. He seicd that he recelled the incident. He had
been c2llec 2t home and, not knowing the status of the analyzer at
the time, he had instructed & technician to tac the anzlyzer
out-of-service to prevent its use for analyzing production
semples. The laboratory manager indicated that the out-of-service
tag was presumzbly removed by the laborztory supervisor (which is
é¢llowed by procedure) anc operations resumed after it had been
determined that the anzlyzer was functioning properly. The tag in
question coulcd not be visuzlly examined by the inspector because
yellow out-of-service tags are not retzined once they have been
removed from a piece of equipment. The bottom of a tag states
thet any employee cperzting apparatus to which the tag is
gttachec, unless authorized to do so, will be subject to dis-
missal.

The inspector requested that the laboratory mznagement review
applicedlc shift logs for any reference to equipment being tagced
&s out-of-service. The licensee performed the review anc could
find no written re’erence regarding this incident.

Through inquiries of the three laboratory supervisors and the
process contro]l specizlist it was determined that two of the
laboratory supervisors anc the process control specialist had no
knowledge concerning the removal of an out-of-service tag on
August 23, 19B2. The "2" shift supervisor szid that he recalled
ciscussing the matter with & concerned emplcyee. The supervisor
stéted that he may have personally removed the tag, but that he
could not be certain. He further stated that & technician on the
prececing shift had informed him that the minimum U=-cco -t had been
determined for the analyzer in guestion. The technician was
interviewed anc the matter discussed; however, the technician
could not recall the incident. To gain further information
regercing equipment changes the inspectors interviewed a
measurement systems specialist in the Calibration and
Instrurentation Support Unit. This wes formerly the Technical
Equipment Support Unit and has the responsibility for Jetector
change-outs. He could not recall the incident.
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It wes disclosed during this interview that records documentation
was insufficient to provide information concerning detector
change-outs. It should be noted that logs of this type are not
required to be maintained by the licensee and are used primarily
for trend analysis related to equipment failures. The technician
who initially placed the out-of-service tag on the instrument on
August 22, 1382, was interviewed by the inspector. The technician
indicated he recalled the incident and haC tzgued the equipment
out-of-service as a precautionary measure. The decision to apply
the tag was made in concert with the technician's supervisors.
The technician could recall no irregularities with the incident.

Fincings

On the basis of cdiscussions with licensee employees and the lack
of physical n e insp covld not cetermine whether
or nct the

could not be
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Findings

Production samples were not released prior to equipment stabili-
22tior They were not mezsured until after stabilization of
the equipment hacd been completec.

This allegation could not be substantiated. No violations or
deviations were identified.

(3) Allegation

Laboratery employees were cdiscouraged from talking to the NRC
inspectors.

Discussion

Twelve laboratory technicians were interviewed and were speci-
fically asked if they had been discouraged from talking to the NRC
inspecters. Twe of the twelve technicians interviewecd indicated
thet they were told to refer any questions asked of them to their
supervisors but they were not discouraged from talking to NRC
inspectors. The remzining technicians all indicated that the
matter of communications was newer discussed between themselves
and management. ;

Findings

This &llegation could not be substantiated. No viclations or
devietions were identified.

The program for monitoring &nd controlling the performance of standard
mezsurements for some of the anélytice] methods used for accountability
purposes was examined. The analyticel methods for uranium and U-235
have control limits determined by statistica) techniques anc basec upen
the historica) performance of the method. Each mezsurement system has
control limits at the 0.05 and 0.00] level of significance that are
reevaluztec at least once each material balance period. The measure-
ment methods, the freguency of out-of-control situations, the periods
examinec, anc the numder of stancard measurements performec during the
period are presented n Table I.

Each time control limits are exceeded, &n investigztion is performed
and the probzble cause of the occurrence anc the corrective actions
taken are documentecd. During the review of control chart datz the
inspector determined that neither the measurement contrel coordinator
nor his officially designated alternate were being notified when
contro) detz fell between the .05 and .0C] control limits.

A letter to the licensee from the Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards dated May 14, 1984, preserted the NRC position on timely
investication and corrective action for control ceta fzlling between
the .0% anc .00) control limits. The May 14, 1584 letter instructed
the licensees to implement a program for reporting a single or two
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consecutive date points that fall between the .05 and .00 control
limits to the measurement control coordinztor or his officially
designated alternzte within 48 and 24 hours, respectively. This
criteria was effective on the dete of the letter. Sixteen deta points
fell between the .05 and .00) control limits during the perioc reviewed
for these measurement systems identified in Table 1. These occurrences
were as follows: Three consecutive date points exceeded the .05
control limit for the tota) metallic impurity (TM]1) standard during the
period October 8-12, 19B4; two -onsecutive data points exceeded the .05
contro) limit again for the TMl standerd curing the period November 1
and 2, 1984; two consecutive date points exceeded the .05 control limit
for a uranium titrimetric stancard on November 8, 1984; and the
remaining deta points were single occurrences that exceeded the .05
contro) limits. None of those occurrences Wwere reported to the
measurement control coerdinaztor or his officially designated alternate;
thus the licensee was not investigating anc tzking corrective action
in & timely manner. This is a violation. (84-16-01)

Independent Inspection Fincings (M $2713)

The NRC inspector observed the sampling of the V-108 fluoride waste system
on November 29, 1984, Two samples were withdrawn from the deily composite
sample, one routine ancd one replicate. The rociine sample (No. 625E16) was
forwarded to the laboratory for analysis of uranium and other attributes.
The replicate sample is retainec, composited and anzlyzed by an off-site
laboratory for uranium-235 enrichment. It was determined that the approved
sempling procedure was followed, that the sample contziners were properly
labelec and that sampling information wes proviced te perrit followup.
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¢ Company
A Long, General Manager
timingtor Manufacturing Department
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ngton, N 28402
sentlemen

SUBJECT: REPORT ND. 70-1113/83-05

This refers to the routine faspection conducted by Mr. J. W. Sabados of this
office on February $-13. 1983, of activities authorized by NRC License
No. SNM-1097 for the Wilnington faciifty and to the discussion of our findings
held with B C. M. Yaughen, Mandger, Licensing and Nuclear Materia! Management.
at the conclusion of the tnspectipn.

Areal examined durin s n 1on Ancluded your progras for nuclear material
comtro) and under 4pp)icable provisions of Title 10, Code of
Federa! Regulations, : Nuclear Material®, and specific Vicense
conditions . F Inspection comsisted of selective examing~

tative records, finterviews with personnel,
performance tests, and observations by the inspector.

During the inspectfon, 1t was fownd that certain activities under your license
appear to violate WAL requirements. These Ttems and references to pertinent
requirements are IMated 1n the Notice 9f Violation enclosed herewith as
Acpendix A Elements to be ingluded 1n your response are delinested in
Appendix A .

We have examined actions you have taken with regird to previously reported
unresoived matters. The status @f these ftems 15 discussed in the enclosed
report 4

In accordance with Section 2.790{d) of the NRC's "Rules of Practice", Part 2,
tle 10, (ode of Federa! Regulations. activities involving safeguards anc

WLy measures are exempt Trom public disclosure; therefore, the enclosures to
. letter with the exception of the report cover page, which 1s an inspection
summary, will not be placed 1n the Pub)ic Document Rooe

‘ne responses directed Dy this letter and the enclosures are not subject to the
carance procedures of the Of'fice of Management anc Budget as required by the
Faverwors Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-5]1







